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Foreword

For at least fifteen years we have been workintherresearch of elections; some of its
results are already published in monographs. Oak b studies about the multiparty
parliamentary elections for now is published intiied edition, and this latest version covers
already the whole period between 1920 and 2010atéadlly with this research we began to
collect data of Budapest local elections; the tesfuhis work is the overall database of the
elections of the modern-age capital — a base falyais of all parliamentary or municipal,
local elections that were held in Budapest. Onghefcollateral results of this widespread
research is the publication of the present stuaiag;h follows all the municipal, council-

and communal elections in the capital since théaation of Pest, Buda and Obuda until the
recent days.

The research itself offers opportunity to analyzerelonger trends. The conditions of the
analysis are far more favorable than in the natilavel since in Budapest after 1920 all
elections were secret ballots. Our present volunies first synthesis of this work. We
attempted to exercise comprehensive aspects prdoession of this long epoch from 1867
until 2010. We introduce not only the multiparte@ions between 1920 and 1945, or after
1990, but also the periods when there were no tskallets or any real multiparty alternative
to choose. So there are no gaps in this volunoeatall embraces this more than a hundred
and fifty years long period.

The system of the municipal elections of the capitéhe age of dualism — as it is revealed by
the first study of this book — was “a caricatureled representation of the people”. It
concerned only a tiny minority since less than 6f%he population of the capital belonged to
the electorate, and even less actually vo#dism (the method that half of the
representatives were elected from the biggest &gens) was criticized immediately after its
installation; nevertheless it endured to the entthefepoch, together with the over-elaborated
regulations, which offered appropriate conditiomsdertain infringements. This more and
more anachronistic system was challenged just a@rthunturn of the century, when new
political parties had emerged, which pasted the petirgeoisie into the political field, but
any attempts for the electoral reform had failedequence. Wide sectors of the population,
for example the growing workpeople had no repregemnt in the capital’s assembly. Hence,
the function of the elections was not to decidegwhould run the City Hall or which parties
should be able to proceed their city politics, dwity to legitimate the already decided
bargains and pacts between the various politidakrscSo because of the regulations,
electoral campaigns were characterized more bgttiiggles between individuals or cliques
than debates between ideologies or real programs.
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The electoral reform of the capital — primarily #ension of the suffrage and the extinction
of virilism — was enacted already in 1918, durihg bourgeois democratic regime, but
elections were first held only during the reigrtled Council Republic in 1919, and in the
summer of 1920, when the counter-revolutionarymegias taking shape. On the latter
occasion the democratic principles, universal agirand secret balloting were functioning,
however the “duty” of the voters was once agairy dalposteriorly legitimize the annexation
of power by the Christian party in the capital. Dgrthe Horthy-era there were three
definitive political forces in Budapest, which hstdble and distinguishable social bases: the
Christian party of the capital, the liberals anel slocial democrats. Secret balloting made
clear that despite the limitation of the suffratie latter two, that is the oppositional parties
together, enjoyed larger social support. Neverdslm such an authoritarian epoch the right-
wing power secured that the leadership of the abptiuld not be different from the national.
The most appropriate tools for the “correction’etéctoral will were those non elected
members of the capital’s assembly, who were coedédct the right and were co-opted in
growing numbers. Hence for example the left-libegbosition alliance obtained absolute
majority in vain in 1925, since with its non-elatt@embers the right was able to turn its
electoral defeat into a governing majority in tlsse@mbly of the City Hall. During the 1930s
the possibilities of autonomy and oppositionaluefice were ever decreasing, so the city
politics was more and more determined by the balsaod struggles inside the right wing. In
the beginning of the 1920s the Christian Municipafty was hegemonic, but later the capital
branch of the governing party stepped on stageeisand — although its electoral support
was weaker than the bases of the above mentioneel fibrces — it was able to compel its
right wing rival to a City Hall coalition. Durindhe 1920s a kind of difference was perceptible
between the Christian party that followed a radpzth and demanded more radical politics,
and the more modest local branch of the governartyphat fitted well to the way followed
by Prime Minister Bethlen, and integrated some farfibberal politicians as well. This
situation had changed, when Prime Minister GyulanBds stepped on the capital’s stage. In
the 1935 elections, when the men of GOmbos took awve partially renewed the capital's
governing party, the differences were declininguasn the two rivals, but interdependent
right wing forces not only in terms of electorapport, but also of ideology. Their City Hall
coalition existed until 1939; but in fact it remachin a dictating position in the city politics
with the unification of the two parties even aftards. After 1935, the right had not has to
face any overt challenge or electoral campaignesatections were postponed.

What was not possible because of the Christiarenalist central power in the capital,
nevertheless was possible to realize in the aggiatoe of Budapest — which was
incorporated into the capital in 1950 — in the l@g®nomous, not so important villages.
There were possibilities to form bodies of repréaves with left-liberal majority that were
oppositional for the national level. In the 1920s0me towns, which had considerable
worker population (e.g. Ujpest, Kispest), the sbdemocrat-liberal blocs were dominant —
this agglomeration was called, not by chance, d fieg” around the capital. The municipal
elections in the 1930s were already characteriggtidoupsurgence of the right, the national
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governing party of Gombds, and by the end of theade the right essentially took over the
leadership in these villages as well.

After the Second World War — in a new historicatl golitical situation ensuing a short, some
months long provisional period - a radically, eweweial-historically new kind of election was
held in Budapest and the agglomeration (that afies; in 1950, was incorporated by the
capital). Resulted from the democratic regulatibaudfrage, the rate of voters more than
doubled, from less than 28% in 1935 to more th&x.70Che age limit was reduced to 20
years of age, which was especially important ferwlomen — before the female age limit was
higher by ten years. The ones who were seen agngiffe for the war were excluded, and
citizens with German origin were abusively exclutieal The seventh study of the present
volume defines a 13% rate of those men who missed the capital because of the war.
Albeit the Smallholders Party’s 1945 victory, aosty left majority municipality was
organized behind the city leadership. The pendwisaillated left this time, still in a
democratic framework.

As concerns the epoch of councils from 19149/19%0 1990, the most bizarre momentum
that one could find to be characteristic to theryed Stalinism is that the councils were
already established before the elections took pMotng in these decades did not mean any
doses of real choice between some political alteres Despite all secrecy, equal and
widespread suffrage, nothing had remained frond#dmocratic atmosphere of the year 1945.
Nevertheless, there were differences between dati@hs of the Rakosi- and the Kadar-era —
in the latter the pressure and the ceremonieseoélgctions were bated, and there were
recurrent debates about twofold or multifold nontimra

The change was might even deeper in 1990 than4b.1® new epoch began, five elections
that brought liberal-left leadership of the towthe so called Demszky-era that came to an
end with the right turn of the autumn of 2010. Hoere we should emphasize one thing about
the last two decades and the socialist era. Theptweystem of the latter survived the last
twenty years as well — 22, later 23 small “repuilicesides the Chief Major, all of them
equipped with its own major and representativerabbe That made governing difficult and
the elective system over-elaborated.

However, the districts did not become “small towrie"general, personal connections and
gualities hardly affected the votes, even in indlial constituencies. One could witness the
predomination of party preferences instead, asag proved by the modest results of the
independent candidates or the aspirants assistBif5iids. Moreover, in the elections of 1990,
2006 and 2010 the divisions were formulated natg@kmashing campaigns of municipal
policies, but general political questions. Only ghection of some majors broke occasionally
this tendency in some places.

In the post-1990 period we assume that besidede@pite) the huge number of uncertain
voters, a connection was formulated between thialsaxticulation of the population and the
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choices between the parties. It could draw a kirftn@ap” of electoral behavior. This map
was already visible in 1990 with a right victorytire £' district of Budapest and the general
bias of Buda towards the right. Thereafter, thestim between the banks of the Danube
became more apparent during the 1994 electiores;tla¢ Belvaros (the City) joined with
Buda in this aspect. (In 2002 for example, thetrighn majority in the three Buda district
and Belvaros.) The core of right electoral basdd:ba detected especially in the areas that
were middle-class quarters before the Second WuHd In Pest, the results of Angyalfdld,
Csepel, Ujpest, Bbanya, Pesterzsébet, even Soroksar proved thanhhyothe inhabitants of
the traditional working class areas, but also tsing estates and some lower status inner
areas, and a wider circle of skilled laborers ws#condary education refused the Christian-
nationalist rhetoric and voted left.

The map of electoral behavior also could be drdiwddwing the Millennium, moreover, in
some cases it could be refined until the singlémppdistricts, as we could see in some of the
studies of the present volume. Nevertheless, thdtseof 1994 and 1998 have demonstrated
that not only the tripartite political mentalityo@alist — liberal — conservative) has been
reborn, but also the far right, and not only irdit@nal areas with Christian-nationalist bias,
but as well as in working class areas. Hence, it/ and far-right voters together had and
still have a strong base in the capital, they ametable alternative of the left-liberal block,
especially after the 1994 turn of the Fidesz. Tigad manifested itself well for example
during the elections of the majors of the distribtsaddition, as a 1994 sociological survey
attests, right wing voters have a stronger, mare filentity than socialists or liberals — it is
clearly visible in the electoral mobilization uptilmowadays.

The elections of the 1990s and the following ci¥itics maintained a tripartite political field
in which the SZDSZ — despite its consistent aelidbion of votes — was unable to keep its
central position. One of the most important pooftthe polarization between the liberal and
socialist alliance and the right wing led by Fideszs exactly the winning of the central
position. From the aspects of an electoral anatpesituation was more difficult since
socialist voters were rather open to vote to Gélmmszky and the liberals, but debates
emerged also about the recruitment of the far régiak the directions of its willingness to vote
to other forces. There were some ganglions alslearnitially evenly divided voting base of
the SZDSZ, for example in Lip6tvéaros, Ujlipétvarassome areas of the Buda hills and
Zugld, or the housing estates in Pk street.

The split of the tripartite political field manifeesl itself sharply during the 2006 elections,
when the voting base of SZDSZ decreased dramaticaeihe capital, and even the result of
the MDF — which was at the edge of the electiorghold — proved to be unable to
counterbalance it. This time the two poles hadaalyesqual weight; hence the central
position seemed to be more and more “unoccupidag. riext few years then solved this
problem. Far right radicalism has resurged, thmetwith Jobbik, the Fidesz-KDNP has
routed the liberal parties and has ousted MSZPribsMaft. Beyond its Christian-nationalist
character, it needs populism as well to be sucakgdévertheless, Istvan Tarlos got the
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opportunity to win the election of the chief mayaith a moderate conservative manner in
2010.

The analysis of the experiences of the 2006 elesti@as further animated the electoral map.
Heterogeneity has grown in the garden suburbseoP#st side, which are sometimes even
rural in their structures. It is well illustrated the 4" district, where the formerly SZDSZ-
backed Tamés Derce was elected major with Fidesgtasce, but it is reflected also by the
divisions of some districts since there was a $istigctory in the 18, 18" and 20" districts,
while the right has won in the @ind 17" districts. The right's onrush appeared in the
absolute victory in the®]. 2" and 13 districts. Based on the 2006 results, one could ca
Soroksar the “most civilian” district.

The reliability of the electoral map is naturallfezted by the electoral participation, which
even in Budapest was lower compared to the parh#ang elections; in the 1990s
participation was below 50%, in 2002 a bit aboy@&i2006 it was around 56%, while in
2010 it fall back behind the national average,rtuad 43%.

Accordingly, the 2010 election in the capital matfks end of an epoch. Nevertheless, one-
party dominance does not mean the extinction optiigical variegation of Budapest — this
miscellaneousness and diversity will certainly jiein the next decades as well. This
kaleidoscope of civil and party politics gives thetropolitan grandeur of Budapest, its
unique — and, let us note, specific — role in theghrian political life.

The present volume lets an insight to the contékigh politics, gives a sample of the
content, sometimes even the mood of the campapik.in the interwar period and the post-
1945 epoch we attempted to keep our researches’aleg on the agglomeration, the areas
that were incorporated by the capital in 1950.

Istvan Feitl — Kéaroly Ignacz
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