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ABSTRACT - The history and development of Hungarian communities living in the Carpathian Basin 

and the parties representing them is a significant topic for both Hungarian national politics and social 

science.  Through the analysis of census and election databases, relevant party documents, and the 

mobilization index developed by Strijbis and Kotnarowski, this study also aims to contribute to expanding 

knowledge about Hungarian communities and parties abroad. The analysis covers the presentation of 

some basic, country-specific characteristics of Hungarian ethnic communities, and based on these, a brief 

overview of the individual community types and the parties representing them. Then, on the one hand, 

the study shows the main goals and place of Hungarian ethnoregional parties in the typology developed 

for Central and Eastern Europe based on the goals of political organizations. On the other hand, using 

time-series data the study examines the relationship between the major parties and the given Hungarian 

community in terms of electoral support at the national and regional levels. The presented results 

strengthen and consolidate the knowledge about the national and regional position, support of Hungarian 

ethnoregional parties, and illustrate the different aims, development paths of organizations and the 

dynamics of their support. However, the results are also suitable for drawing attention to trends due to the 

decline of communities, which also affects the chances and future of political organizations. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The history and development of Hungarian ethnoregional parties have been closely monitored 

by sholars living in Hungary and in the respective countries since the regime change. The literature uses 

a number of different terms to refer to political organizations representing ethnic groups, although the 

range of parties defined by different authors often coincides: ethnic parties (Horowitz, 1985; Chandra – 

Metz, 2002; Chandra, 2011), regionalist parties (Urwin, 1985; Strmiska, 2003), peripheral parties 

(Rokkan – Urwin, 1982), ethnopolitical parties (Ishiyama – Breuning, 1998), and ethnoregionalist 

parties (De Winter, 1998; De Winter – Gomez-Reino, 2002; Dandoy, 2010) are all widespread forms. 

Salat –Székely (2018) concluded that the term “ethnic party” is most appropriate for parties operating 

in the Central and Eastern European region, primarily because of the sophistication and clarity of the 

definition. At the same time, the use of the term “ethnoregional party” is not unprecedented in the region; 

in fact, according to Szász (2006) and the definition criteria he established, the most Hungarian parties 

abroad at that time could be classified in this category. This study argues in favour of using the latter 

term, as it examines parties that represent geographically concentrated minority communities and 

demand some form of self-determination for these communities by changing the functioning of the 

nation-state and, in some cases, its democratic order (Müller-Rommel, 1998; De Winter, 2001). 

The term “some form of self-determination” covers a wide range of concepts, with the parties’ 

goals ranging from cultural protectionism to separatism. Typologies based on this definition generally 

classify (mainly Western European) ethnoregional aspirations into cultural and territorial types, and 

within the territorial type, they distinguish between intra-state and cross-border aspirations (Snyder, 

1982; Seiler, 1985; Rudolph – Thompson, 1989; Mikesell – Murphy, 1991; Bugajski, 1995; Keating, 
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1996; De Winter, 1998; Ishiyama – Breuning, 1998; Coackley, 2003; Wolff, 2004; Gómez-Reino 

Cachafeiro – De Winter – Lynch, 2006; Jenne, 2007; Dandoy, 2010; Nedelcu – DeBardeleben, 2016), 

with significant differences between categories and scholars' approaches, of course. 

When examining the success of ethnic and ethnoregional parties, factors that differ from the 

general ones must be taken into account, as these parties can only count on the support of a part of 

society (some even question their definition as modern parties and their role in mitigating social conflicts 

– e.g. Gombár, 1994; Gunther–Diamond, 2003; Pap, 1999). Several authors have attempted to identify 

the factors that influence or hinder their success. According to various authors, these factors are as 

follows: the history of indigenous peoples, especially their experience of autonomy (Koev, 2019), the 

party's organization (Ishiyama – Stewart, 2019) and stable party leadership (Gherghina, 2014), as well 

as effective communication (Mudde, 2007), the size of the ethnic community (Chandra, 2005; Jiglau – 

Gherghina, 2011), territorial concentration (Koev, 2014), proportional electoral systems (Lublin, 2014), 

territorial autonomy (Ishiyama, 2000, 2006; Brancati, 2007; De Winter, 1998) generally contribute to 

political success, while inter-ethnic party competition (Cox, 1987; Waller, 1995) generally leads to 

failure. 

In general, comprehensive analysis of CEE political parties, as well as the ethnoregional 

communities and regions that form their social and territorial base, is still incomplete, although the 

number of case studies dealing with one or more selected cases has increased significantly (e.g, Dobos, 

2013; Harrach, 2016; Kiss – Barna – Székely, 2018; Nedelcu – DeBardeleben, 2016; Stroschein, 2001; 

Zuber, 2011), and we increasingly see comparative and summarizing analyses of the functioning, 

behaviour, political role and success of relevant parties (e.g. Bernauer – Bochsler, 2011; Bochsler, 2006; 

2011; Ishiyama – Stewart, 2021; Nakai, 2012; Koev, 2021; Kostadinova, 2007; Strijbis – Kotnarowski, 

2015; Székely – Horváth, 2014; Szöcsik – Zuber, 2015; Zuber – Szöcsik, 2019).  Although many 

scholars have analysed the success of Hungarian parties abroad (Bodó, 2017; Illyés – Székely, 2017 ; 

Kiss, 2009; Kiss – Barna – Székely, 2013, 2018; Székely, n.d.), in Slovakia (Harrach, 2016; 2017; 

Rákóczi, 2020; Ravasz, 2013) and Serbia (Léphaft, 2014; 2021), but there are only few analyses that 

examine these organizations operating in different countries and under different circumstances within a 

single study and based on the same criteria. 

This study attempts to analyze Hungarian communities living in neighboring states and the 

Hungarian ethnoregional parties representing them from a common perspective, along the following 

themes and questions: 

1) Where do Hungarian parties rank among the ethnoregional organizations in Central and 

Eastern Europe? What are the differences in the main goals of Hungarian ethnoregional 

parties operating in different countries? 

2) How does the shrinking of Hungarian communities affect representation? What other 

factors influence electoral success? What are the territorial patterns behind all this? 

3) Based on the above, what future trends can be outlined for Hungarian communities and 

Hungarian ethnoregional parties? 

 

METHODS 

The study presents the characteristics of Hungarian ethnoregional parties in neighbouring 

countries within the Carpathian Basin. To this end, it is worth first examining the characteristics and 

changes of the communities that form the social and electoral base of these parties, as their size and 

social proportion are also important factors in terms of the political representation of Hungarian ethnic 

communities (as is the case with all ethnic groups). This is particularly true because if certain trends 

predicted in population forecasts come to pass, we may reach a critical point beyond which participation 

in representative bodies, especially at the national level, becomes highly questionable. The public 

databases of censuses conducted after the transition to democracy help characterize the main 

demographic processes of Hungarian ethnic communities, while population projections (Péti et al., 

2021a) help outline the future trends.  

In the next part of the study, our goal is to place Hungarian ethnoregional parties in a broader 

context (from a geographical and organizational point of view), and to this end, we also present the 
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relevant results of our research focusing on Central and Eastern European ethnoregional parties 

(Baranyai, 2023; 2024). The main goal of the research was to develop a typology based on the party 

demands that occupy the highest place in the hierarchy. The hierarchy of typology uses a "state-oriented" 

approach, i.e., it evaluates individual aspirations from the perspective of the central 

government/state/majority society and ranks them according to the threat they pose to territorial 

integrity. To identify these goals, we conducted a qualitative content analysis of certain documents found 

on the organizations' websites (statutes, framework programs, election programs) that contain 

fundamental non-territorial and territorial demands. The resulting typology includes a total of 92 Central 

and Eastern European organizations, including 12 Hungarian ethnoregional parties.  

Finally, in the last part of the study, we examine the social support and electoral success of three 

Hungarian ethnoregional parties that are suitable for detailed analysis, first based on national data (in 

Romania's case, this means the lower house) and then on regional data. We narrowed down the scope 

of the analysis to these three organizations because they are the main parties that usually field their own 

lists or candidates in national elections, their time series analysis covers roughly the same period, and 

their results, performance, and changes are truly reflected in the data. Other Hungarian ethnoregional 

parties run in parliamentary elections less frequently or for shorter periods, and sometimes as part of 

broad electoral coalitions, in which case it is impossible to determine their independent electoral support. 

The number of votes and vote share collected at the national level does not in itself reveal much about 

a party's support – although it does reveal the most important thing: whether it has a large enough social 

base to gain representation. However, it does not reveal much about how many voters within a given 

community – in our case, Hungarians living in neighboring states – it can reach, mobilize, and encourage 

to participate in elections and support the party. To get closer to this information, we use the mobilization 

index elaborated by Strijbis and Kotnarowski (2013), which is relatively simple but suitable for 

comparative and time series analysis.  

 

 

 

 

The index can take values between 0 and 1 – if the value exceeds this, it means that the party is 

able to gather votes outside the ethnic community, or that the ethnic community's participation in the 

election exceeded the general participation. For our calculations, we used primary sources, official, 

publicly available databases, working with relevant and appropriate regional census and election data. 

When calculating the index, we always used the results of the census closest to the given election as a 

basis. We limited our regional-level research to historical regions where significant Hungarian 

communities still live today, namely five districts in Slovakia, seven districts in Serbia, and sixteen 

counties in Romania.  

 

 MAIN CHARACTERISTICS OF HUNGARIAN COMMUNITIES ABROAD 

 A common feature of Hungarian communities living in neighbouring countries is that they did 

not emigrate voluntarily but became minorities because of the border changes (Kapitány, 2015) brought 

about by the Treaty of Trianon in 1920. These Hungarian communities can be divided into three 

categories based on their similar characteristics. The Hungarian communities in Croatia and Slovenia 

are small groups living in areas close to the state border, and their numbers are steadily declining due to 

assimilation. As constitutionally recognized indigenous national communities, they have comprehensive 

individual and collective rights, including cultural autonomy and (one) guaranteed parliamentary seat.  

The Hungarian communities in Vojvodina and Transcarpathia are characterized by relatively large but 

declining populations, geographical compactness, and autonomous traditions, living on the border of 

multi-ethnic regions. Another common feature is that the territorial structure of their states is 

asymmetrical, and as a result, they have had bitter experiences (Kosovo, Crimea). The Romanian and 

Slovak communities are significant in number but declining, geographically more or less compact, and 

live in a relatively large area of the country. Another common feature is that, although they constitute 

the largest minority communities in their respective countries and represent a significant proportion of 

Mobilisation index =
votes cast for ethnic party 

size of ethnic group ∗  voter turnout
 



NÓRA BARANYAI 

59 

the population, they only have individual rights and no constitutional or legal recognition. Furthermore, 

the administrative boundaries of the states do not follow ethnic boundaries. 

The number of Hungarians living in the Carpathian Basin is declining at an increasing rate (see 

Table 1, and this unfavourable, possibly irreversible trend is expected to continue in the coming period. 

Although Hungarians will remain dominant in the region, their proportion will decline somewhat in the 

future. In addition to the general aging process, assimilation processes (in Slovakia and Romania) and 

emigration (from Serbia, Ukraine, Romania) are also characteristic of Hungarians abroad, so population 

decline is expected to be more pronounced in these areas (Péti et al., 2021a). In many cases, emigration 

means migration to Hungary; so-called ethnocentric migration is very beneficial for the mother country 

due to the influx of mostly young, but at least working-age, skilled labour, but it further exacerbates the 

already unfavourable demographic conditions in the regions beyond the border (Péti et al, 2019; 2021b). 

According to population projections prepared for the entire Hungarian population in the Carpathian 

Basin, by 2051, a decline in the number of communities abroad is predicted, with the most serious 

impact on social proportions in Slovakia (by 2–2.5 percentage points), more moderately in Romania (by 

1.5–2 percentage points in the worst-case scenario) and Serbia (by 0.5–1 percentage points). The 

numerical decline of Hungarians in neighbouring states will also be accompanied by a decrease in their 

proportion within the given society, which will also affect the individual regions to varying degrees, but 

even for Székely Land, which currently has a Hungarian majority, it may pose a challenge to maintain 

the ethnic dominance (Péti et al., 2021a). 

 

Table 1. The size of Hungarian communities and their proportion within the population according to 

censuses between 1991 and 2022 

 

 1991 2001/2002 2011 2021/2022 

 number ratio number ratio number ratio number ratio 

Croatia 22 355 0.5 16 595 04 14 048 0.3 10 315 0.27 

Romania 1 624 959 7.1 1 431 807 6.6 1 227 623 6.1 1 002 151 5.3 

Serbia 343 942 3.5 254 544 4.0 253 899 3.5 184 442 2.8 

Slovakia 567 296 10.8 520 528 9.7 458 467 8.5 456 154 8.4 

Slovenia 8 503 0.4 6 243 0.3     

Ukraine   156 566 0.3     
Source: own compilation based on census data 

Notes: Serbia and Slovenia held censuses in 2002, Romania and Serbia in 2022. Ukraine has held only one census 

since the regime change. Slovenia has been conducting register-based censuses since 2011 and does not publish 

data on nationality/ethnicity. 

 

Regulations concerning the political participation of Hungarian communities also vary. As 

already mentioned, the Hungarian communities in Croatia and Slovenia as constitutionally recognized 

indigenous nationalities have (one) guaranteed parliamentary seat (Ördögh, 2016). In contrast, Slovakia 

and Ukraine have electoral laws that do not support the national representation of minority communities 

in any way. In Serbia, national minorities have had electoral privileges since 2004, which means that 

they are exempt from the electoral threshold (previously 5%, currently 3%) and can instead obtain 

parliamentary representation based on a so-called natural threshold (Horváth, 2020). In Romania, the 

Hungarian community has always been able to enter the lower house of parliament on its own merits, 

i.e., according to the general rules, but if this were not possible for some reason, it would still be entitled 

to a seat in the House of Representatives based on the alternative threshold. 

 

MAIN OBJECTIVES OF HUNGARIAN ETHNOREGIONAL PARTIES 

Based on their social and territorial characteristics and historical traditions, legal frameworks, 

all of which were discussed in the previous chapter, ethnoregional communities can formulate different 

objectives that can form the basis of their typology. As already mentioned in the theoretical chapter, 

several scholars have dealt with the classification of ethnoregional organizations into categories 
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according to their main objectives. We have previously attempted to classify as many Central and 

Eastern European parties as possible (Baranyai, 2023; 2024) by adapting Dandoy's (2010) typology 

elaborated to Western European organisations. 

According to the results, the most ethnoregional parties in CEE are protectionist (53) and, within 

this category, conservative (44). The communities represented by these parties generally enjoy legal 

status and well-defined individual and/or collective rights, but they naturally aim to preserve and expand 

these rights – usually in language use and identity preservation – as much as possible. Ethnoregional 

communities, represented by another type of protectionist organization, the participatory parties (9), 

generally still have seats in one representative body or another, but they would like to change this to 

some extent through electoral reform. Decentralist parties strive to achieve a certain degree of territorial 

self-government within the existing state framework. The differences between the goals of these 

organizations are primarily determined by the historical traditions and territorial structure of the given 

state. The exclusively decentralist parties (11) do not want to radically change the state system, although 

most of them are dissatisfied with the existing territorial structure. They are pushing for territorial 

reform, changes to internal borders, and, within this new framework, greater territorial autonomy. 

Regionalist parties (12) want to create a more stable and less changeable territorial structure by securing 

the constitutional status of territorial units. Some of these parties want to reorganize the state based on 

natural, historical, economic, and cultural boundaries, while others support regionalization as a kind of 

modernization reform (see the EU and its regional policy). In contrast to regionalist parties, autonomist 

parties (9) focus exclusively on establishing constitutional status for their own region. Some parties 

demand autonomy for historical regions that previously enjoyed special status, while others plan to 

create smaller, self-governing territorial units within larger, multiethnic regions (some of which already 

enjoy autonomy). There are few federalist parties (7) in Central and Eastern Europe. Federal experiments 

in the region have ended in failure, and the future of the only state currently organized on federal 

principles is uncertain. However, some parties hope that the federal structure will resolve conflicts 

within states and bring about historical justice. Declared separatist parties (1) are rare in the region, as 

the formation of new nation states has largely eliminated these demands in Central and Eastern Europe. 

At the same time, it is also true that the new state borders have given rise to new discontent, so it is 

likely that many more parties harbor separatist hopes than those that express them in their documents 

(they cannot do so because it would be considered unconstitutional). 

Hungarian communities also differ significantly from one another, as we saw in the previous 

chapter. It is no wonder that they are found in different places in the typology. Moreover, although ethnic 

minority status requires unity from a power-technical point of view, the members of an ethnic or 

ethnoregional community within a given state are divided in their ideas and goals. Social communities, 

including minority communities, are always heterogeneous, and political pluralism develops just as 

naturally within organizations that have become political actors. Participation in government in 

particular leads directly to fragmentation (Szöcsik – Bochsler, 2013) and ultimately to the split of parties. 

Below, we present where Hungarian ethnoregional parties are positioned in the typology based 

on their documents. In Slovenia, individual candidates rather than political organizations compete for 

the parliamentary seats allocated to the Hungarian community in the majority constituencies. The main 

goal of the Democratic Union of Hungarians in Croatia (Horvátországi Magyarok Demokratikus 

Közössége) is “the comprehensive representation of the interests of the Hungarian national community 

in Croatia” (DUHC, 2010). Without territorial goals, the organization can be classified as protectionist 

and, within that, as a conservative party. In recent years, Hungarian parties – including the Hungarian 

Fórum (Magyar Fórum) and the Hungarian Christian Democratic Alliance (Magyar 

Kereszténydemokrata Szövetség) in Slovakia have all been regionalist. The organization currently 

known as the Hungarian Alliance (Magyar Szövetség) previously summarized the territorial demands of 

the organizations that formed the party in its program: “We urge the reorganization of Slovakia’s 

administrative divisions, taking into account natural economic, geographical, and historical regions” 

(Alliance, 2021). The creation of territorial units corresponding to historical and ethnic boundaries has 

been a demand and common feature of Hungarian organizations since the change of regime (which has 

been unsuccessful considering the 1996 administrative law). The Hungarian People's Party of 
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Transylvania (Erdélyi Magyar Néppárt) and the Hungarian Civic Party (Magyar Polgári Párt) propose 

a completely different approach, asymmetric regionalization, a kind of European modernization reform 

as the basis for Romania's reorganization: “The foundation of the new Romania: solidarity between 

constitutional regions (...) Reform of public administration: asymmetric regionalism” (HPPT, 2012), 

and similarly: "deepening the autonomy of individual regions, which is embodied in separate powers 

(...) within the framework of asymmetric regionalism" (HCP, 2008). In 2022, after lengthy discussions, 

the two organizations finally merged into a single party (Hungarian Alliance of Transylvania, Erdélyi 

Magyar Szövetség). The details of their territorial concepts differ, and in the absence of an accessible 

program, the compromise solution has not yet been clarified, although it is likely that the regionalist 

character will remain. When formulating its demands for autonomy, the Democratic Alliance of 

Hungarians in Romania (Romániai Magyar Demokrata Szövetség) focuses on the Székely Land. The 

party has abandoned its radical demands and cautiously formulates its goals: it wishes to achieve various 

“forms of autonomy, including territorial autonomy.” In doing so, it supports general decentralization 

and the application of the principle of subsidiarity (DAHR, 2018).  Within the framework of multi-level 

autonomy, parties fighting for the creation of smaller, municipal territorial units are active in Vojvodina, 

Serbia, and Transcarpathia. The Alliance of Vojvodina Hungarians (Vajdasági Magyar Szövetség) urges 

that “in the already autonomous province of Vojvodina, Hungarian-majority municipalities and 

Hungarian-majority settlements bordering them (...) should establish a Hungarian regional municipality 

(...)” (AVH, 2004). According to the Democratic Fellowship of Vojvodina Hungarians (Vajdasági 

Magyarok Demokratikus Közössége) “only effective and comprehensive Hungarian autonomy in the 

southern region can guarantee the survival and further development of the Hungarian community living 

in the southern region” (DFVH, 2017). The Hungarian Movement (Magyar Mozgalom) in Serbiaakes a 

more moderate view than others, calling for “broad autonomy for the province of Vojvodina and local 

governments” (HM, 2017). The Ukrainian Hungarian Democratic Alliance in Ukraine (Ukrajnai 

Magyar Demokrata Szövetség considers “the creation of a Hungarian district covering the majority of 

settlements with a Hungarian population (...) to be a goal to be achieved in the course of the 

administrative and local government reforms taking place in Ukraine” (HDAU, 2021). The only 

Hungarian party that adopted a federalist approach was another Hungarian organization operating in 

Transcarpathia, the Transcarpathian Hungarian Cultural Association (Kárpátaljai Magyar Kulturális 

Szövetség), which saw the solution in a federal state, “given Ukraine’s multi-ethnic composition and the 

fact that the country has several historically distinct regions.” (THCA, w.y.). 

 

ELECTORAL SUPPORT OF HUNGARIAN ETHNOREGIONAL PARTIES 

Electoral support at national level 

The Party of the Hungarian Coalition (PHC, Magyar Koalíció Pártja) was formed by the merger 

of three organizations to successfully participate in the 1998 elections held under the new electoral law 

(Ördögh, 2016). Initially (1998–2006), the PHC was able to mobilize a significant portion of the 

Hungarian community and gather Hungarian votes. In these years the mobilization index was relatively 

close or even above to 1 (Table 2). Between 1998 and 2010, the party easily crossed the parliamentary 

election threshold, but its position in government increased the already existing internal tensions, leading 

to the slow erosion of the party and a decline in its support. The biggest blow came after the split in 

2009 with the formation of Bridge (Most-Híd) and its successful participation in the subsequent 

elections. As a result, the PHC failed to enter parliament in 2010, and later, when supporters of the multi-

ethnic Bridge began to turn away, it was unable to win back Hungarian voters (Harrach, 2017). Since 

2010, the party's support base, as the mobilisation index clearly shows, has shrunk significantly. In 2020 

and 2023, the number of votes cast for Hungarian organizations participating in various electoral and 

party coalitions – Hungarian Community Togetherness, later the Alliance – increased only slightly. 

However, the current voter base is narrow, and it appears that regaining parliamentary representation 

would require the support of almost the entire Hungarian community. 

In Romania, the DAHR has been the dominant party of the Hungarian community after the 

regime change, which means that it usually wins all Hungarian votes in parliamentary elections, 

although due to internal conflicts within the organisation in the early days (Szász, 2006) and later it 
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faced Hungarian challengers on several occasions. However, unlike in Slovakia, rival parties have been 

unable to break the DAHR’s dominance, although it is true that the HCP did never run in the 

parliamentary elections, and HPPT only tested itself in the 2012 elections (Ördögh, 2016). In the 

meantime (2022), these two smaller parties have merged under the name Hungarian Alliance of 

Transylvania and are focusing on local politics. They are not fielding candidates in national (and 

European) elections but are supporting the DAHR. If they really do so, DAHR will only have to focus 

on mobilizing the Hungarian community during election campaigns. According to the mobilisation 

index, it can be concluded that DAHR is indeed capable of winning the votes of almost the entire 

Hungarian community (Table 3). The 2012 election year clearly stands out from the DAHR’s time series 

results, as the 47,955 votes collected by the HPPT caused a significant loss (a decrease in the number 

and proportion of votes and the number of seats won, with a a visible break in the curve of the 

mobilization index), seriously jeopardizing the representation. 

 

Table 2. National electoral results of Party of the Hungarian Coalition in Slovakia 

 

Election year 
Number of 

votes 

Percentage of 

votes 

Number of 

mandates 
Turnout Mobilization index 

1998 306 623 9.13 15 84.24 0.70 

2002 321 069 11.17 20  70.06 0.88 

2006 269 111 11.68 20 54.67 1.07 

2010 109 638 4.33 0 58.83 0.41 

2012 109 483 4.29 0 59.11 0.40 

2016* 105 495 4.05 0 59.38 0.38 

2020** 112 662 3.91 0 65.75 0.38 

2023*** 130 183 4.39 0 68.42 0.42 

Source: own compilation based on census and electoral data 

Coalitions *Party of the Hungarian Community, **Hungarian Community Togetherness, ***Alliance 

 

Highest values in the mobilisation index can be recorded in the last election years (see Table 4), 

when the turnout of the Hungarian community voting for the DAHR presumably exceeds the national 

average (Bodó, 2017 states this with certainty for 2016). In 2020, the COVID-19 pandemic resulted in 

record low turnout, and although the number of votes cast for the Hungarian party was the lowest ever 

this year, mobilization was probably more successful than the Romanian average. In 2024, Romania's 

super election year (with European Parliament, local, parliamentary, and presidential elections), public 

life was extremely politicized and mobilized, and it was clearly most effective among Hungarian voters. 

 

Table 3. National electoral results of Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania 

 

Election year 
Number of 

votes 

Percentage of 

votes 

Number of 

mandates 
Turnout Mobilization index 

1990 991 601 7,23 29 86,19 0,71 

1992 809 653 7,48 27 76,29 0,65 

1996 812 628 6,64 25 76,01 0,66 

2000 736 863 6,80 27 65,31 0,79 

2004 628 125 6,17 22 58,51 0,75 

2008 425 008 6,17 22 39,20 0,88 

2012 380 656 5,14 18 41,76 0,74 

2016 435 969 6,19 21 39,49 0,90 

2020 339 030 5,74 21 31,90 1,06 

2024 585 397 6,33 22 52,50 1,11 

Source: own compilation based on census and electoral data 
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In Serbia, the history of the AVH differs from that of the PHC in Slovakia and the DAHR in 

Romania, as it is not a grassroots organization but one that emerged from an earlier formation. In the 

period after 1990, the AVH broke away from the DFVH, which represented the Hungarian community, 

in 1994 (Ördögh, 2016), and in the 1997 elections, it took over the leading role from the party within 

the Hungarian community (Table 4). Since then, it has maintained this position against the rival parties 

that have been forming one after another (Hungarian Movement, Hungarian Civic Alliance, Hungarian 

Hope Movement). Parties in Vojvodina often participate in interethnic electoral coalitions, which is why 

the competition for Hungarian votes is less obvious and clear-cut based on the election results. The 

history of the AVH’s development is clearly visible in the changes in its support indicators, as the party 

has made significant progress compared to its initial narrow support base. The COVID-19 pandemic 

and the boycott announced by the opposition (Molnár, 2021) resulted in low voter turnout in 2020, which 

was one of the factors contributing to the AVH’s outstanding electoral success; the support indicator 

value is most favourable during this period. However, due to the higher turnout, all indicators decreased 

and returned to previous levels starting from the 2022 election year, so the 2020 result can be considered 

a one-off spike. 

 

Table 3. National electoral results of Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania 

 

Election year 
Number of 

votes 

Percentage of 

votes 

Number of 

mandates 
Turnout 

Mobilization 

index 

1997 50 960 1.28 4 57.37 0.35 
2000* 2 404 758 65.69 176 57.64 - 

2003** 161 765 4.29 0 58.75 - 

2007 52 510 1.32 3 60.62 0.34 

2008*** 74 874 1.85 4 61.35 0.48 

2012 68 323 1.83 5 46.28 0.58 

2014 75 294 2.17 6 53.09 0.56 

2016**** 56 620 1.54 4 56.07 0.40 

2020 71 893 2.32 9 48.93 0.80 

2022 60 313 1.63 5 58.60 0.56 

2023 64 747 1.74 6 58.77 0.60 

Source: own compilation based on census and electoral data 

Coalitions: *Democratic Opposition of Serbia, **Together for Tolerance, ***Hungarian Coalition, ****Alliance 

of Vojvodina Hungarians – Democratic Party of Vojvodina Hungarians 

 

Electoral support at regional level 

The overmentioned doubling of the number of Hungarian parties in Slovakia has also brought 

about significant changes at the regional level. The proportion of the Hungarian community successfully 

mobilized by the PHC fell to less than half of the 2006 level in all regions with a Hungarian population, 

with the most drastic change occurring in the Bratislava district, which includes the capital. A review of 

the time series results for each region also shows that the effectiveness of mobilization (Figure 1) has 

not improved significantly since then, with no region able to catch up, let alone approach the 2006 

figures. While there has been a slight improvement and more effective mobilization in the Trnava and 

Bratislava districts, stagnation can be observed in the Nitra and Košice districts, and a gradual and 

continuous decline in the Banská Bystrica district. This is in line with Harrach's (2017) finding that the 

PHC was unable to take advantage of Bridge’s declining support and win back voters, except in the 

western part of the country, specifically in the districts of Senec, Galanta, and Dunajská Streda, where 

there was a moderate improvement. In the Bratislava district – unsurprisingly, since liberal (or more 

liberal) groups tend to be concentrated in capital cities and large cities, which also form the base of 

multi-ethnic parties – the PHC’s support relative to the proportion of the Hungarian population 

plummeted in the first election year, and although the indicator has improved somewhat over the years, 

no real recovery is expected in this region. The positive impact of the 2023 coalition, which was also 
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the last hope for winning back and mobilizing voters, can be felt everywhere at the regional level outside 

Bratislava district, but it has failed to bring about any breakthrough changes anywhere. 

 

 
 

Figure 1. Regional electoral results of Party of the Hungarian Coalition in Slovakia 
Source: own compilation based on census and electoral data 

Note: In the figure, territorial units are marked with ISO-3166 codes 

 

The mobilization of Transylvanian counties reflects national participation trends, with changes 

between individual years pointing in the same direction in all territorial units. Despite this apparent 

regional balance, there are significant and persistent differences between individual counties. The 

persistence of these differences is confirmed by analyses of earlier periods (Kiss, 2009; Székely, n.d.), 

and we can make very similar observations today, which can be explained largely—but not 

necessarily—by changes in the proportion of the Hungarian population in each county, its territorial 

concentration, and its attitude toward mobilization. In terms of mobilization (Figure 5) Szilágy County 

stands out among the Transylvanian regions during the period under review, but we also see consistently 

high values in Szatmár, Maros, Hargita, and Bihar Counties—that is, as Székely (n.d.) puts it, in Székely 

Land and the so-called contact counties. Mobilization was least effective in the counties located in the 

southern part of Transylvania, with particularly low values in Timis County, but Fehér and Nagyszeben 

counties can also be classified in this group. In 2024, in addition to the traditionally strong performing 

regions, mobilization was most successful in Caras-Severin County, probably well above the Romanian 

average. It is important to note that very few ethnic Hungarians live here, so the number of voters is 

low, and the index value is also influenced by the fact that the last time so many people voted for DAHR 

in this county was in 2008. 
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Figure 2. Regional electoral results of Democratic Alliance of Hungarians in Romania 
Source: own compilation based on census and electoral data 

Note: In the figure, territorial units are marked with ISO-3166 codes 
 

The time series mobilization indicators for the districts of Vojvodina (Figure 3) give cause for 

optimism. On the one hand, in the areas with the largest Hungarian populations – the districts of North 

Bačka, North Banat, and West Bačka – the AVH’s mobilization index was balanced and outstanding in 

2020, which means that the effectively mobilizable voter base is stable. On the other hand, the party has 

also activated and mobilized the Hungarian community elsewhere. Previously, the AVH did not even 

field candidates in the diaspora areas, but after the reform of the electoral system, it opened up in this 

direction as well and managed to mobilize the inhabitants of the southern part of the country, who were 

previously considered the base of the DFVH and the Democratic Party of Vojvodina Hungarians 

(DPVH, Vajdasági Magyar Demokrata Párt) (Léphaft, 2021), as illustrated by the sudden change in the 

indicator and the catching up of values in other areas inhabited by Hungarians. 

 

 
 

Figure 3. Regional electoral results of Alliance of Vojvodina Hungarians in Serbia 
Source: own compilation based on census and electoral data 

Note: In the figure, territorial units are marked with ISO-3166 codes RS-01 – North Bačka; RS-02 – Central 

Banat; RS-03 – North Banat; RS-04 – South Banat; RS-05 – West Bačka; RS-06 – South Bačka; RS-07 – Srem  
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CONCLUSION(S) 

Considering the situation of Hungarian ethnic communities in neighbouring states, it can be said 

that main demands formulated by the organisations representing them are not excessive. Hungarian 

ethnoregional parties can mostly be classified as decentralist, in line with the size of the communities 

they represent and their high territorial concentration in the given region. However, whether this is 

sufficient for success is another question. In this part of Europe, “soft” territorial demands (i.e. those 

that do not violate state borders) are unlikely to be met later if no progress has been made in this area so 

far, e.g. during regime change, administrative reforms or accession to the European Union. 

It seems that ethnic politics has no future in Slovakia. This may have been indicated already by 

the fact that a significant part of Hungarians voted for the multiethnic Bridge party, and later did not 

return to the PHC (or Cooperation, Alliance) (Harrach, 2017), but rather likely support majority parties 

(Rákóczi, 2020).In Romania, the agreement between the parties, which was established in the interest 

of the coordinated representation of the public affairs of Hungarians in Transylvania, ensures that the 

Hungarian voting base is kept together. If the current balance and political strategy exist, the DAHR’s 

own parliamentary participation is not threatened by external factors, its social support is sufficiently 

stable, and its mobilizing power is also high enough to exceed the five percent threshold in the future. 

The development of the electoral support of the AVH is a good example of the effect of changing the 

electoral system, as it was the basis for its expansion towards the southern Voivodeship districts. 

Although it is unlikely to be able to repeat the outstanding success of the 2020 election held under 

exceptional circumstances, there may still be territorial reserves and social strata that can be mobilized. 

The regional results confirm how decisive the spatial location and concentration of the Hungarian 

community is. In ethnically relative compact regions – in the northern part of Vojvodina, in Székelyland, 

and in the north-western areas of Transylvania with significant Hungarian communities – Hungarian 

parties can count on the highest proportion of Hungarian votes. This is also true – to a much lesser extent 

– for the Slovak regions, although a district-level analysis there could present this much more clearly. 

As we have seen, according to the censuses, the number of Hungarians living in neighbouring 

states is continuously decreasing, and this trend is expected to continue in the future. It is a cause for 

concern that the results of the censuses held in the early 2020s are already below the values estimated 

for 2021 of the most unfavourable scenarios of population projections (Péti et al, 2021a). All this means 

that if the population decline continues at the current rate, by 2051 the situation of Hungarians in the 

Carpathian Basin could be significantly worse than the published projections. Gaining broad support 

from the Hungarian community is an important but not sufficient condition for parties to participate in 

parliament; this requires a critical mass capable of representation in the given electoral system. If the 

rules of the current electoral systems remain unchanged, ethnic politics and representation in Slovakia 

will certainly end in its classic form. In Romania and Serbia, due to the alternative thresholds, the 

representation of the Hungarian community may remain resolved in the long term despite the significant 

population decline, but the role of the parties in the political and party system may be significantly 

marginalized. 
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