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    Introduction


    István György Tóth


    The Hungarian Social Report 2019 forms part of the long-standing tradition of social reporting in Europe. As Noll and Berger (2014: 9) emphasize, social reports and social monitoring activities are aimed at ‘regular monitoring and analysis of as well as reporting on the living conditions and well-being of the population and their changes over time’. By generating quantitative information and empirically based analytical knowledge on well-being and progress in a society (or group of societies), social reporting can contribute to better-informed evidence-based policy making. While social monitoring is about the periodic production of carefully developed indicators and indicator systems, social reporting goes beyond this to incorporate analysis, interpretation and evaluation of trends (Noll, 2004: 163).


    The Hungarian Social Report first appeared in 1990 (Andorka et al., 1990a; 1990b). Its aim was to join the already existing reporting traditions of France, the Netherlands, Germany and the United Kingdom (to mention just a few of the most prominent reporting countries). Rudolf Andorka, Tamás Kolosi and György Vukovich, the editors of the first edition, set the series goal of painting as complete a picture as possible of Hungarian society. Theirs was the first social report published in a post-socialist Eastern European country.


    Since then, a Social Report has been published every two years by TÁRKI Social Research Institute (for the most recent one, see Kolosi and Tóth, 2018) – and with this frequency it is certainly among the leaders on the international social reporting scene. The Hungarian Social Report series is envisaged as a collection of analytical chapters covering several domains, such as social structure, mobility, elements of well-being, values and attitudes, and addressing specific issues and problems in particular years. As such, it belongs to a tradition that also provides evaluation and interpretation of social trends: it aims to go beyond data, to offer better information for political decision making on the one hand, and on the other to provide the general reader with a better idea of social trends. As has been mentioned, a Hungarian edition has appeared every two years since 1990. But an English edition is published much less frequently: in 1990, 1998 and 2004 (see Kolosi et al., 2004).


    Though pure chance, it is symbolic that the first in the series (in both Hungarian and English) dates from 1990 (the year of the first free elections after communist rule), while the most recent in the English series appeared in 2004 (when Hungary joined the European Union). Both dates are historic for the country, signalling two major milestones in the societal development of Hungary.


    At various times, the Social Reports have reported on social structure, values and attitudes during the systemic change; on the incidence of the positive and negative effects of the transformation; on the creation of a very low level employment equilibrium at the beginning of the transition and on its consequences for political structures; on the phases in the ever-deepening polarization of Hungarian politics; on party preferences and election results; on evolution of inequalities and poverty; on changes in age, education and household structure; on attitudes to social policies and demand for redistribution; on preconditions and consequences of reforms; on consequences of the postponement of reforms; and on many, many more issues. The most recent recollection of individual chapters (published in the form of a Repertorium in Kolosi and Tóth, 2018) contains 344 items, to which one could add the 19 chapters of the current volume. All in all, the Social Report series has helped readers witness and interpret social and political developments in a country that started out as a regional front runner in the building of liberal democracy and competitive markets, but that, in the past eight years, has performed a U-turn (Kornai, 2015) towards recentralization in public administration and renationalization of the economy, and a curtailment of overall checks and balances in its political system.


    The Social Report is not a statistical factbook. Though authors are asked to place a strong emphasis on statistical comparisons (time series and cross-national as well), the intention is not to provide full coverage of what is normally the table of contents of a statistical yearbook (we do not intend to compete with the Hungarian Central Statistical Office in this respect). Furthermore, we readily acknowledge that since the Hungarian Social Report first appeared, certain relevant topical series have come to be published regularly by other institutes. Thus, for example, readers who are particularly interested in labour market developments and data may find fuller details in the annual Hungarian Labour Market Yearbooks, which have been published since 2000 (most recently Fazekas and Köllő, 2018). Also, the Demographic Portrait of Hungary provides broad coverage of data and interpretations of major demographic trends for those who seek a better understanding of Hungarian demographic trends (see Monostori et al., 2018). In addition, the TÁRKI Changing Roles series (most recently Nagy and Pongrátz, 2011) provides an evidence-based account of the situation facing men and women in Hungary. The continuation of this latter series will shortly be back on the agenda.


    The 19 chapters in the current volume are organized into five blocks. Analysis of major social and demographic indicators is followed by observations regarding social structure and social mobility. The third block provides analyses of three vulnerable groups: the young, the poor and the Roma. This is followed by a detailed analysis of outcome indicators of non-material well-being in domains of education, health and housing. The final block is devoted to values and attitudes in various, individually very important fields (norms and rule of law, attitudes to refugees and indicators of xenophobia, party preferences, with special reference to the 2018 general elections, institutional trust in Hungary and EU countries, and also attitudes toward Russia).


    Some data used in the analyses come from TÁRKI’s own surveys; but many chapters base their analyses on data from other research centres and the Hungarian and European statistical system. We are proud to have roughly half the chapters authored by outstanding invited experts from other Hungarian institutes. A perusal of the affiliations of our authors (listed at the end of the book) gives some idea of the breadth of the social research community represented in this volume. We are especially grateful to all of them for lending their expertise and data to the 2019 Hungarian Social Report.


    Apart from the 2012 and 2014 reports (when funding came from a foundation and from crowdfunding, respectively), all our previous Social Reports were financed by the actual Hungarian government ministry responsible for social and welfare issues. Acknowledgement should therefore go to the State Secretariat for Social Affairs and Social Inclusion at the Ministry of Human Capacities, which has supported the publication of this volume.


    The readership of the Hungarian Social Reports is very wide. Over its almost three-decade history and 15 volumes, the series has won plaudits both in Hungary and abroad. Its international standing was bolstered by the inclusion of the Social Report 2016 on a list of the world’s 50 best policy study reports produced by a think tank in that year.1 We are, however, at least as proud of the fact that the series as a whole, including the 2016 issue, is widely referred to in scientific publications and reviewed in the press, and that it has become part of Hungarian public discourse. It appears on university curricula, in the media, in public discourse (political and civilian) – and perhaps, from time to time, also in policy making. We hope this volume lives up to its heritage.
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    Part I. Social and demographic indicators

  


  

    Demographic trends: fertility, mortality, ageing


    Zsolt Spéder


    1. Introduction


    The population development of a country depends on three components: births increase the population size; deaths decrease it; and migration can increase it or de-crease it, depending on whether there are more immigrants or emigrants.


    These three components are shaped by very different mechanisms, which in modern societies are only loosely related. Thus, when we discuss population trends, we need to examine and understand the development of each component separately, before linking them together to arrive at a single figure for the population. This overview analyses the development of the first two components – births and deaths; migration is discussed in a separate study (Blaskó, Ligeti and Sik 2014).1 However, the implications of migration will be highlighted briefly in the section on ‘age distribution and ageing’, towards the end of this chapter. This is a classical approach, since the definition of natural population change refers to the balance of births and deaths; however, the increasing contribution of migration to the size and age composition of the population, especially in modern societies, is also widely acknowledged and cannot be ignored.


    The population of Hungary was 10,588,614 on 1 January 1989; three decades later, on 1 January 2018, it was 9,778,371 – a difference of over 800,000. If we consider the number of births and deaths between the start of 1989 and the end of 2017, it becomes obvious that the underlying changes were even more fundamental. In 2017, there were more than 30,000 fewer births and about 13,000 fewer deaths than in 1989. In the whole period under consideration, close to a million more people died than were born; the only reason why the population did not decline accordingly was that net migration until 2010 was clearly positive (more immigration than emigration). However, net migration changed recently, and therefore today migration also contributes to population decline (Cf. Gödri, 2015; Hárs in this volume).


    
      Table 1 Births and deaths in Hungary, 1989–2017 (persons)


      
        
          
            	
              Year
            

            	
              Births
            

            	
              Deaths
            
          


          
            	
              1989
            

            	
              123 304
            

            	
              144 695
            
          


          
            	
              2017
            

            	
              91 577
            

            	
              131 674
            
          


          
            	
              Total (29 years)a
            

            	
              2 752 512
            

            	
              3 696 277
            
          

        
      


      Note: a total from 1 January 1989 to 1 January 2018.


      Source: Hungarian Central Statistical Office (HCSO) Vital Statistics, author’s calculation.

    


    2. Trends in fertility


    Over the past 25 years, Hungary has seen radical changes in both the level of fertility and its composition. Even a brief overview requires analysis of various indicators over time. Although some indicators – the number of births and the total fertility rate – fell sharply in the decade after the regime change and then fluctuated from 1999 to 2012, since then they have been rising.


    Fertility is captured most comprehensively by the total fertility rate (TFR), even though this can be severely distorted during periods that witness changes in the timing of childbearing (Bongaarts and Feeney, 1998; Spéder, 2014). Thus, any overview of the main changes must start with a description of this indicator.


    As is widely known, the total fertility rate indicates the average number of children that would be born to a woman if she were to follow the prevailing rate of age-specific fertility in the population throughout her life from 15 to 49 years. In Hungary, the TFR was 1.82 in 1989; it fell to 1.3 during the 1990s and, as mentioned earlier, hovered at or around that level until 2010. Thereafter the process of recuperation increased the TFR, which remains at around 1.5 today. (Figure 1).


    If we look at other countries, there are two important observations that can be made. First of all, the Hungarian trend is far from unique: it clearly resembles those of other post-socialist countries.2 The figures for those countries were much closer together in 2005 than they were in 1989; though they have started to diverge again in recent years.


    Secondly, it is clear that European countries are characterized by different levels of fertility. On the one hand, quite different countries are close to replacement-level fertility. Scandinavian countries (with their extensive welfare state provision) and France (with its special family policy regime) are usually mentioned as examples of countries with high fertility. However, fertility is also high in the United Kingdom, although under very different welfare state conditions. On the other hand, countries with low fertility include the German-speaking countries of Western Europe (Germany, Austria and Switzerland) and the Southern European states.


    
      Figure 1 Total fertility rate, 1989–2016


      
        [image: 01_01] 

        Source: Eurostat (downloaded: 3 December 2018).

      

    


    The sharp fall in fertility following the regime change can be largely attributed to delayed childbearing – putting off having a first child (and indeed subsequent children); this can be observed in the post-socialist countries to different extents. In the space of 15 years, the average age of women at the time of first birth (MAFB) increased by nearly five years. This trend – the transition from early childbearing (in one’s 20s) to later childbearing (in one’s early 30s) – is commonly referred to as postponement. Factors commonly associated with postponement include the expansion of tertiary education, difficulties in labour market reintegration, the increasing instability of partnerships, and changing values.


    The comparison of trends in age-specific fertility rates (ASFR) provides a more nuanced picture of age-related fertility behaviour. As was indicated earlier, before the regime change women generally had their children in their early 20s (Figure 3, curve showing the 1990s). The ‘dominant’ practice of early motherhood and the ‘rare’ occurrence of having children at a later age means that the curve shows asymmetry to the left. After the regime change, the shape of the curve changes radically: not only does it shift to the right (the ‘ageing’ of childbearing), but it also flattens (fewer children born) and starts to resemble a bell curve (indicating the diversity of childbearing age among women).


    
      Figure 2 The mean age of women at the birth of their first child and mean age of women at childbirth, 1988–2017


      
        [image: 01_02] 

        Source: HCSO Vital Statistics, author’s calculation.

      

    


    Both the levelling-off of the curve of the MAFB (Figure 2) and the minimal difference observed in the curves of ASFR from more recent years (of these, the figure only shows the curves from 2015 and 2017) suggest that postponement has stopped; however, there is barely any sign of recuperation. There are substantial changes emerging that relate to dominant family size, which is discussed in detail elsewhere (Spéder, 2014). The proportion of those without children will undoubtedly increase, and the share of those with just one child is also likely to grow. Meanwhile the dominance of the two-child-family model is expected to decline. Thus, the trend behind postponement may be described as ‘destandardization and differentiation’. In other words, what we see is not simply a postponement of parenthood to a later age (i.e. young couples delaying starting a family for five or six years), but greater differentiation in fertility behaviour, which ultimately results in a lower average number of children born (completed fertility).


    
      Figure 3 Live births per thousand women of corresponding age, 1990, 2000, 2005, 2015, 2017 (births per thousand women)


      
        [image: 01_03] 

        Source: HCSO Vital Statistics, author’s calculation.

      

    


    Alongside fertility behaviour, and closely related to it, partnership behaviour has also undergone a transformation. Only a concise report is given here; key changes related to family formation are presented.3 The last quarter of a century has seen a decline in (the popularity of) marriage and an expansion of cohabitation as the first partnership. The total first marriage rate (TFMR) describes the probability of someone getting married during her/his life, based on age-specific marriage rates. In Hungary, the figure halved be-tween 1989 and 2012, dropping from 0.8 to 0.43 (Figure 4). Accordingly, for a long time the probability of a person getting married at some point in life was below 50 per cent. However, surprisingly, the popularity of marriage has increased in recent years, and the TFMR is now well above 50 per cent, remaining at 0.64 in 2017. This means that more than three women in five will marry at some time in life if the marriage propensity remains around the today’s level. Recuperation – people finally getting married after postponement – is clearly one key factor behind the reversal. But also, government policy – ensuring tax credits for those who marry – may have contributed to it. Here it is necessary to note that this kind of reversal is not unique: something similar happened in Sweden just after the millennium (Ohlsson-Wijk, 2011). All in all, it is highly unlikely that TFMR could return to and remain at its former value of three decades earlier.


    
      Figure 4 Total marriage rate in Hungary, 1989–2017
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        Source: HCSO Vital Statistics, author’s calculation.

      

    


    Cohabitation started to become more widespread in Hungary back in the 1970s, as a form of partnership after a divorce (Carlson and Klinger, 1987; Csernák, 1992). This paved the way for pre-wedding ‘trial marriage’ type partnerships.


    It is important to note that cohabitation was starting to gain atraction even before the regime change; however, it really took off after 1990 (Spéder, 2005). Nowadays, the vast majority of first partnerships start out as cohabitation. A substantial proportion of these turn into marriage later; however, breakup is also common, as is continued cohabitation as an alternative to marriage. Changes in partnership patterns throughout the life course – in other words, the prevalence of different types of partnerships at different stages of life – are depicted in Figure 5, using data from the 1990 and 2011 population censuses.


    During the period of regime change, three fifths of women aged 23–25 were already married; by 2011, the share of married women was lower even among 40-year-olds. On the basis of the 2011 figures, less than a quarter of 23–25-year-olds are in a long-term relationship, and less than one in 10 is married. Another noteworthy phenomenon should be highlighted here: singledom (and the closely related ‘living-apart-together (LAT) relationship’) (Kapitány, 2012). According to census data, more than a quarter of women in their 30s are not in a relationship: some have never been in a relationship, while others were previously in a relationship that broke up. This phenomenon is interesting in itself; however, it is considered here from the perspective of childbearing. Singledom is, obviously, unfavourable from the perspective of childbearing, and our analyses also show that those in cohabiting partnerships are both less likely to have children and to have fewer children. Causal factors cannot be addressed here in detail (i.e. the potential correlations be-tween partnership and childbearing decisions), but it may be concluded that lower fertility is ‘consistent with’ changes in partnership behaviour.4


    
      Figure 5 Distribution of women aged 15–40 by type of partnership, 1990, 2011


      
        [image: 01_05a]
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        Source: HCSO Population Census 1990, 2011; author’s calculation.

      

    


    Evidently, the increase in the number of births outside marriage is associated with the spread of cohabitation. In 1989, 12.4 per cent of births were classed as ‘extramarital’; by 2017, this had increased to 45.1 per cent (Figure 6). Previously the majority of births out of wedlock involved single mothers – 6–8 per cent of all births (S. Molnár et al., 1998). This share has since increased slightly, and according to our estimates currently represents 1 birth in 10: thus, more than a third of births occur in cohabiting partnerships. (The proportion of those born into a cohabiting partnership is even larger among first-borns.)


    
      Figure 6 Percentage of live births outside marriage in Hungary, 1989–2017
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        Source: HCSO Vital Statistics, author’s calculation.

      

    


    
      Figure 7 Age-specific fertility rate in 1990 and 2017 (per 1,000 women)
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        Source: HCSO Vital Statistics, author’s calculation.

      

    


    The characteristics of extramarital births have also changed slightly. In 1990, those who had children out of wedlock were more likely to be older than average. While this is still the case, currently it is the youngest who tend to have children exclusively outside marriage (Figure 7).


    In relation to the fertility trends of the new millennium in Hungary, a further Central Eastern European feature should be highlighted. It is well established that there is a big difference (or gap) between childbearing intentions and actual childbearing (see Morgan and Rackin, 2010; Testa and Toulemon, 2006; Spéder and Kapitány, 2009). This is natural at the individual level, because people realize their childbearing intentions gradually, as they age – and sometimes their intentions change. Therefore, some end up having fewer children than originally intended; others have more; and only a minority have exactly the number of children they envisaged when they were in their early 20s (Morgan and Rackin, 2010). The prevailing total fertility rate is the result of a myriad of these micro-level decisions. However, it is of concern if these intentions are thwarted by social causes.


    
      Figure 8 Percentage of people who realize their two-year intention of having children within three years, four European countries, 2001–2005


      
        [image: 01_08] 

        Source: Kapitány and Spéder (2012), own calculation.

      

    


    A comparative international study has highlighted the key role of social factors in the realization of ‘childbearing intentions’ (Kapitány and Spéder, 2012). We examined the likelihood of having children over a three-year peri-od among people who reported their intention of having a child within two years (Figure 8). The results revealed major differences across countries. Whereas in the Netherlands, 75 per cent of such intentions came to fruition, in Switzerland the figure was 55 per cent, in Hungary – 40 per cent, and in Bulgaria – 38 per cent. These findings suggest that childbearing intentions are more likely to come to naught in post-socialist countries than in Western Europe.


    As to group-level factors, it was concluded that age-related barriers act alongside relationship difficulties. We found that those who intended to have their first child at a later age were more likely to be unsuccessful: they have less time in which to fulfil their plans and there is an age-related decline in female fertility (Kapitány, 2010). Therefore, forgone childbearing might be the unintended consequence of postponement. Our analysis also suggests that the rapid and unforeseen changes in the institutions and social structures of the post-socialist countries has created a societal context in which it is very difficult to realize childbearing intentions; the result is a constant revision of those plans. Research also suggests that both labour market policies and family policies (which keep changing) also hinder the fulfilment of childbearing intentions – a negative effect that is strongest among women with aver-age or below-average education.


    As regards population trends, there is one particular Hungarian feature that should be mentioned, as it will have a major negative impact not so much on the total fertility rate (the average number of children), as on the number of births. The fact is that the current age distribution of the Hungarian population has been heavily influenced by incentives and constraints. The number of births in Hungary spiked in 1952–54, as a result of policies pursued during the so-called ‘Ratkó era’ (after the health minister of the time, Anna Ratkó).


    
      Figure 9 Women of childbearing age (15–49) and number of live births, 1989–2017
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        Source: HCSO Vital Statistics, author’s calculation.

      

    


    The ‘Ratkó cohorts’ came of childbearing age in the early 1970s, just in time to benefit from a population-policy package introduced in 1973. Consequently, the number of births was exceptionally high in 1973–77. This generation is now in its early 40s. The size of subsequent female cohorts is shrinking year on year, and therefore the number of women entering childbearing age is set to decrease over the coming decades (see Figure 9). Thus, the number of births will continue to decline, even if childbearing propensity increases.


    3. Trends in mortality


    Life expectancy at birth is one of the most comprehensive indicators of mortality and wellbeing in a given population. Life expectancy at birth is a hypothetical measure that indicates on average how long people born in a given year would live if current mortality (age-specific mortality rates) prevail in the future. However, it is worth pointing out that life expectancy is much more an indicator of past living conditions and current mortality, because it is calculated on the basis of mortality, and thus also reflects past lifestyle and diet, as well as the ‘efficiency’ of the healthcare system, etc. At the same time, it also hints at future trends, because deterioration in mortality during non-exceptional times is relatively uncommon. (The majority of post-socialist countries have seen two such periods of substantial deterioration since the Second World War.)


    Life expectancy increased substantially in Hungary in the post-war period, and until the early 1960s even kept pace with that seen in Western Eu-rope (Józan, 2002). After that, only women saw an improvement, while male life expectancy declined and stagnated in the quarter century until regime change.


    After the regime change, life prospects deteriorated for half a decade: life expectancy fell for both men and women (although to a smaller extent among the latter). The nadir was reached in 1993–94; after that there was a marked improvement in life expectancy. In the two decades that followed, life expectancy at birth increased to 72.6 years for men and 79.7 years for women – increases of 7.4 and 5.9 years, respectively.


    Comparison of the Hungarian trends in life expectancy with international data provides an important point of reference (Figure 10). The majority of post-communist countries saw a decline after regime change; this was particularly large in the former Soviet states, especially the Baltic countries (Vallin, 2004; Kovács, 2012). However, there was no decline in Poland or the Czech Republic. All things considered, Hungary has not succeeded too well in catching up with the Western European countries. There is still potential for improvement in life expectancy in our country.


    
      Figure 10 Trends in life expectancy in selected European countries, by sex,1990–2016 (years)
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        Source: Eurostat (downloaded: 3 December 2018).

      

    


    The life expectancy of women differs considerably from that of men in every country; in Hungary, despite considerable improvements, the life expectancy of men still lags far behind that of women – seven years behind. The main reason for this is that mortality among middle-aged men – although it has clearly improved over the past decade – still substantially exceeds that of women (Kamarás, 2012: 33).


    Comparison of healthy life expectancy allows for a more nuanced overview of the differences between women and men (Faragó, 2007). In this respect, the gap is much smaller (58.7 and 60.9 years, respectively); thus women (will) spend only a minority of their additional life years in good health.


    The past quarter of a century has seen increased social inequality in relation to education and employment status, and the changes in life expectancy have not been the same across the board (Klinger, 2007; Kovács and Őri, 2009). While there was an overall decline in life expectancy in the very early 1990s, in practice that meant life expectancy for those with lower education fell, whereas it merely stagnated for those with higher levels of education. When they came, improvements clearly benefited those with higher levels of education, while the life expectancy of those with medium or low levels of education has increased only recently (Kovács and Őri, 2009).


    Consequently, the gap in life expectancy of men at age 30 with upper secondary education and those with only lower-secondary education in-creased from 5.5 to 8.4 years in the two decades to the end of the 2000s. For women, the difference grew from 1.5 to 4.2 years. It should be noted that differences in life expectancy by social status have diminished in recent years (Kovács and Őri, 2009: 57ff.).


    The analysis of factors associated with mortality starts with the distribution of deaths by main cause. In Hungary, cardiovascular disease continues to be the main cause of death – nearly half of all deaths. Cancer (25 per cent) is the second main cause of death. Mortality related to diseases of the digestive or respiratory systems is also significant. ‘Voluntary deaths’ represent a relatively small (but from a societal perspective significant) cause of death: the share of suicides (seen during the communist times as the morbus hungaricus), was 1.4 per cent (Figure 11).


    With regard to the distribution regarding cause of death, although there have been no major breakthroughs in the past quarter of a century (Kamarás, 2012: 36), a number of important developments can be reported. Cardiovascular mortality is high in European terms, and it can be argued that there has not yet been a ‘cardiovascular revolution’, which would be a key turning point in the improvement in life expectancy. Kovács (2012), however, concludes that within this category, mortality associated with cerebrovascular disease (such as stroke) has improved significantly and is approaching Western European levels. Cancer related mortality has declined only slightly in Europe, and the Hungarian trend by and large mirrors the European trend – with the exception of lung cancer, where Hungarian death rates are clearly higher.


    
      Figure 11 Distribution of mortality by cause of death in Hungary, 2015 (per cent)
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        Source: HCSO Vital Statistics, author’s calculation.

      

    


    The figure for deaths caused by traffic accidents is low (1.1 per cent), but deserves attention because it is an avoidable cause of death. It is also especially important from the perspective of life expectancy, as it mostly affects young people, whose lost life years drag down the improvement in life expectancy. Following a rise in traffic-related deaths straight after the regime change, the trend is now basically declining and is largely comparable to Western European levels.


    Suicide was declining from the mid-1980s; however, this trend seems to have stalled in the past decade. It is important to note that although Hungary no longer has the highest suicide rate in Europe, it is still above the European average. Suicide risk still has gender and territorial dimensions: men and older people are more at risk, and the centuries-old territorial pattern persists, with suicide much more common in the Great Plain than in the Transdanubian region or Northern Hungary.


    4. Age distribution and ageing


    From a demographic perspective, the age distribution of the population is jointly determined by fertility, mortality and net international migration. Fertility has a direct impact on the size of the youngest generations; mortality affects older generations; while migration is more spread out (although it mostly influences younger and middle-aged adult groups). Age distribution over time is also shaped by population waves, and by how large cohorts progress in the age pyramid.


    Population ageing is a widely acknowledged phenomenon that is also clearly reflected in the age distribution. However, it is useful to give a brief overview of the extent and drivers of population ageing, because alongside the well-known trends, there are also some less well-documented factors.


    There have been some radical changes in the age distribution of the population (Table 2). Whereas immediately after regime change more than a third (34.4 per cent) of the population was very young (aged under 25 years), now just over a quarter (25.8 per cent) of the population falls into this cate-gory. The share of young adults and the middle-aged (25–54) has increased slightly and the 55–64 age group has expanded substantially. Finally, there has been an increase in all older age groups.


    The fall in the proportion of children and young people can be clearly attributed to low fertility; meanwhile in the expansion of the older age groups the main driving force is increased life expectancy.


    Earlier birth ‘peaks’ can be traced in the distribution of middle-aged groups within the age pyramid – i.e. those born in the ‘Ratkó era’ (‘Ratkó-children’) and their children (‘Ratkó-grandchildren’). The increased numbers of 55–64-year-olds show that the ‘Ratkó-children’ are about to retire (or have already done so).


    The entry of the ‘Ratkó-grandchildren’ to middle age, however, is not the main reason for the increase in the proportion of that age group (because it does not fully offset the exit from the group of their parents’ generation). Rather, the increase results from migration – in particular, the settlement of ethnic Hungarian migrants from neighbouring countries. Since migration propensity is highest among young adults, net migration mostly boosted the size of the population aged 24–54 years.


    
      Table 2 Trends in the age distribution of the population, 1990–2016 (per cent)


      
        
          
            	
              Age groups
            

            	
              1990
            

            	
              2001
            

            	
              2011
            

            	
              2016
            
          


          
            	
              0–14 years
            

            	
              20.5
            

            	
              16.6
            

            	
              14.6
            

            	
              14.6
            
          


          
            	
              15–24 years
            

            	
              13.9
            

            	
              14.5
            

            	
              12.2
            

            	
              11.2
            
          


          
            	
              25–54 years
            

            	
              40.9
            

            	
              42.5
            

            	
              42
            

            	
              41.9
            
          


          
            	
              55–64 years
            

            	
              11.5
            

            	
              11.2
            

            	
              14.5
            

            	
              13.8
            
          


          
            	
              65–79 years
            

            	
              10.8
            

            	
              12.4
            

            	
              12.9
            

            	
              14.4
            
          


          
            	
              80+ years
            

            	
              2.5
            

            	
              2.7
            

            	
              4.1
            

            	
              4.2
            
          


          
            	
              All
            

            	
              100
            

            	
              100
            

            	
              100
            

            	
              100
            
          

        
      


      Source: Population census 1990, 2001, 2011, Microcensus 2016.

    


    Population ageing is observed in many countries across the world. It is widely acknowledged that the continued improvement in life expectancy is a major contributor to this; however, the role of low fertility remains largely ignored. Population ageing – the increase in the proportion of older age groups – results from a combination of these two demographic trends.


    A number of indicators are available to measure population ageing. In demography, the most commonly used measure is the ratio of people aged 65 or over in the total population. According to this indicator, the number of older people increased by 350,000 (from 1.37 million to 1.82 million) between 1990 and 2016. As a result, the share of the elderly was 5.5 percentage points higher than in 1990: 13.1 per cent of the population in 1990, 15.1 per cent in 2001 and 18.6 per cent in 2016. Growth has accelerated especially in the past decade.


    
      Figure 12 Ageing index and old-age dependency ratio, 1990–2017 (per cent)


      
        [image: 01_12] 

        Source: HCSO Population Data, author’s calculation.

      

    


    Alongside the ratio of the older population, other common measures include the old-age dependency ratio and the ageing index. The dependency ratio is the number of older persons (aged 65 and over) per hundred persons aged 15–64, while the ageing index is calculated as the number of older per-sons per hundred persons aged 14 or under. The former indicator represents the current state of ageing, while the latter forecasts future trends. The first is often used in the context of the sustainability of pension systems.


    Both indicators have been growing steadily (Figure 12). The old-age dependency ratio was 20 per cent in 1990, 21.4 per cent in 2000, and it reached 27.9 per cent in 2017. In 1990, the ageing index stood at 64.5 per cent (i.e. for every 10 children or young persons there were six older people). A dramatic fall in fertility meant that the value of the index reached 85.5 per cent at the turn of the millennium; by 2005, the shares of the older and the younger generations were balanced; and in 2017, the number of older people exceeded that of children by more than 25 per cent, the ageing index reaching 128.5 per cent. In other words, for every 10 children or young persons there are approximately 13 older people.


    Population ageing and improving life prospects for older people call for a further division of the older age groups. Three age groups are often distinguished within the elderly population: the ‘young olds’ (65–75), the ‘older olds’ (75–85) and the ‘oldest olds’ (85+). According to population data, the size of each group increased considerably between 1990 and 2016. The number of the ‘oldest olds’ doubled, while that of the ‘young olds’ increased more than 30 per cent; meanwhile there were more than 20 per cent more ‘older olds’ than two decades earlier. There are more women than men in the older population due to their better survival rates, and the gap widens with age (Table 3).


    
      Table 3 Size of older age groups, 1990, 2001, 2016


      
        
          
            	
              Age groups
            

            	
              1990
            

            	
              2001
            

            	
              2011
            

            	
              2016
            
          


          
            	
              65–74 years
            

            	
              797 450
            

            	
              927 644
            

            	
              946 815
            

            	
              1 049 743
            
          


          
            	
              75–84 years
            

            	
              489 013
            

            	
              493 047
            

            	
              565 288
            

            	
              595 379
            
          


          
            	
              85+ years
            

            	
              87 459
            

            	
              125 559
            

            	
              165 017
            

            	
              176 162
            
          


          
            	
              All
            

            	
              1 373 922
            

            	
              1 546 250
            

            	
              1 677 120
            

            	
              1 821 284
            
          

        
      


      Source: Population Census 1990, 2001, 2011, Microcensus 2016.

    


    Population ageing is unstoppable; however, its extent varies significantly across societies. While there is a certain convergence in life expectancy in the developed societies and life prospects continue to improve even in countries with high life expectancy, the dynamics of population ageing are also deter-mined by differing levels of fertility, and the contribution of net migration should not be ignored either.


    5. Conclusions


    This study has set out to describe the main natural population trends of the last quarter century. The key aim has been to highlight the most important changes focusing on fertility and mortality trends. However, it has also been necessary to present some trends in ‘nuptiality’ to understand changes in fertility behaviour. Finally, an overview of the past three decades has shown that the current situation is characterized by a slow, unstoppable transformation of the age distribution: the growth in population ageing.


    Although explanations have been added to help the interpretation of certain trends, the analysis has not addressed causal factors. This has been done elsewhere by others (to some extent by ourselves), although further analysis is required.


    After the regime change there were farreaching changes in partnership and fertility behaviour that resulted (as expected) in a decline in fertility. However, what was not predicted was that the number of births would not start to increase clearly and perceptibly after the end of postponement. This suggests that the structure of childbearing behaviour is also undergoing trans-formation. Mortality decreased modestly as a result of an improvement in life expectancy: the share of the elderly is increasing within the population, and mortality primarily affects them.


    Finally, it was mentioned that positive net migration throughout the past quarter of a century has mitigated the extent of population decline. Nevertheless, positive net migration seems to be drying up, and therefore there should be reduced reliance in the near future on net migration to stabilize the population. Although the further improvement of life expectancy is predicted, population decline and ageing seem inevitable in the future; however, their extent will be heavily influenced by fertility and net migration.
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    Correlations between household structure and level of education1


    István Harcsa and Judit Monostori


    1. Introduction


    During the past few decades, the structural changes taking place in Hungarian society have led to fundamental changes in living arrangements. Direct effects include the realignment of society according to age: the dynamic decrease in the proportion of children and youth within the population over the past decade, and the steady increase in the proportion of the elderly. Consequently, whereas in 1990, 39 per cent of households included a child aged under 19, by 2016 this figure had dropped to 26 per cent. At the same time, the proportion of households consisting of the elderly had increased. Since the majority of the elderly live in a single-person or two-person household, their increased presence has led to a higher proportion of such living arrangements. In 1990, 18 per cent of households included one or two elderly people, but by 2016 the figure had risen to 24 per cent. Apart from these obvious correlations, age restratification has also resulted in one kind of living arrangement losing ground: households with three or more generations. This household type is typically tied to living arrangements that include children, and the drop in the percentage of households with children has also led to a decrease in the percentage of households with three or more generations.


    In addition to age restratification, several other notable structural changes have occurred, affecting the household structure features of Hungarian society. Structural changes according to level of education are among the most important of these. In 1990, 56 per cent of the population over the age of 15 had elementary education only; by 2016, this had fallen to 24 per cent. Over the same period, the proportion of people with high-school certificates rose from 19 to 32 per cent, and the proportion of people with academic degrees went from 9 to 22 per cent (Table 1). This is of the utmost importance, since research indicates that among people with various levels of education living in different strata of society there are considerable differences in fertility; in when and in what type of relationship they start a family of their own; in the break-up risk of couple relationships; and in life expectancy (on these issues, see Monostori et al., 2018). Evidently, these affect living arrangement trends as well.


    
      Table 1 Education level distribution in the non-student population, 1990–2016 (per cent)


      
        
          
            	

            	
              1990
            

            	
              2001
            

            	
              2011
            

            	
              2016
            
          


          
            	
              15+ population
            
          


          
            	
              Elementary school
            

            	
              55.8
            

            	
              42.9
            

            	
              28.5
            

            	
              23.5
            
          


          
            	
              Technical school
            

            	
              15.9
            

            	
              20.1
            

            	
              23.5
            

            	
              22.7
            
          


          
            	
              High-school certificate
            

            	
              18.9
            

            	
              24.9
            

            	
              29.7
            

            	
              31.8
            
          


          
            	
              Academic degree
            

            	
              9.4
            

            	
              12.0
            

            	
              18.4
            

            	
              22.0
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            
          


          
            	
              Ages 18–39 populationa
            
          


          
            	
              Elementary school
            

            	
              29.9
            

            	
              23.6
            

            	
              15.9
            

            	
              13.9
            
          


          
            	
              Technical school
            

            	
              32.4
            

            	
              33.3
            

            	
              26.1
            

            	
              20.5
            
          


          
            	
              High-school certificate
            

            	
              26.9
            

            	
              30.3
            

            	
              35.1
            

            	
              38.2
            
          


          
            	
              Academic degree
            

            	
              10.8
            

            	
              12.8
            

            	
              23.0
            

            	
              27.4
            
          


          
            	
              Total

            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            
          

        
      


      a Since hereafter we consider those aged 18–39 to be ‘youth’, we calculated restructuring according to level of education for this age group, too.


      Source: 1990, 2001, 2011: census; 2016: micro census, calculated by the authors.

    


    It is important to determine to what extent changes in the household structure are due to these restratification processes, and to what extent the living arrangement patterns alter according to level of education. For example, clearly if the group of people with elementary education only – characterized by higher fertility – shrinks, then the rate of families with children declines, even if the fertility of people at all levels of education remains the same. Conversely, if the rate of people with an academic degree increases, then that adds to their weight of characteristic demographic behaviour, values and attitudes in society. Differences along the level of education are interesting from another perspective as well, since the labour-market value of various education levels (placement and wage opportunities) – as well as other things related to education level (e.g. prestige) – may vary in certain time periods. While hierarchy according to level of education still plays a significant role, the relative value of an academic degree is evidently lower when almost a quarter of the population has one, than when only 10 per cent do. At the same time, the overall low level of education can fall even further after educational expansion.


    In our study, we seek to determine the extent to which living arrangements are altered according to level of education. What kinds of changes have taken place in the household structure of people with various levels of education? Among people with various educational levels, have the living arrangements typical of certain stages of life drawn closer together or moved further apart?


    In our study, we use data from the 1990, 2001 and 2011 censuses, plus the 2016 micro census. As these are not panel data, but cross-sectional, their analysis looks not at life courses but at the living arrangements of various cohorts at a certain stage in life. We worked with a data file covering the full population in the case of the censuses between 1990 and 2011, and with a sample representing 10 per cent of the population in the case of the 2016 micro census.


    In our research, we examined the characteristics of living arrangements in various phases of life, along with correlations with the level of education. We highlight those stages in life where the most significant changes have occurred in recent decades, and which we assume show differences according to level of education. One of these is the age of youth; the other is the stage of having children and fulfilling the role of a parent.


    2. The living arrangements of the youth


    Temporal changes in the household structure of Hungarian society can be substantially accounted for by the transformation of the living arrangement patterns of the youth. The ‘youth’ stage abounds in changes to living arrangements: this is when young people leave the parental household, form their first lasting partnerships, and have children of their own. Partnerships have become more fragile, and at this stage in life a larger proportion of relationships break up (compared to other life periods). Consequently, some become single, and some move back to the parental household. If children are involved in the break-up of a relationship, then we see the formation of single-parent or ‘mosaic’ families, with some young people living in a household with a child that is not their biological offspring.


    2.1 Youth in the parental household


    In the population under consideration – young people aged 18–39 – the most important change in recent decades has been that an ever-increasing proportion are living with the status of a ‘child’ – that is, without a partner or a child of their own – in the parental household (Table 2).


    
      Table 2 Household structure distribution in the population aged 18–39 between 1990 and 2016 (per cent)


      
        
          
            	
              


            

            	
              Ages 18–39 full


              population
            

            	
              Ages 18–39 non-student


              population
            
          


          
            	
              1990
            

            	
              2001
            

            	
              2011
            

            	
              2016
            

            	
              1990
            

            	
              2001
            

            	
              2011
            

            	
              2016
            
          


          
            	
              1. Lives in a single-person household
            

            	
              6.2
            

            	
              5.9
            

            	
              9.3
            

            	
              8.6
            

            	
              6.0
            

            	
              5.6
            

            	
              9.5
            

            	
              8.7
            
          


          
            	
              2. Lives with a spouse
            

            	
              5.6
            

            	
              4.4
            

            	
              4.0
            

            	
              4.6
            

            	
              5.7
            

            	
              4.8
            

            	
              4.5
            

            	
              5.2
            
          


          
            	
              3. Lives with a cohabiting partner
            

            	
              1.2
            

            	
              3.8
            

            	
              5.7
            

            	
              8.1
            

            	
              1.2
            

            	
              4.0
            

            	
              6.3
            

            	
              8.9
            
          


          
            	
              4. Lives with a spouse and child
            

            	
              49.8
            

            	
              36.4
            

            	
              23.8
            

            	
              20.2
            

            	
              51.2
            

            	
              40.1
            

            	
              27.3
            

            	
              22.9
            
          


          
            	
              5. Lives with a cohabiting partner and child
            

            	
              2.6
            

            	
              5.9
            

            	
              9.7
            

            	
              10.5
            

            	
              2.6
            

            	
              6.5
            

            	
              11.1
            

            	
              11.9
            
          


          
            	
              6. Lives with a child as a single parent
            

            	
              6.3
            

            	
              4.2
            

            	
              4.3
            

            	
              3.2
            

            	
              6.5
            

            	
              4.6
            

            	
              4.9
            

            	
              3.6
            
          


          
            	
              7. Lives with parents without a partner or a child (in a child status)
            

            	
              23.8
            

            	
              35.5
            

            	
              37.8
            

            	
              38.5
            

            	
              22.3
            

            	
              30.5
            

            	
              31.0
            

            	
              32.7
            
          


          
            	
              8. Lives in another status
            

            	
              4.5
            

            	
              3.9
            

            	
              5.4
            

            	
              6.3
            

            	
              4.4
            

            	
              3.9
            

            	
              5.4
            

            	
              6.0
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              100
            

            	
              100
            

            	
              100
            

            	
              100
            

            	
              100
            

            	
              100
            

            	
              100
            

            	
              100
            
          

        
      


      Source: 1990, 2001, 2011: census; 2016: micro census, calculated by the authors.

    


    Data between 1990 and 2016 indicate that the proportion of youth living with their parents increased most dynamically in the 1990s; the trend tailed off from the 2000s among men, while it continued to show a slight increase among women. In 2011 and 2016, almost 40 per cent of this age group lived in the parental household. This proportion was around 30 per cent in both years among non-students, but the indicator value is much higher among men. In 2016, 40 per cent of non-student men aged 18–39 lived in the parental household, while the corresponding figure for women was 25 per cent (Table 3).


    
      Table 3 The proportion of people living without a partner or a child in the parental household,* 1990–2016 (18–39-year-old non-student population, per cent)


      
        
          
            	
              Year
            

            	
              Elementary school
            

            	
              Technical school
            

            	
              High-school certificate
            

            	
              Academic degree
            

            	
              Total
            
          


          
            	
              Women
            
          


          
            	
              1990
            

            	
              9.3
            

            	
              17.5
            

            	
              17.7
            

            	
              10.9
            

            	
              14.0
            
          


          
            	
              2001
            

            	
              15.4
            

            	
              20.8
            

            	
              26.5
            

            	
              19.6
            

            	
              21.4
            
          


          
            	
              2011
            

            	
              16.3
            

            	
              17.4
            

            	
              28.4
            

            	
              21.1
            

            	
              22.4
            
          


          
            	
              2016
            

            	
              20.3
            

            	
              21.4
            

            	
              30.8
            

            	
              21.1
            

            	
              24.8
            
          


          
            	
              Men
            
          


          
            	
              1990
            

            	
              33.3
            

            	
              33.0
            

            	
              30.0
            

            	
              14.4
            

            	
              30.6
            
          


          
            	
              2001
            

            	
              41.8
            

            	
              40.2
            

            	
              42.1
            

            	
              25.1
            

            	
              39.4
            
          


          
            	
              2011
            

            	
              42.1
            

            	
              38.2
            

            	
              46.2
            

            	
              26.5
            

            	
              39.4
            
          


          
            	
              2016
            

            	
              42.8
            

            	
              40.9
            

            	
              46.4
            

            	
              27.2
            

            	
              40.2
            
          

        
      


      *Category 7 of Table 2.


      Source: 1990, 2001, 2011: census; 2016: micro census, calculated by the authors.

    


    Essentially, this phenomenon has to do with the youth becoming independent late on; but some of those living without a partner or child in the parental household had previously moved out of the parental home and had a stable cohabiting partnership – and possibly even a child. Detachment from the parental household is not necessarily a single act and moving out cannot be considered final. Other research indicates that there is a higher proportion of men and of people with lower education among those ‘moving back’.


    In addition to relationship problems, financial hardship and unemployment can also play a significant role in young people moving back (Monostori and Murinkó, 2018). These conclusions are supported by the fact that 5 per cent of those living in the parental household in the status of a child already had a child of their own (among those with elementary education only, the figure was 10 per cent, and among those who had completed vocational school it was 7 per cent). This group consists not only of those who have moved back: some will never have left the parental household. And among those moving back there will also be many without children. In any case, we can ascertain that the increase in the proportion of people living with the status of a child has to do with more than simply young people becoming independent late on.


    In some measure, what we have discussed above may explain the high proportion of people with lower educational levels living in the parental household (Table 3), even though they complete their education much earlier than those who go on to earn an academic degree. Between 1990 and 2016, the highest figures for those living in the parental household are to be found in the group of people with a high-school certificate. For men, this is true only between 2001 and 2016: in 1990, there was scarcely any difference in the (high) proportion of those with a high-school certificate and of those with lower qualifications (Table 3).


    In addition to level of education, participation in the labour market may also play a vital role, since that exerts a major influence both on the chances of young people becoming independent, and on the forces that prompt them to move back to the parental household. If we compare students, workers and non-working inactive people, we discover that since 1990 the proportion of those living with their parents as adult children has increased least among students. The increase is greater among workers and is even more dynamic among non-working inactive people. In 1990, 15 per cent of non-working young women aged 18–39 lived with their parents in the status of a child; by 2016, this figure had increased to 38 per cent. Among men, the indicator rose from 50 to 62 per cent (Table 4). In addition, the proportion of those in the non-student, non-working category also increased: from 6 per cent in 1990 to 12 per cent in 2016 among men, and from 11 per cent to 16 per cent among women. Hence, we can ascertain that in 2016, alienation from the labour market was a stronger background factor for young people living in the parental household than it had been in 1990.


    
      Table 4 The proportion of people living without a partner or child in the parental household, according to gender and economic activity, 1990 and 2016 (population aged 18–39, per cent)


      
        
          
            	

            	
              1990
            

            	
              2016
            
          


          
            	
              Women
            
          


          
            	
              Studies
            

            	
              72.3
            

            	
              79.4
            
          


          
            	
              Works
            

            	
              16.6
            

            	
              27.5
            
          


          
            	
              Does not study, does not work
            

            	
              15.2
            

            	
              37.5
            
          


          
            	
              Men
            
          


          
            	
              Studies
            

            	
              78.5
            

            	
              82.8
            
          


          
            	
              Works
            

            	
              29.4
            

            	
              37.0
            
          


          
            	
              Does not study, does not work
            

            	
              49.3
            

            	
              61.5
            
          

        
      


      Note: Women on maternity leave are not included in the table.


      Source: 1990: census; 2016: micro census, calculated by the authors.

    


    2.2 Youth in an independent household


    A large proportion of the young people who move out of the parental household live in a family. Single-person households are less widespread: between 1990 and 2016, the proportion of youth living in single-person households ranged from 6 to 10 per cent. The higher we go on the education scale, the more frequently we find single-person households: in 2016, only 3 per cent of those with an elementary education lived in such a household, whereas the figure was 8 per cent for those with a high-school certificate and 15 per cent for those with a degree (Table 5). Differences according to level of education increased between 1990 and 2016.


    
      Table 5 The proportion of people living in a single-person household* according to level of education, 1990–2016 (population aged 18–39, per cent)


      
        
          
            	
              Year
            

            	
              Elementary school
            

            	
              Technical school
            

            	
              High-school certificate
            

            	
              Academic degree
            

            	
              Total
            
          


          
            	
              1990
            

            	
              5.9
            

            	
              4.9
            

            	
              6.0
            

            	
              9.8
            

            	
              6.0
            
          


          
            	
              2001
            

            	
              3.8
            

            	
              3.9
            

            	
              6.4
            

            	
              11.7
            

            	
              5.6
            
          


          
            	
              2011
            

            	
              5.0
            

            	
              7.1
            

            	
              9.2
            

            	
              15.9
            

            	
              9.5
            
          


          
            	
              2016
            

            	
              3.4
            

            	
              5.6
            

            	
              8.2
            

            	
              14.5
            

            	
              8.7
            
          

        
      


      * Category 1 of Table 2.


      Source: 1990, 2001, 2011: census; 2016: micro census, calculated by the authors.

    


    Significant changes have occurred in the composition of single-person households that clearly reflect the circumstances of the household. In 1990, almost a third of people living alone already had a child, whereas by 2016 that figure had dropped to 6 per cent. In 1990, a quarter of them were divorced, but in 2016 the proportion was only 5 per cent. Formerly, the proportion of those working was higher, but by 2016 the proportion of students had increased (most of these are probably closely attached to – and financially dependent on – the parental household).


    Reflecting the shift to later independence, the problems in forming a stable relationship and the fact that those partnerships are becoming more fragile, the proportion of young people living in the same household as their partner decreased between 1990 and 2016. In 1990, 61 per cent of youth lived in the same household as their partner; by 2016 this figure was down to 49 per cent. The most significant decrease can be observed among people with a high-school certificate: while the figure fell by about 10 percentage points between 1990 and 2016 in other education-level categories, the decline among those with a high-school certificate was 16 percentage points (Table 6).


    From Table 3 it is clear that the highest proportion of people living in the parental household are those with a high-school certificate. This leads us to the conclusion that – as far as starting a family is concerned – the high-school certificate is becoming less and less valuable, primarily because it guarantees only a weak labour market position. If we take a look at the Hungarian Central Statistical Office (HCSO) statistics on employment, we see that the employment rates of both women and men with a high-school certificate are regularly lower than the rates for skilled workers, for example (HCSO, 2018). Thus, the financial and existential disadvantages that accompany this qualification are increasingly burdensome for these people.


    Table 6 The proportion of people living in the same household as their partner*, according to level of education, 1990–2016 (population aged 18–39, per cent)


    
      
        
          
            	
              Year
            

            	
              Elementary school
            

            	
              Technical school
            

            	
              High-school certificate
            

            	
              Academic degree
            

            	
              Total
            
          


          
            	
              Living with his/her partner or his/her partner and child only
            
          


          
            	
              1990
            

            	
              61.6
            

            	
              58.9
            

            	
              60.1
            

            	
              65.8
            

            	
              60.8
            
          


          
            	
              2001
            

            	
              56.7
            

            	
              55.6
            

            	
              52.3
            

            	
              59.7
            

            	
              55.4
            
          


          
            	
              2011
            

            	
              50.2
            

            	
              51.8
            

            	
              44.2
            

            	
              53.2
            

            	
              49.2
            
          


          
            	
              2016
            

            	
              50.7
            

            	
              50.0
            

            	
              43.9
            

            	
              54.3
            

            	
              49.0
            
          


          
            	
              Living with his/her partner only
            
          


          
            	
              1990
            

            	
              6.0
            

            	
              6.4
            

            	
              7.6
            

            	
              9.5
            

            	
              6.9
            
          


          
            	
              2001
            

            	
              6.1
            

            	
              7.5
            

            	
              10.0
            

            	
              14.4
            

            	
              8.8
            
          


          
            	
              2011
            

            	
              6.0
            

            	
              8.6
            

            	
              11.1
            

            	
              15.9
            

            	
              10.7
            
          


          
            	
              2016
            

            	
              7.0
            

            	
              10.7
            

            	
              14.5
            

            	
              19.6
            

            	
              14.1
            
          

        
      


      *Categories 2, 3, 4, 5 of Table 2.


      Source: 1990, 2001, 2011: census; 2016: micro census, calculated by the authors.

    


    Between 2011 and 2016, the steady decline in the proportion of people living in a partnership seems to have come to a halt. We can even observe a slight increase among people with an academic degree. The process described above was most likely prompted by increased opportunities for employment and correspondingly better financial conditions, along with family support measures that were initiated during this period and which provided better chances for entering into a stable relationship.


    Across the various levels of education, there are significant differences in the proportion of people living with their partner but without children in the household. The higher the level of education, the more characteristic is this type of living arrangement. In 2016, the overall proportion of those living with their partner but without children was 29 per cent: 14 per cent of people with elementary education; 21 per cent of skilled workers; 33 per cent of people with a high-school certificate; and 36 per cent of people with a degree. Education-level differences expanded greatly between 1990 and 2016, caused by a dynamic increase in the proportion of couples without children among people with high-school certificates or academic degrees (Table 6).


    The proportion of people living in a cohabiting relationship instead of a marriage increased steadily between 1990 and 2016 among the various groups of people living with their partner. In 1990, 6 per cent of those young people in a partnership lived in a cohabiting relationship; by 2016, the figure was 43 per cent. There was a marked increase in all educational levels, but since 1990 it has remained a feature that we find the highest proportion of cohabiting couples at the bottom of the educational hierarchy, with a declining proportion the further up the educational scale we go. In 2016, among people living with their partner, 62 per cent of those with elementary education were in a cohabiting relationship, whereas the figure was 48 per cent among people who had graduated from a technical school; 43 per cent among people with a high-school certificate; and 29 per cent among people with a degree.


    The proportion of those who are in the role of parents – those who have established a new family and live with their children – plays an essential part in the changes in living arrangements. In parallel with more young people living in the parental household, the proportion of those living with their partner and children has declined. In 1990, 70 per cent of non-student women and 51 of non-student men lived in such households, but by 2016 these rates had dropped to 47 per cent and 30 per cent. This form of living arrangement decreased most among people with a high-school certificate or a degree (Table 7).


    This trend leads us to conclude that, among graduates, the drive to build a career is growing at the expense of having children; meanwhile, among young people straight out of high school, the process may be related to worsening labour market conditions and status. From the perspective of future birth numbers, it is a matter of key importance whether or not the growing middle strata among the younger generations can be encouraged to have more children. International experience indicates that the only real chance is if we can attain a substantial improvement in the reconciliation of work and family life.


    
      Table 7 The proportion of people living with their child(ren),* according to level of education (non-student population aged 18–39, per cent)


      
        
          
            	
              Year
            

            	
              Elementary school
            

            	
              Technical school
            

            	
              High-school certificate
            

            	
              Academic degree
            

            	
              Total
            
          


          
            	
              Women
            
          


          
            	
              1990
            

            	
              77.0
            

            	
              67.7
            

            	
              65.1
            

            	
              66.8
            

            	
              69.9
            
          


          
            	
              2001
            

            	
              71.4
            

            	
              65.0
            

            	
              54.5
            

            	
              53.2
            

            	
              61.0
            
          


          
            	
              2011
            

            	
              67.3
            

            	
              64.5
            

            	
              47.5
            

            	
              44.8
            

            	
              52.9
            
          


          
            	
              2016
            

            	
              64.0
            

            	
              58.8
            

            	
              41.7
            

            	
              42.2
            

            	
              47.3
            
          


          
            	
              Men
            
          


          
            	
              1990
            

            	
              46.1
            

            	
              51.4
            

            	
              50.8
            

            	
              60.6
            

            	
              50.8
            
          


          
            	
              2001
            

            	
              41.7
            

            	
              43.8
            

            	
              36.5
            

            	
              43.8
            

            	
              41.5
            
          


          
            	
              2011
            

            	
              37.5
            

            	
              38.8
            

            	
              26.7
            

            	
              35.0
            

            	
              34.0
            
          


          
            	
              2016
            

            	
              37.2
            

            	
              34.9
            

            	
              23.4
            

            	
              30.0
            

            	
              29.9
            
          

        
      


      *Categories 4, 5, 6 of Table 2.


      Source: 1990, 2001, 2011: census; 2016: micro census, calculated by the authors.

    


    In addition to the level of education being an influencing factor in stable relationships and in having children, the risk of relationships breaking up also reveals a tight connection with the level of education.


    There are no administrative data available on cohabiting relationships, but from the HCSO’s Demographic Yearbooks, we do know that the rate of divorce where minors are involved in the break-up has stood at 60 per cent for many years. In practice, the majority of minors with divorced parents are placed with their mothers. The proportion of mothers raising their children alone did not change significantly between 1990 and 2016. There was a slight increase in the 2000s, but the proportion of parents raising their children alone decreased again between 2011 and 2016. However, we can observe significant restratification according to level of education: whereas in 1990 the figures did not vary much across the different levels of education, by 2016 there were twice as many single parents in the group that lacked even a high-school certificate as among graduates; meanwhile the difference between those with a high-school certificate and tertiary graduates had also increased. While there was already a difference emerging in the 2000s between those with and without a high-school certificate, those with an academic degree remained unaffected: in both 2001 and 2011, the proportion of single mothers was 12–13 per cent among graduates; by 2016 this figure had dropped to 10 per cent (Table 8).


    
      Table 8 The proportion of mothers raising their child alone among all mothers,* according to level of education (non-student population aged 18–39, per cent)


      
        
          
            	
              Year
            

            	
              Elementary school
            

            	
              Technical school
            

            	
              High-school certificate
            

            	
              Academic degree
            

            	
              Total
            
          


          
            	
              1990
            

            	
              15.9
            

            	
              13.1
            

            	
              15.2
            

            	
              15.9
            

            	
              15.1
            
          


          
            	
              2001
            

            	
              15.4
            

            	
              13.7
            

            	
              14.5
            

            	
              12.2
            

            	
              14.2
            
          


          
            	
              2011
            

            	
              20.8
            

            	
              19.4
            

            	
              18.0
            

            	
              13.2
            

            	
              17.7
            
          


          
            	
              2016
            

            	
              18.4
            

            	
              17.1
            

            	
              14.9
            

            	
              9.7
            

            	
              14.4
            
          

        
      


      *Category 6 within categories 4, 5, 6 in Table 2.


      Source: 1990, 2001, 2011: census; 2016: micro census, calculated by the authors.

    


    3. Households with children


    A clear consequence of the continuously dwindling fertility rates after 1990 is that the proportion of households raising children decreased drastically between 1990 and 2016. At the same time, we should look at the differences in how the children born are allocated across the various household types. Even if the fertility rates are the same in two different years, the proportion of households with children can vary, since that depends on the stability of relationships, the frequency of establishing a new family after a relationship breaks up, the likelihood of mosaic families being formed, and the number of children in these families. The trends indicate that the dominance of the two-child family model decreased between 1990 and the 2011 data collection, while the proportion of households with only one child increased. At the same time, the proportion of households raising three or more children also increased, albeit slightly. Between 2011 and 2016, this trend seems to have come to a halt (although the demographic processes can never be interpreted definitively in such a short run). Among households with children, the proportion of those raising two children increased between 2011 and 2016, and the proportion of large families also showed a slight increase (Table 9).


    In Table 9, following the low point of 2011, we can observe an upswing in the birth rate, halting the decline in the two-child family model. At the same time, we also have to recognize that this is not true for all groups of parents across the various education levels. Between 1990 and 2011, the two-child family model declined most among those who had completed technical school and among those with a high-school certificate, where the proportion of people raising a single child increased dynamically. Meanwhile the proportion of people with larger families increased more significantly among those with elementary education only. Among people with elementary education, the proportion of those raising three or more children has grown from 16 per cent in 1990 to 30 per cent.


    
      Table 9 Proportion of households with children, according to the parental level of education (household-level data, per cent)


      
        
          
            	
              

            

            	
              Elementary school
            

            	
              Technical school
            

            	
              High-school certificate
            

            	
              Academic degree
            

            	
              Total
            
          


          
            	
              Proportion of households with one child
            
          


          
            	
              1990
            

            	
              51.1
            

            	
              37.8
            

            	
              46.8
            

            	
              46.3
            

            	
              45.9
            
          


          
            	
              2001
            

            	
              48.0
            

            	
              44.1
            

            	
              50.5
            

            	
              46.9
            

            	
              47.6
            
          


          
            	
              2011
            

            	
              44.4
            

            	
              51.2
            

            	
              55.1
            

            	
              50.2
            

            	
              51.4
            
          


          
            	
              2016
            

            	
              42.0
            

            	
              51.5
            

            	
              54.9
            

            	
              47.1
            

            	
              50.2
            
          


          
            	
              Proportion of households with two children
            
          


          
            	
              1990
            

            	
              32.7
            

            	
              49.8
            

            	
              46.3
            

            	
              46.2
            

            	
              43.0
            
          


          
            	
              2001
            

            	
              29.1
            

            	
              41.4
            

            	
              40.9
            

            	
              43.0
            

            	
              39.3
            
          


          
            	
              2011
            

            	
              27.0
            

            	
              33.9
            

            	
              35.4
            

            	
              38.5
            

            	
              34.8
            
          


          
            	
              2016
            

            	
              28.2
            

            	
              32.8
            

            	
              34.5
            

            	
              40.1
            

            	
              35.3
            
          


          
            	
              Proportion of households with three or more children
            
          


          
            	
              1990
            

            	
              16.2
            

            	
              12.4
            

            	
              6.9
            

            	
              7.5
            

            	
              11.1
            
          


          
            	
              2001
            

            	
              22.9
            

            	
              14.5
            

            	
              8.6
            

            	
              10.0
            

            	
              13.1
            
          


          
            	
              2011
            

            	
              28.6
            

            	
              14.9
            

            	
              9.5
            

            	
              11.3
            

            	
              13.8
            
          


          
            	
              2016
            

            	
              29.8
            

            	
              15.7
            

            	
              10.6
            

            	
              12.8
            

            	
              14.4
            
          

        
      


      Note: Data in the table pertains to households raising children up to 24 years of age. If the parents had different levels of education, we counted the higher level one.


      Source: 1990, 2001, 2011: census; 2016: micro census, calculated by the authors.

    


    Trends in the proportion of traditional, multi-generation households have always been an issue in relation to household structure. Looking back over the last quarter of a century or more, how one evaluates the trend observed depends on perspective. Even though the proportion of households containing three or more generations has decreased within the population as a whole, the changes have not been all that significant within households with children. One household in ten with children also includes at least one grandparent. We can observe a clear tendency only among parents with a degree, where the proportion of multi-generation households is decreasing slightly but steadily. In other groups, periods of stagnation and slight change have alternated over the past few decades (Table 10).


    The study of mosaic families is considered a blind-spot in domestic household structure research. The phenomenon is important, because parents raising their children in a couple relationship are in very different situations depending on whether they are raising their biological children exclusively, or also have children in their families with only one biological parent present. Several psychological studies research the educational career of children growing up in intact versus mosaic families, the roles developing in mosaic families, the decision-making mechanisms, and how the children keep in touch with the parent living outside the household. However, sociological studies are very rare (one exception is Kovács and Vörös, 2013).


    
      Table 10 The proportion of households with three or more generations among households with children, according to the parental level of education (household-level data, per cent)


      
        
          
            	

            	
              Elementary school
            

            	
              Technical school
            

            	
              High-school certificate
            

            	
              Academic degree
            

            	
              Total
            
          


          
            	
              1990
            

            	
              10.4
            

            	
              13.1
            

            	
              12.1
            

            	
              10.3
            

            	
              11.5
            
          


          
            	
              2001
            

            	
              13.1
            

            	
              15.0
            

            	
              12.3
            

            	
              8.5
            

            	
              12.4
            
          


          
            	
              2011
            

            	
              13.6
            

            	
              14.0
            

            	
              12.2
            

            	
              7.5
            

            	
              11.5
            
          


          
            	
              2016
            

            	
              11.7
            

            	
              11.9
            

            	
              10.2
            

            	
              5.7
            

            	
              9.2
            
          

        
      


      Note: Data in the table pertain to households raising children up to the age of 24. If the parents had different levels of education, we counted the higher-level one.


      Source: 1990, 2001, 2011: census; 2016: micro census, calculated by the authors.

    


    The proportion of mosaic families cannot be calculated from the 1990 census data, but the data from between 2001 and 2016 indicate no increased trend. This is because the formation of new partner relationships after break-up has not increased over the past few decades. We can observe a slight increase in the proportion of mosaic families between 2011 and 2016, which might be related to the decrease in the proportion of single-parent families, although we cannot prove this definitively from the cross-sectional data.


    In 2016, two thirds of all households were intact; mosaic families accounted for 13 per cent of households; and single parents accounted for 23 per cent (Table 11). There are significant differences according to the level of education. Among parents with elementary education, only every second household is intact, while this proportion is almost two thirds among people with a high-school certificate and almost three quarters among graduates. The proportion of mosaic families does not reveal such great differences, but the proportion of single-parent families shows significant differences according to parental education level: a single parent is raising a child in 16 per cent of households where that parent has a degree, but in 39 per cent of households where the parent has only elementary education.


    A larger proportion of parents in mosaic families than in intact families live in a cohabiting relationship: the proportion of cohabitation without marriage was 19 per cent in intact families but 46 per cent in mosaic families. This means that parents are more likely to choose cohabitation as their second/third relationship. In mosaic families, one third of people with a degree, less than half of people with a high-school certificate and almost two thirds of people with elementary education do not live within a marriage. In 2016, 43 per cent of mosaic families also included mutual children; this was least likely among people with a high-school certificate or a degree, and most likely among people with elementary education.


    
      Table 11 Household types among households with children, according to the parental level of education (household-level data, per cent)


      
        
          
            	
              Household type
            

            	
              2001
            

            	
              2011
            

            	
              2016
            
          


          
            	
              Elementary school
            
          


          
            	
              Intact
            

            	
              51.5
            

            	
              47.0
            

            	
              49.5
            
          


          
            	
              Mosaic
            

            	
              12.4
            

            	
              9.2
            

            	
              11.5
            
          


          
            	
              Single parent
            

            	
              36.1
            

            	
              43.8
            

            	
              39.0
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            
          


          
            	
              Technical school
            
          


          
            	
              Intact
            

            	
              72.4
            

            	
              63.5
            

            	
              60.1
            
          


          
            	
              Mosaic
            

            	
              12.5
            

            	
              10.6
            

            	
              14.4
            
          


          
            	
              Single parent
            

            	
              15.1
            

            	
              25.9
            

            	
              25.5
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            
          


          
            	
              High-school certificate
            
          


          
            	
              Intact
            

            	
              70.1
            

            	
              66.5
            

            	
              64.9
            
          


          
            	
              Mosaic
            

            	
              10.4
            

            	
              8.6
            

            	
              12.6
            
          


          
            	
              Single parent
            

            	
              19.5
            

            	
              24.9
            

            	
              22.4
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            
          


          
            	
              Academic degree
            
          


          
            	
              Intact
            

            	
              75.1
            

            	
              75.2
            

            	
              73.0
            
          


          
            	
              Mosaic
            

            	
              10.2
            

            	
              6.6
            

            	
              11.4
            
          


          
            	
              Single parent
            

            	
              14.8
            

            	
              18.3
            

            	
              15.6
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            
          


          
            	
              Overall
            
          


          
            	
              Intact
            

            	
              68.3
            

            	
              65.7
            

            	
              64.8
            
          


          
            	
              Mosaic
            

            	
              11.3
            

            	
              8.6
            

            	
              12.5
            
          


          
            	
              Single parent
            

            	
              20.4
            

            	
              25.7
            

            	
              22.7
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            
          

        
      


      Note: Data in the table pertain to households raising children up to the age of 24. If the parents had different levels of education, we counted the higher-level one. Intact families were taken to be those where all the biological parents of children living there lived in that household. In the case of multi-generation households, classification was determined by assigning the different categories different numbers (intact – 1; mosaic – 2; and single-parent family – 3) and then choosing the lowest number. For example, if an intact family and a single-parent family lived together in one household, that household was classified as an ‘intact’ family. The census and the micro-census do not ask specifically whether or not the children living in a household are the biological children of the parents. At the same time, we have data on the birth date of each biological child belonging to these parents. The same is available in relation to children living in these households. We compared these two and decided if the child belonged to both parents, to just one of them, or to neither. Due to data inaccuracy, we believe that the proportion of mosaic families was overestimated.


      Source: 1990, 2001, 2011: census; 2016: micro census, calculated by the authors.

    


    4. Summary


    Our study has sought to draw attention to correlations between social divisions, and more specifically the education-level structure and changes in living arrangements. The relevance of the study comes from a characteristic element of the present government’s social programme to boost fertility rates, preparatory to which the government is trying in various ways to facilitate the plans of young people to start a family. Our research highlights the fact that the transformation of the education structure (for example, the growing proportion of people with a degree) and the devaluation of certain qualifications (for example, the high-school certificate) essentially operate against these endeavours. For graduates, competing values, the expansion of the consumer society and the importance of a career can all serve as barriers to starting a family. For those with a secondary or lower level of education, hardships on the labour market can have the same effect.


    Our analysis revealed that the proportion of people living with their parents without a cohabiting partner and without children increased dramatically in the 1990s. The high level reached by the 2000s remained stable in the period that followed. This increase took place with similar dynamics at all educational levels, but it was even steeper among people who neither study nor work. This indicates that the high proportion of youth living in the parental household is only partially connected to the fact that more and more people are studying for longer periods. Among those with a lower level of education, financial hardships, housing problems and labour market integration difficulties can all contribute to them still living in the parental household as adults without a family of their own. Presumably, a large proportion of such people have moved back to the parental household. An indication of this is that this stratum includes a higher proportion of people who already have children, but do not live with them. Presumably, this also explains why this status is more characteristic of men.


    The majority of young people who move out of the parental household go to live in a family: the proportion of single-person households is rather low and there is no clear trend. The proportion of single-person households is much higher among people with an academic degree. It is also more characteristic of people with higher education that they live with their partner, but do not have children in the household. It seems that the link between becoming independent and having children is much stronger among people with a lower education than among those with higher qualifications. Decreasing fertility rates, the prevalence of not having children, and the vulnerability of relationships have all led to a decrease in the proportion of youth with children in their households. This decrease is most significant among people with a high-school certificate or a degree. The decrease has also been especially sharp among men: in 2016, the number of men with a high-school certificate or degree who were living with their child was around half of what it was in 1990.


    Between 1990 and 2011, there was a decline in the two-child family model among families with children. This declining trend would appear to have come to a halt between 2011 and 2016, since there was a rise in the proportion of people raising two or more children. However, this could be interpreted as a continuation of the earlier tendency, since the proportion of people with two children decreased, while the proportion of those with three or more children increased.


    Between 1990 and 2011, the proportion of families with one child increased most sharply among people with a high-school certificate. The increase was much more modest among people who had completed technical school or who had earned a degree, and there was a decrease among people with elementary education. In this latter case, there was a significant increase among the least qualified in the number of people with large families.


    The proportion of multi-generation families has decreased in the population as a whole, but this is not generally evident among families with children: only in the households of graduates has there been any significant decrease.


    In 2016, less than two thirds of households raising a child under the age of 24 were intact (meaning a household where the parents of all the children present were also their biological parents). We could observe changes in the proportion of intact households only during a brief period (2001–16), but there we saw a decline in the proportion of intact households.


    After relationship break-ups, only a small proportion of young people – and especially of men – form a new family. This leads to a very high proportion of single-parent households, especially among people with low education levels. This also influences the fertility rates, since the number of children is always lower in single-parent households, where ‘plans for having children are interrupted’. If the re-marriage rates are low, and the young people do not form new cohabiting relationships, then this becomes a cause of low fertility rates.
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    Poverty and social exclusion in Hungary and the EU


    Réka Branyiczki, András Gábos and Péter Szivós


    1. Introduction


    Poverty has various definitions and, accordingly, several indicators that serve to operationalize those definitions (see e.g. Boarini and d’Ercole, 2006).1 For example, as defined by the European Union, the poor are ‘individuals whose resources are so limited as to exclude them from the minimal acceptable way of life of the Member State in which they live’ (European Council, 1975: 36). The EU’s poverty definition thus contains both outcome (exclusion from the minimal acceptable way of life) and resource (lack of resources) elements (Fusco et al., 2010). In order to monitor the poverty reduction target, the EU2020 Strategy identified a composite indicator. Based on that, people living in poverty or social exclusion are defined as those who are poor in terms of relative income, are materially deprived, or who live in households with low work intensity. In the poverty and social exclusion indicator of the EU2020 Strategy, income poverty is related to the ‘resource’ element and material deprivation to the ‘outcome’ element of the definition.2


    TÁRKI Social Research Institute has been regularly publishing reports on the trends in poverty in Hungary for more than 25 years, using a set of indicators that has been widely accepted and used in international comparative analyses. Initially, this data source was the Hungarian Household Panel (e.g. Spéder, 1998); since 2001, it has been the TÁRKI Household Monitor Survey (Gábos and Szivós, 2010; Gábos et al., 2013; 2015). In the second half of the 2000s, due to the monitoring processes arising from Hungary’s EU membership, the publications came to include indicators of other poverty approaches (e.g. material deprivation, low work intensity), as well as relative income poverty measures. Also, in order to provide an international context, the publication was supplemented with data from the EU-SILC (European Statistics on Income and Living Conditions) survey coordinated by Eurostat. The present study aims at continuing this tradition, this time relying entirely on calculations based on the EU-SILC database. It includes annual cross-sectional indicators of poverty and social exclusion; these snapshots are supplemented by another chapter in the volume (Branyiczki and Gábos) that studies the dynamics of poverty.


    First, we assess the composite indicator created by the EU to monitor the achievement of the poverty target of the EU2020 Strategy, the share of the population living in poverty or social exclusion in temporal (2005–17) and spatial (EU-28) comparison (section 2). The study follows the Eurostat protocol: that is, the text, figures and tables include the year of the survey.3 For the last year available, 2017, not all the countries have yet supplied data for the database. For this reason, the indicators in the comparative figures of EU Member States are for 2016 (apart from the employment and unemployment rates, which are always for 2017); the Hungarian data series and the data series of other countries are provided until 2017, wherever available. Then we assess each element of the composite indicator of poverty and social exclusion: relative income poverty (section 3), material deprivation (section 4) and low work intensity (section 5). To better understand this last element, we also examine individual labour market processes (employment, unemployment). The study ends with a conclusion (section 6).


    2. The share of persons living in poverty or social inclusion


    The share of persons living in poverty or social exclusion, as a statistical indicator, is a central element of the EU2020 Strategy. The strategy has set the target of lifting at least 20 million people out of the risk of poverty or social exclusion by 2020 (the benchmark being 2008). In this context, Hungary adopted the National Social Inclusion Strategy in 2011, and set the target of reducing the number of people at risk by 450,000 persons relative to the base year 2008 (2.83 million were at risk).4 The effectiveness of the EU2020 Strategy in tackling poverty and social exclusion is measured by three basic indicators. In this respect, someone lives in poverty or social exclusion if he or she:


    
      	is poor in relative income terms – that is, annual equivalized disposable income is below the poverty line, OR


      	suffers from severe material deprivation, implying that the household is unable to afford certain material goods or services defined by nine items,5 OR


      	lives in a household with very low work intensity, where active-age members of the household worked less than 20 per cent of their total potential during the year preceding the survey.

    


    The indicators reflect both professional aspects and the political compromises of the member states. There are significant differences among member states in terms of which of the three elements contributes most to the size of the population affected by poverty or social exclusion. For example, in Hungary (as in other new EU Member States), the share of those severely materially deprived is highest (17.9 per cent in 2008, 23.9 per cent in 2014 and 14.5 per cent in 2016). The size of the other two groups was nearly identical in 2008, but since 2013 the share of those living in low work-intensity households has been steadily decreasing. The share of those in relative income poverty was 12.4 per cent in 2008, 15 per cent in 2013 and 13.4 per cent in 2016, while the share of those living in low work-intensity households was 12 per cent in 2008, 13.6 per cent in 2013 and only 4.9 per cent in 2016; here the expansion of public works played a significant role.6


    The main indicator of the EU strategy – the share of individuals living in poverty or social exclusion – was 28.2 per cent in Hungary in 2008. It then increased steadily and substantially until 2013 (to 33.5 per cent). There then followed a decline to 31.1 per cent in 2014 and a further fall to 25.6 per cent in 2017. In the period of the financial and economic crisis, Hungary was not the only country where this trend was observed: according to Eurostat data, the indicator in the EU-27 increased from 23.7 per cent in 2008 to 24.5 per cent in 2013 and went no lower than 23.5 per cent in 2016; this shows that the EU-27 has come no nearer to the EU2020 objective.


    The composition of the Hungarian population living in poverty or social exclusion is presented in a Venn diagram below (Figure 1). It shows that 1.2 per cent (or 114,000 individuals) live in a household characterized by low work intensity, income poverty and severe material deprivation.


    
      Figure 1 The share of those at risk of poverty or social exclusion separately and taking the aspects into account jointly, Hungary, 2016
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        Source: Hungarian Central Statistical Office (HCSO) (2017: 17).

      

    


    3. Relative income poverty


    Relative income poverty is defined on the basis of the national at-risk-of-poverty threshold. The threshold is set at 60 per cent of national median equivalized disposable income, after social transfers. The equivalence scales account for the varying consumption needs of household members of different ages. The present indicator is calculated using the OECD-modified scale, which assigns a value of 1 to the household head, 0.5 to each additional adult and 0.3 to each child.


    The income poverty rate increased steadily between 2007 and 2014 in Hungary, according to data from the Hungarian Central Statistical Office (HCSO) and Eurostat. In 2007, 12.3 per cent of the total population was considered poor. In 2014, the figure was 15 per cent (around 1.4 million people), but this dropped to 13.4 per cent in 2017. This figure is substantially lower than the EU-28 average for 2013 and 2016 (17.3 per cent); in terms of income poverty, Hungary ranked eighth in 2013 and ninth in 2016 in the EU. In 2016, the poverty rate was lowest in the Czech Republic (9.7 per cent) and highest in Romania (25.3 per cent) (Figure 3).


    4. Material deprivation


    The indicator of material deprivation is more suitable than relative income poverty for assessing differences in the living standards of countries. Material deprivation is defined as being unable to afford three items out of a list of nine, while severe material deprivation means being unable to afford four items. The nine items are as follows: i) To pay their mortgage or home-related costs; ii) To face unexpected expenses; iii) To have a phone; iv) To have a colour TV; v) To have a washing machine; vi) To have a car; vii) To take a week’s holiday once a year away from home; viii) To eat meat (or protein equivalent) every second day; ix) To keep the home adequately warm.


    Hungarian society is outstandingly deprived in European terms: in 2013, it was in the third-worst place in the EU and in 2015 in the fourth-worst place in terms of severe material deprivation. It is a positive trend that the share of the severely deprived has been decreasing since the peak of 2013: by nearly 3 percentage points to 24 per cent in 2014, followed by a similar (somewhat faster) improvement in subsequent years. The indicator stood at 14.5 per cent in 2017 – lower than the figure in 2008 (17.9 per cent) (Figure 5). The initial decline was sparked by a significant reduction in the numbers who could not afford a week’s holiday, to eat meat regularly or to heat their homes. But between 2013 and 2016 there was an improvement across all the individual items of deprivation; from 2016 to 2017, the improvement was biggest in the share of people unable to face unexpected expenses (Table 1).


    Based on data from the TÁRKI Household Monitor Survey, which reports a similar trend, Gábos et al. (2016) concluded that the three most important factors associated with the risk of material deprivation are the labour market integration of the household, the educational attainment of the household head and the household head’s ethnic background. The higher the work intensity of the household or the higher the educational attainment of the household head, the lower the risk of deprivation. The TÁRKI surveys showed that the decline in material deprivation between 2012 and 2014 mainly concerned the lower middle class and the middle class (who are in general not very vulnerable, but did face considerable financial problems during the economic crisis), while an improvement among those at a lower income level was only observed later, between 2014 and 2015 (Gábos et al., 2016). Certain government measures may have played a role in the improvement in the living standards of the population. These include measures contributing to an increase in real wages7 (e.g. the amendment of some elements of the income tax regime and a rise in the minimum wage), regulating household energy prices, the settlement of foreign currency loans and reform of the employee fringe-benefit scheme, as well as an extension of the holiday opportunities offered under the ‘Erzsébet Card’ subsidized social-tourism programme to include additional target groups, such as old-age pensioners and large families.


    Because of the threshold applied (lack of at least three items, rather than at least four), material deprivation is a broader category than severe material deprivation. While the latter affected 16.2 per cent of people in 2016, the figure for material deprivation was 29.6 per cent (significantly lower than the 2013 peak of 45.4 per cent). Overall, in spite of improvements, Hungarian society is still one of the most deprived societies in the European Union: in only five countries was the material deprivation rate higher in 2016 (Figure 4).


    Table 1 Items of severe material deprivation in Hungary 2013–17 (percentage)


    
      
        
          
            	
               
            

            	
              2013
            

            	
              2016
            

            	
              2017
            
          


          
            	
              Cannot afford to pay mortgage or home-related costs
            

            	
              26.7
            

            	
              19
            

            	
              15.7
            
          


          
            	
              Cannot face unexpected expenses
            

            	
              74.9
            

            	
              50.7
            

            	
              31.4
            
          


          
            	
              Cannot afford a telephone
            

            	
              2.3
            

            	
              1.3
            

            	
              1
            
          


          
            	
              Cannot afford a colour TV
            

            	
              0.4
            

            	
              0.6
            

            	
              0.6
            
          


          
            	
              Cannot afford a washing machine
            

            	
              1.2
            

            	
              1
            

            	
              0.7
            
          


          
            	
              Cannot afford a car
            

            	
              25.8
            

            	
              20.6
            

            	
              20
            
          


          
            	
              Cannot afford a week’s holiday per year
            

            	
              67.2
            

            	
              50.6
            

            	
              48.1
            
          


          
            	
              Cannot afford to eat meat every second day
            

            	
              34
            

            	
              19.1
            

            	
              16.4
            
          


          
            	
              Cannot keep the home adequately warm
            

            	
              12.2
            

            	
              9.1
            

            	
              6.8
            
          


          
            	
              Severe material deprivation (cannot afford at least 4 items)
            

            	
              27.8
            

            	
              16.2
            

            	
              14.5
            
          

        
      


      Note: Please see footnote 3 on the reference years. This table presents dates according to the methods applied by the present study and therefore they are one year later than those in the HCSO publication.


      Source: HCSO (2017: 25).

    


    
      Figure 2 The share of individuals living in poverty or social exclusion in Hungary and the other EU Member States as a percentage of the total population
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        EU-28 Member States, 2005–17
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      Note: The time series figures (bottom panel) include all EU-28 countries, but the EU-27 average is shown. The reason for this is that we had to choose between the EU-27 average for the whole period and a shorter times series for the EU-28 (due to the later access of HR).


      Country codes: AT – Austria, BE – Belgium, BG – Bulgaria, CY – Cyprus, CZ – Czech Republic, DE – Germany, DK – Denmark, EE – Estonia, EL – Greece, ES – Spain, FI – Finland, FR – France, HR – Croatia, HU – Hungary, IE – Ireland, IT – Italy, LV – Latvia, LT – Lithuania, LU – Luxembourg, MT – Malta, NL – Netherlands, PL – Poland, PT – Portugal, RO – Romania, SI – Slovenia, SK – Slovakia, SE – Sweden, UK – United Kingdom.


      Source: Eurostat online database (Table t202050, retrieved 20/9/2018). The share of individuals living in income poverty, severe material deprivation or low work-intensity households.

    


    
      Figure 3 Relative income poverty rate in Hungary and the other EU Member States as a percentage of the total population
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        EU-28 Member States, 2005–17
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      Note: For country codes and the use of EU averages see the note under Figure 2.


      Source: Eurostat online database (Table tessi010, retrieved 20/9/2018). Individuals living on incomes less than 60 per cent of the median of equivalized household income.

    


    
      Figure 4 Percentage of the population that is materially deprived in Hungary and the EU
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        EU-28 Member States, 2006–17
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      Note: For country codes and the use of EU averages see the note under Figure 2.


      Source: Eurostat online database (Table tessi080, retrieved 20/9/2018). The share of those who cannot afford to own or buy at least three consumer durables or services out of the nine items considered.

    


    
      Figure 5 Percentage of the population that is severely materially deprived in Hungary and the EU
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        EU-28 Member States, 2005–17
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      Note: For country codes and the use of EU averages see the note under Figure 2.


      Source: Eurostat online database (Table tsdsc270, retrieved at 20/9/2018). The share of those who cannot afford to own or buy at least four consumer durables or services out of the nine items considered.

    


    5. The labour market situation of households


    5.1 Persons living in very low work-intensity households


    The share of individuals living in very low work-intensity households is calculated on the basis of the population aged 0–59. Households are identified as very low work-intensity households when active-age members of the household worked for less than 20 per cent of their total work potential over the year preceding the survey. In Hungary, the proportion of this group in the population (13.6 per cent) was above the EU-28 average (11 per cent) in 2013, when the country was twentieth in the rankings. Since then, the indicator has improved steadily: in 2016, at 8.2 per cent it was below the EU-28 average, and the country ranked tenth in the EU. The figures are highest in Ireland and Greece (18.2 per cent and 17.2 per cent, respectively, in 2016), indicating that economic inactivity is the most challenging problem in those countries. The indicators rose sharply after the economic crisis of 2008 in both countries. Nevertheless, the financial and economic crisis did not necessarily lead to an increase in the low work-intensity population: in Poland, for example, the indicator decreased significantly during the crisis. In Hungary, there has been a declining trend since 2013; based on the most recent figures from 2017, 6.6 per cent of the population aged under 60 live in a very low work-intensity household (Figure 7).


    5.2 The employment rate


    The employment rate decreased slightly between 2006 and 2010 in Hungary. However, it has grown significantly since then – from 59.9 per cent in 2010 to 73.3 per cent in 2017, exceeding the EU-28 average (72.2 per cent). In relation to the EU2020 Strategy, Hungary aims to increase the employment rate of the population aged 20–64 to 75 per cent by 2020, by (among other things) improving the employment of the young, the elderly and the low-qualified, and through the enhanced integration of legal migrants. In Europe, the crisis resulted in the most dramatic decline in employment in Greece and Spain, while the highest level of labour market activity was observed in Sweden and Germany (Figure 8).


    The extensive public works scheme launched by the Hungarian government has probably played a role in the expansion of employment. In 2013, about 130,000 people participated in the public works scheme (Cseres-Gergely and Molnár, 2014). TÁRKI examined the extent of public works in its 2014 Household Monitor Survey and ascribed an important role to public works in the income structure. The share of public works participants within the active-age population was 5.7 per cent in the 12 months preceding the interviews, and at the time of the survey 9.1 per cent of the total population lived in a household involved in public works. As for income structure, the survey found that between 2012 and 2014 ‘the share of income from work increased in the households of employees, and the share of social transfers increased in the households of those not in employment. The significant absolute increase in net income in the lowest income decile was not primarily due to greater social transfers, but rather to the increasing share of market income (including income from public works) associated with expanding employment’ (Szivós and Tóth, 2014: 7).


    Scharle (2016) calls attention to the fact that, in addition to the expansion of public works, public work participants in training are also included in the employment statistics, which contributes to the striking increase in employment since 2013. The number of people working abroad has also grown. It was mainly policy and economic trends that contributed to the improvement in the Hungarian employment rate between 2008 and 2015 (especially the raising of the retirement age in 1997 and 2009, and the placing of restrictions on claiming early retirement and disability pensions in 2011); the impact of demographic trends was negligible in this short timeframe (Scharle, 2016).


    Employment is strongly associated with educational attainment: the better qualified find employment and acquire new competences more easily, which helps them adapt to changing labour market demand. In this respect, within the EU2020 Strategy, the Hungarian government is aiming to increase the share of the population aged 30–34 with a higher-education (or equivalent) qualification to 30.3 per cent by 2020. Hungary also aims to reduce the share of the population aged 18–24 not in education or training, or with lower-secondary education to 10 per cent by 2020. The strong association between employment and educational attainment is presented in Figure 6. The employment rate of those with lower-secondary education did not exceed 40 per cent until 2013. Since then, the figure has improved; but the difference is still huge (about 30 percentage points) between those with a lower-secondary qualification at most and those with a higher-education qualification (53.9 per cent and 84.3 per cent, respectively), according to data from 2017. The difference is visible in the work intensity of households: there was a difference of 0.2 (on a scale of 0–10) between the average work intensity of households where the household head has no high-school diploma and that of households where the head has a higher education, according to data from the TÁRKI 2015 Household Monitor Survey (Branyiczki, 2016: 224). Consequently, the wage advantage of having higher education is extremely high, compared to having upper-secondary qualifications. Within the population of employees aged 25–64, of all the European OECD countries this difference is highest in Hungary (OECD, 2016: 124).


    
      Figure 6 The employment rate of those with a lower-secondary qualification at most and those with a higher-education qualification in the 20–64 age group in Hungary, 1997–2017
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        Note: the triangles indicate the employment rate of higher-education graduates; the dots indicate the employment rate of those with a lower-secondary qualification at most (per cent).


        Source: Eurostat online database (Table tsdec430, retrieved 20/9/2018). The lower-secondary qualification corresponds to the ISCED 0-2 categories; higher-education qualification corresponds to the ISCED 5-8 categories.

      

    


    5.3 The unemployment rate


    In parallel with the expansion of employment, unemployment has been decreasing in Hungary since 2010. The indicator, based on the International Labour Organization (ILO) definition, was considerably lower in 2017 in Hungary (3.6 per cent) than the EU-28 average (6.7 per cent) in the age group 25–74 (Figure 9). It is worth noting that unemployment in the EU grew steadily between 2008 and 2013, from 5.9 per cent to 9.5 per cent; only in 2014 did it start to decline. The pace of decrease has picked up significantly since 2013 in Hungary; by 2017 the unemployment rate had dropped to less than half of the value observed in 2013.


    When exploring the unemployment of the younger, 15–24 age group, a more dramatic trend can be seen. Youth unemployment increased greatly because of the economic crisis in the Southern European countries, where figures continue to be exceptionally high. The highest figures in 2017 are found in Greece (44 per cent), Spain (39 per cent) and Italy (35 per cent). The Hungarian youth unemployment rate (10.7 per cent) is much lower than the EU-28 average (16.8 per cent), but it is nearly three times the rate for Hungarian adults (Figure 10).


    
      Figure 7 The share of individuals aged 0–59 living in very low work-intensity households in Hungary and in the European Union
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        EU-28 Member States, 2005–17
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      Note: For country codes and the use of EU averages see the note under Figure 2.


      >Source: Eurostat online database (Table t2020_51, retrieved 20/9/2018). The share of individuals aged 0–59 living in households where active-age members of the household worked for less than 20 per cent of their total work potential over the year preceding the survey.

    


    
      Figure 8 Employment rate in Hungary and the EU as a percentage of the population aged 20–64
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        EU-28 Member States, 1997–2017

      


      
        [image: 03_8_3]
      


      Note: For country codes and the use of EU averages see the note under Figure 2.


      Source: Eurostat online database (Table tsdec420, retrieved 20/9/2018). The percentage of persons in employment, aged 20–64 relative to the total age group. A person is defined as in employment if he/she undertook at least one hour of paid work during the reference week or, if he/she did not work, had a job from which he/she was only temporarily absent.

    


    
      Figure 9 Unemployment rate in the population aged 25–74 in Hungary and the EU Member States
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        EU-28 Member States, 1996–2017
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      Note: For country codes and the use of EU averages see the note under Figure 2.


      Source: Eurostat online database (Table tsdec460, retrieved 20/9/2018). The unemployment rate is defined as the share of the unemployed as a percentage of the total workforce; that is, as a percentage of the economically active (employed and unemployed) population. A person aged 15–74 and interviewed in the Labour Force Survey is unemployed if he/she did not work during the week of the survey and had no job from which they were absent temporarily; is seeking a job actively; is available (that is, would be able to start work); or has already found a job that will commence within 30 days (ILO definition). The figure above indicates the rate in relation to the population aged 25–74.

    


    
      Figure 10 Unemployment rate in the population aged 15–24 in Hungary and the EU Member States
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      Note: For country codes and the use of EU averages see the note under Figure 2.


      Source: Eurostat online database (Table tsdec460, retrieved 20/9/2018). The unemployment rate is defined as the share of the unemployed as a percentage of the total workforce; that is, as a percentage of the economically active (employed and unemployed) population. A person aged 15–74 and interviewed in the Labour Force Survey is unemployed if he/she did not work during the week of the survey and had no job from which they were absent temporarily; is seeking a job actively; is are available (that is, would be able to start work); or has already found a job that will commence within 30 days (ILO definition). The figure above indicates the rate in relation to the population aged 15–24.

    


    6. Conclusion


    There have been contradictory processes going on in Hungary over the past 10–15 years in terms of the major indicators of social exclusion and poverty. A look at any of the indicators suggests that the situation in Hungary deteriorated between 2007 and 2013 (to varying extents) but has since improved. For example, the share of people living in poverty or social exclusion grew steadily between 2008 and 2013, but has been decreasing from the 2013 peak. This is attributable to the fact that although income poverty has hardly changed, the share of those severely materially deprived or living in low work-intensity households has declined sharply. Nonetheless, Hungary still belongs among the most deprived European countries and the improvements witnessed do not primarily concern the most vulnerable groups.


    The general increase in household work intensity may be illustrated by other indicators of the labour market: the employment rate has been steadily increasing since 2010; it was just below the EU-28 average of 70 per cent in 2015, and exceeded it in 2017. The gap between the employment rate of higher-education graduates and those with lower-secondary qualification at most has narrowed since 2013 (partly due to the extensive public works scheme), but is still extremely wide.

  


  

    References


    Boarini, R. and M.M. d’Ercole (2006). Measures of material deprivation in OECD countries. OECD Social, Employment and Migration Working Paper No. 37. OECD: Paris.


    Branyiczki, R. (2016). Háztartások munkakínálata a válság előtt, közben és után [The labour supply of households before, during and after the crisis]. In: T. Kolosi and I.Gy. Tóth (eds), Társadalmi riport 2016 [Social Report 2016]. TÁRKI: Budapest.


    Cseres-Gergely, Zs. and Gy. Molnár (2014). Közmunka, segélyezés, elsődleges és másodlagos munkaerőpiac [Public works, benefits and the primary and secondary labour market]. In T. Kolosi and I.Gy. Tóth (eds), Társadalmi riport 2014 [Social Report 2014]. TÁRKI: Budapest. http://www.tarki.hu/adatbank-h/kutjel/pdf/b331.pdf


    EMMI (Emberi Erőforrások Minisztériuma Szociális és Társadalmi Felzárkózásért Felelős Államtitkárság – State Secretariat for Social Inclusion, Ministry of Human Capacities) (2014). Magyar Nemzeti Társadalmi Felzárkózási Stratégia II. Tartósan rászorulók – Szegény családban élő gyermekek – Romák (2011–2020) [The Hungarian National Social Inclusion Strategy II. Persons permanently deprived – Children living in poor families – the Roma (2011–2020)]. http://www.kormany.hu/download/1/9c/20000/Magyar%20NTFS%20II%20_2%20mell%20_NTFS%20II.pdf


    European Council (1975). Decision 75 /459/EEC: Council Decision of 22 July 1975 on action by the European Social Fund for persons affected by employment difficulties. Official Journal of the European Communities, 18(L 199), 30 July 1975. http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:L:1975:199:FULL&from=EN


    Fusco, A., A.-C. Guio and E. Marlier (2010). Income poverty and material deprivation in European countries. Eurostat Methodologies and working papers. Publications Office of the European Union: Luxembourg.


    Gábos, A. and P. Szivós (2010). Jövedelmi szegénység Magyarországon 2007 és 2009 között [Income poverty in Hungary between 2007 and 2009]. In: Péter Szivós and István György Tóth (eds), Jövedelemegyenlőtlenség és szegénység Magyarországon 2009 [Income disparities and poverty in Hungary 2009]. TÁRKI Monitor reports. TÁRKI: Budapest. http://old.tarki.hu/hu/research/hm/monitor2009_teljes.pdf


    Gábos, A., P. Szivós and A. Tátrai (2013). Szegénység és társadalmi kirekesztettség Magyarországon, 2000-2012 [Poverty and social exclusion in Hungary 2000–2012]. In: Péter Szivós and István György Tóth (eds), Egyenlőtlenség és polarizálódás a magyar társadalomban [Inequality and polarization in Hungarian society]. TÁRKI Monitor reports. TÁRKI: Budapest. http://old.tarki.hu/hu/research/hm/monitor2012_teljes.pdf


    Gábos, A., P. Szivós and A. Tátrai (2015). Jövedelmi szegénység és társadalmi kirekesztettség jellemzői Magyarországon [The characteristics of income poverty and social exclusion in Hungary]. In: Péter Szivós and István György Tóth (eds), Jól nézünk ki (…?!) Háztartások helyzete a válság után [Do we look great (…?!): The situation of households after the crisis]. TÁRKI Monitor reports. TÁRKI: Budapest. http://old.tarki.hu/hu/research/hm/monitor2014_teljes.pdf


    Gábos, A., A. Tátrai, A.B. Kis and P. Szivós (2016). Anyagi depriváció Magyarországon, 2009–2015 [Material deprivation in Hungary, 2009–2015]. In: Tamás Kolosi and István György Tóth (eds), Társadalmi riport 2016 [Social Report 2016]. TÁRKI: Budapest. http://www.tarki.hu/hu/publications/SR/2016/07gabos.pdf


    Hungarian Central Statistical Office (HCSO) (2016). Living standards of households, 2015. https://www.ksh.hu/docs/hun/xftp/idoszaki/hazteletszinv/hazteletszinv15.pdf


    Hungarian Central Statistical Office (HCSO) (2017). Living standards of households, 2016. https://www.ksh.hu/docs/hun/xftp/idoszaki/hazteletszinv/hazteletszinv16.pdf


    NFFT (2013). National Framework Strategy on Sustainable Development. NFFT: Budapest. http://nfft.hu/nemzeti-fenntarthato-fejlodesi-keretstrategia/


    Nolan, B. and C.T. Whelan (2011). Poverty and Deprivation in Europe. Oxford University Press: Oxford.


    OECD (2016). Education at a Glance 2016: OECD indicators. OECD Publishing: Paris. http://dx.doi.org/10.187/eag-2016-en


    Scharle, Á. (2016). Mennyit nőtt a foglalkoztatás 2008 óta Magyarországon? [To what extent has employment increased in Hungary since 2008?]. In: Tamás Kolosi and István György Tóth (eds), Társadalmi riport 2016 [Social Report 2016]. TÁRKI: Budapest.


    Spéder, Zs. (1998). Szegénység [Poverty]. In: Endre Sik and István György Tóth (eds), Zárótanulmány – Jelentés a Magyar Háztartás Panel 6. hullámának erdményeiről. Magyar Háztartás Panel Műhelytanulmányok 9 [Final study – Report on the findings of the 6th wave of the Hungarian Household Panel. Hungarian Household Panel Occasional Papers 9]. TÁRKI: Budapest. http://old.tarki.hu/adatbank-h/kutjel/pdf/a313.pdf


    Szivós, P. and I.Gy. Tóth (2014). Jól nézünk ki (…?!): Háztartások helyzete a válság után [Do we look great (…?!): The situation of households after the crisis]. TÁRKI Monitor reports. TÁRKI: Budapest. http://www.tarki.hu/hu/research/hm/monitor2014_teljes.pdf


    TÁRKI (2017). Társadalmi kirekesztés, szegénység és társadalmi kohézió. Monitoring jelentés a fenntarthatósági keretstratégia végrehajtásának állásáról az Emberi erőforrások – Szegénység, kirekesztettség, társadalmi kohézió, valamint Társadalmi tőke területen [Social exclusion, poverty and social cohesion. Monitoring report on the status of implementing the Sustainability Framework Strategy in the fields of Human Resources – Poverty, exclusion, social cohesion and social capital]. TÁRKI: Budapest. Manuscript.

  


  
    Are we far from Europe – divergence or convergence?


    Tamás Kolosi and Péter Szivós


    1. Introduction


    It is an old and profoundly justified wish of Hungarian society to catch up with European living standards and to make up the arrears that history created.1 That is essentially what the 2018 Eurobarometer survey also expresses: 61 per cent of respondents – i.e. a rate higher than the 56 per cent EU average – feel attached to the EU and 20 per cent feel strongly attached (the corresponding EU average is 14 per cent, and in Portugal the figure is a mere 7 per cent) (EC, 2018). Hungary’s detachment from and/or convergence with the EU has become a favourite subject for politicians and journalists over recent years.


    Economic literature on growth recognizes two approaches to convergence. One is σ-convergence, meaning a narrowing of the spread in the levels of economic development of countries (see Dalgaard and Vastrup, 2001; Mille and Upadhyay, 2002; Lucke, 2008; Monfort, 2008; Pfaffermayr, 2009). The other is β-convergence, whereby less-developed countries approach the level of more-developed ones thanks to their faster growth (see Barro and Sala-i-Martin, 1992; Mankiw et al., 1992; Michelacci and Zaffaroni, 1998). In this chapter, we investigate the question in accordance with this second approach, but we will cover it in more than just economic terms. We embark on an analysis of long-term tendencies. Our main question is: have we come any closer to the European economy and European living standards since the regime change, or do the data justify the detachment theories?


    Gábor Oblath’s 2014 article (Oblath, 2014) reviews economic performance – measured by GDP – from the point of view of convergence. Our paper may be viewed in many ways as a kind of extended supplementary note which, at certain points, adds further nuances to the conclusions drawn from GDP trends.


    GDP – or more accurately, per capita GDP – is often used for international comparison of living standards, and the GDP growth rate has become synonymous with development. However, over the past decade a massive body of literature has built up that discusses the details of the errors and deficiencies of this abstract statistical construct (Stiglitz et al., 2009; Skidelsky and Skidelsky, 2012; Coyle, 2014). For example, the study with the greatest impact – by Stiglitz et al. – objected to several elements of the GDP concept: for example, its insensitivity to impacts of income distribution (i.e. GDP may grow, while the situation of the majority of the population deteriorates) and the fact that environmental load is not even part of the concept. Two critical elements still deserve mention, and we take both into account in our analysis. First of all, GDP measures market production in the country, and so the emphasis is on the supply side of the economy; at the same time, income and consumption are better indicators of the welfare of households. The other critical element in the report by Stiglitz and colleagues is that GDP relates to the entirety of the economy, i.e. it measures economic activity in each sector (non-financial companies, financial companies, public finance, households and non-profit organizations). When the objective is to evaluate living standards and welfare, we need to focus on the income of households and on how it is utilized. Our aim is to take these elements into account in a manner appropriate for a Social Report – that is, in the case at hand we concentrate on the household sector, though we also evaluate some welfare elements external to the economy.


    Of course, we also came up against the basic problem of long-term statistical analyses, the lack of comparable data and the difficulties of comparing data. A further problem, however, is how to determine what it is that we actually want to catch up with. This is because EU enlargement clearly has not only failed to raise EU average growth, but – with membership being granted to less-developed countries – has actually led to a decline in growth. Therefore, Hungarian statistics are rarely set alongside EU averages in an effort to address this problem. But here, we do draw comparisons using the average of the 15 most-developed ‘old’ Member States (EU-15). We have also selected four reference countries: Austria, a leading country that is closest to us geographically and historically; Portugal, the least-developed country in Western Europe; Poland, a developed country from among the former socialist countries, which is considered a historical reference country; and finally, less-developed Romania. So what we investigate is how Hungary has moved on the Austria–Portugal–Poland–Romania axis over the past 25–30 years.


    2. Economic development


    We compare GDP change to the average for the EU-15 Member States. After the regime change, we stood at 44.7 per cent of those countries’ GDP values; by 2016 we had reached 62.7 per cent – thus the converging tendency is clear. However, the picture is by no means as rosy if we observe the pace of growth of the other two former socialist countries.


    
      Table 1 The ratio of per capita GDP of the four countries under review and Hungary to the average of the EU-15 (at comparative prices)


      
        
          
            	
              Year
            

            	
              Austria
            

            	
              Portugal
            

            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              Poland
            

            	
              Romania
            
          


          
            	
              1991
            

            	
              111.9
            

            	
              67.8
            

            	
              44.7
            

            	
              32.3
            

            	
              25.9
            
          


          
            	
              1998
            

            	
              112.4
            

            	
              70.4
            

            	
              43.9
            

            	
              40.3
            

            	
              23.5
            
          


          
            	
              2008
            

            	
              112.8
            

            	
              72.7
            

            	
              56.4
            

            	
              50.0
            

            	
              44.5
            
          


          
            	
              2016
            

            	
              117.6
            

            	
              71.2
            

            	
              62.7
            

            	
              64.0
            

            	
              54.6
            
          

        
      


      Source: AMECO database (3 April 2018).

    


    During the past 25 years, the relative position of the two Western European countries has improved by about 5 percentage points, while the GDP of the other two former socialist countries under review has doubled relative to the EU-15, with Poland outperforming Hungary and Romania approaching it. It is noteworthy that in the initial period of regime change (between 1991 and 1998), despite the enormous transformation process (when Hungary was beyond doubt the best-in-class of the regime-changing countries) only Poland’s relative position improved, while that of Hungary and Romania worsened. (The very favourable Polish statistics presumably correlate with the re-scheduling of previous debts, while in Hungary the Németh and Antall governments missed a great historical opportunity.) In the period between 1998 and 2008, Hungary improved its relative position by 12.5 percentage points, Romania by 21, Poland by only 9.7 and Portugal by 2.3. Poland – and to some extent Austria – were the most successful at pulling through the 2008 crisis, and in the years that followed up until 2016 Poland outperformed Hungary. Similar tendencies become apparent if we look at gross national income data (GNI)2 (Table 2).


    
      Table 2 Per capita gross national income (GNI) at purchasing power standard (PPS)*


      
        
          
            	
              Year
            

            	
              Austria
            

            	
              Portugal
            

            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              Poland
            

            	
              Romania
            
          


          
            	
              1990
            

            	
              19 460
            

            	
              11 760
            

            	
              8 560
            

            	
              5 590
            

            	
              5 240
            
          


          
            	
              1993
            

            	
              21 670
            

            	
              13 270
            

            	
              8 280
            

            	
              6 170
            

            	
              4 650
            
          


          
            	
              1998
            

            	
              25 260
            

            	
              15 720
            

            	
              9 320
            

            	
              8 770
            

            	
              3 550
            
          


          
            	
              2008
            

            	
              41 360
            

            	
              25 590
            

            	
              19 330
            

            	
              17 990
            

            	
              15 880
            
          


          
            	
              2015
            

            	
              49 160
            

            	
              29 010
            

            	
              25 220
            

            	
              25 870
            

            	
              21 610
            
          


          
            	
              2015/1990
            

            	
              2.5
            

            	
              2.5
            

            	
              3.0
            

            	
              4.6
            

            	
              4.1
            
          

        
      


      *Data for the calculation are expressed in PPS (i.e. purchasing power standard), which is a common currency that eliminates differences in the price levels of the countries involved.


      Source: World Bank WDI database (3 April 2018).

    


    Over the 25 years, Portugal did not come any closer to Austria; Poland achieved the most significant convergence, followed by Romania and Hungary. That means we performed better than Portugal, but our convergence (primarily due to the post-regime-change crisis and the 2008 economic crisis) lags far behind that of Poland.


    Differences are even more telling if one focuses on the government administrations following regime change (Table 3). Although the aggregation based on Hungarian administrations does not relate to a comparison of the development of the individual countries, our fundamental objective here is to investigate the Hungarian convergence process.


    
      Table 3 Changes of per capita GNI calculated at purchasing power standard during the individual Hungarian administrations (beginning of the administration = 100 per cent)


      
        
          
            	
              Country
            

            	
              1990–1994
            

            	
              1994–1998
            

            	
              1998–2002
            

            	
              2002–2006
            

            	
              2006–2010
            

            	
              2010–2014
            

            	
              2014–2016
            
          


          
            	

            	
              Antall
            

            	
              Horn
            

            	
              Orbán1st
            

            	
              Medgyessy
            

            	
              Gyurcsány
            

            	
              Orbán 2nd
            

            	
              Orbán3rd
            
          


          
            	
              Austria
            

            	
              116
            

            	
              117
            

            	
              117
            

            	
              121
            

            	
              113
            

            	
              115
            

            	
              104
            
          


          
            	
              Portugal
            

            	
              116
            

            	
              122
            

            	
              121
            

            	
              119
            

            	
              111
            

            	
              107
            

            	
              106
            
          


          
            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              102
            

            	
              113
            

            	
              140
            

            	
              125
            

            	
              118
            

            	
              119
            

            	
              104
            
          


          
            	
              Poland
            

            	
              122
            

            	
              137
            

            	
              126
            

            	
              126
            

            	
              137
            

            	
              122
            

            	
              106
            
          


          
            	
              Romania
            

            	
              94
            

            	
              111
            

            	
              129
            

            	
              159
            

            	
              150
            

            	
              121
            

            	
              109
            
          

        
      


      Source: own calculation based on the World Bank WDI database.

    


    Even the income and consumption of households roughly match the dynamics of GDP and GNI. Taking the average income of the EU-15 as 100, disposable income calculated at purchasing power parity in the period 1993–2017 grew from 113 to 118 in Austria, from 45 to 61 in Hungary, from 34 to 63 in Poland, and from 25 to 56 in Romania, while in Portugal it stagnated at 73 (Table 4).


    
      Table 4 Per capita disposable income calculated at purchasing power parity (EU-15 = 100)


      
        
          
            	
              Year
            

            	
              Austria
            

            	
              Portugal
            

            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              Poland
            

            	
              Romania
            
          


          
            	
              1993
            

            	
              112.9
            

            	
              73.0
            

            	
              44.7
            

            	
              34.4
            

            	
              25.0
            
          


          
            	
              1999
            

            	
              110.1
            

            	
              73.8
            

            	
              42.5
            

            	
              41.9
            

            	
              23.2
            
          


          
            	
              2005
            

            	
              111.8
            

            	
              72.6
            

            	
              51.6
            

            	
              43.9
            

            	
              31.9
            
          


          
            	
              2011
            

            	
              117.2
            

            	
              70.2
            

            	
              57.4
            

            	
              58.2
            

            	
              48.3
            
          


          
            	
              2017
            

            	
              118.3
            

            	
              72.6
            

            	
              61.3
            

            	
              63.3
            

            	
              56.4
            
          

        
      


      Source: AMECO database (3 April 2018).

    


    During the past almost 25 years, Hungary’s income situation has come closer to Austria’s, and it is only 11 percentage points behind the Portuguese value. Convergence was particularly significant in the period 1999–2005. At the same time, both the regime-change-related losses and the 2008 crisis had a smaller impact on Poland, and so not only did the Poles recoup their 11 percentage points arrears to Hungary at the time of the regime change, but they even managed to overtake us with regard to that indicator. Romania’s convergence was especially intensive from the latter half of the first decade of the new millennium. The World Bank has built a collection of international indicators – both comparative and long-term – under the World Development Indicator (WDI) project (https://data.worldbank.org/). Those that may be viewed also as development indicators concerning the economy, consumption, education, health and employment reflect very similar trends. In the 1990s and the 2000s, Portugal slowly approached Austria; but in the past 8–10 years, once the country had reached 60 per cent of the Austrian figure, stagnation set in. Hungary is catching up slowly with both Austria and Portugal; meanwhile Romania is catching up with Hungary; and since the 2008 crisis, Poland has been gradually leaving us behind. That fact is well reflected in the per capita final consumption of households (Table 5).


    
      Table 5 Per capita final consumption of households (calculated in USD in 2000)


      
        
          
            	
              Year
            

            	
              Austria
            

            	
              Portugal
            

            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              Poland
            

            	
              Romania
            
          


          
            	
              1990
            

            	
              19 282
            

            	
              10 204
            

            	
              4 897
            

            	
              3 275
            

            	
              2 224
            
          


          
            	
              1998
            

            	
              21 676
            

            	
              12 606
            

            	
              5 107
            

            	
              4 891
            

            	
              2 434
            
          


          
            	
              2008
            

            	
              24 776
            

            	
              14 843
            

            	
              7 482
            

            	
              7 272
            

            	
              5 719
            
          


          
            	
              2016
            

            	
              24 663
            

            	
              14 657
            

            	
              7 634
            

            	
              8 875
            

            	
              6 624
            
          

        
      


      Source: World Bank WDI database (27 March 2018).

    


    Moving over to the Eurostat database, our first indicator is ‘real adjusted gross disposable income of households per capita’. Disposable income as a concept is closer to income as interpreted the usual way in the economy, rather than national income or GDP. In the case of households, that is adjusted by in-kind income from the government (the two major sources being the healthcare and education services); in order to achieve a more accurate comparison in time and across countries, it is calculated at purchasing power parity; and finally, the size of the population also appears in the denominator.


    
      Figure 1 Real adjusted gross disposable income of households per capita, 2006–16 (purchasing power parity, EUR)


      
        [image: 04_01] 

        Source: Eurostat, http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/Table.do?tab=Table&init=1&plugin= 1&language=en&pcode=tec00113 (3 September 2018).

      

    


    Since with this indicator, the average of the EU-15 (i.e. the ‘old’ Member States) is not available, we can draw no comparison. What we do instead is select a traditional reference country, namely Austria. In 2006, the income level of Hungarian households, as defined above, was 47 per cent of the corresponding Austrian value; and in 2015 it was 51 per cent, meaning that our relative position improved by 4 percentage points. However, Figure 1 shows that during the same period Polish values rose higher than Hungarian ones around 2008–09, and even Romania’s income level rose faster than Hungary’s. Between 2006 and 2015, the Hungarian income level rose by EUR 2,350, the Polish by EUR 5,600, the Romanian by EUR 4,650, and the Austrian by EUR 3,100; only Portugal’s growth remained (significantly) below the Hungarian (EUR 1,030).


    ‘Household income’ is one of the most important indicators of our article. We therefore also present another element of the database: the one based on the household survey EU-SILC (Statistics on Income and Living Conditions). A priority element of the EU’s welfare indicators is a series of indicators related to poverty, and one of these is the value of the poverty line measured at purchasing power parity. Given that the threshold value equals 60 per cent of median income, it is easy to reverse-calculate the median itself, and Figure 2 shows its evolution


    
      Figure 2 The median of the disposable equivalent income, 2006–17 (EUR)


      
        [image: 04_02] 

        Source: EU-SILC, http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/Table.do?tab=Table&init= 1&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tessi014 (3 September 2018).

      

    


    It is important to note that a direct comparison of the values presented in Figures 1 and 2 should not be attempted, as there are several methodological differences to be taken into account:


    • There is a difference between data sources, macro-statistics and the household survey. That is itself a considerable difference, as comparison of the Eurostat micro-macro comparison (Leythienne and Mattonetti, 2012) shows that the level of gross disposable income in the EU-SILC survey is on average four-fifths of the value of the national account. There is significant spread among the countries, but the four countries in Figure 2 are close to each other from the point of view of that ratio (78–69 per cent).


    • There is a different concept of income: in the household survey – due to the nature of the exercise – there are no questions, and similarly no input concerning in-kind income.


    • Also the indicator is different: the EU-SILC publication uses the median rather than the average.


    • The unit of analysis is also different: in the database using the household survey a consumption unit scale was applied, and not per capita values.


    For all those differences, it is still interesting to review that figure, since – albeit with some delay – it reflects the trends of Figure 1. The Austrian advantage in levels is clear, as is the fact that the intensity of Polish growth helped Poland catch up with the Portuguese level by 2017. Hungarian growth is almost identical to Portuguese growth, with these two countries occupying the last two places among the five countries under review.


    In what follows, we use the macro-statistical concept of AIC (‘actual individual consumption’), which is the total of goods and services consumed, and which contains the services provided to households by the government and non-profit institutions (see above: health and education). That is the indicator usually applied in international comparisons, as it is more accurate than GDP in measuring welfare (although one should note that they are closely correlated, as the AIC is the largest expenditure component of GDP).


    Figure 3 allows for the conclusion that trends of income and consumption evolve nearly identically. Over the 10 years represented, the Polish and Romanian consumption levels rose significantly (by EUR 4,600 and EUR 4,300, respectively); meanwhile Hungary, a former leader in the region, only managed to raise households’ level of consumption by EUR 2,100. As it happens, this almost fully matches the average growth of the EU-15, but is lower than, for example, the EUR 3,200 growth achieved by Austria. These differences in growth did not leave the relative positions unaffected; this is presented in Figure 4 using ‘old’ Member States for reference.


    
      Figure 3 Level of households’ actual individual consumption* in the countries under review, and in EU-15 and EU-27 countries, 2008–2017 (EUR)


      
        [image: 04_03] 

        Note: *measured at purchasing power parity.


        Source: Eurostat, http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=prc_ppp_ind&lang=en,


        settings: ‘AIC’ and ‘real expenditure per capita (in PPS_EU-27)’ (3 September 2018).

      

    


    
      Figure 4 Households’ actual individual consumption* in the countries under review, and in the EU-27, compared to EU-15 average, 2008–17 (EU-15=100)


      
        [image: 04_04] 

        Note: * measured at purchasing power parity (3 September 2018).


        Source: Eurostat, http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=prc_ppp_ind&lang=en


        settings: ‘AIC’ and ‘volume indices of real expenditure per capita in PPS (EU-27=100)’.

      

    


    Of the countries under review, Austria was in the lead during the entire period 2008–17, and it even managed to increase its advantage. Polish and Romanian development (and thus relative convergence) shows an impressive pace, and the indicators of both countries for 2017 were closer to the EU-15 value than were those of Hungary. Portugal’s loss of relative position of 2 percentage points is still a noteworthy moment.


    We may investigate the Hungarian performance from an additional point of view. The so-called Engel’s law is widely known: with an increase in income, people spend less on food and more on manufactured goods and services. The ratio of food consumption within the entire consumption is closely related to the socio-economic situation of the given household. That correlation was originally established on the basis of cross-section data within individual countries back in the middle of the nineteenth century, but later it was given general application, and it was shown that this regularity also holds for comparisons between countries. To control our investigations so far, we now check what that welfare and development indicator shows.


    
      Figure 5 Ratio of food consumption within aggregate consumption, 1995–2016 (per cent)


      
        [image: 04_05] 

        Source: Eurostat, https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/tgm/Table.do?tab=Table&init=1&language=en&pcode=tec00134&plugin=1 (3 September 2018).

      

    


    So that indicator uses macro-statistical information to compare the consumption of food and non-alcoholic beverages against households’ total expenditure. That is called main group 1 of the Classification of Individual Consumption by Purpose (COICOP).


    In accordance with Figure 5, the spread of countries from that point of view was greater in the mid-1990s than it is today. We may again use the Austrian statistics as a benchmark: the ratio of food in 1995 was 11.3 per cent and in 2016 – 9.7 per cent. We see the most dynamic movement in Romania, where the ratio declined from 44 per cent to 28 per cent. There was a significant decrease in Poland, too (from 29 per cent to 17 per cent). Today the Polish, Hungarian and Portuguese values are practically identical. At the same time that indicator does not meaningfully re-shuffle the countries, but it does confirm what was described above in terms of directions and rates of development.


    3. Living conditions


    We see essentially a similar sequence of countries when we investigate the indicators of the living conditions of the population. Analysis of long-term dynamics is even more difficult; but here, ever since the introduction of EU-SILC, we have had statistics on income and living conditions that lend themselves to easy matching in cross-sectional comparison of development (Table 6).


    
      Table 6 Some living condition indicators in the countries under review, 2013


      
        
          
            	
              Indicator
            

            	
              Austria
            

            	
              Portugal
            

            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              Poland
            

            	
              Romania
            
          


          
            	
              Poverty risk as a % of the population
            

            	
              18.3
            

            	
              23.4
            

            	
              28.2
            

            	
              26.6
            

            	
              37.4
            
          


          
            	
              Ratio of deprived households
            

            	
              4.5
            

            	
              10.1
            

            	
              19.1
            

            	
              9.4
            

            	
              22.3
            
          


          
            	
              Housing deprivation as a % of households
            

            	
              4.2
            

            	
              4.4
            

            	
              15.1
            

            	
              10.4
            

            	
              18.9
            
          


          
            	
              Number of vehicles per 1,000 persons
            

            	
              609
            

            	
              567
            

            	
              377
            

            	
              628
            

            	
              308
            
          

        
      


      Source: EU-SILC, 2015–16.

    


    Poland has caught up with Portugal in respect of some indicators (and as regards the number of cars, it even exceeds the value for Austria), and it is noteworthy that Romania’s shortfall in terms of the population’s living conditions seems bigger than its arrears in respect of economic development. Meanwhile Hungary shows an essentially similar picture as for its economic indicators. Uneven distribution of income depends not only on economic development. The greatest inequality of income among the countries under review (Gini indicator of net disposable income) is seen in Portugal (0.35), followed by Romania (0.34), Poland (0.31) and Hungary (0.30), and income unevenness is lowest in Austria (0.28).


    4. Further indicators


    We have likewise attempted to investigate the arrears/convergence of the ‘regime-changing’ countries by means of some further indicators. In terms of life expectancy at birth, prior to the regime change Poland was four years behind Austria, and the other two socialist countries were five years behind. That difference remains essentially unchanged nearly three decades on (Table 7).


    
      Table 7 Life expectancy at birth (years)


      
        
          
            	
              Country
            

            	
              1987
            

            	
              1997
            

            	
              2007
            

            	
              2016
            
          


          
            	
              Austria
            

            	
              74.8
            

            	
              77.3
            

            	
              80.2
            

            	
              80.9
            
          


          
            	
              Portugal
            

            	
              73.7
            

            	
              75.4
            

            	
              78.3
            

            	
              81.1
            
          


          
            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              69.7
            

            	
              70.7
            

            	
              73.2
            

            	
              75.6
            
          


          
            	
              Poland
            

            	
              70.9
            

            	
              72.7
            

            	
              75.2
            

            	
              77.5
            
          


          
            	
              Romania
            

            	
              69.2
            

            	
              69.0
            

            	
              72.6
            

            	
              75.0
            
          

        
      


      Source: World Bank, Open Data (https://data.worldbank.org, 12 June 2018).

    


    One may see a similar tendency based on the World Bank’s WDI indicators when comparing the number of doctors per 1,000 persons. The lag has not changed, the only difference being that the Hungarian value is consistently somewhat higher than the Polish. We have an identical situation as regards health expenditure. Thus, for demographic and health statistics there is no convergence; the only noteworthy fact is that Portugal is approaching Austria in that respect.


    An interesting exception is environmental load. It seems that energy use has declined markedly in Hungary – and even more so in Poland and Romania – compared to the two Western European countries (Table 8), due primarily to the structural changes in the economy (as a result of sectoral rearrangement and industrial modernization). The situation of employment is more encouraging. The employment rate has dropped and inactivity, including unemployment, has grown significantly in all three ‘regime-changing’ countries. In the 2010s, however, we achieved Western European ratios. Simultaneously, the structure of employment has also been modernized. In terms of the ratio employed in services, Hungary is now close to Western European countries, and even the lag of the two other Eastern European countries has shrunk (Table 9).


    
      Table 8 Energy use per USD 1,000 of GDP (value equivalent to oil kilogram)


      
        
          
            	
              Country
            

            	
              1990
            

            	
              1997
            

            	
              2007
            

            	
              2015
            
          


          
            	
              Austria
            

            	
              103.6
            

            	
              100.9
            

            	
              91.9
            

            	
              86.3
            
          


          
            	
              Portugal
            

            	
              83.4
            

            	
              88.9
            

            	
              87.1
            

            	
              80.3
            
          


          
            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              175.3*
            

            	
              159.9
            

            	
              113.9
            

            	
              98.0
            
          


          
            	
              Poland
            

            	
              263.3
            

            	
              207.5
            

            	
              129.2
            

            	
              98.4
            
          


          
            	
              Romania
            

            	
              233.7
            

            	
              189.8
            

            	
              110.2
            

            	
              80.9**
            
          

        
      


      Note: purchasing power parity, exchange rate of 2005.


      *1991 data.


      **2014 data.


      Source: World Bank WDI database (27 March 2018).

    


    


    
      Table 9 Ratio of those employed in services (%)


      
        
          
            	
              Country
            

            	
              1987
            

            	
              1997
            

            	
              2007
            

            	
              2015
            
          


          
            	
              Austria
            

            	
              53.36
            

            	
              63.47
            

            	
              67.15
            

            	
              69.70
            
          


          
            	
              Portugal
            

            	
              43.87
            

            	
              55.69
            

            	
              57.92
            

            	
              68.12
            
          


          
            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              39.34
            

            	
              58.96
            

            	
              62.90
            

            	
              64.67
            
          


          
            	
              Poland
            

            	
              34.70
            

            	
              46.24*
            

            	
              54.52
            

            	
              57.75
            
          


          
            	
              Romania
            

            	
              26.63
            

            	
              28.83
            

            	
              39.06
            

            	
              45.96
            
          

        
      


      *1996 data.


      Source: World Bank WDI database (27 March 2018).

    


    Again, as above, the fact that the adoption of modern technologies has accelerated points to convergence. The ratio of internet users was higher in Hungary than in Portugal, Poland or Romania even back when Hungary joined the EU. And over the past 10 years the figure has grown from 71 per cent to 88 per cent in Austria, and from 58 per cent to 77 per cent in Hungary. In 2017, we still outstripped the Poles by 1 percentage point, the Portuguese by 3 and the Romanians by 13.


    The number of people with a higher education attainment is a good indicator of a country’s economic development. The tertiary education enrolment rate shows the ratio of people in a given age group starting out in tertiary education (Table 10). ‘Regime-changing’ countries were dynamic in their convergence process from that point of view during the first 15 or 20 years; but over the past decade that has turned into stagnation in Poland, a gentle decline in Romania and a sharp fall in Hungary. That shows not only that convergence remains unachieved, but also that education policy focusing on meeting daily labour demand powerfully limits future convergence potential.


    
      Table 10 Tertiary education enrolment rate* (per cent)


      
        
          
            	
              Country
            

            	
              1987
            

            	
              1997
            

            	
              2007
            

            	
              2016
            
          


          
            	
              Austria
            

            	
              27.8
            

            	
              49.6
            

            	
              63.1
            

            	
              83.5
            
          


          
            	
              Portugal
            

            	
              23.3**
            

            	
              43.5***
            

            	
              57.4
            

            	
              62.9****
            
          


          
            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              15.7
            

            	
              26.2
            

            	
              68.3
            

            	
              48.0
            
          


          
            	
              Poland
            

            	
              17.7
            

            	
              39.9
            

            	
              67.2
            

            	
              66.6
            
          


          
            	
              Romania
            

            	
              9.9
            

            	
              18.3
            

            	
              57.9
            

            	
              48.0
            
          

        
      


      *The gross enrolment rate is the quotient of the number of those enrolled and the full membership of their age group. The age of those enrolled is not set, and the applicable population is the five years following the final year of secondary education.


      **1991 data


      ***1998 data


      ****2015 data


      Source: World Bank, Open Data (https://data.worldbank.org, (12 June 2018).

    


    5. Summary


    Our overall experience is that Austria is maintaining its historical advantage, and the other countries are converging only slowly. Austria’s advantage over Hungary has shrunk little, and the various indicators suggest a lag of 20–25 years even today. Hungarian performance was considerably impeded by the economic stagnation following regime change (which in fact may even be regarded as one of the reasons for the regime change), and Hungarian indebtedness was compounded by the international financial crisis at the end of the 2000s. At the same time, our lag vis-à-vis Portugal has shrunk considerably. Granted, there is no way we could expect the dynamic convergence we achieved from the late 1990s until the crisis broke; but if the difference in the pace of development seen over the past 5–6 years continues, then it is likely that within 8–10 years we will have sunk to the pace of the least-developed Western European countries.


    Unfortunately, in line with the above, our ranking among ‘regime-changing’ countries has also deteriorated. That is most obvious when Hungarian data are compared to Polish. The fact that the Poles achieved growth even during the periods of the two crises explains why Poland today is ahead of us on most of the indicators; not only is it approaching Europe more rapidly than Hungary in general terms, but – together with Slovakia and two of the Baltic states – it has come closer to (and in most respects has even outperformed) Slovenia and the Czech Republic – the region’s two most-developed countries at the time of the regime change. Even Romania has shown greater dynamism than Hungary in recent years with regard to most of the indicators. However, its lag behind Hungary is greater than Hungary’s lag vis-à-vis Portugal.


    However, the question posed in the title – ‘Are we far from Europe?’ – cannot be answered properly without investigating the inequalities within the different countries. In our earlier studies (Kolosi and Fábián, 2016) we said that one third of the Hungarian population has living standards appropriate to Europe, while one third is permanently detached. This is reflected in the fact that while (according to 2013 statistics) only 3 per cent of Austrians live on less than 50 per cent of EU median income, the figure in Portugal is 32 per cent; in Poland it is 34 per cent; in Hungary – 51 per cent; and in Romania – 86 per cent. In the period 2007–13, that indicator deteriorated somewhat in Portugal and Austria; but in Hungary it improved by 6 percentage points; in Romania by 5; and in Poland by 23 percentage points. At the same time, it is a common phenomenon (which also holds true for Hungary) that in the period 2010–16 the relative position of the population with higher income improved. In accordance with Eurostat data, in 2010 the lower cut-off point of the Hungarian upper decile was approximately equivalent to the top value of the European bottom third (35th percentile); by 2016, it had risen to the 43rd percentile. It must be noted, however, that in Poland the corresponding value in 2010 was the 48th percentile, and in 2016 the 62nd percentile.


    To conclude, we briefly refer to the fact that the question of European convergence is not independent of a few not so ‘hard’ indicators. First, international value research (though well known, interpretation of this exercise may be open to dispute) for example shows that Hungarians’ thinking is closed aligned to their level of economic development, and that also changes slowly over time. Studying Hungary’s place on the world map of values, Tamás Keller states that during the decade between waves 4 and 5 of the international comparative World Values Survey (WVS) our country became more secularized and more open, but is even today closer to the Eastern European than to the Central European model (Keller, 2010; 2014).


    Secondly, the World Bank has developed its Worldwide Governance Indicator (WGI), on which Hungary scored 81 points back in 2007 (and Poland 61); then the Hungarian figure started to slide gradually until 2013 (67), by which time Poland’s score had risen to 74. Taking the WGI indicators separately, in 2013 Austria and Portugal did better than us on each element; however, back in 2006 Portugal scored better than us on only two: freedom of opinion and corruption. A comparison with Poland yields a similar result; while Romanians perform worse than us on every indicator (http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/#home).
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    Part II. Social structure and social mobility

  


  

    Social classes and the self-image of society


    Tamás Kolosi and Krisztián Pósch


    1. Introduction


    In their 2008 book Social class: How does it work? Annette Lareau and Dalton Conley lamented the fact that research into social class and social stratification did not receive enough scholarly attention. However, recently these topics have returned to the forefront of sociology. This resurgence is mostly attributable to the Great British Class Survey by Savage et al. (2013). Their work was inspired by Bourdieu, in that they identified three factors influencing social class membership: economic, structural and societal/social capital. Their findings received so much attention that the prestigious journal Sociology (3/2014) devoted a thematic issue to the commentaries generated by the study. It is indicative of the importance of Savage et al.’s (2013) publication that the Hungarian social science scene also responded quickly, and the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, in cooperation with GFK, designed a well-publicized study entitled Osztálylétszám 2014 [Class enumeration 2014]; for an account in English, see Albert et al. (2017). This research used cluster analysis and differentiated between eight classes; it found a broad lower class and a very narrow upper class, with a dwindling middle class. Overall the study depicted Hungarian society as pear shaped.


    Yet, for the purposes of this chapter, the most important commentary on this new perspective on social class is Bradley’s (2014) neo-Weberian criticism of it. In particular, Bradley took issue with three propositions. First, unlike the mainstream understanding of social class (as defined by Goldthorpe and his colleagues), this new Bourdieusian perspective assumes that economic, cultural and societal/social capital each has a very similar influence on someone’s social position. Yet, according to Bradley, this presumption is flawed: neither cultural nor social/societal capital is independent of an individual’s economic capital, but both are, in fact, the products of it. Bradley’s second – partly methodological – criticism is that it is much easier to capture the cultural capital of the upper classes (e.g. visits to museums) than it is to tap into the lower classes’ cultural consumption (which may involve going to the pub, do-it-yourself activities, and so on). This is problematic, as it can mask the social mobility of certain members of the lower classes. For instance, talented craftspeople could conceivably increase their income and wealth by improving their residential property through their handyman skills; but that would not change their social standing, as their cultural and social capital would remain unchanged. This informs Bradley’s third and final criticism: as equal weight is given to all three sources of capital, a manual worker with the same income as a professional could seem deprived – or of a lower class – purely on the basis of other factors that affect the person’s position. In other words, despite having a relatively high income, a person could be categorized as deprived due to having low social and cultural capital.


    Having considered these criticisms, this chapter follows the classic neo-Weberian perspective, which is in line with other previous publications on the Hungarian social class structure (see, for instance, Fábián et al., 2000; Kolosi and Dencső, 2006; Kolosi and Keller, 2010). Thus, our approach argues that a person’s occupation and employment status is the best predictor of his (or her) opportunities, prospects and position in society. However, to broaden the scope of our inquiry, as well as occupational class we also include a person’s education and other pertinent economic variables. These factors allow us to go beyond the respondent’s social class membership and help establish his social status and place in the social hierarchy, thus revealing inequality and overall social stratification (Wright, 2008; Goldthorpe, 2008).


    This chapter contributes to the discussion of Hungary’s social class structure in three ways. First, using data from the European Social Survey (ESS), we provide an international comparison and show how occupational classes changed between 2002 and 2012 in Hungary, compared to other countries in the region and to most EU-15 countries. Second, relying on data from the 2001 and 2012 waves of TÁRKI’s Household Monitor survey, we use latent class analysis to assess the changes in social stratification over the past decade. Finally, harnessing data from the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP), we track changes in the subjective self-image of Hungarian society between 1999 and 2009 and juxtapose the results with those of other post-communist and Western European countries. We also consider the reasons for this self-image and speculate as to anticipated changes in future perceptions.


    2. Occupational classes in Hungary and Europe 2002–12


    We used data from the European Social Survey for an international comparison, contrasting Hungary to two other groups of countries. In the first reference group, we included the country’s regional competitors – in particular, the Czech Republic, Poland and Slovenia; the second reference group included the EU-15, with the exception of Austria, Greece and Luxembourg.1 It is important to note that over the past 10 years, the European socio-economic classification system has undergone fundamental change. Whereas in the early days of the ESS, the Erikson–Goldthorpe–Portocarero (EGP) class scheme was used (Goldthorpe, 2000), more recently a new classification system has been established, in line with the pursuit of European integration. This new classification system has reassessed the EGP and offers the European Socio-economic Classification (ESeC) in its stead (for details, see Rose et al., 2010). Both the EGP and the ESeC follow very similar principles, and they have a shared goal of providing a taxonomy that is merely descriptive – not theory driven or causal/explanatory. 2 The occupational classes need to be able to describe social stratification, of which the most important element is the division of labour, as theorized ever since Adam Smith (see Smith, 2012). Not only is occupational class instructive regarding social stratification, but it also informs researchers about individual attitudes, behaviour, cultural consumption, etc. As part of the recent shift to ESeC, the International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO-88), which had been used since 1987, was also revised and replaced in 2007 by ISCO-08 (for further details, see Huszár, 2013a; 2013b).


    As indicated earlier – and emphasized by Rose et al. (2010) and Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992) – the number of classes is always determined by the goal of the analysis. So instead of relying on the 10 classes defined by ESeC, fewer classes may be used, depending on the aim of the study. In our analysis, we derived the classes using both the EGP and the ESeC classification; following earlier work in the field, we decided to pursue a five-class model. Because the results were largely the same, irrespective of whether we utilized the EGP or the ESeC (the difference between the approaches was 0.2–0.4 per cent for each class), we chose to include the results according to the EGP. This has the added benefit of being comparable to earlier publications on the same topic, such as Kolosi and Keller (2010), which used the very same five-class solution.3


    
      Table 1 Hungary in international comparison (based on the EGP classes, per cent)


      
        
          
            	
              EGP class
            

            	
              2002
            

            	
              2012
            
          


          
            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              CZ, PL, SI
            

            	
              EU-12a
            

            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              CZ, PL, SI
            

            	
              EU-12a
            
          


          
            	
              Elite
            

            	
              10.0
            

            	
              11.3
            

            	
              14.8
            

            	
              8.4
            

            	
              12.7
            

            	
              13.7
            
          


          
            	
              Intelligentsia
            

            	
              14.4
            

            	
              16.4
            

            	
              21.4
            

            	
              14.0
            

            	
              16.0
            

            	
              21.5
            
          


          
            	
              Intermediate
            

            	
              14.4
            

            	
              18.3
            

            	
              15.0
            

            	
              11.1
            

            	
              14.5
            

            	
              15.6
            
          


          
            	
              Skilled manual workers
            

            	
              30.9
            

            	
              31.4
            

            	
              28.0
            

            	
              29.5
            

            	
              31.3
            

            	
              28.5
            
          


          
            	
              Semi- and unskilled manual workers
            

            	
              30.2
            

            	
              22.6
            

            	
              20.7
            

            	
              36.9
            

            	
              25.5
            

            	
              20.7
            
          

        
      


      Note: a EU-12: EU-15 countries, except for Austria, Greece and Luxembourg.

    


    The results of the analysis are shown in Table 1; those people who could not be assigned to any of the classes are excluded.4 Between 2002 and 2012 in Hungary, there was a sizeable drop in the elite (-1.6 per cent) and intermediate (-3.3 per cent) classes; the proportion of the intelligentsia and skilled workers remained largely unchanged; and there was a sizeable increase among semi- and unskilled manual workers (+6.7 per cent). Over the same period, in other regional countries the elite (+1.4 per cent) and semi- and unskilled (+2.9 per cent) classes slightly grew; the intermediate class shrank (-3.8 per cent); and the others stagnated. In the EU-12, the elite decreased moderately (-1.4 per cent) and all the other classes experienced a very similar increase across the board.


    These results indicate that during the 10 years between 2002 and 2012, and despite the Great Recession, the EU-12’s class structure remained largely unchanged. By comparison, among Hungary’s regional competitors there was a sizeable increase in inequality, as the proportion of both the elite (11.3 per cent [image: arrow] 12.7 per cent) and of unskilled and semi-skilled workers (22.6 per cent [image: arrow] 25.5 per cent) grew. Hungary lagged behind here: between 2002 and 2012, both the elite (10 per cent [image: arrow] 8.4 per cent) and the intermediate classes (14.4 per cent [image: arrow] 11.1 per cent) shrank; and – despite record enrolment in higher and professional education – only the proportion of unskilled and semi-skilled workers saw a sizeable increase (30.2 per cent [image: arrow] 36.9 per cent).


    Notably, Hungary was already the leader in semi- and unskilled workers in 2002 (7.6 percentage points more than other regional countries, and 9.5 percentage points more than the EU-12), and lagged behind in both the intelligentsia (regional: -2 percentage points; EU-12: -7 percentage points) and intermediate classes (regional: -3.9 percentage points; EU-12: -0.6 percentage points), displaying a ‘bottom-heavy’ occupational class structure. Alas, by 2012 Hungary had fallen even further behind, implying that the Hungarian economy’s woes are partly attributable to the occupational structure and the strikingly high number of people entering occupations that are considered semi-skilled or unskilled.


    These findings chime with Huszár’s (2013a) analysis of data from 2010. He found no difference in the proportion of middle classes between other European countries and Hungary; however, Hungary is approximately 15 percentage points behind in the proportion of the upper-middle class (32.2 per cent vs. 47.2 per cent) and 15 percentage points ahead when it comes to semi- and unskilled labour (36.9 per cent vs. 21.6 per cent).


    Even though they do not yet show up in the data, current social policy initiatives are likely to maintain – or even exacerbate – the existing trends. The recent ‘reforms’ in public education followed the example of Germany, a country which can only offer its advanced industries an adequate workforce thanks to highly educated migrant labourers (OECD, 2014; Radó, 2011). Because the Hungarian economic environment is less attractive than the German, and because Hungary is considered a country of transit for migrants, the only remedy would be enhanced investment in education and professional development. Depressingly, judging by government policy so far, such investment seems unlikely to materialize.


    Further evidence of the potentially negative impact of regressive social policies can be found in Buscha and Sturgis (2017). Their study on social mobility revealed that in the UK, generations that grew up in the 1970s and 1980s have experienced increased downward and decreased upward social mobility than earlier generations. This implies that social policies do have very tangible effects on the life chances of certain generations and have a profound impact on one’s social class trajectory. Williams (2017), also using the UK as an example, showed that such social policies have long-term negative effects on social stratification. His study of inequality showed that (1) occupational classes are still excellent indicators of one’s social position; (2) despite the sizeable economic growth of the early 2000s and the Great Recession later, wage inequality remained largely unchanged between 1997 and 2015 across the occupational classes. His conclusion is that the main reason for the negative trends in social mobility has to do with wealth inequalities, which ballooned in the 1980s and early 1990s.


    3. Changes in the social class structure of Hungary between 2001 and 2012


    We used the 2001 and 2012 waves of the TÁRKI Household Monitor survey to examine changes in the Hungarian social class structure. We included four variables in the latent class analysis: (1) the five occupational classes discussed above; (2) household income, recoded into income quintiles; (3) educational background; and (4) a composite indicator for how well equipped the household was (i.e. consumption deprivation index). Importantly, these indicators are often closely related to each other. Taking the income quintiles and educational background as an example, Table 2 shows not only that these two variables are strongly associated with each other, but also that the relationship had become even stronger by 2012, even though Hungarian society as a whole had become better educated.


    
      Table 2 Association between education and income quintiles (2001 and 2012, per cent)


      
        
          
            	
              Education
            

            	
              2001
            

            	
              2012
            
          


          
            	
              1. quint.
            

            	
              2. quint.
            

            	
              3. quint.
            

            	
              4. quint.
            

            	
              5. quint.
            

            	
              1. quint.
            

            	
              2. quint.
            

            	
              3. quint.
            

            	
              4. quint.
            

            	
              5. quint.
            
          


          
            	
              Primary or less
            

            	
              27.2
            

            	
              26.7
            

            	
              23.6
            

            	
              16.1
            

            	
              6.2
            

            	
              27.4
            

            	
              23.4
            

            	
              24.9
            

            	
              17.7
            

            	
              6.5
            
          


          
            	
              Vocational
            

            	
              22.2
            

            	
              22.3
            

            	
              22.6
            

            	
              20.3
            

            	
              12.5
            

            	
              17.2
            

            	
              21.9
            

            	
              26.1
            

            	
              22.4
            

            	
              12.4
            
          


          
            	
              High school or professional qualification
            

            	
              9.9
            

            	
              15.7
            

            	
              18.8
            

            	
              26.0
            

            	
              29.5
            

            	
              7.6
            

            	
              15.8
            

            	
              18.8
            

            	
              27.4
            

            	
              30.3
            
          


          
            	
              Higher education
            

            	
              5.1
            

            	
              7.5
            

            	
              13.6
            

            	
              21.7
            

            	
              52.0
            

            	
              2.5
            

            	
              8.2
            

            	
              12.4
            

            	
              20.3
            

            	
              56.3
            
          

        
      

    


    We conducted principal component analysis on the items of household amenities and selected those that had a high component score (eigenvalue) to form a scale. In 2001, we used five household possessions to form the component (a hifi system, microwave oven, washing machine, VHS player and PC; explained variance: 50.61 per cent, R-squared of the items: 0.399–0.572, component scores: 0.32–0.756); and in 2012, we used seven items (a hifi system, PC, video camera, DVD player, plasma/LCD TV, digital camera, internet connection; explained variance: 50.66 per cent, R-squared of the items: 0.365–0.703, component scores: 0.537–0.839). We derived the component scores and transformed the variables by creating five evenly distributed categories to enter into further analysis. This methodology is similar to the nine-item deprivation index used by Eurostat.5


    We excluded from the latent class analysis those individuals who did not belong to any of the occupational classes. These people formed a diffuse category, where students, the long-term unemployed and people on maternity leave were mixed with people who had non-specifiable occupations (e.g. ‘foreman’, which could be assigned to several occupational classes). Leaving these people in the analysis would have made interpretation of the results impossible.


    
      Table 3 The classes of the latent class analysis in 2001 and 2012 (per cent)


      
        
          
            	
              Latent class
            

            	
              2001
            

            	
              2012
            
          


          
            	
              Upper-middle class
            

            	
              25.5
            

            	
              21.5
            
          


          
            	
              Middle class
            

            	
              21.1
            

            	
              18.8
            
          


          
            	
              ‘Left behind’
            

            	
              6.0
            

            	
              6.9
            
          


          
            	
              Working class
            

            	
              21.9
            

            	
              24.1
            
          


          
            	
              Deprived
            

            	
              25.4
            

            	
              28.8
            
          

        
      

    


    The latent class analysis identified five emergent classes in both 2001 and 2012, which were described by very similar characteristics (relying on conditional probabilities). The deprived 6 category includes people mostly from the lowest income quintile, with limited educational attainment, mostly in semi-skilled or unskilled occupations, and with low values on the component scores of the consumption deprivation index. The most important characteristic of the working class is having a vocational education/training, and otherwise being in a better position than the deprived social class. The difference between the middle class and those ‘left behind’ varied in 2001 and 2012: in 2001, those ‘left behind’ were in a better income position than the middle class, but they lagged behind in respect of education and occupation; in 2012, people in the middle-class group had a higher income than those ‘left behind’, but they lagged behind on education and occupational class.7 Finally, the upper-middle class scores high on all four variables. Crucially, these labels refer to Hungary’s social reality, which means that the Hungarian middle class is not equivalent to the Western bourgeois middle class: here the term only refers to its relative position in the Hungarian class hierarchy. It is also notable that due to the limited sample size, we could not separate the approximately 3–4 per cent of people identified as ‘elite’: they are merged with the upper-middle class instead.


    These results are strikingly similar to the findings of the earlier international comparison of occupational classes, as they show very minimal change during the 12 years under scrutiny. The upper-middle class (-4 per cent) and middle class (-2.3 per cent) dwindled slightly; but the most alarming finding is that the lower classes have increased in size (deprived: +3.4 per cent, working class: +2.2 per cent). To gain a better understanding of the characteristics of each of the classes, Table 4 shows what proportion of each class belongs to certain income quintiles.


    
      Table 4 Latent classes and income quintiles in 2001 and 2012 (per cent)


      
        
          
            	
              Latent class
            

            	
              2001
            

            	
              2012
            
          


          
            	
              1. quint.
            

            	
              2. quint.
            

            	
              3. quint.
            

            	
              4. quint.
            

            	
              5. quint.
            

            	
              1. quint.
            

            	
              2. quint.
            

            	
              3. quint.
            

            	
              4. quint.
            

            	
              5. quint.
            
          


          
            	
              Upper-middle class
            

            	
              8.3
            

            	
              13.1
            

            	
              16.1
            

            	
              23.9
            

            	
              38.6
            

            	
              2.9
            

            	
              6.5
            

            	
              12.7
            

            	
              21.0
            

            	
              56.7
            
          


          
            	
              Middle class
            

            	
              15.1
            

            	
              18.5
            

            	
              18.6
            

            	
              20.5
            

            	
              27.3
            

            	
              7.1
            

            	
              10.8
            

            	
              18.1
            

            	
              24.8
            

            	
              39.1
            
          


          
            	
              ‘Left behind’
            

            	
              8.9
            

            	
              12.4
            

            	
              22.9
            

            	
              31.0
            

            	
              24.8
            

            	
              0.0
            

            	
              38.0
            

            	
              24.4
            

            	
              37.6
            

            	
              0.0
            
          


          
            	
              Working class
            

            	
              17.1
            

            	
              22.0
            

            	
              22.9
            

            	
              26.7
            

            	
              11.2
            

            	
              15.9
            

            	
              21.7
            

            	
              26.1
            

            	
              23.7
            

            	
              12.6
            
          


          
            	
              Deprived
            

            	
              33.9
            

            	
              27.5
            

            	
              24.4
            

            	
              10.0
            

            	
              4.0
            

            	
              29.4
            

            	
              23.5
            

            	
              24.8
            

            	
              17.1
            

            	
              5.0
            
          

        
      

    


    These results also imply that not much has changed in one decade. Perhaps the only trend worth mentioning is the increased income concentration of the middle class and the upper-middle class. In 2001 ‘only’ 47.8 per cent of the middle-class belonged to the 4th or 5th income quintile, but this number had increased to 63.9 per cent by 2012. Similarly, the upper-middle class also experienced a jump – from 62.5 per cent to 77.7 per cent. Although it would be easy to attribute these changes to growing inequality in Hungary, the increasing homogeneity may also have emerged because these classes are shrinking in size. It is also worth mentioning the difference between those ‘left behind’ and the middle class. In 2001, those ‘left behind’ were on a similar or slightly better economic footing than the middle class, but by 2012 the middle class had definitely surpassed those ‘left behind’. We will return to this difference when discussing occupational and social classes.


    
      Table 5 Latent classes and occupational classes in 2001 and 2012 (per cent)


      
        
          
            	
              Latent class
            

            	
              2001
            

            	
              2012
            
          


          
            	
              Un-skilled
            

            	
              Skil-led
            

            	
              Inter-me-diate
            

            	
              Intel-ligent-sia
            

            	
              Leaders
            

            	
              Un-skilled
            

            	
              Skil-led
            

            	
              Inter-me-diate
            

            	
              Intel-ligent-sia
            

            	
              Leaders
            
          


          
            	
              Upper-middle class
            

            	
              0.6
            

            	
              3.5
            

            	
              52.4
            

            	
              33.7
            

            	
              9.9
            

            	
              0.6
            

            	
              2.5
            

            	
              5.2
            

            	
              75.5
            

            	
              16.2
            
          


          
            	
              Middle class
            

            	
              7.8
            

            	
              54.1
            

            	
              6.6
            

            	
              24.2
            

            	
              7.3
            

            	
              6.1
            

            	
              46.5
            

            	
              35.1
            

            	
              0.0
            

            	
              12.3
            
          


          
            	
              ‘Left behind’
            

            	
              14.0
            

            	
              58.1
            

            	
              27.9
            

            	
              0.0
            

            	
              0.0
            

            	
              14.0
            

            	
              10.1
            

            	
              48.1
            

            	
              27.9
            

            	
              0.0
            
          


          
            	
              Working class
            

            	
              38.0
            

            	
              54.3
            

            	
              0.0
            

            	
              6.4
            

            	
              1.3
            

            	
              4.7
            

            	
              90.0
            

            	
              1.3
            

            	
              0.0
            

            	
              4.0
            
          


          
            	
              Deprived
            

            	
              94.8
            

            	
              1.4
            

            	
              2.4
            

            	
              1.1
            

            	
              0.3
            

            	
              91.3
            

            	
              5.8
            

            	
              0.0
            

            	
              2.4
            

            	
              0.6
            
          

        
      

    


    With regard to the relationship between occupational class and social class, there have been significant changes in the past decade. Although the vast majority of the deprived are still in semi- or unskilled professions, the working classes are more likely to have jobs requiring particular vocational skills. There have also been sizeable shifts for the middle and upper-middle classes. Whereas in 2001, roughly a quarter of the middle class belonged to the intelligentsia, this had fallen to close to 0 per cent by 2012. At the same time, the proportion of people in the middle class who were in a position of leadership had increased slightly. It is also noteworthy that in both 2001 and 2012, approximately half of the middle class had skilled positions, which underlines the enormous difference between what is considered ‘middle class’ in Western countries and the social reality in Hungary. Those ‘left behind’ also changed over time: in 2001, the majority were skilled labourers, whereas in 2012 the majority had intermediate or intelligentsia positions. This shows that for those ‘left behind’ (roughly 6 per cent) the term meant something very different in 2001 and 2012: in 2001, being left behind was best characterized as having limited education, but a relatively good income position; in 2012, the opposite was true. Taking account of the age of the people among those ‘left behind’ can help to clarify the difference. In 2001, most people in this class were in their late middle age or elderly (i.e. the losers in the system change); by comparison, in 2012 there is no clear age pattern, implying that these people were probably the losers in the Great Recession instead.


    4. Self-image of societies in international comparison


    As the final topic in this chapter, we focus on the self-image of Hungarian society, especially attitudes toward inequality. We use the Social Inequality module of the International Social Survey Programme, and the 1999 and 2009 waves in particular, which presented different pictures of social hierarchy for the respondents. As observed by Kolosi (2000), there was an enormous change between 1987 and 1991 in the self-image of Hungarian society: in a matter of a few years, most Hungarians suddenly found the A-type elitist social hierarchy to be the most representative of their social reality (Figure 1). The A-type depicts society with an extensive lower class, a narrow middle class and a relatively broad elite. From the five options, this A-type is the most dysfunctional, antagonistic image of society. We hope that by tracking changes between 1999 and 2009, we can get a better understanding of what might influence the changes in a society’s self-image.


    
      Figure 1 Figures depicting a society’s self-image


      
        [image: 05_01]
      

    


    In Table 6 we include the proportion of respondents who picked the A-type as their answer in each country. We ordered the countries according to the proportion of this response in 1999, in descending order from left to right (the only exceptions being West Germany (FRG) and the former East Germany (GDR), which were placed next to one another to aid direct comparison). Among the post-communist countries, the change was mostly positive (i.e. lower percentages, except for the former GDR); in Western countries, however, the change was negative (higher percentages, except for Sweden, Norway and Cyprus). Among the post-communist countries, there were three that experienced an economic boom between 1999 and 2009 (Poland, Russia and Slovakia), and they had the biggest drop in the share of responses; meanwhile the biggest increase in such responses was in Spain and Portugal, the two countries most seriously affected by the Great Recession. Admittedly, Austria and the former FRG also showed an upsurge, despite their growing economies. Yet, for more than half of the countries, not much changed, which shows the rigidity of attitudes to society’s self-image.


    How can one interpret these results? And most importantly, do these results actually tap into real inequalities in society? Nieheus’s (2014) study adopts a sceptical tone, as he finds no relationship between the objective social reality and subjective attitudes regarding a society’s self-image. Yet, he found a very strong correlation between a society’s attitudes toward inequality and its desire for redistribution, with people who chose the A-type self-image demanding significantly more state intervention.


    
      Table 6 The post-communist and Western countries and
 the choice of an A-type model of society in 1999 and 2009 (per cent)


      
        
          
            	

            	
              Post-communist countries
            
          


          
            	

            	
              BG
            

            	
              RU
            

            	
              LV
            

            	
              HU
            

            	
              PL
            

            	
              SK
            

            	
              CZ
            

            	
              SI
            

            	
              GDR
            
          


          
            	
              1999
            

            	
              69.9
            

            	
              68.3
            

            	
              67.1
            

            	
              60.6
            

            	
              58.6
            

            	
              53.1
            

            	
              31.1
            

            	
              29.6
            

            	
              20.0
            
          


          
            	
              2009
            

            	
              63.5
            

            	
              40.7
            

            	
              68.3
            

            	
              56.6
            

            	
              37.1
            

            	
              43.6
            

            	
              30.9
            

            	
              26.4
            

            	
              22.5
            
          


          
            	

            	
              Western countries
            
          


          
            	

            	
              FRG
            

            	
              PT
            

            	
              FR
            

            	
              SE
            

            	
              AT
            

            	
              ES
            

            	
              CY
            

            	
              NO
            

            	
          


          
            	
              1999
            

            	
              11.9
            

            	
              17.1
            

            	
              14.2
            

            	
              10.7
            

            	
              8.7
            

            	
              7.5
            

            	
              5.8
            

            	
              3.2
            

            	
          


          
            	
              2009
            

            	
              17.0
            

            	
              40.8
            

            	
              16.4
            

            	
              7.1
            

            	
              17.4
            

            	
              16.8
            

            	
              4.5
            

            	
              2.1
            

            	
          

        
      

    


    The evidence so far indicates that the changes in Hungarian society’s self-image between 1987 and 1991 were due to the rapid social change during Hungary’s transition to a capitalist economic system. As shown by Hunyady’s (2010) book, the system change was accompanied by ‘contra-selection’, where it was commonplace to assume that winners from the transition gained their positions through illegitimate means. For instance, stereotypes regarding business owners and rough sleepers show that in general people find the former more successful, but the latter more moral. Yet, it is difficult to pinpoint the exact reason for the shock experienced during the transition, as it arose even among people whose social status remained unchanged. Some have tried to discuss this experience through the lens of transitional justice (Šipulová and Hloušek, 2013), and have argued that a lack of historical reckoning might have played a role. Whereas in the Czech Republic, the system change (‘Velvet Revolution’) is considered positive by the vast majority in society and only a tiny minority are critical (Lyons and Bernardyová, 2011), attitudes in Hungary are more mixed. Some indication that Hungary is in a special position is provided by the fact that two different words are used for ‘system change’: one implies a stark, abrupt difference (rendszerváltás), while the other suggests a more gradual, imperfect shift (rendszerváltozás).


    Assuming that the traumatic experience of the system change is responsible for this distorted self-image, we would expect to find generational differences. Ignácz and Herman (2011), for instance, showed that attitudes toward the fairness of income distribution varied depending on how old the person was during the system change. Those who were already pensioners in 1989 had more positive views on the meritocratic principles of capitalism than did those who were still active at the time. The authors also found that the younger generations – who did not directly experience the economic transition – also have more favourable views on income distribution than the older generations (but not the pensioners). In similar vein, Berkics (2008) found positive trends among young people, who were less likely to view society as contra-selective.


    
      Table 7 Self-image of society in Hungary across age cohorts in1999 and 2009 – proportion of people choosing the A-type of self-image in each cohort (per cent)


      
        
          
            	

            	
              Hungary
            
          


          
            	

            	
              –
            

            	
              Age 18–24
            

            	
              Age 25–34
            

            	
              Age 35–44
            

            	
              Age 45–54
            

            	
              Age 55–64
            

            	
              Age 65–74
            

            	
              Age 75–98
            
          


          
            	
              1999
            

            	
              –
            

            	
              57.5
            

            	
              58.5
            

            	
              59.6
            

            	
              61.1
            

            	
              67.1
            

            	
              60.2
            

            	
              62.1
            
          


          
            	
              2009
            

            	
              53.5
            

            	
              56.5
            

            	
              53.1
            

            	
              64.9
            

            	
              56.0
            

            	
              51.9
            

            	
              55.6
            

            	
              –
            
          


          
            	

            	
              Age 18–24
            

            	
              Age 25–34
            

            	
              Age 35–44
            

            	
              Age 45–54
            

            	
              Age 55–64
            

            	
              Age 65–74
            

            	
              Age 75–98
            

            	
              –
            
          

        
      

    


    Contrary to these findings, our results show an inconsistent picture, without any sign of generational or cohort effects. Neither the elderly nor the young were more or less likely to endorse the A-type of self-image (Table 7). In general, our findings imply that views regarding the self-image of society are best predicted by ‘between-country’, rather than ‘within-country’ variation. While in Western countries, generally less than 20 per cent of people find their own society antagonistic, in post-communist countries 35–65 per cent do. Between 1999 and 2009, those countries that were more strongly affected by the Great Recession were more likely to see an increase in antagonistic views of society; in post-communist countries with rapid economic development, fewer people endorsed this idea. Yet overall, the self-image of society has barely changed in most countries. Notably, in 1987 in Hungary the figure for the A-type self-image was on a par with West European countries; but it doubled after the system change and has barely changed since then.


    5. Subjective and objective social reality


    When discussing society’s self-image, it is a valid question whether people have a realistic understanding of their own social realities. To answer this, we harnessed the results of our latent class analysis. Assuming that we can create a social hierarchy of classes, the deprived should be on the lowest level, followed by the working class, middle class and upper-middle class. Due to the uncertain position of those ‘left behind’, who drift somewhere between the working class and the middle class, we incorporated half of its respondents into the working class and the other half into the middle class. Finally, from the upper-middle class we subtracted 4 per cent in 2001 and 3 per cent in 2012 for the proportion of the elite that we estimated to be there but could not measure using latent class analysis.


    As a result of this procedure, we created the web-figure shown in Figure 2 to illustrate the changes in social classes in Hungarian society over the decade between 2001 and 2012. It is very easy to see the increase in the percentage of the deprived and working classes, and the decrease in all other classes.


    
      Figure 2 The change in Hungarian social class structure between 2001 and 2012 (per cent)


      
        [image: 05_02]
      


      Figure 3 The social class structure of Hungarian society in 2001 and 2012


      
        [image: 05_03]
      

    


    Finally, Figure 3 shows that the people who, when asked about the shape of society, made the most accurate decision are those who picked the B-type society from Figure 1. There has been a negative trend over the decade between 2001 and 2012, in that the pyramid has become more ‘bottom heavy’, and the steps further up have become even narrower. Notably, not every society resembles a pyramid. For instance, up until the 1950s, British society had a pyramid-like structure, but by 1991 it had become more rectangular (with similar proportions of deprived, the working class, the middle class and the upper-middle class); it is only in the past couple of decades that it has started to revert to a pyramid shape (Goldthorpe, 2016).


    6. Conclusion


    Our analysis indicates that Hungarian society’s social class structure and social stratification in general barely changed between the early 2000s and the early 2010s. Unlike earlier expectations, the middle class did not expand; indeed, it receded slightly, amid increasing economic inequality between the upper-middle class (roughly one fifth of Hungarians) and the rest of society. The proportion of the deprived and working class remained high, and even increased slightly. This suggests that social policy’s primary aims should be to assist the unskilled in society and radically curtail the attrition in public education.


    We also showed that a society’s self-image does not converge with the objective social reality. Self-image is primarily informed by economic development and recent economic growth/recession. Thus, in Hungary – as in most other countries of the region – the antagonistic self-image, initially informed by the shock of system change, has barely altered over the past couple of decades.
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    The upper middle class: a new aristocracy? 
 Posing the question for post-communist Hungary


    István György Tóth and Iván Szelényi


    1. Introduction


    In the June 2018 issue of The Atlantic, Matthew Stewart published an article entitled ‘The birth of a new American aristocracy’ and carrying the subtitle: ‘The 9.9 percent is the new American aristocracy. The class divide is already toxic and is fast becoming unbridgeable.’ Well, The Atlantic is not a major social science journal (certainly not in the same league as the American Journal of Sociology or the American Sociological Review), so perhaps there is no need to pay it much attention… Nevertheless, there is some serious academic writing on the subject, especially by Richard Reeves and Robert Putnam (and some mainstream sociologists/demographers whom we cite later in this chapter), who also express concern over greater social closure (or less ‘fluidity’) at the top of US society; and so the question of a ‘New Aristocracy’ – at least in the US – may deserve some consideration.


    At the same time, mobility studies report on a decrease in social fluidity in the post-transition countries, which to some extent runs counter to previous expectations about rising meritocracy following the collapse of socialist regimes (including Kolosi et al., 2003; Breen and Luijkx, 2004; Jackson and Evans, 2017).


    In what follows, we first look at the findings and predictions of the US literature of social closure at the top. Then we review how Hungary fares in international comparison with regard to social mobility developments, especially at certain points in the vertical hierarchy. Then we attempt to identify social processes that point to closure at the broadly understood top of society (the highest quartile or so). While it is impossible to pinpoint the ‘exact’ place of the cleavage border, we argue that it is certainly well below the often targeted ‘top 1 per cent’.


    Context and plan of analysis


    Over the past few years, much attention has been paid internationally to the increasing share of income and wealth in the top 1 per cent (or even 0.1 per cent) of the population. ‘We are the 99 per cent’ became an inspiration even of social movements. The rapid growth of income and wealth going to the very top is indisputable, but it is less clear what the social implications are of such an increase in inequality. Thomas Piketty, for instance, indicated that it is only the quantitative increase in inequalities that characterizes modern capitalism, but the nature of social stratification may also change: we may be on our way to ‘patrimonial capitalism’ (Piketty, 2014: 173). The patrimonial character of society implies not merely increased inequality, but also reduced social mobility and less fluidity (Andorka, 1982; Erikson and Goldthorpe, 1992). Some at the top of society may increasingly become ‘rentiers’ (Sorensen, 2000), whose income, wealth, human capital and social capital may be greater than they could have earned in competitive markets and who may therefore be increasingly ‘inheritors’.


    Most recently in the US literature, more attention has been paid to the increasing gap between the top centile/decile and the bottom centile/decile. The most recent US literature (Putnam, 2015; Reeves, 2017) reports on the increasingly ‘rank-like’ separation of the upper middle class from the rest of society. It tends to identify three mechanisms in the pre-production of the privileges of the upper middle class: 1) the concentration of capital, wealth and inheritance of such wealth, 2) the chances of receiving an elite education and 3) assortative mating – hence the tendency of people to marry within the same economic class.


    According to Reeves, the greatest gap occurs between the top 20 per cent and the remaining 80 per cent (Reeves, 2017: 23). Empirical studies by Pablo Mitnik and his co-authors support this hypothesis (Mitnik et al., 2016). According to David Grusky, since 1979 there has been no change in the bottom 80 per cent, but the incomes and wealth of the top 20 per cent have grown substantially (cited by Reeves, 2017: 23). Family real incomes in the top 81–99 per cent grew from $100,000 in 1980 to $180,000 by 2012, whereas in the bottom 80 per cent they stagnated (Reeves, 2017: 24). Robert D. Putnam offers a similar argument. The wealth (net worth) of Americans with university education (which by and large coincides with the top 20 per cent) grew between 1989 and 2013 by 47 per cent, while the wealth of those with only high-school education shrank by 17 per cent (Putnam, 2015: 36). According to Guy Standing, we live in a ‘Second Gilded Age’, when an increasing proportion of incomes comes to rentiers – people who are now thriving from rents collected from physical, financial and intellectual property holdings (Standing, 2017: xi).


    While inherited wealth or rental income can equally be the source of economic growth, there are no mechanisms to force the productive investment of inherited wealth or rent-like income. Inheritors may behave much like feudal landlords, rather than investing their inherited wealth in rational, profit-maximizing ways. The inheritance of wealth may not only play an important role in the top 1–5 per cent but can also be socially consequential in the top 5–20 per cent (here the main mechanism is the inheritance of real estate property and pension funds). According to Reeves (2017: 63), about 50 per cent of the children of those who were born into the top quintiles of wealth themselves end up in the top quintiles, and only a third are downwardly mobile in terms of family wealth. While unexpected, it is interesting that social reproduction may be less tight at the bottom of the social hierarchy. According to Mitnik et al. (2015: 118–19), there is less fluidity among the top 10 per cent of income earners than among the bottom 10 per cent. This seems a possible feature of America: many first-generation immigrants are in the bottom quintile, but the children of those European, Chinese, Indian and Latin American immigrants are upwardly mobile.1


    It is likely that the main driving force for the reproduction of the upper middle class as a ‘privileged estate’ is the inheritance of real estate, rather than of capital. We know that the growth in average real estate was not much different from the growth in real incomes. It could hardly be otherwise, since entry into the real estate market has to be linked to real incomes. During the past three or four decades, however, there has been mind-blowing inflation in certain sections of the real estate market (such as certain neighbourhoods of Manhattan, Boston, San Francisco, etc., to mention just US examples). Real estate owners in these areas have earned extraordinary ‘rental income’. And the children of those who invested in these areas started off with large inheritances and a major advantage over children in the ‘bottom 80 per cent’.


    Another important mechanism behind the upper middle class as a privileged estate is education at elite schools. In the United States, the children of those who attended Ivy League colleges2 tend to have an advantage at the time of admission (this is usually referred to as ‘legacy admission’).3 Such class reproduction is reinforced by the fact that, in order to do well in the nationally accepted standardized admission tests (SATs) it is advisable to attend expensive private high schools, where teachers are better qualified and more highly motivated, and where their major aim is to provide students with very high SAT scores (see Khan, 2011). We also know that the way in which objective tests (like SATs or IQ tests) are defined is highly correlated with the privileged class (Rivera, 2015: 276), as they ‘measure’ the ‘intelligence’ and knowledge of the upper middle class. Recruiters from elite companies (especially law firms) tend to offer positions to people who are similar in their ‘habitus’ to themselves (Rivera found most astonishingly that even among Ivy League graduates – once one controls for grade point average (GPA) – upper middle-class kids had a better chance of getting a job (Rivera, 2015: 14–16)). And, of course, such elite institutions also pay higher salaries. What are the historical dynamics of such upper middle-class privileges? Putnam argues powerfully that the closure of the upper middle class is becoming more and more rigid over time (Putnam, 2015: 187).


    The third mechanism behind the stricter closure of the upper middle class and the reproduction of the underclass is assortative mating, or marrying within the same ‘class’ or ‘estate’. According to Putnam, during the first half of the twentieth century it was more common to marry across the class boundary; but in recent decades people have been increasingly likely to marry partners with a similar education. Schwarz and Mare (2005) support this hypothesis with empirical data. According to them, during the period 1940–60 class homogeneity among marrying partners declined, but during the period 1960–2003 it increased.


    Some authors presuppose that greater inequality is likely to be accompanied by less social mobility. This has been described as the ‘Great Gatsby curve’ (see Krueger, 2012, following Corak, 2006). American society has historically been characterized by high levels of inequality; nevertheless, it was widely believed to be open. It was the ‘American Dream’ that in this society everybody could achieve anything with enough hard work.4 Recent research on social mobility has cast doubt on this assumption (Jäntti et al., 2006). Quite a few scholars began to suggest that in recent decades the increased inequality in US society has been followed by decreased social mobility. Arguably, then, US society more and more matches the ‘Great Gatsby curve’. Nevertheless, the remaining vital question is: where is the critical cut-off point? Is it the top 1 per cent, the top 10 per cent or the top 20 per cent (some call the top 10–20 per cent ‘upper middle class’) where class reproduction becomes more rigid.


    The question of who is at the very top of the emergent capitalist society has also been hotly debated in post-communist countries, including Hungary. The issue of who are the 100 wealthiest individuals, or who belong to the ‘top 10,000’ has generated much heat. Are they former communists, who have converted their political capital and social networks into private wealth? Are they oligarchs, who are beginning to privatize even the state? Or are they the clients (or ‘straw men’) of the political elites? Inspired by recent American literature, we turn this question around. What if Putnam and Reeves are right and the critical divide is not between the top 100 (or the top 10,000) and the rest, but between the top 10 per cent and the rest – even in a post-communist country like Hungary? Hence the purpose of this paper is not to ask whether the 100 wealthiest individuals (or even the top 10,000) are ‘oligarchs’ or ‘corrupt’, but to try to identify (as far as the available data allow) whether there is an increasingly ‘exclusive’ upper middle class – as is claimed by some in the US – in post-communist countries generally, and specifically in Hungary.


    In Hungary in 1989–90 there were expectations of change in the social structure – of a shift away from a reasonably egalitarian socialist system (where social mobility was slowing down but achievements were mainly based on political loyalty) to one where increased inequality would be compensated for by a stratification based on achievement and merit. The shift from socialism to market capitalism was in many respects progressive (Kornai, 1994; 2005; Kolosi and Tóth, 2014); nevertheless, in international terms Hungary today belongs among those countries where inequality remains limited, but social mobility is also modest (to say the least), and where it is doubtful if political loyalty has indeed been replaced by meritocracy. While the emergent capitalist economy brought somewhat increased inequalities, compared to other post-communist countries these remain rather modest. We also know that among the ‘new rich’ – and here we are talking of the wealthiest 100 – many are ‘first generation’ wealthy, and hence (at least in this respect) upwardly mobile; but there are also indications that there are cleavages within society which make meritocratic advancement doubtful. It has been questioned how meritocratic post-communist Hungary is (Tóth, 2010), and following the ‘Great Recession’ even more questions are being posed about the meritocratic nature of socio-economic advancement in this country (Tóth and Branyiczki, forthcoming). The main purpose of our paper is to ask whether there are such cleavages; and if so, where they are.


    Before addressing the substantive issues, we have to make some qualifications. First, there are relatively few empirical studies on this particular subject, and hence we have to offer more hypotheses than conclusions. Furthermore, contrary to the highly politically motivated discourse (‘we are the 99 per cent’, Occupy Wall Street, etc. – even to some extent Piketty, 2014 and others), we do not think the critical cleavage is between the top (or bottom) 1–2 per cent and the rest (see also Mihályi and Szelényi, 2019, forthcoming). There is quite a large ‘ante-chamber’ to the top 1 per cent (though this ‘ante-chamber’ itself may be internally diversified). Similarly, quite far down the social hierarchy is a fairly large population at risk of falling to the very bottom. Finally, social inequality and the chance of upward/downward mobility are, of course, influenced by political regimes; but our crucial hypothesis is that the critical cleavages cannot be reduced to one or another political regime: they are uniquely Hungarian features of post-communist transition. And while some post-communist countries may take a different trajectory, others may be quite similar to the Hungarian one.


    The ‘Great Gatsby’ and the Hungarian situation


    We have adapted Figure 1 from a recent OECD publication (OECD, 2018a). The horizontal dimension represents income inequalities, while the vertical shows a measure of intergenerational social mobility. Krueger (2012) was inspired by the hero of the 1925 novel by F. Scott Fitzgerald. Jay Gatsby – driven by the American Dream – rather ruthlessly scales the income ladder – from the very bottom to the very top – just to win the love of the girl he admires, but who is out of reach socially. Hence Krueger coined the term the ‘Great Gatsby curve’, indicating that increased social inequalities are likely to challenge the ‘American Dream’.


    The theoretical relationship between inequality and mobility has not been sufficiently clarified. Nevertheless, the hierarchical relationship described in the social mobility research (Andorka, 1982; Kolosi et al., 2003) (namely that the chances of mobility between neighbouring income categories is greater than social mobility between more distant categories) may have a lot to do with inheritance (it is easier to stay in, or next to, the social status one was born into than it is to move much further up or down). As Figure 1, shows this seems to be the case in many countries.


    
      Figure 1 Intergenerational earnings mobility and income inequality
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        Note: Mobility proxied by 1 minus the intergenerational earnings elasticity. Income inequality measured by the Gini coefficient of the mid-1980s to early 1990s.


        Source: OECD (2018a: 196, Chart 4.9).

      

    


    In this paper, we are primarily interested in Hungarian data. As can be seen, for some reason Hungary is ‘off the chart’: while income inequalities are reasonably low, social (earnings) mobility is surprisingly modest. It is, of course, conceivable that Figure 1 underestimates income inequalities. We know that in survey research the top 5–7 per cent of income earners are likely to be under-represented or completely missing (B. Kis and Tóth, 2016). Also, the incomes reported in the Top 100 lists are far higher than we could find in survey research. From the data on the Top 100, it looks like many ‘jumped the queue’ (Kolosi and Szelényi, 2010). But it would be wrong to conclude from this that with the market transition, society as such became more open. In this paper, our aim is to investigate whether there are cleavages that predetermine who has the chance of reaching the top and where those cleavages are.


    4. Inequalities in post-communist Hungary


    Income inequalities and the rise in such inequalities can only be described as a multi-stage process. The first stage began during the second half of the 1980s and was characterized by rapid and deep changes in the economic structure. With the collapse of trade between the socialist countries and the bankruptcy of socialist large companies (and their eventual privatization), the rate of employment fell sharply. About a quarter of the labour force was pushed into unemployment/early retirement or onto the margins of the labour market. These were typically the less educated (or among the better educated, those who could not convert their skills for the changing labour market). A wall started to rise up between the educated and less educated.


    During the next stage, multinational capital (in the form of foreign direct investments in various sectors of the economy) played a critical role in launching economic growth and technical modernization. The ensuing technical changes increased demand for highly skilled young professionals, and the chances of less-skilled, older people obtaining jobs declined. The return on education during this epoch increased, even though there was a substantial expansion of tertiary education in Hungary during the 1990s.


    Between 2003 and 2008, income inequalities narrowed somewhat. During these years, the welfare redistributive policies of government, which transferred income from the upper middle classes (by robust tax/transfer measures, public sector pay rises, etc.) to the lower middle classes played an important role. As a result of the Great Recession (especially driven by increased unemployment), inequalities and the proportion of the population below the poverty line grew until 2013. Thereafter, inequality and extreme poverty were both moderated. The right-wing party (Fidesz), which won the 2010 election, made an effort to broaden its social base among the electorate. The critical aim was to win over voters in the lower and upper middle classes by introducing a 16 per cent flat income tax rate and offering various family support schemes. Nevertheless, the main feature of this period was not just lower deprivation rates and an apparent moderation of measured inequality in the lower half of the distribution, but the allocation of rentier positions to social groups that were seen as crucial to the stability of the political system. Rent-seeking is increasingly coming to replace profit-seeking in contemporary Hungary (Mihályi and Szelényi, 2019, forthcoming).


    The dynamics of inequality changed from one stage to the next. The first period was characterized by the exit of the less educated into unemployment or early retirement. In the next phase of intensive technological change, the higher-educated and better-skilled labour force enjoyed a relatively large increase in returns to education. Then came a move in the state’s policies on taxation and family support to target the middle and upper middle classes. And finally, in the fourth period, there was a shift toward rent-seeking and conscious state policies to provide rents to those who were expected to be politically loyal to those in power (Mihályi and Szelényi, 2016; 2019 forthcoming).


    Between 1962 and 1982, the proportion of total income earned by the top 10 per cent fell somewhat; but between 1982 and 2003 (especially with the transition to the market economy) it grew gradually. Between 2005 and 2009, this trend altered somewhat; but between 2012 and 2014 the privileges of the top 10 per cent increased again (and while we have no recent data, we assume that this continued between 2014 and 2018) (Figure 2). The share of total income going to the bottom decile went in the opposite direction: between 1962 and 1982 it grew, and then declined between 1982 and 2003. This was followed by moderate growth, but it again went into decline later on. The dominant trend is stagnation, rather than growth or decline (our data suggest that extreme poverty might have declined somewhat).


    
      Figure 2 The ratio of income shares of the bottom and top deciles, in relation to the combined share of the 5th + 6th deciles in Hungary, 1962–2014
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        Note: S1, S5, S6 and S10: shares of total incomes received by the respective (bottom, fifth, sixth and top) deciles.


        Source: Tóth (2015: 19). Data sources: 1962–87: based on Central Statistical Office (KSH) income statistics by Atkinson and Micklewright (1992) HI1 Tables; 1992–96: Hungarian Household Panels, Panel I–VI. Waves, 2000–14: TÁRKI Household Monitor.

      

    


    As we indicated earlier, the share of incomes of the top decile is likely to be underestimated. According to B. Kis and Tóth (2016), the number of unrepresented top households in the TÁRKI Household Monitor survey grew from 160–170,000 in 2007 to some 280,000 by 2014. Comparison with EU-SILC also suggests that the ‘losses’ in the Hungarian Central Statistical Office data are similarly biased. The authors found that income surveys tend to be reasonably accurate at the 93–95th percentiles, but not beyond that. In 2014, it was estimated that top earners (the unrepresented 5 per cent in the surveys) might have earned about 23 per cent of all incomes (B. Kis and Tóth, 2016). The next 5 per cent (estimated from the top of the survey sample) might have earned about 12–13 per cent of total income, so we estimate that could be around 30 per cent for the ‘real’ top decile.


    5. The internal stratification of the top decile


    The top decile is internally rather heterogeneous (Tóth, 2018). Szakonyi (2018) estimated that in 2018 about 200 Hungarian families had net assets of over HUF 8 billion.5 An additional 2,000–2,500 households had assets of just over HUF 1 billion. There is no credible way of estimating the incomes of the ‘top 10,000’ families, as there is considerable variety in how assets are allocated among consumption, savings and investments. A rough estimate indicates that the threshold for the top 10,000’s assets may be HUF 300–350 million, with an annual household income of around HUF 30–35 million. In terms of family wealth, those households at the pinnacle of the top 10,000 could have a thousand times more than those at the ‘bottom’ of the top 10,000. It should also be noted that the top 10,000 families represent only about 1 per cent of the top 10 per cent!


    Kolosi and Fábián (2016) offered a macro-estimate. They suggested that the top 5 per cent could be seen as ‘wealthy’ (in 2015 they drew the line between ‘wealthy’ and ‘not wealthy’ at around HUF 70 million of assets). They also estimated that half of the population possessed no wealth (their average wealth was at best HUF 7 million, including their place of residence).


    As far as the top 10 per cent is concerned, in 2014 average household earnings might have been as low as HUF 5–6 million, though in household surveys the proportion of the population which could not be reached or refused to answer is about 5–7 per cent.6


    There are four different groups of people in the top 10 per cent (Tóth, 2018). At the bottom of the top 10 per cent (thus among those who constitute the top 90–95 per cent of the population), we find the ‘regular bourgeois middle class’ (better-paid professionals, engineers, medical doctors, university instructors and administrators, lawyers, middle-ranking civil servants and managers/owners of medium-sized firms). Their annual household income might be around HUF 5–15 million and their net assets around HUF 50–70 million.


    The next strata – those above the 95th percentile – cannot be measured from household survey data. First there are ‘hot-shot’ lawyers, leading medical doctors in hospitals, media personalities, elected politicians at the national and local level (the more important localities) and the managers or owners of medium-sized firms. Annual household income is somewhere in the region of HUF 15–35 million and their net worth is HUF 50–300 million. This group is followed by the ‘top 10,000’ – the owners/managers of large firms, leading scientists, artists, sportsmen and ‘inheritors’ of rare pieces of art or real estate, whose annual household income may range from HUF 35 million to HUF 250–300 million and whose net worth starts at around HUF 300 million.


    Then come the ‘super-rich’ – the ‘top 100’. In terms of age, they are between 45 and 75. In 1990 quite a few of them were 40–50 years old, and some were the deputy managers of formerly state-owned firms; they then privatized those firms or – in the course of privatization – collaborated with western investors. Intriguingly they tended to be in industry.


    6. Social mobility after market transition


    Before market transition, Hungary was among the countries with the most extensive research on mobility (Andorka, 1982; Haller et al., 1990; Breen, 2004). Nevertheless, during the past 25 years few systematic data were collected on social mobility. And so in this paper we have to rely on relatively scarce data sources.


    Kolosi and Tóth (2008) compared data from the 1992 Hungarian Household Panel Study with a 2007 longitudinal study and found that 10 per cent of the subjects (during the 2000s, this represented about 8 per cent of the Hungarian population) had drifted into the underclass. Across the labour market, mobility – whether upward or downward – was relatively limited. They calculated a ‘transition matrix’ (based on economic well-being) from 1992 to 2007 (Table 1).


    
      Table 1 Transition matrix among various categories of material well-being index
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    Almost 60 per cent of those who were in the bottom quintile in 1992 were still there in 2007, whereas in the top quintile less than 50 per cent had retained their position. Following the market transition, there was upward and downward mobility, but mobility in general seems to have been greater in higher-status groups than in the lower ranks (hence it may be the opposite of what Mitnik et al. found in the US). It should be noted, however, that the bottom quintile is ‘cut out’ from a relatively homogeneous larger group (like the bottom half of society), while the upper quintile is suspected of being ‘cut off’ (more distant) from the middle.


    Researchers have also concluded that the same variables played a key role as determinants of economic well-being in both 1992 and 2007: education and cultural capital. The position that people occupied under socialism was also important. The economic conditions of families were increasingly and more consistently linked to socio-demographic characteristics. Therefore, since the 1980s ‘status inconsistency’ (Kolosi, 1987) – a good description of the earlier socialist epoch – seems to have declined substantially. Society has increasingly become hierarchically ordered, with education playing an ever-greater role in the making of such a hierarchy (Kolosi and Tóth, 2008).


    The OECD report cited above (OECD, 2018a) also explored the movement between income quintiles, but it does so inter-generationally. The key question is how ‘sticky’ the bottom is (are children likely to end up in the same social position as their parents?) or how ‘sticky’ the ceiling is (what are the chances of the children of the ‘top dogs’ staying in the higher status groups, where they were born?). According to the report, Hungary is especially sticky – on both the floor and the ceiling (OECD, 2018a: 38, Table 1.1). Downward mobility from the top quintile is especially small in the US, UK, Germany, Luxembourg and Hungary (among the OECD countries). The children of the lower middle class in Hungary (and Germany) had more chance of being downwardly mobile than upwardly (OECD, 2018a: 179, 203). It is also worth noting that next to the USA, it is in Hungary where the effect of education is strongest.


    We have already indicated that most Hungarians in the top 10,000 in terms of income and wealth are first generation: very few in this category inherited their wealth from their parents. This is not surprising, since those who made it to the top of the wealth hierarchy during the market transition are only just beginning to pass on their assets/positions to their children.


    7. Patterns of mobility: are there any indications of stricter closure at the top of Hungarian society?


    In this section, we test a few hypotheses with scattered empirical evidence. Our first point: the ‘social closure’ in Hungarian society should not simply be perceived as a linear process. The first closure process occurred during the mid-1980s, when mobility processes started to decline in Hungary – that was a period of stagnation, with obsolete technology. Tertiary education was also rather closed (only about 10 per cent of the cohort could enter university). In addition, the allocation of housing was guided by political considerations, and only senior party and state officials had access to high-quality health care. At the top of the social hierarchy was an elite ‘caste’ or ‘estate’.


    During the market transition, new technologies were introduced, which increased the demand for a highly qualified labour force. There emerged an increasing number of new, market-driven positions – hence it appeared to be a golden age for those who had received university education during the mid-to-late 1980s. However, an expansion of education has since occurred, increasing the supply of highly skilled individuals. During the 1990s, there was an explosion in the numbers entering university education – up from 10 per cent of the relevant population to 40 per cent. This should have added up to an increase in social mobility. However, taking all things into consideration, there was increased closure rather than opening. Soon after the market transition, the transformation of the economic system slowed down. New positions for highly skilled experts continued to arise in new organizations in high-tech industries; but in other sectors of the economy, the upward mobility of the increased number of newly trained university graduates was blocked by earlier generations.


    The significance of inherited wealth also increased. The real estate market is very diversified in Hungary: the rural housing market blossomed in the period 1965–85 (though in small villages with fewer than 2,000 inhabitants, depopulation was already under way, with a concomitant collapse in the housing market). In the 1970s and 1980s, especially in urban areas, the investment in apartments was an early sign of private capital accumulation and transfer of family wealth to the next generation. After the market transition, there were two booms in the real estate market: in the late 1990s and then after 2015. While the real estate values in rural areas generally declined, in the better urban neighbourhoods there was massive inflation in real estate values.7 This led to a huge redistribution of real estate wealth. It is reasonable to assume that it also resulted in a substantial increase in wealth inequalities.8 Furthermore, we can discern an increasing transgenerational inheritance of privileges in the educational system. Analysis of various competence scores shows a particularly strong effect of parental background on children’s performance. According to the 2012 PISA (Programme for International Student Assessment) study, family background has an especially strong influence on the school performance of children. About 30 per cent of the maths results of 15-year-olds can be explained by their family background. This is the second-worst result in the OECD countries, where the average is around 20 per cent (Csapó et al., 2014).


    During the first couple of decades of socialism, class affirmative action meant that at least at the level of tertiary education the effect of class background declined substantially. This began to change after the 1960s, and over the past two or three decades the impact of family background has kept increasing. The appearance of new private schools – especially where education is offered in a foreign language – might have played a significant role, since only better-off parents could afford to pay the rather high tuition fees. Education in private high schools is certainly an advantage for university admission and facilitates access to the elite US and UK universities. Even at high school, some students spend a semester as ‘guest students’ in the US or elsewhere, which gives them a tremendous advantage in their further studies. While the children of better-off parents probably are over-represented among university students, the Hungarian university system is not as stratified as the American or British (a degree from Budapest’s ELTE university does not offer any particularly great advantage on the job market over a degree from the University of – say – Pécs). Therefore, a larger gap is created between those who complete their university education in Hungary and those who study abroad (though it is unknown how many foreign-trained young Hungarians will ever return to Hungary).


    According to recent Hungarian studies on educational mobility (see Péter Róbert in this volume), there is a strong correlation between the educational attainment of parents and of their children, and as a result of the Great Recession this correlation became even stronger. According to Róbert, the Hungarian educational system is rather selective; and far from weakening, the influence of parental status is – if anything – getting stronger (see Róbert’s chapter in this volume).


    Social closure is also reinforced by marital homogeneity. This subject was carefully researched in the United States, but relatively little is known about assortative mating in the post-communist world. It is certainly likely that during the early years of socialism, cross-class marriages were quite frequent; but the openness of mating started to decline as early as in the 1970s and 1980s, when mating between the children of discrete groups became more frequent – intellectuals with intellectuals, cadres with cadres.


    Earlier Hungarian studies, in line with international research, indicated a decline in hypergamy (the likelihood of women marrying men of higher social status) in 1980–2010 (see Esteve et al., 2012). The 2011 and 2016 Hungarian Central Statistical Office data from the census and micro-census indicate an increase in homogamy (people marrying mates of similar social status) and a slightly larger decline in hypogamy (hence, more women are tending to marry ‘down’).9


    8. Conclusions


    American scholars (in the main) began to claim that, with stricter closure in the top decile, a new ‘aristocracy’ may emerge. We do not particularly like the term ‘aristocrat’ – it is ahistorical – but we do appreciate the reason for using it. If indeed the privileged at the top of society are increasingly getting there through inheritance rather than achievement, it indicates an important shift in the legitimacy of market capitalism and liberal democracy (we would prefer on theoretical grounds to use the term ‘ruling estate’, or even ‘caste’ – though, like ‘aristocracy’, that is similarly problematic, albeit for different reasons). The main point is, however, that ‘meritocracy’ (which according to Michael Young (1958) is also a problematic concept) and status gained through ‘achievement’ (the American Dream) are losing credibility. The purpose of our paper has been to explore whether there are similar tendencies in emergent market economies, especially in Hungary.


    Hungarian society is by no means as unequal as American (even allowing for some underestimation of inequality due to the lack of good-quality data on the top percentiles of Hungarian income distribution). At the same time, our data support the hypothesis that following the Great Recession the share of total income going to the top deciles has increased; though we have no data for after 2014, there is good reason to believe that this trend has continued in recent years. After the 2018 election, when the right-wing Fidesz party won its third term with a two-thirds majority, left-wing and liberal commentators often claimed that it was based on support from uneducated, rural voters. In our view, matters are far more complicated. The major beneficiaries of the last eight years of right-wing government have been the people in the top decile. We have no exit-poll data, but we assume that support for the status quo may have been substantial even in the top decile.


    With the paucity of data, we cannot really test the sociologically more relevant hypothesis. Is the cleavage between the top decile or quintile and the remaining 80–90 per cent becoming more rigid than it used to be?


    As regards the deviation in the Hungarian patterns from the general predictions of the ‘Great Gatsby’ curve and the surprisingly low social mobility in Hungary, it is difficult to draw general conclusions. However, from the data available to us we cannot reject the hypothesis that there is less fluidity at the top than at the bottom of the social hierarchy. The low overall social mobility in Hungary may be a consequence of special and strong cleavages between various segments of Hungarian society. There are social groups where transition is stickier; though in others it may be less sticky. While we need more data, it is reasonable to assume that inflow and outflow to the top decile are stickier than anywhere else in the social structure.


    Even if there is a ‘sticky ceiling’ – i.e. the upper middle class is becoming like a ‘caste’ or an ‘estate’ – that does not mean that within this ‘class’ (or whatever it is) meritocratic/achievement-based selection has ceased to exist. The reduced fluidity between classes/estates/castes does not mean that within the different categories education/achievement is no longer an important selection criterion. In addition, at least some parts of the upper classes may face strong competition on a global level, where the only advantage they have – if they have any – is their human capital. Furthermore, we do not even claim that extraordinary mobility – from the very bottom right to the top – is not possible. But we do suggest that there are fewer opportunities for inward and outward mobility at the top of society (in the top decile or quintile). And this, from a societal and political point of view may be problematic. On the one hand, it may cause efficiency losses for the nation’s human capital. On the other hand, those experiencing a fall-behind feeling may contest the legitimacy of the system. Those who cannot compete (regardless of the level of their human capital – i.e. some humanist intellectuals, as well as some of the low skilled) will support protectionism on the global market – a direct route to further closure, illiberalism and right-wing populism.
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    Intergenerational educational mobility in European societies before and after the crisis


    Péter Róbert


    1. Posing the problem


    Social mobility studies traditionally investigate how the social status of parents affects the social status of their children. Assuming that occupation is a good indicator of social status, social mobility refers to occupational mobility – and typically to the degree of (im)mobility – by comparing a father’s occupation to that of his son.1 These studies tend to follow a normative approach: a high degree of social mobility is ‘good’; strong immobility is ‘bad’. The less parental status influences children’s social chances, the better for society. Whether it is a good thing or a bad thing, the fact is that countries tend to be judged, international comparison is crucial and countries are ranked according to the opportunities for social mobility, which is a sign of an open society.


    The seminal book by Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992) is basic reference for all research in social mobility, for at least two reasons. On the one hand, they study class mobility, based on the so-called ‘EGP’ class schema – following the initials of three authors: Erikson, Goldthorpe and Portocarero (1979). In their view, the EGP class schema combines the approaches taken by Marx (based on ownership) and Weber (based on marketability). In other words, class positions involve all goods and resources that stem from education, income, wealth or network connections. On the other hand, absolute and relative mobility are separated in the analysis, the latter being free of the effect of change in the class structure. This is called social fluidity and it is the chief indicator of the openness of society.


    Nevertheless, the investigation by Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992) is comparative in nature, and Hungarian data are also analysed. A follow-up project led to an edited volume by Breen (2004), containing a range of country studies that analyse social fluidity and apply the same class schema for the purpose. Two further comparative studies might be mentioned; both are secondary analyses and use Rounds 1–5 of the European Social Survey (ESS) (Eurofound, 2017; Bukodi et al., 2017). These analyses investigate absolute and relative mobility (social fluidity) and apply the so-called European Socio-economic Classification (ESeC), a conceptually and empirically improved version of EGP (Rose and Harrison, 2007; 2010).


    Country ranking by mobility chances is a frequent practice, involving ‘league tables’. A critical overview by Blanden (2013) deals with rankings based on income, school and class mobility; it discusses the consistency and divergence of various results, as well as the methods applied in constructing rankings. The findings of Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992) and Breen (2004) reveal differences in the country rankings for social fluidity based on class mobility. This is partly due to temporal variance: Erikson and Goldthorpe analyse data only from the 1960s, while chapters in the volume edited by Breen refer to changes over time from the 1970s to the 1990s. In this regard, social fluidity in Hungary has increased (Breen, 2004: Figures 3.3 and 3.5).2


    A decade or so later, however, a comparative mobility analysis based on ESS data reveals a low level of both absolute and relative mobility in Hungary. The study – by the European Foundation – reports high immobility in absolute terms for both men and women (Eurofound, 2017: Figures 4–5). This may be because temporal changes in the Hungarian class structure are particularly small (Eurofound, 2017: Figures 3 and 6a); accordingly, there is little scope for structural mobility between two generations (parents and children). In the case of relative mobility, the same study classifies European countries into four groups (after putting respondents into three birth cohorts): invariable fluidity, stabilizing fluidity, increasing fluidity and decreasing fluidity (Eurofound, 2017: Figure 8). Hungary is in the first group: there is no change in social fluidity.


    Another study that used the same ESS data but analysed only men came up with a more negative picture. Hungary has one of the lowest scores for absolute mobility (Bukodi et al., 2017: Figure 1) and is characterized by low upward and high downward mobility. This latter type of combination is typical of other post-socialist countries, like Poland, Estonia, Latvia and Russia (Bukodi et al., 2017: Figure 2). In the case of relative mobility (social fluidity), Hungary occupies last position (Bukodi et al., 2017: Figures 4 and 7).


    There are several reasons for the discrepancies between the studies. The analysis by the European Foundation focused on changes over time, while Bukodi et al. examined the extent of fluidity. The age range differed for the two studies: for the former, it was 35–75 years; for the latter it was 25–64 years. And since the ESS does not apply International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO) coding for the father, it cannot be ruled out that there are coding deviations between the analyses.


    2. The aim of the study, research issues


    This analysis investigates social openness from the perspective of educational mobility in a descriptive and exploratory manner. The importance of such an approach, with its focus on schooling, is highlighted by the status attainment models developed by Blau and Duncan (1967). Schooling had an effect in these models, and intergenerational educational mobility (comparing the education of the father and his offspring) has been studied for decades (Hauser and Featherman, 1976). International comparisons are crucial in this respect, too (Shavit and Blossfeld, 1993). Inequality of educational opportunities and the influence of social origin on school progression are evergreen research topics (Coleman, 1966; Boudon, 1974; Erikson and Jonsson, 1996), and the normative approach again plays a big role when societies are compared.3 Structural modifications matter, and educational expansion – particularly in secondary and higher education – affects educational mobility and the odds of school progression. Controlling for this effect is essential when school transitions from primary to secondary and from secondary to tertiary level are investigated (Mare, 1981).


    This paper analyses educational mobility in a comparative manner, but it places a major emphasis on the position of Hungary in the rank order of countries. A further research issue refers to comparison of educational mobility before and after the economic crisis: has the effect of social origin on educational attainment increased or decreased?


    In recent research findings, Hungary scores better in the rank order of countries, in terms of the correlation between the number of years parents and their children spent in education (Blanden, 2013: Figure 4). Another analysis of the ESS data from 2010 shows a higher level for similar correlations in the former socialist and the Southern European countries (above 0.5) than in Northern or Western European societies. Of the 20 countries investigated, the highest values appear for Bulgaria, Hungary and Poland (Schneebaum et al., 2014: Figure 2).


    3. Data and methods


    Data from the first seven rounds of the European Social Survey are used in this analysis.4 The data can be split into two periods: Rounds 1–4 (2002, 2004, 2006, 2008) represent an era before the economic crisis, while Rounds 5–7 (2010, 2012, 2014) cover the post-crisis times. In the statistical analysis, a dummy variable is used, where a value of 1 indicates observations after the crisis and a value of 0 denotes cases before the crisis. This provides a rough way of measuring the influence of the economic crisis, because while there are older respondents in the post-crisis data who attended school in the years before the crisis, ESS data do not provide proper information on the educational history of respondents.


    The analysis covers only 16 countries – those that participated in all seven data collections. This imposes a limitation in terms of the data, but analysing different countries for the period before and after the crisis would generate heterogeneity in the data, with an effect on the results. In order to consider only respondents with an expected complete educational history, the lower age limit is set at 25 years, and there is an upper age limit of 95 years. In the end, the number of cases examined is about 170,000.


    Education is measured by a variable with four categories: primary (ISCED 0–1), lower secondary (ISCED 2), upper secondary (ISCED 3–4) and tertiary (ISCED 5–6). This means that educational mobility is reflected in a 4x4 matrix (parental education by respondent education). For respondents, there is another indicator of level of schooling: the years of education completed. Finally, a dummy variable is used for the analysis of educational mobility chances; this variable indicates whether or not the offspring has attained a college degree.


    In intergenerational social mobility research, there is a permanent dilemma of how to take both the father and the mother into account. For class mobility, selecting only the father is the most frequent solution. For educational mobility, applying the so-called principle of dominance is the typical practice, where the education of both parents is counted in some way. This study investigates educational mobility in four ways:


    1. Conventional tabular analysis (4x4 matrices), where the offspring’s education is measured using the four categories mentioned above and parental education is measured by the education of either the father or the mother, depending on which is higher (= dominance principle).


    2. When the number of years of education defines the respondent’s and the parent’s education, the correlation between parental education and children’s education is derived from the principal component analysis of the father’s and the mother’s education.5


    3. Calculating the educational premium (= more years of education) for the respondent if the parents have a higher level of schooling on the basis of the dominance principle.


    4. The odds of obtaining a college degree depending on social origin measured by the principal component of the father’s and mother’s education.


    Temporal change is considered for all four analytical steps comparing the periods before and after the crisis. All results are presented in the form of country rankings. The first three methods represent a simple descriptive approach (percentages, means), while the last method is logistic regression analysis.


    4. Results6


    4.1 Absolute mobility/immobility rates


    As a first step, absolute mobility rates (upward, downward mobility, immobility) are presented for intergenerational educational mobility. Immobility varies between 35 and 70 per cent in the 16 countries. As Figures 1 and 2 show, educational mobility after the economic crisis is low in Portugal, Germany, Switzerland and Hungary, while there is a higher level in Sweden, the Netherlands, Ireland and Poland.


    Downward moves tend to be rare for educational mobility; higher rates appear for the United Kingdom before the economic crisis and for Denmark and Germany after the economic crisis. Upward mobility is much more frequent: it increased in half of the countries examined and decreased in the other half (Figure 3). A big increase is more typical in countries where upward mobility happened to be lower (UK, Poland, Portugal, Germany); these countries improved their position. Hungary is last but one in the rank order, with a strong decline in upward educational mobility.


    For a better interpretation of the results in Figure 3, it should be noted that upward educational mobility in Sweden was among the highest before the crisis; after the crisis – and despite a fall in upward mobility rates – every second respondent still has a higher level of schooling than his/her parents. Furthermore, upward mobility in countries like Portugal and Germany is lower in absolute terms than in Hungary, even though the trend is rising in the first two countries and falling in the third. Poland differs again, because upward educational mobility used to be high and has kept on increasing. All these results refer to observed (absolute) mobility, meaning that modifications to the educational structure – e.g. an expansion in secondary and tertiary education – are not filtered out.


    
      Figure 1 Absolute educational mobility rates before the crisis, 2002–08 (per cent)
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        Note: Countries are ranked according to immobility; calculations are based on ESS Rounds 1–7.

      


      2010–14 (per cent)
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        Note: Countries are ranked according to immobility; calculations are based on ESS Rounds 1–7.

      

    


    
      Figure 3 Change in upward mobility rates between the periods 2002–08 and 2010–14 (per cent)
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        Note: Countries are ranked from decrease to increase in upward mobility (‘from bad to good’); calculations are based on ESS Rounds 1–7.

      

    


    4.2 Correlation between the education of parents and of their children


    A simple and frequently used measure for the association between the education of parents and of their children is presented next. This is the correlation between the number of years of education completed by the respondent and his/her parents, as measured by the principal component derived from the father’s and mother’s schooling. Of the 16 countries, this association is weakest in Switzerland (0.37) and strongest in Poland (0.54). The same correlation is similarly high (0.52) in Hungary.


    Figure 4 displays the rank order of the countries for the periods before and after the economic crisis. The correlation is over 0.5 in Poland, Ireland, Slovenia and Hungary, in that order. Relatively lower values (below 0.4) appear for Norway (after the crisis), Denmark, Germany and Switzerland.


    Figure 5 provides information on changes in this association over time, comparing the periods before and after the economic crisis. The correlation between parental and child education declined in Norway, Denmark and Germany, while the association increased in Ireland, Slovenia, the UK and the Netherlands. No substantial change occurred in Hungary: the correlation between parental education and the level of schooling attained by the respondent remained steady.


    
      Figure 4 Correlation between parental and child education before and after the crisis
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        Note: Countries are ranked by the values after the crisis; calculations are based on ESS Rounds 1–7.

      

    


    
      Figure 5 Change in correlation between parental and child education between the periods 2002–08 and 2010–14
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        Note: Countries are ranked from increase to decrease in the association between parental background and level of schooling attained (‘from bad to good’); calculations are based on ESS Rounds 1–7.

      

    


    4.3 Educational premium due to higher level of parental schooling


    The third indicator of intergenerational educational mobility (educational premium) is based on the (higher) number of years of schooling completed by the respondent. Analysis of the educational premium consists of two steps.


    1. The mean number of years of education is calculated at each level of parental education in all the countries examined. Not surprisingly, the higher the level of parental education, the more years of education are completed by the children. This greater number of years of schooling is the ‘premium’ that respondents ‘gain’ as a consequence of coming from a family where the parents are better educated.


    2. Next the difference in the amount of the premium is calculated for the 16 countries and for the two phases, before and after the economic crisis. Countries are ranked according to their position after the crisis.


    The maximum educational gain calculated in this way is 8–9 classes of schooling; the minimum is 3–4 classes. The premium is higher in the Southern European countries and the former socialist countries, and lower in the UK, Switzerland, Sweden and Germany.


    
      Figure 6 Educational premium as measured by the greater number of years of schooling of respondents compared to their higher- or lower-educated parents, before and after the crisis
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        Note: Countries are ranked by the educational premium after the economic crisis; calculations are based on ESS Rounds 1–7.

      

    


    
      Figure 7 Change in the educational premium as measured by the greater number of years of schooling between respondents with higher or lower educated parents, between the periods 2002–08 and 2010–14
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    Note: Countries are ranked from increase to decrease in the change in educational premium (‘from bad to good’); calculations are based on ESS Rounds 1–7.


    As Figure 6 shows, there is not much temporal variation in educational gains, calculated for the period before and after the economic crisis. There are two exceptional country cases: Poland (positive) and Ireland (negative).7 The difference in the ranking of the countries between the two periods is presented in Figure 7 in more detail. In most of the countries, the difference is no greater than 0.5 years (plus or minus). The educational premium increases most in the two Anglo-Saxon countries and the Netherlands; meanwhile the advantage of coming from a parental family with better education decreased most in Poland, but also in Germany and Norway to some extent.


    4.4 Odds of obtaining a degree from higher education


    The last indicator of the analysis is a dichotomous measure indicating whether the offspring has a degree from tertiary education. Consequently, this section presents the results from a logistic regression procedure. The related statistical model includes three explanatory variables: 1. The principal component derived from the father’s and mother’s education assesses the effect of social background on the probability of obtaining a college degree. 2. The dummy variable separating the periods 2002–08 vs. 2010–14 refers to the increase or decrease in this probability. 3. The interaction term of these two variables reveals whether parental education increases or decreases the odds of the college degree in the period after the crisis, compared to the period before it.


    Two kinds of statistical analysis are performed. First, the model is fitted to the data of all observations, when all respondents with a college degree get the value 1 and the others get the value 0 in the dependent variable. Second, the analysis refers only to those respondents who completed secondary education. Then, those with a college degree get the value 1, while those who did not continue on to university, but stopped at the secondary level of schooling, get the value 0 in the dependent variable. In this latter case, those respondents with education below secondary level are left out of the analysis; there are still about 100,000 cases remaining. This second approach takes account of Mare’s (1981) idea on conditional probabilities: namely, when considering the odds of obtaining a tertiary degree, it is only appropriate to study those with secondary education, because only they meet the formal conditions for applying to enter tertiary education. This second approach contains a selection effect, because it filters out the structural element of the effect of social origin on whether or not a child completes secondary education. Table 1 summarizes the results from both statistical analyses.


    
      Table 1 The probability of attaining a tertiary degree


      
        
          
            	
              Explanatory variables
            

            	
              A. All respondents


              Odds: Exp(B)
            

            	
              B. Only with completed secondary school


              Odds: Exp(B)
            
          


          
            	

            	
              Model 1
            

            	
              Model 2
            

            	
              Model 1
            

            	
              Model 2
            
          


          
            	
              Parental education
            

            	
              2.433***
            

            	
              2.399***
            

            	
              1.663***
            

            	
              1.610***
            
          


          
            	
              After the crisis = 1
            

            	

            	
              1.222***
            

            	

            	
              1.169***
            
          


          
            	
              Interaction term
            

            	

            	
              1.029*
            

            	

            	
              1.070***
            
          


          
            	
              Intercept
            

            	
              0.385***
            

            	
              0.353***
            

            	
              0.677***
            

            	
              0.632***
            
          


          
            	
              Nagelkerke R Square
            

            	
              0.198
            

            	
              0.200
            

            	
              0.074
            

            	
              0.077
            
          


          
            	
              Valid N
            

            	
              166,144
            

            	
              108,860
            
          

        
      


      Note: Level of significance: ***p<0.001; **p<0.01; *p<0.05; calculations are based on ESS Rounds 1–7.

    


    This analysis proves that parental education has a strong and significant impact on the probability of completing tertiary education. Nevertheless, this effect is smaller in analysis B, because part of the effect of parental background, related to completing secondary education, is already filtered out. Model 1, in both analysis A and analysis B, contains only the main effect of parental education, and this effect decreases only slightly in Model 2, when the further explanatory variables are added. The temporal (crisis) variable has a positive sign in both analyses; this means that the odds of obtaining a college degree increased over time. The interaction term is also positive; this means that the impact of parental education on the probability of completing tertiary education increased after the economic crisis. This effect is more marked in analysis B, when only the selected group of respondents is examined. Finally, the explanatory power of the statistical model (R Square value) is bigger in analysis A, when all respondents are investigated. This general picture, however, varies a lot when results from the logistic regression models are examined in the 16 countries.


    Figure 8 displays the influence of parental background on the probability of obtaining a degree from tertiary education. All regression estimates are statistically significant. Effect sizes are smaller in the case of respondents with secondary education, in particular in Spain and Portugal. It seems that parental education has an exceptionally strong impact on completing secondary education in the Southern European countries. Otherwise, these countries – as well as the UK, Finland and Sweden – are to be found in the lower part of the rank order, with a smaller effect of social background. The effect of parental education is strong in Poland, Slovenia, Germany and Hungary. All these countries have a German-type schooling system.


    
      Figure 8 The effect of parental education on the odds of completing tertiary education
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        Note: Countries are ranked by regression estimates for those with secondary level of schooling; calculations are based on ESS Rounds 1–7.

      

    


    
      Figure 9 Change in probability of completing tertiary education after the economic crisis8
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        Note: Countries are ranked by regression estimates for those with secondary level of schooling; calculations are based on ESS Rounds 1–7.

      

    


    Figures 9 and 10 display the changes over time in more detail. In some countries, the chances of obtaining a college degree have decreased rather than increasing, and the effect of social origin also varies greatly by country.


    As Figure 9 shows, the odds of obtaining a degree from tertiary education are significantly lower in the two Anglo-Saxon countries, France and Hungary. The odds are significantly higher in the majority of countries – in particular in Poland, where the increase is substantial in the light of both analyses. There is no statistically significant change in Portugal, Finland or Belgium in this respect.


    
      Figure 10 Change in the effect of parental education on the odds of completing tertiary education after the economic crisis


      
        [image: 07_10] 

        Note: Countries are ranked by regression estimates for those with secondary level of schooling; calculations are based on ESS Rounds 1–7.

      

    


    Figure 10 shows that the influence of parental education has decreased significantly since the economic crisis in about a third of the countries examined (Poland, Germany, Portugal, Norway, Denmark, France). This trend is particularly strong in Poland, even among those with secondary education (analysis B). The outcome may be a consequence of the fact that the probability of going on to tertiary education has generally increased in Poland. There are three countries where the effect of social background has increased: the two Anglo-Saxon countries and especially Hungary. The reason may be that the chances of gaining a college degree have declined in these countries. In the rest of the countries – in the middle of the rank order – the estimates presented in Figure 10 are statistically insignificant. That means that the effect of parental education has not changed over time in those countries.


    5. Conclusion


    The analysis has examined intergenerational mobility in the light of four indicators, using data from seven rounds of the European Social Survey in 16 countries, with the chief goal of uncovering differences between these societies, in a descriptive and exploratory way. The main research question refers to the rank order of these countries in terms of social openness, based on educational mobility (and to the position of Hungary in this ranking). A second research question deals with variation in educational mobility, comparing the period before and after the economic crisis (2002–08 vs. 2010–14). Was there an increase or decrease between the two periods according to the indicators developed for this study? Has there been any change in the rank order of the countries selected?


    Producing such ‘league tables’ of countries is a typical technique, although the value of those rankings is sometimes overestimated. Without doubt, the procedure leads to ranking anyway, though in reality two countries with diferent rankings may be only slightly better or worse.9 Examples of rankings in the literature seldom go into detail regarding the extent of any differences. Nevertheless, the statistical significance of the results has been discussed in this analysis, at least in the case of the last indicator. Furthermore, the study works with four indicators and presents four rank orders characterizing the same issue – educational mobility – because if they tend to correspond, findings may be more reliable (at least in terms of the two poles).


    An important finding of the analysis is the missing clustering of countries that one might expect in terms of similarities and differences. Members of typical country groups – like the Scandinavian, the Anglo-Saxon, the Southern European – are not necessarily similar to one another when the mobility rates or correlations are considered. At most, the educational premium indicator mirrors the social-geographical composition of countries. Another important finding is that country rank orders are more consistent at the bottom than at the top. This holds true for Hungary, as well, even if the absolute mobility rates are not as low for educational mobility as for occupational (class) mobility. However, the strong correlation between the education of parents and their children reveals limited social openness; meanwhile the educational premium connected to the higher level of parental schooling is also substantial. The effect of social origin on obtaining a college degree is also strong in Hungary. These results for Hungary are plausible, given the country’s equally weak position in the PISA rankings. The impact of family background on achievement at secondary school is similarly decisive.


    Regarding the other research question, the analysis does not uncover any strong influence of the economic crisis on educational mobility chances. One explanation may be that the analysis underestimates this effect for several reasons. The measurement of the period effect was based on the date of the survey and not on the timing of the mobility event. Respondents over the age of 25 are examined because before that age threshold the education process is likely to be incomplete, and failure to obtain a college degree could be either a negative consequence of the crisis or simply the age effect (too young to enter tertiary education). Nevertheless, all four indicators display some evidence of the crisis, whether the data on educational mobility come from the period 2002–08 or 2010–14. In Hungary, there was no substantial change in terms of either the correlation between the education of the parent and the child or the educational premium; but upward mobility declined strongly and the effect of parental education on the completion of tertiary education increased after the economic crisis to a greater extent than in any of the other societies investigated. All in all, this analysis of intergenerational mobility, based on the 2002–14 data of the ESS, confirms previous assumptions that the school system in Hungary is selective and does not compensate for disadvantages resulting from social origin. Far from improving, the situation in this regard has even worsened in recent years.
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    Increasing outward migration – opportunities, hopes and labour market impacts


    Ágnes Hárs


    Outward migration from today’s Hungary is a fact: it is one of the most worrying social problems, and although its extent is difficult to measure, it has been visibly increasing since 2010–11. Early in the decade, growing signs prompted a question in the Social Report about whether Hungary was following the regional trend in outward migration; by the middle of the decade the answer was clear (Hárs, 2012; 2016). Future trends can only be guessed at. For a long time, outward migration from Hungary was less pronounced than from most of the region’s countries and its structure was rather different; thus its impact and implications are not yet known. This chapter investigates where Hungary stands in the growing tendency toward outward migration from the Eastern European region and looks at its specific features and its impact on the labour market.


    1. The enlargement of the European Union and the free movement of labour


    The mounting problems tend to obscure the fact that the free movement of labour was originally one of the fundamental goals of the European Union and still enjoys substantial support (Eurobarometer, 2017: QA17: 469). One of the anticipated advantages of the single European labour market stems from the obvious economic law that migrant workers are more mobile and resilient than local workers (Borjas, 2001; Kahanec et al., 2016; Guzi et al., 2018), which enhances the flexibility of the labour market. The consensus on the advantage of mobility is based on the assumption that there can be a more efficient allocation of labour between those regions with a labour shortage and those with a labour surplus (Zimmermann, 2016).


    In 2004, sudden and rapid migration – exceeding previous expectations – began from the majority of the new Member States toward the more developed ones.1 The crisis of 2008 gave a further boost to the process, and the number of potential destinations also gradually increased. As predicted by the classical micro-models of migration, a significant difference in wage levels, expectations for the future and large-scale unemployment all boost outward migration (Harris and Todero, 1970), and borders within the European Union no longer presented an obstacle. The ‘well-being gap’ is also increasingly cited as a reason (Skoglund, 2017). When assessing the motivations of the large numbers of new EU citizens arriving in the United Kingdom, Blanchflower and Shadforth (2009) found that one factor that influenced migration as much as (or possibly even more than) wages was discontentment with life and conditions in the home country.


    Intensive migration has had a macro-level impact on the labour markets of both the host countries (the ‘old’ EU Member States) and the countries of origin (the new Member States). Confounding the initial fears, modelling estimates have confirmed the beneficial effects in most host countries (Kahanec et al., 2016). But as for the countries of origin, the findings are less conclusive. Early studies suggested a modest increase in wages and a decrease in unemployment in the short run and a neutral effect in the long run (Brücker et al., 2009). However, later research reported the worrisome demographic implications of the outflow of young, qualified workers and the ageing of the remaining population, coupled with problems in funding the welfare systems and the probable shortage of a qualified workforce in certain occupations (Kahanec, 2013; Zaiceva, 2014).


    The impacts are contradictory and there may be imbalances. In the short term, unemployment may fall and the level of remittances may increase considerably (although it could fall after some time). However, in the long term, the working-age population and the number of qualified young workers are both likely to shrink, resulting in a labour shortage (Hazans, 2013; 2016; Kaczmarczyk and Okolski, 2008; Kaczmarczyk et al., 2016). Simulation modelling confirms the adverse effects: the significant outward migration of young professionals from those countries with weaker economies is permanent, and improvement depends on strengthening their economies (Fic et al., 2016).


    The next section presents the features of outward migration of the active-age Hungarian population. We use descriptive statistics to compare Hungary with the other new EU Member States; analyse the characteristics of the outflow of Hungarian workers and the impact on the Hungarian labour market through microdata; and finally summarize possible solutions to the problems and various ways of adaptation.


    2. Figures and proportions – the emigrating population by European comparison


    2.1 Interpreting data, trends and changes


    Since the expansion of the European Union, migration from the new EU Member States –the EU-10 – has been rising steadily, influenced by the economic environment and by economic and labour market changes in the different countries. Figure 1 presents the proportion of the active-age population (aged 20–64) of the new Member States living in another EU country, as well as its average yearly change a) in the period from EU enlargement to the economic crisis (2004–07), b) during the crisis (2008–11) and c) following the crisis and the lifting of restrictions on the free movement of labour (2012–17).


    Outward migration is measured as the proportion of the population of an EU-10 country living in another EU Member State relative to the total population (those living abroad plus those who have stayed in the home country). The sample size does not allow reliable measurement of migration to be broken down by host country, and therefore the analysis includes EU Member States as a whole (also including, for the purpose of analysis, Switzerland and Norway from the EEA; henceforth this group is referred to as the EU-15+2). The data show changes in the population of citizens living abroad and registered by the interviewers of the EU Labour Force Survey (LFS), the source of the data. The majority of migrants move to the EU-15+2. The assessment does not include individuals who are hidden from the statistics in the host countries, stay there for a short time, commute or do not habitually live there.


    The migration rate from some countries is extremely high, amounting to 11–16 per cent of the active-age population in 2017 – these are identified as high-emigration countries (Latvia, Lithuania, Romania and Bulgaria); meanwhile countries with a 5–8 per cent rate are low-emigration countries (Poland, Estonia, Slovakia and Hungary). The order of the countries seems to be stable.2


    Hungary ‘caught up’ with those countries with moderate outward migration rates quite late, after 2011, and the rate of outward migration is still low compared to the other new Member States. However, the intensity of the trend is revealed by the fact that between 2012 and 2017 the average yearly increase in outward migration was higher in Hungary than in any of the other three low-emigration countries, amounting to nearly 0.6 percentage points (Figure 1).


    
      Figure 1 The average annual change in the rate of intra-European outward migration of active-age (20–64) EU-10 citizens by periods (percentage points) and the rate of outward migration in 2017 (percentage)
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        Note: left-hand axis: average annual change in the migration rate (percentage points). The figures above the columns indicate the migration rate in 2017 (percentage).


        Source: author’s calculation based on the Eurostat European Union Labour Force Survey (EU LFS).

      

    


    This is supported by everyday reality. Based on EU LFS data, the active-age Hungarian population (20–64) decreased by an average of more than 30,000 annually in the period 2012–17. In other words, the active-age population living abroad increased by more than 170,000 in five years.


    2.2 Qualification and age


    Migrants generally tend to be young, qualified and enterprising, prepared to seize the opportunity to move abroad. And recent Hungarian studies tend to confirm this profile (Blaskó and Gödri, 2014; Blaskó et al., 2014). Nevertheless, there are significant differences in the structure of outward migration between the new EU Member States. The characteristics of outward migration and the special Hungarian features are examined below in terms of qualifications and age.3


    As is the case with those who remain in the home country, the majority of migrants have an upper-secondary qualification; thus the average migration rate is largely determined by the size of this group.4 Yet in the majority of countries, the migration rate among the low-qualified was also significant – considerably in excess of the average migration rate. In the high-emigration countries, the migration rate of the low-qualified was 20–25 per cent or more in 2017, and even in the low-emigration countries it exceeded 15 per cent in Estonia, Poland and Slovenia. The outflow of the low-qualified took off after 2004, suggesting (in line with theoretical assumptions) that outward migration significantly reduced unemployment in the labour market of the origin countries (see Figure F1 of the Appendix). The migration rate of the very young was also high in most of the countries that joined the EU in 2004. The rapidly increasing rate was fuelled by high unemployment in the home countries after 2004; this corresponded to the outflow of the low-qualified.


    The increase slowed down later on, but in 2017 the proportion of young people aged 15–24 was still over 10 per cent in the high-emigration countries and at or below 5 per cent in the low-emigration countries. The migration rate of the older population (aged 25–54) exceeded that of the young population in each country by the end of the period (in 2017), but the difference between the two groups is significantly smaller in the high-emigration countries (see Figure F2 of the Appendix).


    The expansion of the EU occurred in a favourable economic climate, when demand for labour was high in the host countries. It had a considerable impact on the young and the low-qualified – those sections of the population with especially high rates of unemployment. According to Kaczmarczyk (2013), to a hitherto unprecedented extent it became possible for superfluous labour to move from economically underdeveloped regions. The most important outcome of the rapid outflow was a decrease in the high unemployment in the countries of origin. This opened the way to market clearing (Kaczmarczyk and Okolski, 2008). Given the adverse labour market in the Baltic countries, the possibility of large-scale outward migration functioned as a ‘safety valve’ in the short term (Hazans, 2013).


    Compared to other countries, in Hungary the migration rate of the low-qualified was modest: the unemployment rate was low and this group did not feel the need to migrate after 2004; indeed, the outflow was even lower than in the (similarly situated) Czech Republic. The youth migration rate also lagged behind after 2004. This may have been due to the relatively generous welfare system (cf. Hárs, 2016). The outward migration rate of the low-qualified increased slowly after 2011, but remained below the level of the other countries. The increase in youth migration from Hungary is similar to the very modest figures seen in the rest of the countries.


    2.3 Brain drain


    The proportion of graduates migrating from the new EU Member States grew rapidly after 2004; although the pace has since slowed, the trend has continued. In 2017, the migration rate was 5–10 per cent in the majority of the countries (even higher in Lithuania and Romania, though at a lower level in the Czech Republic). If we look at the low-emigration countries, the graduate migration rate was relatively high compared to the total migration rate in Slovakia and Hungary (as well as the Czech Republic).


    Remarkably, Hungary is the only country where the graduate migration rate is highest – higher than the average rate and above the rate seen in any of the less-qualified groups. Between 2004 and 2007, the emigration of graduates rose sharply, by 1 percentage point annually on average; this was followed by a slowdown, but the relatively high rate has remained characteristic of Hungary. In the period 2012–17, when outward migration increased, the migration rate of graduates also rose, by an average of 0.7 percentage points annually.


    This is a significant increase compared to the other new EU Member States: only Latvia and Bulgaria (from the group of high-emigration countries) had similar rates, and only Romania exceeded that level. The high Hungarian graduate migration rate (relative to the other educational groups) and its above-average increase are consistent with everyday experience: the above-average increase in the outward migration of graduates presents a serious structural problem. In 2017, the rate exceeded 8 per cent; this is high for the low-emigration countries (although high-emigration countries may see a considerably higher rate) (see Figure F1 in the Appendix).


    3. Increasing outward migration – to what extent and for how long?


    All data sources reveal increasing outward migration from Hungary after 2010. Between 2012 and 2017, the proportion of the active-age population leaving the country increased faster than elsewhere in the EU-10. The number of people aged 20–65 living abroad grew by over 200,000 between 2010 and 2017 – at an accelerating rate until 2013, and then at a slower pace (see part a) of Figure 2).


    
      Figure 2 The extent of and changes in the outward migration of those living abroad and those working abroad
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      Source: part a) author’s calculations based on Eurostat EU LFS online data, part b) seasonal and regular work permits granted in Germany (BA permits) and in Austria (AMS permits), and estimations based on the number of NINOs granted in the United Kingdom.

    


    If we examine those working abroad, the same tendency can be seen: the number of Hungarians working in the most popular host countries – the United Kingdom, Austria and Germany – increased rapidly after 2010 according to the statistics of those countries, and the figures for all three countries showed similar trends. In the United Kingdom, the number of Hungarians requesting a National Insurance (NINO) number accelerated until 2013 and then the rate slowed down.5 In Germany and Austria, from May 2011 (when the labour markets of those countries opened up), the number of work permits granted to Hungarians increased sharply; and after 2012, the increase also slowed down (see part b) of Figure 2).6 The number of workers taking up employment in the three countries has grown by a total of 240,000 since 2010.7 The sudden and rapid rate of increase seen after 2011 may not continue in the future, but permanent outflow probably will. This is consistent with statistics indicating a slowing, but still continuous, increase in outward migration.


    4. Who goes abroad to work and in which direction?


    4.1 The outward migration rate, the return rate and the net migration rate relative to the number of employees


    The data available limit the study of migration (Willekens et al., 2016). The sections above examine the stocks of those living or working abroad at a specific point in time or in a specific period. However, data on migration flows describe the process of migration more precisely – migration is a succession of exits and re-entries: outward migration is not necessarily final – and nor is return. Hárs and Simon (2018) analysed flows – that is, the migration abroad of those with a job in Hungary.8


    In the period of rapidly increasing outward migration (2011–16), an average of 2 per cent of Hungarian workers left the country annually in order to take up employment abroad. However, some of those later returned to the Hungarian labour market either permanently or temporarily (and possibly repeatedly). Taking re-entry into account, a net annual average of 1 per cent of Hungarian workers went abroad to take up employment between 2011 and 2016. Young workers aged below 30, those with a general upper-secondary qualification and those who had been working one year before the survey took up employment abroad in especially large proportions; their net migration rate is also high.9 By contrast, the migration rate of the low-qualified and of those who had been unemployed one year before is not especially high. Interestingly, they are less likely to take up permanent employment abroad and are more likely to return home (Figure 3).


    
      Figure 3 The annual average outward migration, return and net migration rate of Hungarian employees by demographic and labour-market factors, 2011–16 (per cent)
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        Note: Lower-secondary at most (LS), Vocational school (VS), General upper-secondary (GUS), Vocational upper-secondary (VUS). In employment a year prior (In Em), In education a year prior (In Ed), Unemployed a year prior (U), Childcare, other a year prior (Ch). Proportions are calculated relative to the mobile population and the population staying at home; annual average rates calculated from quarterly average changes. For more details on the calculation methods, see Hárs and Simon (2018: 96). Based on the standard errors calculated from the sample, the net outward migration rate of higher-education graduates is not significant.


        Source: Hárs and Simon (2018: 97; Figure 2.3.2).

      

    


    4.2 Differences across host countries


    The composition of Hungarian migrant workers and the expected duration of stay varies by host country. Based on the method used in Hárs and Simon (2018), Figure 4 presents the migration rates by host country.10


    
      Figure 4 The annual average outward migration, return and net outward migration rate of Hungarian employees by demographic and labour market factors and host countries, 2011–16 (per cent)


      
        a) Overall and by gender
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        b) By age
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        c) By educational attainment
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        d) By activity a year before
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      Country codes: AT – Austria, D – Germany; UK – United Kingdom.


      Note: see note below Figure 3. Based on the standard errors calculated from the sample, the following proportions are not significant:


      –in part a) of the figure – the net outward migration rate of females to the UK;


      –in part b) of the figure – the net outward migration rate of those aged 30–44 to the UK and to ‘Other’ countries; the return rate and the net outward migration rate of those aged over 45 to the UK;


      –in part c) of the figure – the net outward migration rate of general upper-secondary graduates to the UK, of those with a lower-secondary qualification at most, those with a vocational secondary and those with a vocational upper-secondary qualification to the ‘Other’ countries, and of college (non-university higher education) graduates to all host countries; the return rate of general upper-secondary education graduates from Austria and the ‘Other’ countries; the return rate and the net outward migration rate of those with a lower-secondary qualification at most to the UK, of university graduates to all countries (also their outward migration rate to Austria);


      –in part d) of the figure – the net outward migration rate to the UK of those unemployed or engaged in another activity a year before; the return rate of young people in education a year before from all countries, of those unemployed or engaged in another activity a year before from Austria and Germany; the return and net outward migration rate to the UK of those unemployed or engaged in another activity a year before.


      Source: author’s calculations using the database of the Labour Force Survey of the Hungarian Central Statistical Office adjusted by mirror statistics.

    


    Male workers who took up employment in the United Kingdom and (especially) in Austria were less likely to return to the Hungarian labour market. By contrast, those who went to work in other countries, including Germany, returned home in large proportions. Female workers were less likely to return home from any of the host countries. Among young people with work experience, the United Kingdom was the most popular and Austria the least popular destination; their rate of returning home was low compared to their outward migration rate.


    Both the outward migration rate and the return rate of those with lower-secondary or secondary vocational qualifications to Germany and ‘Other’ countries were high. Among general upper-secondary education graduates, both the outward migration rate to the United Kingdom and the return rate were high. The outward migration of this group to Austria, Germany and ‘Other’ countries was more modest, but the net outward migration to all destinations was significant. Vocational upper-secondary graduates had a high level of migration to the United Kingdom and only a small proportion of them returned; thus their balance of migration (net outward migration) was significant. Meanwhile, they had a high rate of return from the other countries (and accordingly more modest net outward migration). The outward migration rates of college graduates were similar for all countries except Austria, and there was a significant return rate. As for university graduates, they had a significant level of migration to the United Kingdom and an even higher rate to ‘Other’ countries, but the sample size does not allow any further definitive conclusions.


    Finally, young workers in education a year before had a particularly high migration rate to the United Kingdom, a lower rate to Germany and ‘Other’ countries and an even lower rate to Austria; the net outward migration rates showed a similar trend to the outward migration rates, being high for all host countries.


    Among those unemployed a year before, the migration rate was highest to Germany, and there was a relatively low return rate, resulting in high net outward migration. Smaller numbers went to the United Kingdom and the ‘Other’ countries and many of them returned. Meanwhile, the proportion of those who took up employment in Austria was low, but those who did go there tended to stay.


    Those who were caring for a child or relative or who were engaged in some other activity a year before and who then found employment went to work to Germany or Austria in small but measurable proportions, and only a small share of them returned.


    Understandably, the migration rate of the most populous group – those who were in employment a year before – was substantially lower than among the other groups, and there were no major differences between the host countries. Overall, the net outward migration rate of employees was somewhat higher to Germany than to the other host countries, but there is no substantial difference between the host countries, although there is a difference in the nature of migration. The United Kingdom is the most popular destination for the highly qualified, the younger age groups and those in education a year before. Germany is more attractive for the low-qualified, those unemployed a year before and older age groups: both the outward migration rate and the return rate are high.11 By contrast, those who found employment in neighbouring Austria were less likely to return to the Hungarian labour market: they took up permanent employment, either settling down or commuting.


    5. Impacts and consequences


    5.1 Labour shortage, unemployment, labour market adaptation


    Having examined the large-scale Polish outward migration after 2004, Kaczmarczyk and Okolski (2008) report, along with a rapid decline in unemployment, the emergence of a significant labour shortage after a few years in certain sectors (especially in construction and manufacturing), which placed a limit on development. The Baltic states had similar experiences following massive outward migration (Hazans, 2013). Labour shortage has also been on the increase in Hungary since 2012, as witnessed in every shortage indicator (Köllő et al., 2018). According to popular belief, it is obvious that if there is outward migration and a shortage of labour, the latter is a result of the former. Köllő (2018) identifies outward migration as an important factor, but not the only one – and not even the most decisive one. However, it is generally one of the usual scapegoats.


    In line with theory, the high unemployment in the EU-10 as a whole declined as a result of outward migration and signs of labour shortage emerged soon after. But the Hungarian trend has been somewhat different.


    The rise in outward migration and the increasing shortage of labour have had hardly any impact on unemployment: actual unemployment (counting those participating in public works, a supported-employment scheme that is particularly extensive in Hungary and includes, in fact, the unemployed) has remained quite high; while unemployment has fallen in the regular labour market, the number of public works participants remains substantial and stable, due to the lack of labour market adaptation. As described by Köllő and Varga (2018): high unemployment and excessive labour shortages are both present in a Hungarian labour market that is distorted by public works; and structural tensions and frictions are associated both with the problems of qualifications and labour market adaptation and with the lack of market clearing, which should follow from outward migration. This is presented in Figure 5.


    
      Figure 5 Unemployment, labour shortage and outward migration, 2008–2017
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        Note: left-hand axis: the proportion of vacancies relative to the total number of jobs (per cent) and changes in the number of migrants (2008 = 1), right-hand axis: unemployment rate (per cent).


        Source: vacancies: Hungarian Central Statistical Office; unemployment and the number of public works participants: LFS; the number of active-age migrants: EU LFS.

      

    


    5.2 Outward migration, labour shortage and wage adjustment


    Hárs and Simon (2018) concluded that the number of employees declined by an average of a net 1 per cent annually between 2011 and 2016 as a result of outward migration, and this contributed to the labour shortage: the net outward migration rate was especially high in the catering, construction and manufacturing sectors. In addition, health care is badly affected: strong outward migration is coupled with an acute labour shortage (Hárs and Simon, 2016; Varga, 2016). Based on the literature, the expectation is that severe shortage will be followed and offset by an increase in wages in the sectors and professions concerned. Figure 6 presents the changes in outward migration, labour shortage and wages in some of the sectors where migration has been excessive.


    
      Figure 6 Labour shortage and wages in sectors with excessive outward migration, 2009–2017


      
        a) Manufacturing
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        b) Construction
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        c) Catering
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        d) Health care
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      Note: left-hand axis: real wage index, right-hand axis: the proportion of vacancies relative to the total number of jobs (per cent) and changes in the number of migrants (2008=1). Changes in outward migration in individual sectors are not specified. The figures indicate the overall outward migration in order to show trends, while labour shortage and net real wages are specific to the sectors.


      Source: vacancies, net real wages: Hungarian Central Statistical Office; the number of active-age migrants: EU LFS.

    


    It is not known what proportion of the labour shortage is caused by outward migration, but migration-sensitive wage adjustment is assumed in sectors with significant migration. In 2016 and 2017, there was a big increase in the statutory minimum wage, with a general impact that can be seen in all four graphs (Figure 6).


    Before that, real wages increased slightly in the manufacturing sector, independently of the sharp increase in the shortage indicator. In construction, the rapid increase in the shortage indicator was followed by fluctuating real wages, while in catering after a lengthy stagnation and decline, real wages started to grow slowly – first of all independently of the changes in the shortage indicator, and then following the shortage indicator.


    In health care, in spite of a permanent and large-scale labour shortage, net real wages did not increase until after a wage settlement in 2013, following stagnation and long-term shortage. The graphs illustrate the fact that changes in migration and labour shortage do not have an impact on wage adjustment even in the most acute cases. The general wage increases resulting from the increase in the statutory minimum wage do not respond to the skills mismatch associated with outward migration, and therefore can only be considered as a partial, belated and vague answer. Labour shortage is intensifying further; complaints are being aired more frequently; and the labour market situation is deteriorating. Outward migration is often mentioned as one reason for the labour shortage, but belated wage increases are being introduced only slowly.


    6. Opportunities and hopes


    Outward migration in Hungary is intensifying and is having an impact on the economy and society. The adverse effects are becoming increasingly visible. The migration rate of higher-education graduates is constant and high, even compared to the other countries in the region. The impact of ‘reforms’ to the school education and higher-education systems is now being felt, and the migration rate of graduates is not expected to decrease. Can this tendency be halted, reversed or countered?


    6.1 Economic factors driving and increasing migration


    Following 2004, demand for labour in the more developed regions of the EU sparked strong migration from the new Member States, where a rapid decline in unemployment was accompanied by labour shortages. The two trends took place in parallel and reinforced one another, especially in the construction and service sectors. The recession in 2008 greatly affected the majority of the new Member States: unemployment soared, migration intensified and labour shortage ceased to be a major issue. With recovery starting after 2012, similar, mutually reinforcing and overheated trends may be seen. The pull of labour demand from the developed European countries generates increasing labour shortages in similar sectors and professions in the old and the new Member States (Batsaikhan et al., 2018). Business cycles can be predicted, and Hungary might be hard hit, as has been the case since 2011.


    Wage differences between Hungary and the EU-15 are considerable (which encourages migration), while the supply of would-be migrants is constant. Hungary is in a particularly unfavourable situation: the relative level of nominal wages has remained basically unchanged (this stagnation is not found in other countries). Once regarded as a country with among the highest relative wage levels in the EU-10, it now has among the lowest: the Hungarian relative wage level barely exceeds 50 per cent of the average of the EU-15+2. After 2011, stagnation was followed by a striking drop in the relative wage level, finally giving way to a slight improvement in recent years (Figure 7).


    
      Figure 7 The nominal wages of employees as a proportion of the


      
        [image: 08_07] 

        Source: AMECO database.

      

    


    The significant and long-standing relative shortfall in Hungarian wages may fuel steady outward migration, which may be reinforced by a further wage gap opening up. The increase in the statutory minimum wage and the overall rapid increase in net real wages in recent years have had little impact on the relative wage gap. However, a rapid and permanent increase in wages without a similar increase in economic growth is unsustainable, and therefore the factors driving migration are not going to go away.


    6.2 Opportunities for, and the reality of, returning home


    Some migrants return home – and then leave for abroad again: the process of migration is not unidirectional and is not permanent. Some of those who find employment abroad return home, but the return rate is considerably below the exit rate, and also there is no certainty how lasting their return is. The process could only be reversed by a significant reduction in the population living abroad: that is, if the return rate were to exceed the outward migration rate. Analysis of returns following the earlier mass migration wave yields inconclusive results. Polish and Baltic studies found that while migration reduced excessive unemployment in the short run, those positive effects later backfired, since returnees were mainly those who had previously been unemployed or marginally employed. There was also tension, because the returnees claimed higher wages on account of their experience abroad: this distorted the wage structure, to the benefit of the returning low-status employees. In addition, the cyclical nature of early migration was replaced by long-term migration after the economic crisis (Hazans, 2013; Kaczmarczyk, 2013; Zaiceva and Zimmermann, 2016).


    Because of the weak appeal of the economies of the home countries and the still substantial differences between wages in the new Member States and the more developed regions, resettlement programmes have not been successful (OECD, 2013). Romania experimented unsuccessfully with job fairs; the Polish programmes failed because they were not well prepared, the favourable economic environment was missing and preferential treatment for returnees was rejected by the general public; and it uncertain how efficient the Estonian measures taken to encourage resettlement have been – how much deadweight there was and whether it was really the support that influenced returnees (Mereuta, 2013; Kaczmarczyk, 2013; Kaska, 2013).


    When there is low willingness to return, Engbersen and Jansen (2013) consider innovative networking with diaspora communities to be one possibility. The most important connection with these communities involves remittances, which are often regarded as the most significant tool countering the negative macro-economic impacts of migration. However, the use to which the remittances will be put is uncertain, and indeed the remittances themselves may decrease over time (Hazans, 2016). Admitting the failure of the resettlement programmes in the Baltic countries, Engbersen and Jansen (2013) suggest reinforcing connections with the diaspora and introducing a modernization programme for the more targeted utilization of human capital and remittances in order to counteract the negative economic impacts of migration.


    Neither the permanence of outward migration from Hungary nor the selectivity of returnees has really been assessed. When analysing the migration of medical doctors, studies have reported a low willingness to return (Hárs and Simon, 2016; Varga, 2016). The findings of Hárs and Simon (2017) indirectly indicate the negative selection of returnees. Resettlement programmes may be initiated after thorough analysis of the results of countries with significant experience of migration; however, the success (and actual impact) of these programmes is uncertain, and therefore further instruments may have to be implemented.


    6.3 Is immigration a constraint or an opportunity?


    Is it a solution to replace workers who have gone abroad with foreigners? Literature on migration has assumed – ever since Ravenstein (1885) – that immigrants take the place of emigrants. However, substitution is not automatic: outward migration is followed by a transitional period. The process may even be reversed and substantial immigration may ensue if the appeal of the country or region is strong enough to attract both return migrants and immigrants (as was the case in the Mediterranean region) (Peixoto et al., 2012).


    But such changes have barely been observed in the new EU Member States, although both outward migration and labour shortages are increasing. The ability of the region to retain its population and attract foreigners seems to be weak. Surprisingly, the ability of a country to retain its professionals is associated with the ability to attract foreigners: a country that can retain its professionals also successfully attracts foreign professionals, whereas a country that is unable to retain its workers has difficulty in attracting workers from abroad. Based on the World Economic Forum Global Competitiveness Index, in terms of their ability to retain and attract professionals, most of the new EU Member States rank among the weakest European countries. Nevertheless, there are some promising exceptions, such as Poland, Estonia and the Czech Republic. However, Hungary is near the bottom of the rankings and both indicators deteriorated between 2014 and 2017 (Batsaikhan et al., 2018: 64, Figure 26).


    In this adverse environment, it is difficult to envisage a successful immigration policy that can attract foreign workers to Hungary in order to significantly counteract outward migration and reduce labour shortages in the short run. As a result of the increasing labour shortage, the Hungarian government has been trying since 2017 to encourage the employment of foreign workers from neighbouring non-EU countries in specific occupations where there is a labour shortage, through short-term work permits issued via a simplified administrative procedure. In spite of appreciable demand, the restricted opportunity has brought little success: it increased the number of foreigners employed by only a few thousand (Putnoki, 2017). Nevertheless, circumstances may in future dictate the more widespread employment of foreign workers, as has already been seen in Poland, with its more favourable economy and more flexible labour market. In addition to the labour market need, differences in the lengths of the borders and in the historical and political situation also, of course, play a role in the increasing demand for short-term work permits in Poland (Kaczmarczyk and Górny, 2017).


    7. Conclusion


    By the second decade of the 2000s, Hungary had obviously become a country of emigration. The trend started later, but it intensified and expanded rapidly. The factors driving outward migration seem to be strong and stable, and thus the intensity of migration is likely to be lasting. Migration networks are developing: they support and stabilize the spread of migration. With the acceleration of the trend, the culture of migration has also spread rapidly (Hárs, 2016), encouraging and consolidating a rapidly stabilizing outward migration: there is no reason to believe that this trend will come to an end. This provides little cause for optimism that Hungary – where migration started late – might learn from the experience of countries that inevitably had to modernize after outward migration.
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    Annex


    
      Figure F1 Average annual changes in the intra-European outward migration rates of active-age (20–64) EU-10 citizens in the periods considered and the rate in 2017, by educational attainment
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      Note: left-hand axis: annual average change in the outward migration rate (percentage points), figures above the columns show the outward migration rate in 2017 (per cent). The rate of outward migrants is given as a proportion of the total of the migrant population and those staying in the home country. The periods considered: from the EU expansion to the economic crisis (2004–07), during the crisis (2008–11), after the crisis and the transitionary period with restrictions on the free movement of labour (2012–17). Due to the small level of emigration, Slovenia is omitted from the presentation.


      Source: author’s calculation based on Eurostat European Union Labour Force Survey (EU LFS).

    


    
      Figure F2 Average annual change in the intra-European outward migration rates of EU-10 citizens aged 15–64 by age group and country in the periods considered and the rate in 2017
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      Note: see note below Figure F1.


      Source: author’s calculation based on Eurostat European Union Labour Force Survey (EU LFS).
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    The situation of young people in Europe during and after the economic crisis


    Márton Medgyesi


    1. Introduction


    Young people were affected disproportionately by the crisis facing the economies of the European Union in 2008–09 and they had to tackle difficulties during the ensuing lengthy stagnation (Eurofound, 2012; O’Reilly et al., 2015). The economic crisis and the period thereafter had serious consequences for youth: the proportion of the poor increased in the young age group and the differences in income between younger and older adults also increased. Nevertheless, the signs of the economic crisis diminished in the middle of the decade, and the economies of most of the EU countries started to grow again, while unemployment started to decline. This chapter aims at briefly presenting the labour market and income situation of young people in the countries of the EU in the period since the economic crisis.


    The impact of the recession on the labour market chances and incomes of young people differed not only across countries, but also across social groups. Family background determines how vulnerable young people are in a period of economic crisis and how they are able to tackle the consequences of recession. By passing down material, cultural and network capital, families influence the life chances of their children. Young people with few inherited resources tend to enter the labour market with lower qualifications and lower skill levels, and they are less likely to possess the information and connections needed for success. For them, the threat of long-term unemployment partly results from the conditions they inherited. In addition, family can alleviate the detrimental effects of the crisis by helping children with material and/or non-material transfers.


    Accordingly, the chapter will also cover the inequalities of opportunities among young people to tackle the economic crisis, describing the impact of family background on educational attainment and labour market outcomes. It is primarily the 15–24 and 15–29 age groups that will be analysed. This age includes obtaining qualifications and entry to the labour market. In some cases, we raised the upper limit to 34, since difficulties in labour market integration also affect people in their early thirties because of the longer time spent in education.


    2. Changes in the labour market situation of young people


    2.1 NEET and unemployment


    One of the indicators used in relation to the labour market situation of youth is the percentage of those not in employment, education or training (NEET). In the 15–29 age group, this indicator increased in most EU Member States during the crisis (Figure 1).


    
      Figure 1 The share of young people not in employment, education or training (population aged 15–29, per cent)
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        Abbreviations: AT: Austria, BE: Belgium, BG: Bulgaria, CY: Cyprus, CZ: Czech Republic, DE: Germany, DK: Denmark, EE: Estonia, EL: Greece, ES: Spain, FI: Finland, FR: France, HR: Croatia, HU: Hungary, IE: Ireland, IT: Italy, LT: Lithuania, LU: Luxembourg, LV: Latvia, MT: Malta, NL: Netherlands, PL: Poland, PT: Portugal, RO: Romania, SE: Sweden, SI: Slovenia, SK: Slovakia, UK: United Kingdom.


        Source: Eurostat database, edat_lfse_20.

      

    


    The largest increase between 2008 and 2014 was seen in Greece (from 15 per cent to 27 per cent) and Cyprus (from 11 per cent to 20 per cent), but the share of young people not participating in employment or education also grew significantly in Spain, Italy and the Southeast European countries (Bulgaria, Romania and Croatia). There were a few Member States (Luxembourg, Germany, Austria, Sweden and Malta) where this indicator did not grow between 2008 and 2014. In Ireland and Latvia, the increase seen during the crisis (between 2008 and 2011) was followed by a decrease between 2011 and 2014. Nevertheless, the rate fell in almost all countries between 2014 and 2017. In spite of the recent favourable trends, the share of young people not in employment or education was still higher in 2017 than before the crisis in several countries, including Italy, Greece, Croatia, Romania, Cyprus, Finland and Denmark.


    One of the groups of young people greatly affected by social exclusion is the unemployed. The economic crisis resulted in an increase in unemployment among young people in the EU. Between 2008 and 2011, youth unemployment primarily grew in those countries most affected by recession, e.g. Greece, Spain, Latvia, Lithuania and Ireland. In these countries, the overall unemployment rate of the active-age population (aged 15–64) increased by 8–10 percentage points, while in the age group 15–24 it grew even more markedly (by 15 percentage points in Ireland and 23 percentage points in Greece). Furthermore, the increase in youth unemployment also concerned countries with a less pronounced increase in overall unemployment. Between 2011 and 2014, the unemployment rate and youth unemployment grew further in the Southeast European countries. However, in the Baltic states, Ireland, the United Kingdom and Hungary unemployment fell in this period, as did youth unemployment. The period between 2008 and 2014 was in general characterized by growing unemployment in nearly all EU Member States, and increases in youth unemployment were also higher than average overall (Figure 2).


    
      Figure 2 Changes in the unemployment rate between 2008 and 2017 (in percentage points)
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        Note: see abbreviations below Figure 1.


        Source: Eurostat database, lfsa_urgaed Table.

      

    


    In contrast, unemployment rates have been decreasing in recent years in the majority of EU Member States. The decline has been largest in Croatia and Spain – that is, in countries where unemployment had increased greatly in the preceding period. Typically, there was an above-average decline in youth unemployment; thus, this age group seems to have been more influenced by both the recession and the economic upturn.


    The Eurofound (2012) study concluded that aside from the unemployed, there are other groups of young people who are considerably threatened by social exclusion. These include those not in education or employment because of family obligations (such as child rearing) or disability, and also disaffected young people whose participation in employment or education is not hindered by obligations or incapacity to work, but by lack of success in finding a suitable job.


    2.2 Labour market insecurity and youth employment


    The problems related to the labour market integration of young adults can also be described using indicators other than the ones in the previous section. The labour markets of the European countries are more or less segmented, and those people on atypical contracts (such as fixed-term contracts or part-time employment) are, in many countries, the most vulnerable segments of the labour market. Fixed-term contracts mean less-secure employment, because it often involves less-strict dismissal conditions. Furthermore, employees on fixed-term contracts often have poor access to further training, paid sickness leave, and unemployment and pension insurance; moreover, this kind of employment often attracts lower wages. Part-time employment also often entails lower hourly wages, fewer training and career opportunities and lower old-age pension entitlement in the long run.


    As seen in Figure 3, the proportion of those on a fixed-term employment contract increased among young employees in the majority of EU countries between 2008 and 2017. The most important exceptions are Germany and Sweden, where the proportion of fixed-term contracts among young people decreased. It is also obvious that the occurrence of fixed-term employment grew more sharply among young people than among employees overall. In the Southern European countries (Spain, Italy), some Eastern European countries (Croatia, the Czech Republic), as well as the Netherlands and Denmark, the increase in fixed-term employment among young people was especially large.


    The above data indicate that many young employees are also on the periphery of the labour market and work in jobs that offer poor employment security, relatively low wages and few promotion prospects. The question is whether it is possible to progress from these jobs to more secure and better-paid employment, or whether young people working in these jobs are more likely to stay on the periphery of the labour market for the rest of their careers. Some studies (e.g. Chung et al., 2012) show that the likelihood of progressing to more stable employment has been low and decreasing; thus the years of recession resulted in long-term disadvantages for entrants to the labour market.


    
      Figure 3 The share of those on fixed-term employment contracts,2008 and 2017 (as a percentage of those in employment)
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        Note: see abbreviations below Figure 1.


        Source: Eurostat database, lfsa_etpgar Table.

      

    


    2.3 The long-term consequences of youth unemployment


    Although the economic upturn in most Member States reduced youth unemployment, that does not mean that the problem has been solved. On the one hand, youth unemployment rates in 2017 exceeded the pre-crisis levels in most countries. On the other hand, research shows that youth unemployment has long-lasting effects on labour market prospects and individual welfare. Relevant studies pinpoint the fact that experience of youth unemployment increases the likelihood of becoming unemployed later and depresses future wages. They also identify several possible reasons for the long-term impact of unemployment. The prospects of those experiencing unemployment are damaged by missing out on work experience and the possible devaluation of their human capital during the time of unemployment, while potential employers may regard their unemployment as a sign of low productivity (Scarpetta et al., 2010). The lengthier the spell of unemployment, the larger the reduction in personal productivity; and the lower the individual’s educational attainment is, the longer will be the detrimental effects of unemployment.


    Empirical analyses also show that experience of unemployment in the early years of a working life has an adverse impact on employment (Bell and Blanchflower, 2011). This adverse effect has been observed in countries with very different labour markets and welfare systems, such as Germany, Sweden, Italy and the United Kingdom. The literature also shows that losses in work experience have a significant impact on the wages of young people once they do become employed. The decrease in wages associated with unemployment varies by country. Studies undertaken in the Nordic countries report that 5–6 years after a spell of unemployment, a 17 per cent decrease in wages could be observed in Sweden (Nordström Skans, 2011), while in Finland the decrease was 25 per cent (Verho, 2008).


    3. Changes in the income of young adults


    In the following, the income situation of young people will be discussed, relying on the annual household disposable income. The disposable income includes wages and salaries, income from self-employment or capital (including entrepreneurial income), as well as government transfers (pensions, unemployment benefits, family allowance and various benefits, etc.) minus direct taxes (income taxes and social security contributions). The concept of equivalized income is used to describe the income situation of the members of households, calculated using the OECD modified scale.


    The income of young adults living independently certainly depends on their educational attainment, labour market status (whether they are employed, unemployed or inactive) and the composition of their household (how many wage earners and dependants there are in the household). The income of young people living in their parents’ household also depends on the labour market status of their parents and the composition of the parental household. The income of young people will be analysed in terms of income poverty, defining poverty as living on income less than 60 per cent of the median of the equivalized household income.


    As seen in Figure 4, the deteriorating labour market situation of young people between 2008 and 2014 was reflected in the increased risk of poverty. Youth income poverty increased in nearly all EU Member States between 2008 and 2014. The most substantial increase was seen in Ireland, where the share of the poor among young adults increased from 13 per cent to 25 per cent. The rate of increase was not much lower in Spain, where the poverty rate grew by 10 percentage points, or in Greece and Romania, which experienced an increase of 8 per cent. Portugal, Slovenia and Luxembourg also saw an increase in the poverty rate in the 16–29 age group: the indicator grew by about 5 percentage points in these countries. In Germany, Cyprus, the Czech Republic and Latvia, the poverty rate stagnated in this period. In about half of the EU Member States the poverty rate increased to a larger extent among young people than in the total working-age population. By contrast, the increase in the poverty rate of young people was smaller than in the total active-age population in only two countries (Germany and Cyprus).


    
      Figure 4 The income poverty rate in the age group 16–29,2008, 2014, 2016 (per cent)
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        Note: see abbreviations below Figure 1. Poverty threshold is defined as 60 per cent of the median of the equivalized household income.


        Source: Eurostat database ilc_li02 Table.

      

    


    Since 2014, the increase in the youth poverty rate has come to an end in most countries. The proportion of the poor has grown significantly only in Cyprus (by 5 percentage points) and Spain (2 percentage points). However, there has been a decrease of 5 percentage points in Ireland and 2 percentage points in Hungary. In the rest of the countries, the poverty rate has changed by less than 2 percentage points. Nonetheless, youth poverty rates in the majority of EU Member States are above the poverty rates for the total active-age population (Figure 5). The difference is considerable in countries where the crisis had a major impact on young people (for example, Greece and Spain), but also in the Nordic countries, where there is an above-average risk of poverty among young people due to early emancipation (leaving home).


    
      Figure 5 Income poverty rate by age group, 2016 (per cent)
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        Note: poverty threshold is defined as 60 per cent of the median of the equivalized household income. For abbreviations, see below Figure 1.


        Source: Eurostat database ilc_li02 Table.

      

    


    4. Parental background and the situation of youth


    Research on intergenerational social mobility examines the relationship between the situation of individuals and the status of their parents. This perspective is important, because inequalities in income and other outcomes (such as health and satisfaction) are easier to accept if society is sufficiently mobile – if it provides ample opportunities for low-status individuals to overcome their social disadvantages and make progress. Studies on social mobility report that the incomes of parents and children are positively correlated (Becker and Tomes, 1986; Blanden, 2013) and the likelihood of becoming poor is higher among the children of families with low social status (Whelan et al., 2013).


    The section below briefly summarizes what impact parental background has on the employment and income status of young adults in times of economic crisis. First, the effect of parental background on educational attainment will be discussed; then how differences in parental background affect labour market chances. As pointed out by Feigenbaum (2016), an economic crisis can have a positive or a negative impact on social mobility. It may contribute to an increase in mobility (since it may disrupt mechanisms that ensure the transmission of parental social status). At the same time, poor families may prove less capable of tackling recession, and therefore their children, who otherwise would have made social progress, remain low status because of the recession.


    4.1 Family background and educational attainment


    Educational attainment is key to labour market success, and the economic crisis had a more marked impact on young adults with lower educational attainment. Family background may influence the educational attainment of children for several reasons. According to the human capital theory, the decisions of families about their children’s education are driven by the benefits and costs related to education (Becker and Tomes, 1986). In low-status families, children tend to have lower educational attainment if the family achieves lower returns on the investment in education, or if they have higher costs of education. Lower returns may result from attending lower-quality educational institutions or the social connections of families being less helpful in the labour market (Behrman and Knowles, 1997). The income limits of low-income families also hinder the school success of their children, since they spend less on equipment supporting school success or on private lessons.


    Comparative research on educational mobility investigates the association between the educational attainment of parents and children in countries with varying educational and welfare systems. Overall, studies conducted in European countries reveal that Mediterranean and Eastern European countries have low educational mobility, while Nordic countries have a high level and Western European countries have a medium level of mobility (e.g. Hertz et al., 2007; Di Paolo et al., 2013; and Schneebaum et al., 2015). This pattern is confirmed by recent data. Grundiza and Lopez Vilaplana (2013) found significant differences between Member States in the 2011 EU Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) survey. The odds ratio for the strength of the association between the educational attainment of parents and their children was considerably higher than average in Bulgaria, Slovenia and Croatia; that is, association between the educational attainment of parents and their children is stronger in these countries. At the same time, this indicator was substantially lower in Norway, Estonia, Denmark and Finland.


    4.2 Assistance from families and the labour market


    Not only do high social-status parents positively influence the educational attainment of their children, but family background also determines labour market chances after leaving school. Financial support from parents or a move back to the parental home enables young adults to search for jobs for longer, which may improve the outcome of job search (Jacob, 2008). Families may also financially support young people to become entrepreneurs in the case of unemployment. In addition, families may provide information and connections for young people in a difficult labour market situation (see, for example, Montgomery, 1991; Bartus, 2001). The indirect effect of family background includes passing down skills and attitudes that have an impact on labour market success (Bowles and Gintis, 2002).


    The EU project Strategic Transitions for Youth Labour in Europe (STYLE) (under the EU 7th Framework Programme for Research and Technological Development) has produced new findings on the impact of parental background on labour market success. Berloffa et al. (2015) found that the stable employment of at least one parent increases the probability of school leavers finding a stable job more quickly, and reduces the probability of their becoming long-term unemployed or inactive. The authors concluded that those entering the labour market during the crisis (2008–11) tended to face more difficulties, but the children of employed parents enjoyed greater protection against these difficulties. Filandri et al. (2018) evaluated the effect of family background on labour market success five years after the completion of studies. Based on data from EU–SILC 2011, they found that if educational attainments are equal, the children of better-educated parents were more likely to be successful on the labour market and were less likely to be unemployed five years after completing their studies.


    4.3 Family background and youth poverty


    As well as offering support in education and labour market progress, families may also provide direct financial or in-kind assistance to their adult children, for example by offering the possibility of returning to the parental home (Swartz et al., 2011). The proportion of young adults living under their parents’ roof differs widely across EU Member States. This proportion within the 25–34 age group is considerably higher in the Southern European, Central European and Southeast European countries than in Western Europe. In the former group it ranges from 37 per cent (Cyprus, the Czech Republic) to 56 per cent (Slovakia), whereas in Belgium and Germany it is around 14–17 per cent. Based on EU–SILC data, the share of young people in the 18–24 and 25–34 age groups increased in 6 and 13 countries, respectively, between 2006 and 2010. The highest increase was seen in Hungary in the age group 18–24 (7 percentage points) during the economic crisis between 2008 and 2010 (see Figure A1 in the Appendix). The older age group experienced the greatest increase in Slovakia and Hungary (8 percentage points), and then there was a 6 percentage point increase in Portugal.


    Mazzotta and Parisi (2018) assess the probability of moving from and returning to the parental home, using longitudinal data from EU–SILC. Comparing the pre- and post-crisis years, there was a change in the probability of moving from the parental home only in the Western European countries, where the probability of leaving the parental home decreased in the period under examination. Young adults typically still move from their parents earlier than in the Eastern or Southern European countries, but the insecurity caused by the recession forced them to postpone moving out. The authors conclude that the proportion of young adults returning to the parental home has increased in every group of countries, except for the Eastern European countries.


    According to the literature, young adults may benefit financially from staying in the parental home (because of savings on rent, utility bills, etc.) and living together with their parents may protect young people from impoverishment (Aassve et al., 2007, Gáti et al., 2012). Besides cohabiting, parents may assist with material transfers to mitigate the consequences of their children’s unemployment. However, the occurrence of financial transfers within families is largely dependent on the income and wealth of the parents. Children in high-income families are much more likely to receive financial assistance if they are in difficulties. Papuchon (2014) reports that while the proportion of young adults living together with their parents increased during the crisis, there was no rise in the frequency with which they received financial assistance from their parents. This might be due to the strong association between transfers and parental income: the parents of young unemployed are often not able to provide financial assistance for their children.


    5. Conclusions


    This chapter has described the trends in the income and labour market status of young people in the period since the start of the economic crisis. The youth unemployment rate is in general higher than average. On the one hand, businesses often prefer to hire experienced employees, and also tend to dismiss those who have spent less time with the company. On the other hand, the young workforce also plays a role in the higher unemployment rates: young people typically change jobs more often, because they look for the job that is best suited to their preferences and skills.


    The economic crisis further increased this difference, since the youth unemployment rate grew more than the overall unemployment rate and there was a rise in the proportion of those not in employment, education or training. The increase in the youth unemployment rate between 2008 and 2014 was particularly marked in those countries worst affected by the crisis. However, in the majority of EU Member States youth unemployment fell more after 2014 than overall unemployment. The trend in the income of young adults was similar to the trend in their labour market status: the poverty rate among young adults increased between 2008 and 2014, but after 2014 its increase was halted in most countries. Although the economic upturn also improved the situation of young people, the literature highlights the fact that youth unemployment has a long-term detrimental effect on labour market prospects and other elements of the process of becoming adult (for example, leaving the parental home).


    The literature also reveals that the consequences of the economic crisis were more severe among young adults from low-status families. Family background had an impact on education (which largely determines labour market success) and it directly influenced the labour market success of young people during the crisis. The children of wealthier families were not only less likely to become unemployed, but were also more able to count on assistance from their family when unemployed.
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    Annex


    
      Figure A1 The share of young adults aged 18–24 living in the household of their parents, 2008, 2012, 2014 (per cent)


      
        [image: 09_A1] 

        Note: see abbreviations below Figure 1.


        Source: author’s calculations, EU–SILC.

      

    

  


  
    Poverty dynamics during the economic crisis in Hungary


    Réka Branyiczki and András Gábos


    1. Introduction


    In Hungary, the financial and economic crisis (and its aftermath) upset the stagnating or slightly improving poverty trends of the late 1990s and early 2000s. Both inequality and relative income poverty rates1 increased during the period from 2007 to 2012/13 (from 12.6 per cent to 17 per cent between 2007 and 2012, based on TÁRKI data, and from 12.3 per cent to 15 per cent between 2007 and 2013, according to the Hungarian Central Statistical Office – HCSO). Moreover, the increase in the severe material deprivation rate2 (which is strongly correlated with real income) was especially dramatic (TÁRKI: from 34 per cent to 37 per cent between 2009 and 2012; HCSO: from 18 per cent to 28 per cent between 2007 and 2013). Then both indicators decreased significantly after the crisis: the former from 15 per cent to 13.4 per cent, and the latter from 28 per cent to 16 per cent, according to the HCSO (HCSO, 2017; Szivós and Tóth, 2012). Aside from the crisis, social policy interventions that shifted with the political wind also affected poverty trends (Gábos and Tóth, 2017).


    Analysis of the cross-sectional TÁRKI Household Monitor surveys indicates that some of the tendencies visible in the post-transition period in-creased during the financial and economic crisis (2009–12); thus social segregation and the intergenerational transmission of poverty have been on the rise (Gábos et al., 2012). The drop in the severe material deprivation rate between 2012 and 2014 was mostly thanks to groups at low risk of poverty leaving deprivation status (Gábos et al., 2015: 57). Our aim is to check whether or not these conclusions based on cross-sectional survey data are also supported by panel data.


    First, we look at how data from the longitudinal survey can supplement the snapshots of cross-sectional data. For example, it is important for social policy making to see whether most of the people living in poverty in a given year are persistently or only temporarily poor, and to identify which social groups are more likely to enter or exit poverty. In Hungary, 13.8 per cent of the population were income poor in 2011 and 64 per cent were persistently income poor.3 Both values are around the EU average. Similarly, the proportion of people who exited poverty during 2008–12 was close to the EU aver-age: approximately 35 per cent of the people at risk of poverty in the preceding year. Meanwhile, the share of people entering poverty was 5.5 per cent on average during this period – below the EU average (Vaalavuo, 2015). How-ever, basing its conclusions on earlier data (from 2006–09), the European Commission has categorized Hungary as a country with a high risk of entering poverty and a low risk of exiting it, and with a relatively high persistent at-risk-of-poverty rate (EC, 2013).


    We analyse the longitudinal database of the European Union Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC), coordinated by Eurostat. First, we briefly describe the database and our methodology (section 2); then we show the trends of persistent poverty and persistent severe material deprivation in the EU (section 3). In section 4, we turn to Hungary and compare the socio-demographic characteristics of those groups that entered poverty and severe material deprivation between 2009 and 2012 with those groups that exited poverty and deprivation between 2011 and 2014. We also report multivariate statistics on the correlation between these socio-demographic characteristics and the measures of poverty (section 5). Finally, in section 6, we summarize our findings.


    2. Data and methodology – introducing the longitudinal database of EU-SILC


    We analyse the longitudinal database of EU-SILC. While the main aim of EU-SILC is to provide timely and comparable cross-sectional microdata on income and living conditions, it also has a four-year rotating panel component. The sample for any one year includes four subsamples (or replications) that are representative of the population. Each subsample stays in the survey for four years, but each year the subsample that has already been followed for four years is dropped and a new one is added. While the sample size of the longitudinal database is smaller than that of the cross-sectional one and covers only four years, it still gives an opportunity to follow individual-level changes over time. It is important to have some idea about the dynamics and persistence of poverty (not just its yearly prevalence), in order to assess how individuals’ income and labour-market status change over the years, and how long spells of poverty last.


    The panel sample may be biased by attrition, as individuals may drop out from one year to the next. Eurostat corrects for attrition through weighting; still, however, the yearly poverty indicators estimated on the basis of the panel sample are lower than those based on cross-sections. This implies that vulnerable respondents are more likely to drop out of the panel sample (Vaalavuo, 2015).


    One of the main purposes of the longitudinal EU-SILC is to provide in-formation on the duration of poverty and social exclusion. We analyse cross-sectional and longitudinal indicators of relative income poverty and severe material deprivation, such as the persistent poverty rate and the persistent material deprivation rate. The former is defined as the share of people who currently live in poverty and who were also below the relative income poverty threshold in two of the previous three years. Persistent material deprivation is defined similarly. These indicators show us the share of people who are not only temporarily poor or materially deprived, but who have been so for a longer period of 3–4 years. The distinction is important, because the difference in the living conditions of the two groups – the temporarily and the persistently poor – may be substantial. Likely negative impacts of persistent poverty include worse physical and mental health, weaker performance in education, lower future income, etc. (Duncan and Brooks-Gunn, 1997; Vaalavuo, 2015).


    We analyse the longitudinal EU-SILC databases for 2013 and 2015 (whose income reference periods are 2009–12 and 2011–14, respectively). The former period covers some years of the economic crisis; the latter includes the years of recovery. Both longitudinal and cross-sectional indicators are calculated on a four-year panel, where respondents are included in all four consecutive years. We report the reference year of the indicators; thus, we refer to data collected in 2013 as ‘2012 data’. In the following sections, we show some descriptive statistics; then we turn to a multivariate analysis.


    3. Persistent poverty and persistent material deprivation in Hungary and the EU


    There is a linear relationship between cross-sectional (yearly) relative income poverty and persistent poverty (Jenkins and Van Kerm, 2013): in EU countries where poverty is low/high in a given year, persistent poverty is also likely to be low/high. As we mentioned in the introduction, both indicators are low in Hungary in international terms: the poverty rate was 11.5 per cent in 2012 and the persistent poverty rate was 6.7 per cent during 2009–12 (Figure 1). In Europe, the values are lowest in the Czech Republic (approximately 7 per cent and 4 per cent) and highest in Romania (approx. 22 per cent and 17 per cent).


    
      Figure 1 Relative income poverty rate and persistent poverty rate, 2012
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        Country codes: AT – Austria, BE – Belgium, BG – Bulgaria, CY – Cyprus, CZ – Czech Republic, DK – Denmark, EE – Estonia, EL – Greece, ES – Spain, FI – Finland, FR – France, HR – Croatia, HU – Hungary, IE – Ireland, IT – Italy, LV – Latvia, LT – Lithuania, LU – Luxembourg, MT – Malta, NL –Netherlands, PL – Poland, PT – Portugal, RO – Romania, SI – Slovenia, SK – Slovakia, SE – Sweden, UK – United Kingdom.


        Source: authors’ estimates from the EU-SILC longitudinal database 2013.

      

    


    Figure 2 shows the share of the persistently poor (i.e. poor in at least two of the preceding three years) among those at risk of poverty in 2012. The underlying dynamics of similar cross-sectional values vary greatly. For example, the poverty rate was 16 per cent in 2012 in both Ireland and Bulgaria, but the share of the persistently poor was 46 per cent in the former and 80 per cent in the latter. Given that the share of people at risk of poverty in at least one of the four years is similar in both countries (29 per cent and 28 per cent) (see Figure 3), we conclude that people are more likely to exit poverty in Ireland, whereas in Bulgaria the majority of poor people tend to be persistently poor. Fluctuation was also high in the United Kingdom, where around one third of the population dipped below the poverty line at least once in four years, but where the persistent poverty rate was only 8 per cent in 2012 (Figure 3).


    
      Figure 2 Relative income poverty rate and the share of the persistently poor among the poor, 2012
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        Note: country codes are shown under Figure 1.


        Source: authors’ estimates from the longitudinal EU-SILC 2013.

      

    


    Income poverty is relatively low in Hungary: only around one fifth of the population lived below the poverty line in at least one year during the period 2009–12; this indicator was lower only in the Czech Republic and Finland. The persistent poverty rate was also low in Hungary (58 per cent) in European terms.


    
      Figure 3 Persistent income poverty rate and the share of the population living below the poverty threshold in at least one of the four years, 2012
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        Note: country codes are shown under Figure 1.


        Source: authors’ estimates from the longitudinal EU-SILC 2013.

      

    


    Once it comes to absolute and consumption-based measures of living standards, such as material deprivation, Hungary is at the bottom of the European ranking (see Gábos et al., 2016 for more details about the indicator). Material deprivation has a closer relationship with the economic output of the country and the average standards of living (i.e. GDP per capita), and accordingly it varies more than the poverty rate across countries. In 2012, the severe material deprivation rate was below 1 per cent in Sweden but al-most 40 per cent in Bulgaria (Figure 4). The spread was smaller in 2014, after the crisis: rates ranged from 2 per cent to 33 per cent. In Hungary, severe material deprivation is distinctly high: it was 25 per cent in 2012 and 19 per cent in 2014;4 only Romania and Bulgaria had higher values.


    
      Figure 4 Severe material deprivation rate and persistent severe material deprivation rate, 2012


      
        [image: 10_04] 

        Note: country codes are shown under Figure 1.


        Source: authors’ estimates from the longitudinal EU-SILC 2013.

      

    


    Like the relation between indicators of income poverty, the relationship be-tween cross-sectional and persistent severe material deprivation is linear (Figure 4). In most European countries, less than a tenth of the population was severely materially deprived and less than 5 per cent lived persistently in severe material deprivation. These rates were strikingly high in four countries: severe material deprivation was above 20 per cent and persistent deprivation was above 15 per cent in Bulgaria, Romania, Hungary and Latvia.


    In 2012, between 13 per cent and 84 per cent of the severely materially deprived were persistently deprived in the EU Member States (Figure 5). The value was lowest in Ireland and highest in Bulgaria. In Hungary, 70 per cent of the severely materially deprived population in 2012 were persistently deprived, and so the majority are ‘permanent’ members of the group. In contrast, the fluctuation is high in Cyprus, where severe material deprivation was above 15 per cent, but only a third of that number was persistently deprived.


    If we compare severe and persistently severe material deprivation rates in 2012 and 2014, we can see that in 2014 cross-sectional deprivation figures were lower, while persistent deprivation rates were higher than two years earlier. This implies that a higher share of the population was temporarily deprived during the crisis; later, during the period 2011–14, while the severe material deprivation rate was lower, the majority were persistently deprived, with less likelihood of exiting material deprivation.


    
      Figure 5 Severe material deprivation rate and the share of the persistently severely materially deprived among the severely materially deprived, 2012


      
        [image: 10_05] 

        Note: country codes are shown under Figure 1.


        Source: authors’ estimates from the longitudinal EU-SILC 2013.

      

    


    Further, we look at the relationship between persistent income poverty and persistent severe material deprivation in 2012 and 2014 (Figures 6 and 7). If we compare the two figures, we can observe that persistent material deprivation and its variance decreased, with countries moving to the left on the horizontal axis. By contrast, the variance in persistent income poverty increased from 2012 to 2014: in many countries the persistent poverty rates increased, but in others they decreased.


    While the crisis affected a large share of the population, income inequality increased until 2014, in parallel with the economic recovery. In Hungary, persistent material deprivation dropped from 17.5 per cent to 14 per cent, and persistent income poverty also decreased slightly – from 6.7 per cent to 6 per cent. So, inequality at the lower end of the income distribution did not change substantially, but living standards improved.


    
      Figure 6 Persistent severe material deprivation and persistent poverty,2012


      
        [image: 10_06] 

        Note: country codes are shown under Figure 1.


        Source: authors’ estimates from the longitudinal EU-SILC 2013.

      

    


    
      Figure 7 Persistent severe material deprivation and persistent poverty, 2014


      
        [image: 10_07] 

        Note: country codes are shown under Figure 1.


        Source: authors’ estimates from the longitudinal EU-SILC 2015.

      

    


    4. Poverty, material deprivation and the crisis –


    social characteristics of the groups entering and exiting


    In this section we compare those who entered poverty or became materially deprived during the economic crisis and those who left poverty during the recovery. From now on, we focus on Hungary and look at two groups: people who were not poor in 2009 but were poor in 2012 (entering group), and people who lived in poverty in 2011, but were no longer poor in 2014 (exiting group). We describe the two groups on the basis of their educational attainment, degree of urbanization, and the number of children in the household. We assess the groups that entered and left both income poverty and severe material deprivation.


    4.1 The dynamics of income poverty in Hungary


    The share of the population entering poverty between 2009 and 2012 and the share of those exiting it from 2011 to 2014 are similar. The group entering poverty during the crisis was more vulnerable and prone to poverty risk based on its socio-economic characteristics (educational attainment, employment status, number of children in the household, and the degree of urbanization in 2012) than the group that later managed to exit poverty between 2011 and 2014.


    Based on the EU-SILC longitudinal data, 12 per cent of the Hungarian population in 2009, and 13 per cent in 2012, had income below 60 per cent of median equivalized household income. Four fifths of the population were not poor in either year; and 7 per cent were poor in both years (Table 1). The share of those entering and exiting poverty during 2009 and 2012 was similar: 6 per cent and 5 per cent, respectively.


    
      Table 1 Dynamics of income poverty during 2009–12


      
        
          
            	

            	
              Not poor in 2012
            

            	
              Poor in 2012
            

            	
              Total
            
          


          
            	

            	
              %
            

            	
              N
            

            	
              %
            
          


          
            	
              Not poor in 2009
            

            	
              81
            

            	
              6
            

            	
              3882
            

            	
              88
            
          


          
            	
              Poor in 2009
            

            	
              5
            

            	
              7
            

            	
              540
            

            	
              12
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              87
            

            	
              13
            

            	
              4422
            

            	
              100
            
          

        
      


      Source: authors’ estimates from the longitudinal EU-SILC 2013.

    


    Overall, the income poverty rate decreased from 13 per cent to 12 per cent between 2011 and 2014 (Table 2). The dynamics during the recovery period of 2011–14 are similar to those observed during the crisis period. More than four fifths of the population were not affected by poverty in either 2011 or 2014; 7 per cent were poor in both years; and 5 per cent entered poverty, while 7 per cent left it.


    
      Table 2 Dynamics of income poverty during 2011–14


      
        
          
            	

            	

            	
              Not poor in 2014
            

            	
              Poor in 2014
            

            	
              Total
            
          


          
            	
              Not poor in 2011
            

            	
              number
            

            	
              2836
            

            	
              170
            

            	
              3006
            
          


          
            	
              %
            

            	
              82
            

            	
              5
            

            	
              87
            
          


          
            	
              Poor in 2011
            

            	
              number
            

            	
              234
            

            	
              233
            

            	
              467
            
          


          
            	
              %
            

            	
              7
            

            	
              7
            

            	
              13
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              number
            

            	
              3070
            

            	
              403
            

            	
              3473
            
          


          
            	
              %
            

            	
              88
            

            	
              12
            

            	
              100
            
          

        
      


      Source: authors’ estimates from the longitudinal EU-SILC 2015.

    


    We should keep in mind that the estimates of the cross-sectional and the longitudinal database may differ, and that our measures do not capture the yearly poverty dynamics between the start and the endpoint of the crisis and the recovery periods (2009 and 2011; 2011 and 2014, respectively).


    Some 46 per cent of the group entering poverty had attained only primary education; 50 per cent had gone to secondary school; and only 4 per cent had a diploma (Table 3). By contrast, 10 per cent of the exiting group had been through higher education, while only about a third of them had had only primary education.


    While employment status is more likely to change than education status over such a short period, it is still instructive to compare the labour-market status of the entering and exiting groups.5 Less than a third of those who entered poverty were employed, while the proportion was over 50 per cent in the exiting group. Similarly, a fifth were unemployed in the entering group, but only 8 per cent in the exiting group. Half of those entering poverty and two fifths of those leaving it were inactive.


    The share of people without children was higher in the exiting group (56 per cent) than among those people entering poverty (35 per cent). The opposite is the case for people with more than one child – i.e. a larger share of them entered poverty than left it. The share of people with one child was similar in both groups (16 per cent and 18 per cent).


    
      Table 3 Socio-economic characteristics of people entering income poverty between 2009 and 2012 and people exiting poverty between 2011 and 2014, in Hungary (per cent)


      
        
          
            	

            	
              Entering (2009–12)
            

            	
              Exiting (2011–14)
            
          


          
            	
              Education
            
          


          
            	
              Primary
            

            	
              45.7
            

            	
              36.5
            
          


          
            	
              Secondary
            

            	
              50.4
            

            	
              53.3
            
          


          
            	
              Higher education
            

            	
              4.0
            

            	
              10.2
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            
          


          
            	
              Employment status
            
          


          
            	
              Employed
            

            	
              31.7
            

            	
              50.6
            
          


          
            	
              Unemployed
            

            	
              19.1
            

            	
              8.0
            
          


          
            	
              Inactive
            

            	
              49.3
            

            	
              41.4
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            
          


          
            	
              Number of children
            
          


          
            	
              0
            

            	
              34.7
            

            	
              55.8
            
          


          
            	
              1
            

            	
              16.4
            

            	
              17.5
            
          


          
            	
              2
            

            	
              28.9
            

            	
              15.8
            
          


          
            	
              3+
            

            	
              16.6
            

            	
              10.9
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            
          


          
            	
              Degree of urbanization
            
          


          
            	
              Densely populated area
            

            	
              15.0
            

            	
              21.5
            
          


          
            	
              Intermediate area
            

            	
              19.0
            

            	
              15.2
            
          


          
            	
              Thinly populated area
            

            	
              66.0
            

            	
              63.3
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            
          

        
      


      Source: authors’ estimates from the longitudinal EU-SILC 2013 and 2015.

    


    Finally, we examined the degree of urbanization6 in the two groups. Two thirds of those who entered poverty lived in a sparsely populated area, while only 15 per cent lived in the capital. The share of people living in Budapest was much higher (22 per cent) among those leaving poverty.


    4.2 The dynamics of severe material deprivation in Hungary


    In Hungary, severe material deprivation is not only more widespread than income poverty, but is also more dynamic, with more movement between the deprived and the non-deprived groups. As with people entering income poverty, so those people entering severe material deprivation also tend to be socio-economically more vulnerable (albeit less so).


    The dynamics of severe material deprivation during the crisis in Hungary were as follows: 24 per cent lived in severe material deprivation in 2009 and 29 per cent in 2012; two thirds of the population were not materially deprived in either 2009 or 2012; but close to a fifth experienced material deprivation in both years (Table 4). The share of people entering severe material deprivation (11 per cent) was almost twice as large as the share exiting deprivation (6 per cent) between 2009 and 2012.


    
      Table 4 Dynamics of severe material deprivation during 2009–12


      
        
          
            	

            	

            	
              Not deprived in 2012
            

            	
              Deprived in 2012
            

            	
              Total
            
          


          
            	
              Not deprived in 2009
            

            	
              number
            

            	
              2877
            

            	
              503
            

            	
              3380
            
          


          
            	
              %
            

            	
              65
            

            	
              11
            

            	
              76
            
          


          
            	
              Deprived in 2009
            

            	
              number
            

            	
              257
            

            	
              785
            

            	
              1042
            
          


          
            	
              %
            

            	
              6
            

            	
              18
            

            	
              24
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              number
            

            	
              3134
            

            	
              1288
            

            	
              4422
            
          


          
            	
              %
            

            	
              71
            

            	
              29
            

            	
              100
            
          

        
      


      Source: authors’ estimates from the longitudinal EU-SILC 2015.

    


    The severe material deprivation rate decreased from 27 per cent to 20 per cent between 2011 and 2014. Again, around two thirds of the population were not deprived in either year; 14 per cent lived in deprivation in both years; the proportion of people entering deprivation was 6 per cent; while more than twice that figure –13 per cent – succeeded in exiting it (Table 5).


    If we compare the entering and exiting groups, again we see that those entering deprivation are more vulnerable; however, there are some interesting differences compared to our previous observations (Table 6).


    
      Table 5 Dynamics of severe material deprivation in the 2014 total population, 2011–14


      
        
          
            	

            	

            	
              Not deprived in 2014
            

            	
              Deprived in 2014
            

            	
              Total
            
          


          
            	
              Not deprived in 2011
            

            	
              number
            

            	
              2306
            

            	
              212
            

            	
              2518
            
          


          
            	
              %
            

            	
              66
            

            	
              6
            

            	
              73
            
          


          
            	
              Deprived in 2011
            

            	
              number
            

            	
              457
            

            	
              498
            

            	
              955
            
          


          
            	
              %
            

            	
              13
            

            	
              14
            

            	
              27
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              number
            

            	
              2763
            

            	
              710
            

            	
              3473
            
          


          
            	
              %
            

            	
              80
            

            	
              20
            

            	
              100
            
          

        
      


      Source: authors’ estimates from the longitudinal EU-SILC 2015.

    


    The main underlying reason for the differences is that the share of those severely materially deprived is higher than the proportion of income poor; thus the former group tends to be more heterogeneous and contains relatively few people at high risk of poverty. In other words, material deprivation affects less vulnerable people as well, while income poverty is more concentrated on the vulnerable. Only a third of those people entering severe material deprivation between 2009 and 2012 had only primary education, whereas the share was 46 per cent among those entering income poverty; the figures were approximately 28 per cent and 37 per cent in the case of groups exiting from deprivation and income poverty, respectively. Also, in the case of in-come poverty, around two thirds of both the entering and the exiting groups lived in villages, while only around half of the people both entering and leaving severe material deprivation lived in sparsely populated areas.


    Likewise, we observe that people entering and people leaving severe material deprivation are more alike (in terms of their socio-economic characteristics) than are people entering and people exiting income poverty. The differences in educational attainment between the entry and exit groups are smaller in the case of material deprivation than in the case of income poverty. These asymmetries are even more pronounced when we look at employment status and number of children. Between the groups entering and exiting in-come poverty, there is a 20 percentage point difference in terms of the share of the employed and a 10 percentage point difference in terms of the share of the unemployed; by contrast, in the case of severe material deprivation the gap is only 4 and 5 percentage points, respectively. Meanwhile, we find that the share of people without children is almost the same in the group entering severe material deprivation between 2009 and 2012 as it is in the group exiting deprivation between 2011 and 2014, whereas there is a 21 percentage point difference in the figures for income poverty.


    
      Table 6 Socio-economic characteristics of people entering severe material deprivation between 2009 and 2012 and people exiting deprivation between 2011 and 2014 in Hungary (per cent)


      
        
          
            	

            	
              Entering (2009–12)
            

            	
              Exiting (2011–14)
            
          


          
            	
              Education
            
          


          
            	
              Primary
            

            	
              33.8
            

            	
              27.5
            
          


          
            	
              Secondary
            

            	
              55.9
            

            	
              58.6
            
          


          
            	
              Higher education
            

            	
              10.3
            

            	
              14.0
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            
          


          
            	
              Employment status
            
          


          
            	
              Employed
            

            	
              41.7
            

            	
              45.7
            
          


          
            	
              Unemployed
            

            	
              12.2
            

            	
              6.9
            
          


          
            	
              Inactive
            

            	
              46.1
            

            	
              47.4
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            
          


          
            	
              Number of children

            
          


          
            	
              0
            

            	
              52.3
            

            	
              51.7
            
          


          
            	
              1
            

            	
              24.8
            

            	
              18.5
            
          


          
            	
              2
            

            	
              14.7
            

            	
              14.1
            
          


          
            	
              3+
            

            	
              8.1
            

            	
              15.8
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            
          


          
            	
              Degree of urbanization
            
          


          
            	
              Densely populated area
            

            	
              27.5
            

            	
              24.4
            
          


          
            	
              Intermediate area
            

            	
              15.2
            

            	
              25.1
            
          


          
            	
              Thinly populated area
            

            	
              57.3
            

            	
              50.5
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              100.0
            
          

        
      


      Source: authors’ estimates from the longitudinal EU-SILC 2013 and 2015.

    


    It is interesting that the share of the generally more vulnerable people with children who entered severe material deprivation during the crisis is no higher than the share of those who exited deprivation during the recovery. Moreover, the share of people raising three or more children was higher in the exit group than in the entry group (16 per cent vs. 8 per cent).


    5. Multivariate analysis


    Now we turn to a multivariate analysis to assess the role of the socio-economic characteristics in explaining severe material deprivation and in-come poverty during the two periods under analysis: 2009–12 (the years of the crisis) and 2011–14 (recovery). We estimated panel probit regressions on the two samples (2009–12 and 2011–14), where the dependent variables – severe material deprivation and income poverty – are dichotomous (0 if the person is not poor/deprived and 1 otherwise).


    The explanatory variables are our usual socio-economic characteristics: educational attainment, employment status, number of children and degree of urbanization (see the categories in Table 3 and Table 6). We summarize our results by showing average marginal effects in Table 7.


    The results suggest that people living in severe material deprivation form a larger and more heterogeneous group than the income poor – especially during the crisis, when it was not just the otherwise more vulnerable people who were affected. In the recovery period, the group of materially deprived are already more homogeneous in terms of their socio-economic characteristics. This implies that our conclusion based on the cross-sectional data also holds true on the basis of the panel data: it seems that it was mostly people with higher socio-economic status (in other words, the lower-middle and the middle class) who were able to exit material deprivation, having experienced temporary deprivation during the crisis (mostly due to a fall in real incomes and to indebtedness).


    In both periods, education and employment are the strongest factors ex-plaining both severe material deprivation and income poverty. The number of children is related to poverty and deprivation only if there are three or more children (which is positively correlated with poverty and deprivation). Degree of urbanization matters, but the magnitudes are small. Apart from these common general tendencies, we see some differences between the two indicators of social exclusion. For instance, the difference between the coefficients in the two time periods is more pronounced in the case of severe material deprivation; for example, education ‘made a bigger difference’ during the years of recovery.


    During the crisis, someone with secondary education had a 10 per cent lower chance on average of being deprived (all other things being equal) than someone with only primary education, whereas after the crisis the estimated figure was 26 per cent lower. Someone with higher education was an estimated 16 per cent less likely than someone with only primary education to be deprived during 2009–12, and 31 per cent less likely during 2011–14. It is interesting that there was less likelihood of someone with three or more children being materially deprived during the crisis than in the years of recovery (all other things being equal), whereas that same person was more likely to be income poor during the period of crisis.


    
      Table 7 Probability of severe material deprivation and income poverty at the individual level, in Hungary during 2009–12 and 2011–14


      
        
          
            	

            	
              (1)
            

            	
              (2)
            

            	
              (3)
            

            	
              (4)
            
          


          
            	
              severe material deprivation
            

            	
              income poverty
            
          


          
            	
              2009–12
            

            	
              2011–14
            

            	
              2009–12
            

            	
              2011–14
            
          


          
            	
              Education (reference category: primary)
            
          


          
            	
              Secondary
            

            	
              –0.10***


              (0.02)
            

            	
              –0.26***


              (0.03)
            

            	
              –0.04***


              (0.01)
            

            	
              –0.06***


              (0.01)
            
          


          
            	
              Higher education
            

            	
              –0.16***


              (0.02)
            

            	
              –0.31***


              (0.03)
            

            	
              –0.07***


              (0.01)
            

            	
              –0.08***


              (0.01)
            
          


          
            	
              Employment status (reference category: employed)
            
          


          
            	
              Unemployed
            

            	
              0.12***


              (0.02)
            

            	
              0.12***


              (0.02)
            

            	
              0.10***


              (0.01)
            

            	
              0.10***


              (0.02)
            
          


          
            	
              Inactive
            

            	
              –0.003


              (0.009)
            

            	
              0.002


              (0.010)
            

            	
              0.022***


              (0.004)
            

            	
              0.007*


              (0.004)
            
          


          
            	
              Degree of urbanization (reference category: densely populated)
            
          


          
            	
              Intermediate
            

            	
              0.04***


              (0.02)
            

            	
              –0.02


              (0.01)
            

            	
              0.03***


              (0.01)
            

            	
              0.01***


              (0.00)
            
          


          
            	
              Thinly populated area
            

            	
              0.03***


              (0.01)
            

            	
              –0.04***


              (0.01)
            

            	
              0.05***


              (0.00)
            

            	
              0.03***


              (0.01)
            
          


          
            	
              Number of children (reference category: 0)
            
          


          
            	
              1
            

            	
              –0.01


              (0.01)
            

            	
              0.01


              (0.01)
            

            	
              0.01*


              (0.01)
            

            	
              0.00


              (0.01)
            
          


          
            	
              2
            

            	
              –0.01


              (0.01)
            

            	
              0.01


              (0.02)
            

            	
              0.03***


              (0.01)
            

            	
              0.02*


              (0.01)
            
          


          
            	
              3+
            

            	
              0.10***


              (0.03)
            

            	
              0.22***


              (0.04)
            

            	
              0.14***


              (0.02)
            

            	
              0.09***


              (0.02)
            
          


          
            	
              Age control
            

            	
              yes
            

            	
              yes
            

            	
              yes
            

            	
              yes
            
          


          
            	
              Number of observations
            

            	
              15 039
            

            	
              12 102
            

            	
              15 039
            

            	
              12 102
            
          

        
      


      a Panel probit regression, coefficients are estimates of the average marginal effects.


      Note: clustered robust standard errors in parentheses.


      *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.


      Source: authors’ estimates from the longitudinal EU-SILC 2013 and 2015.

    


    6. Conclusion


    Social segmentation was bolstered in Hungary during the economic crisis (2009–12), and the socio-economic profile of the poor and socially excluded became more homogeneous. The decline in the severe material deprivation rate between 2012 and 2014 was mostly due to the exit of the less vulnerable groups that were only temporarily deprived. In this chapter we have assessed the dynamics of poverty based on longitudinal data and have reassessed the implications of the cross-sectional data.


    Cross-sectional and persistent income poverty is low in Hungary in European terms; however, the severe material deprivation rate – both cross-sectional and persistent – is strikingly high. In 2012, 70 per cent of the severely materially deprived were persistently deprived; and the figure increased to 74 per cent in 2014 (in parallel with the decrease in the overall severe material deprivation rate between 2012 and 2014).


    Not only is the share of the population living in severe material deprivation higher than the proportion who are income poor, but the dynamics of deprivation is also stronger than the dynamics of income poverty: movement between the deprived and non-deprived groups is more frequent than it is between the poor and non-poor groups. People entering and exiting severe material deprivation tend to be less vulnerable in terms of their socio-economic characteristics (and more alike) than the groups of people entering and exiting income poverty.


    Multivariate analysis seems to confirm our hypothesis based on cross-sectional data: as the economy slowly recovered, it was mostly the lower-middle class and the middle class that managed to exit income poverty and severe material deprivation; thus they were socially excluded only temporarily.
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    Integration of the Roma in Hungary in the 2010s


    Anikó Bernát


    The main economic and social indicators show a basically favourable environment emerging in Hungary over the past few years, with persistently low unemployment, growing GDP, rising real income and very low (or even zero) inflation during most of the decade in focus (Kopint-TÁRKI, 2018). The share of those living in poverty or exclusion has decreased, and all three components of this indicator (the share of those living in households with income poverty, severe material deprivation and low work intensity) has also shrunk (Bernát and Gábos, 2018). But does this progress, which describes general trends in society, also affect the traditionally most disadvantaged Hungarian social group – the Roma?


    The issue of how to overcome the disadvantages faced by Eastern Euro-pean Roma (among them Hungarian Roma) has been discussed for over a century; over that time, the process may be seen as a series of forward and backward steps (Dupcsik, 2009). However, over the past decade, the process has rather resembled a roller-coaster, as described in the monitoring study by Bernát and Gábos (2018), on which this chapter is based.1 Most of the data used were collected by the Hungarian Central Statistical Office (HCSO): the Hungarian waves of such large-scale European surveys as the EU Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) and the Labour Force Survey (LFS), which since 2013–14 have also provided information on ethnic back-ground.2 These ethnic identity questions supplement the general EU-SILC and LFS surveys in Hungary (i.e. they are not part of the general European EU-SILC and LFS datasets) and make a Roma versus non-Roma comparison possible within a large-sample, representative survey. Moreover, thanks to the Second European Union Minorities and Discrimination Survey (EU-MIDIS II) conducted by the European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights (FRA), it is also possible to place the situation of Hungarian Roma within a European context.


    This study presents the process of Roma integration during the 2010s through those social policy indicators that link to the areas of interventions by the European and Hungarian Roma Strategies.3 The Hungarian National Social Integration Strategy (hereafter: ‘the Strategy’; see NTFS, 2011; MNTFS II, 2014) lists the social policy aims in order of importance: first of all, reducing the share of those living in poverty and exclusion, with a special focus on the Roma population; followed by preventing the reproduction of poverty and social exclusion, improving equal access to socio-economic goods and strengthening social cohesion. This chapter presents the progress made in achieving these aims, as reflected in the rate of those living in poverty or social exclusion and the main employment and education indicators.


    1. Poverty and social exclusion


    In 2011, the Strategy aimed at reducing the number of people living in poverty or social exclusion by 450,000, and the poverty and social exclusion rate itself by 5 percentage points between 2008 and 2020. This aim would result in a fall in the number of people in the most disadvantaged social group from 2.83 million to 2.38 million, and a decline in their population share from 28 per cent to 23 per cent (NTFS, 2011: 61; MNTFS II, 2014: 72). This is also the Hungarian target figure for the fight against poverty and social exclusion linked to the Europe 2020 Strategy. 4 The EU2020 Strategy measures the fight against poverty and social exclusion using three base indicators, taking the sum of persons who are: at risk of poverty 5 or severely materially deprived6 or living in households with very low work intensity; 7 these three sub-indicators make up the composite indicator on poverty and social exclusion.8


    According to the composite indicator described above, 3 out of 10 Hungarians lived in poverty or social exclusion in 2009 (29.6 per cent); that figure increased in subsequent years, peaking at 34.8 per cent in 2013, before declining to 25.6 per cent by 2017. Nevertheless, Roma people are more ex-posed to poverty, since it affects them three times more often than non-Roma: in 2017, three quarters of Roma were living in poverty or social exclusion (75.6 per cent) versus one quarter of non-Roma (24.7 per cent); both rates are the lowest since 2014 (see Figure 1 and Table 1).


    The high poverty and exclusion rates of the Roma is largely due to the cumulative disadvantages of certain social characteristics. This form of poverty mostly affects the low educated, children and young people (aged under 18), and those living in smaller settlements and in large families. The older the respondent, the lower the share of poor people – partly because of the high rates (above 50 per cent) of child poverty, which is also clearly reflected in the extremely high poverty rates of families with at least three children. The same is true of single parents, and this group remained in this dire situation throughout the period under examination – unlike large families, whose poverty rates have declined (36.1 per cent in 2017), most probably due to the tax allowances available for employees raising at least three children.


    
      Figure 1 Share of Roma and non-Roma living in poverty or social exclusion, 2014–17 (per cent)


      
        [image: 11_01] 

        Source: NTFS Monitoring database 2018, based on KSH HKÉF (HCSO EU-SILC) survey.

      

    


    One of the most important factors behind social status is educational attainment, which has a particularly strong effect on the risk of poverty. Four out of ten Hungarians in general with at most primary education (41.0 per cent) were living in poverty in 2017 – between three and four times the figure for those with tertiary education (12.0 per cent). Poverty is also a rural phenomenon in Hungary: the lower the status of the settlement, the higher the share of people living in poverty or exclusion, even though the rates have fallen by 8–10 percentage points since 2013 (Bernát and Gábos, 2018).


    Throughout the 2010s, up until 2017, poverty or social exclusion rates declined in all major social groups (except for people with tertiary education and elderly two-person households, where the rates have not changed significantly). The risk of poverty has decreased since 2013 (the year when the highest rates were recorded) most intensively among those living in house-holds with two or three children; people with secondary education; residents of the capital city Budapest and of smaller towns, as well as those living in the regions of Central Hungary, Central Transdanubia and the Northern Great Plain (Bernát and Gábos, 2018).


    The three components of the above composite indicator are also worth studying, i.e. how the trends have developed over the 2010s with regard to the share of those living in households with income poverty, severe material deprivation and low work intensity.


    The share of people living in relative income poverty9 grew slightly (1 per-centage point) between 2009 and 2017: from 12.4 per cent to 13.4 per cent (Table 1).


    
      Table 1 Poverty, exclusion and its components among the Roma and non-Roma, 2009–17 (per cent)
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      Source: NTFS Monitoring database 2018, based on KSH HKÉF (HCSO EU-SILC) survey.

    


    In the middle of the period under examination (between 2013 and 2015) the figure was even higher, at 15 per cent (before falling back to 13.4 per cent in 2017). This means that Hungary’s poverty rate is below the EU-28 average of 17.3 per cent (Eurostat, 2018). Ethnic background plays a role again, as it has the strongest impact on income poverty. Among those who live in a household with a Roma head, four times as many people (48.4 per cent) are below the income poverty threshold as when a non-Roma is head of the household (12.8 per cent). While this remains an enormous disparity, the figure for those living in a household with a Roma head has dropped rapidly and significantly over just a few years – from 67.9 per cent in 2014 to 48.4 per cent in 2017 (Figure 2). The socio-economic factors that affect income poverty are sharpest along those dimensions that are significant with regard to the indicator on poverty or social exclusion and which affect Roma dis-proportionately; this also means that the cumulation of social disadvantages leads to high rates of relative income poverty among Roma.


    
      Figure 2 Share of relative income poverty among Roma and non-Roma,2014–17 (per cent)
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        Source: NTFS Monitoring database 2018, based on KSH HKÉF (HCSO EU-SILC) survey.

      

    


    The EU-MIDIS II survey by the FRA revealed even higher relative income poverty rates: 75 per cent for Hungarian Roma in 2014,10 which is still the third-lowest rate (after the Czech Republic at 59 per cent and Romania at 70 per cent) among the eight countries surveyed. The extremely high rates point to the severe and deep poverty that affects Southern and Eastern European Roma, and which ranges from 86 to 98 per cent in Bulgaria, Slovakia, Greece and Spain (FRA, 2016).


    Another standard indicator measuring income or material status is the share of those living in a household with severe material deprivation. According to this indicator, the severely deprived are defined as those who cannot afford at least four out of nine deprivations items (see the list of items in footnote 6). The share of the severely deprived population grew between 2009 and 2013 (from 20.3 per cent to 27.8 per cent), before decreasing gradually to reach 14.3 per cent by 2017 (Table 1). According to Eurostat data, in 2013 only in Bulgaria and Romania was severe material deprivation more widespread than in Hungary; later, in 2016, Greece joined those two Member States, pushing Hungary into 4th place; that year the EU average was 8.1 per cent (Eurostat, 2018). The disadvantages facing Roma are still enormous, despite the declining trend across society (including the Roma). Though still significant, the improvement between 2014 and 2017 affected Roma less than non-Roma: among Roma, the share of those living in severe material deprivation decreased from 78.1 per cent to 55.5 per cent (i.e. by a third), whereas among non-Roma the figure declined from 22.1 per cent to 13.8 per cent (i.e. 40 per cent).


    The third component of the indicator on poverty and exclusion is the share of those living in a low work-intensity household;11 this figure has practically halved over the period under examination. In 2009, 11.3 per cent of Hungarians below the age of 60 lived in work-poor households, compared to 6.3 per cent in 2017. The pace of decrease is the same for Roma and non-Roma: it nearly halved in both groups between 2014 and 2017 (with a drop from 45 per cent to 25 per cent among Roma, and from 8.4 per cent to 4.5 per cent among non-Roma) (Table 1).


    The improvement is clearly reflected in expanding employment, which has its roots in the expanding public work scheme (see below). According to Eurostat, in 2012 the share of those living in low work-intensity households in Hungary (13.5 per cent) was above the EU average (10.6 per cent), but by 2016 the Hungarian figure (7.9 per cent) was below the EU average (10.5 per cent) (Eurostat, 2018). According to the FRA EU-MIDIS II survey, 27 per cent of the Hungarian Roma below the age of 60 were living in work-poor households (in contrast to 35.6 per cent measured by the LFS; the difference between the two results is probably due to methodology). The share of Hungarian Roma living in low work-intensity households is the second lowest (after Greece); thus the situation of Hungarian Roma seems to be somewhat better than among Roma living in the other Eastern and Southern European countries surveyed (Slovakia, Czech Republic, Romania, Bulgaria, Spain, Portugal) (FRA, 2016).


    2. Employment and unemployment


    2.1 Employment


    In the framework of the Europe 2020 Strategy, Hungary undertook to raise the employment rate of people aged 20–64 to 75 per cent by 2020.12 Between 2009 and 2017, the employment rate increased from 54.9 per cent to 68.2 per cent (on average by 1.9 percentage points annually). However, up until 2013 the increase was significantly lower than this annual average; thereafter it was above the average. Beyond the average growth, there are significant differences according to ethnic background, age and education (Table A1).


    The growth in employment among the Roma has been faster than in any of the other social groups listed in Table A1. In 2013, 26 per cent of Roma were employed, in contrast to 45 per cent in 2017 (Table A1). An important source of the growth is public works, which accounted for 9 per cent of the 26 per cent employment rate among the Roma in 2013, and for 16 per cent of the 45 per cent employment rate in 2017.


    Nevertheless, the improvement in the labour market attachment of Roma is not necessarily followed by an equivalent improvement in their income, since the public works scheme provides a low income: only 77 per cent of the minimum income in 2013, dropping to 64 per cent in 2017 (and 58 per cent in 2018). On the other hand, the gap between the employment rates of Roma (45.0 per cent in 2017) and non-Roma (68.9 cent in 2017) has narrowed to 1.5 times (from 2.3 times in 2013).


    Taking all relevant social characteristics into consideration, the lowest employment rate is among less-educated people (with primary school as the highest educational level attained); however, this rate increased by 11.6 per-centage points between 2013 (26.9 per cent) and 2017 (38.5 per cent). This is not exceptional: there has been a growth in employment for all educational levels. In 2017, the employment rate of those people with the lowest level of education was still less than half the rate of those with the highest level of education (38.5 per cent vs. 84.3 per cent). The improvement among the low educated originates from public works – clearly reflected in the fact that while 8 per cent of the low educated were employed in public works in 2010, by 2017 the figure had more than doubled, to 20 per cent.


    Among Roma, the employment rate is only 1.5 times greater in the age group with the highest employment rate than in the age group with the low-est; meanwhile, among non-Roma the difference is 2.5 times (thus age has less of an impact on the likelihood of employment among the Roma). A similar pattern can be observed if we look at education: among Roma, the employment rate in the education group with the highest employment rate is only 1.7 times the rate for the group with the lowest employment rate; among the non-Roma, that difference is more than double. Albeit to a lesser extent, the pattern is reversed when we look at employment by county and type of settlement: the differences in the employment rate are less pronounced among non-Roma (Bernát and Gábos, 2018). These patterns can be explained only by taking into consideration the very strong composition effect among the factors: ethnic differences in the employment rate can largely be traced back to differences in education and residence.


    However, the employment rate of Hungarian Roma is among the best in Southern and Eastern Europe, according to the FRA EU-MIDIS II survey. The results of EU-MIDIS II show a 36 per cent employment rate, which is significantly lower than the 44.5 per cent in the Hungarian wave of LFS (presented above), and which can most probably be explained by methodological differences in the surveys; but even with this lower rate, Hungary lies second behind Greece in terms of the employment rate of Roma in 2016 (FRA, 2016).


    2.2 Unemployment and inactivity


    Another important labour market indicator is how the share of unemployed people (i.e. those of active age who are jobless but are seeking work) has been shaped. The share of the unemployed13 has decreased significantly in the active-age population (15–74) – by almost two thirds between 2010 and 2017 (or 7 percentage points, from 11.2 per cent to 4.2 per cent). However, there are significant differences by ethnicity, age and educational level, even though the improvement has reached even the most vulnerable (Table A2). The unemployment rate has halved among Roma – from 39.5 per cent to 18.5 per cent – but this still represents the highest level of unemployment among the socio-demographic groups examined. The share of unemployment has decreased even more among non-Roma – by 60 per cent (from 9.1 per cent to 3.8 per cent); thus the gap between Roma and non-Roma has actually widened – from a difference of 4.3 times in 2013 to 4.9 times in 2017. The relative difference has increased despite the fact that between 2013 and 2017 the situation of Roma seems to have improved much more than that of non-Roma in absolute terms, as the unemployment rate of the Roma dropped by 21 percentage points (5.3 percentage points on average annually), compared to 5.3 percentage points (annually 1.3 percentage points on average) among the non-Roma.


    In order to understand the significant decrease in the number of the un-employed, it is important to note that a major part of the formerly unemployed appear as employed, but are actually employed in public works, rather than the primary labour market. The number of people employed in public works grew by 119,000 between 2010 and 2017; this has been followed by an increase in the share of public workers in the economically active population (in 2010, 1.8 per cent of the active population were in the public works scheme, compared to 4.2 per cent in 2017).


    The improvement in the unemployment statistics among Roma and non-Roma can be analysed only cautiously, due to the relatively small number of responses (which limits statistical analysis); but the differentiating effect of age is weaker among Roma than among non-Roma – a trend which mirrors that observed in terms of employment. In 2013, the difference was similar in terms of the share of Roma and non-Roma unemployed in the youngest and middle-aged (25–54) cohorts; but by 2017 a shift could be detected: in the youngest cohort, the difference in the unemployment rate between Roma and non-Roma had shrunk to 7.8 percentage points, whereas in the older cohort the difference remained larger (15 percentage points).


    Due to sample size limitations, we can compare only the low educated (a maximum of primary education attained) and those with lower-secondary education. Among non-Roma with just primary education, the unemployment rate was double the rate of the better-educated group throughout the period examined. Among Roma, this was true only of the last year: generally speaking, among them the difference between the two educational levels was much smaller, and the unemployment rate was very high, at above 40 per cent in both groups in 2013, gradually decreasing by 2017 thanks to public works. Matters improved most among the lower-secondary educated, as the unemployment rate dropped by 30 percentage points in this group, whereas it fell by 20 percentage points among those with at most primary education. Finally, by 2017 there were twice as many unemployed Roma with at most primary education as there were unemployed Roma with lower-secondary education (21.5 per cent and 11 per cent) (Table A2).


    The long-term unemployment rate14 also dropped significantly, from 5.6 per cent to 1.7 per cent between 2010 and 2017 (Table A3), which again might be connected to the rapid growth in public works employment in the second half of the period. The declining trend reached all relevant social groups: in some, the share of the long-term unemployed halved; in others it fell by four fifths. As with other labour market and poverty indicators, ethnic background is the most influential factor determining the chances of becoming long-term unemployed. In 2017, the long-term unemployment rate among Roma (7.0 per cent) was four times the rate among non-Roma (1.6 per cent); the pace of the decrease was the same in the two groups between 2013 and 2017. In terms of educational background, the long-term unemployment rate is highest by far among the lowest-educated people: twice as high as among those with lower-secondary education; three times as high as among those with upper-secondary education; and seven times as high as among those with tertiary education; these differences are stable throughout the period examined (Table A3).


    Inactivity has also decreased significantly in general in the broader active-age generation (15–74). The trend was more intensive among Roma (from 54.1 per cent in 2013 to 47.5 per cent in 2017) than non-Roma (from 42.2 per cent to 37.9 per cent). But there is still a difference of 10 percentage points between the groups – unsurprisingly, to the detriment of the Roma. The age pattern of inactivity differs between the Roma and non-Roma in those cohorts that are especially relevant to employment. The difference is larger among Roma in the most active cohorts (32.0 per cent of 25–54-year-old Roma and 60.7 per cent of 55–64-year-old Roma) than among non-Roma (12.5 per cent and 46.2 per cent, respectively). Nevertheless, in both groups the young and old cohorts show similar patterns in 2017: two thirds of youngsters (15–24) are inactive, and almost 100 per cent of the elderly (65–74), irrespectively of ethnicity. Similarities can be found in terms of education: the least educated have the highest inactivity rates; meanwhile among both Roma and non-Roma, those with lower-secondary education are less inactive than those with upper-secondary education. However, the difference between the two groups of the secondary educated is wider among Roma than among non-Roma.


    Depending on whether they live in the capital city or in a rural settlement, the difference in rates of inactivity among Roma is also wider than among non-Roma: 33 per cent of Roma who live in Budapest and 45–50 per cent of those who live in a rural settlement are inactive, compared to 34 per cent and 38–39 per cent, respectively, for non-Roma (Table A4).


    3. Education


    The key factor in the integration of the Roma is participation in education, with a special focus on the length and quality of education.


    As in previous decades, the share of Roma with at most primary education is extremely high (indeed four times the level for non-Roma). Some 8 out of 10 Roma (80.2 per cent) have an educational level no higher than primary, whereas in 2017 the rate was 2 out of 10 for non-Roma (20.4 per cent). It is also important to note that while the share of low-educated Roma did not change between 2013 and 2017, a significant (12 per cent) decrease was observed among non-Roma (Table 2). This also suggests that the education-al gap between Roma and non-Roma has widened at this low level.


    Between 2010 and 2017, less than half of all young people aged 15–24 participated in secondary education, and there was a 3 percentage point fall during the period (from 44 per cent to 41 per cent). The most important deteriotion affected the Roma, as the rate of Roma students in secondary education dropped 30 per cent (10 percentage points, from 34.0 per cent to 24.2 per cent) between 2013 and 2017, while the share of non-Roma students remained almost unchanged (42.7 per cent in 2013 and 41.6 per cent in 2017). The educational disadvantage of Roma is highlighted by the fact that 7.7 per cent of Roma in this cohort were still in primary education, in contrast to 2.6 per cent of non-Roma. By far the largest ethnic gap in education is in tertiary education in the same age cohort: 19.3 per cent of young non-Roma study at university, compared to 0.8 per cent of Roma (Table 2).


    
      Table 2 Educational indicators in the total, Roma and non-Roma population, 2010–17 (per cent)
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              20.6
            

            	
              19.3
            

            	
              18.3
            
          


          
            	
              Roma
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              0.7
            

            	
              0.4
            

            	
              1.7
            

            	
              0.9
            

            	
              0.8
            
          


          
            	
              non-Roma
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              22.7
            

            	
              20.9
            

            	
              21.8
            

            	
              20.4
            

            	
              19.3
            
          


          
            	
              Share of early school leavers*
            
          


          
            	
              Country average
            

            	
              10.8
            

            	
              11.4
            

            	
              11.8
            

            	
              11.9
            

            	
              11.4
            

            	
              11.6
            

            	
              12.4
            

            	
              12.5
            
          


          
            	
              Roma
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              64.2
            

            	
              57.0
            

            	
              59.9
            

            	
              61.8
            

            	
              65.3
            
          


          
            	
              non-Roma
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              8.7
            

            	
              10.3
            

            	
              8.9
            

            	
              9.6
            

            	
              9.4
            
          


          
            	
              NEET rate among 15–24-year-olds**
            
          


          
            	
              Country average
            

            	
              12.6
            

            	
              13.2
            

            	
              14.8
            

            	
              15.5
            

            	
              13.6
            

            	
              11.6
            

            	
              11.0
            

            	
              11.0
            
          


          
            	
              Roma
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              47.0
            

            	
              38.2
            

            	
              40.9
            

            	
              37.6
            

            	
              38.2
            
          


          
            	
              non-Roma
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              13.6
            

            	
              12.7
            

            	
              9.8
            

            	
              9.5
            

            	
              9.4
            
          

        
      


      *Early school leavers: share of those people aged 18–24 with at most primary education among all 18–24-year-olds who had not participated in any education or training (either within or outside the educational system) for at least four weeks prior to the fieldwork.


      **NEET rate: share of 15–24-year-olds who had not been in employment, education or training (either within or outside the educational system) for at least four weeks prior to the fieldwork.


      Note: Low number of respondents marked with grey cells.


      Source: NTFS Monitoring database 2018, based on KSH MEF (HCSO LFS) survey; the indicators have been defined and calculated by the KSH (HSCO).

    


    The drop-out rate – and thus the long-term disadvantaged situation of Roma students – can be measured using the indicator on early school leavers.15 This increased by 15 per cent (10.8 per cent to 12.5 per cent) between 2010 and 2017. This trend is most probably not independent of the numerous changes in the educational system over the period, especially the reduction in the compulsory school leaving age from 18 to 16 years; however, the share of early school leavers had started to increase even before the lower age was introduced. Across the population as a whole, the trend toward early school leaving is increasing slightly; but among the Roma between 2013 and 2017 there is considerable up-and-down movement. Ultimately, the same drop-out rate is observed in the last year of the period as in the first: in both years, Roma students were seven times more likely than non-Roma students to drop out – 65.3 per cent versus 9.4 per cent in 2017, and 64.2 per cent versus 8.7 per cent in 2013 (Table 2).


    The NEET (not in employment, education or training) rate16 summarizes the short-term consequences of early school leaving. More than 1 in 10 of those aged 15–24 do not work or study (although the rate dropped slightly between 2010 and 2017 – from 12.6 per cent to 11.0 per cent). This type of inactivity is especially prevalent among Roma youth: four times more young Roma are affected (38.2 per cent) than non-Roma (9.4 per cent). The general decrease has touched both groups, but the trend has been more intensive among non-Roma, and thus the gap has widened along ethnic lines (Table 2).


    According to the FRA, more than half of young Roma are NEET (51 per cent); but even with this higher rate, Hungarian Roma have among the low-est rates of the nine European countries surveyed, along with Czech and Portuguese Roma. However, the gender disparities are significant: among 16–24-year-olds almost two thirds (63 per cent) of young Roma women in Hungary do not study or work, in contrast to 38 per cent of young Roma men (FRA, 2016).


    4. Summary


    The most important macroeconomic indicators show a clear positive trend over recent years. This has had a positive impact on some social processes and has contributed to a growth in employment and income and a decline in poverty. This study seeks to answer the question: to what extent has the most vulnerable social group – the Roma – benefited from the general rising living standards?


    In sum, the study reveals that the positive general trend has partly reached Hungarian Roma as well. Their situation has improved primarily in terms of employment; but this has not carried over into their income situation, as the improvement in their employment situation has taken place in the lower and marginal segments of the labour market, including the public works scheme. Nevertheless, the social and economic situation of the Hungarian Roma is still among the best in Southern and Eastern Europe, despite their multiple disadvantages compared to Hungarian non-Roma. While there has been improvement in some areas, there is still a lot to do. This is especially true of education, as the indicators presented in this chapter emphasize the still huge (and to some extent widening) gap between the education of Roma and non-Roma youth, which has a direct impact on their (imminent) future and possibilities. This suggests that the Hungarian educational system could do much more to ensure better-quality education and training, as well as higher educational levels for Roma youth, so that they end up with better chances and greater future prospects on the labour market. This would be a key factor in overcoming their multi-generational disadvantages and in achieving successful integration in the long run.
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    ANNEX


    
      Table A1 Employment rate among Roma and non-Roma aged 15–64 by various social groups, 2013–17 (per cent)


      
        
          
            	

            	
              non-Roma
            

            	
              Roma
            
          


          
            	
              2013
            

            	
              2014
            

            	
              2015
            

            	
              2016
            

            	
              2017
            

            	
              2013
            

            	
              2014
            

            	
              2015
            

            	
              2016
            

            	
              2017
            
          


          
            	
              Country average
            

            	
              60.1
            

            	
              62.8
            

            	
              64.9
            

            	
              67.4
            

            	
              68.9
            

            	
              25.9
            

            	
              33.4
            

            	
              39.3
            

            	
              44.5
            

            	
              45.0
            
          


          
            	
              Gender
            
          


          
            	
              male
            

            	
              65.2
            

            	
              68.6
            

            	
              71.1
            

            	
              73.7
            

            	
              75.9
            

            	
              33.4
            

            	
              42.2
            

            	
              48.8
            

            	
              53.0
            

            	
              54.6
            
          


          
            	
              female
            

            	
              55.2
            

            	
              57.1
            

            	
              58.9
            

            	
              61.1
            

            	
              62.1
            

            	
              17.9
            

            	
              25.1
            

            	
              29.7
            

            	
              36.6
            

            	
              35.9
            
          


          
            	
              Age group
            
          


          
            	
              15–24
            

            	
              20.3
            

            	
              22.3
            

            	
              25.9
            

            	
              28.2
            

            	
              29.0
            

            	
              13.2
            

            	
              19.2
            

            	
              21.6
            

            	
              26.3
            

            	
              29.1
            

            	
          


          
            	
              25–54
            

            	
              78.3
            

            	
              81.1
            

            	
              81.8
            

            	
              83.3
            

            	
              84.5
            

            	
              33.0
            

            	
              43.1
            

            	
              49.1
            

            	
              53.6
            

            	
              55.3
            

            	
          


          
            	
              55–64
            

            	
              39.7
            

            	
              42.2
            

            	
              45.8
            

            	
              50.1
            

            	
              52.0
            

            	
              18.6
            

            	
              13.8
            

            	
              26.4
            

            	
              37.7
            

            	
              31.4
            
          


          
            	
              Educational level
            
          


          
            	
              primary
            

            	
              27.8
            

            	
              31.0
            

            	
              33.9
            

            	
              36.1
            

            	
              38.4
            

            	
              21.3
            

            	
              27.2
            

            	
              34.3
            

            	
              40.2
            

            	
              39.8
            

            	
          


          
            	
              lower secondary
            

            	
              67.4
            

            	
              70.6
            

            	
              72.0
            

            	
              74.4
            

            	
              76.3
            

            	
              40.7
            

            	
              56.8
            

            	
              57.5
            

            	
              60.8
            

            	
              67.3
            
          


          
            	
              upper secondary
            

            	
              61.8
            

            	
              65.3
            

            	
              66.7
            

            	
              69.6
            

            	
              70.9
            

            	
              59.0
            

            	
              60.5
            

            	
              50.5
            

            	
              63.7
            

            	
              58.6
            
          


          
            	
              tertiary
            

            	
              79.6
            

            	
              80.8
            

            	
              82.1
            

            	
              84.4
            

            	
              84.3
            

            	
              76.1
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              78.1
            

            	
              74.7
            

            	
              66.2
            
          


          
            	
              Settlement type
            
          


          
            	
              capital city
            

            	
              66.2
            

            	
              68.0
            

            	
              69.5
            

            	
              72.9
            

            	
              74.1
            

            	
              46.3
            

            	
              40.9
            

            	
              51.9
            

            	
              61.8
            

            	
              65.9
            
          


          
            	
              country seats
            

            	
              60.6
            

            	
              64.6
            

            	
              66.3
            

            	
              68.2
            

            	
              69.7
            

            	
              24.1
            

            	
              31.5
            

            	
              35.5
            

            	
              46.0
            

            	
              48.9
            
          


          
            	
              other towns
            

            	
              60.1
            

            	
              62.5
            

            	
              64.5
            

            	
              66.8
            

            	
              67.7
            

            	
              23.8
            

            	
              30.5
            

            	
              37.7
            

            	
              39.8
            

            	
              46.7
            
          


          
            	
              villages
            

            	
              56.7
            

            	
              59.4
            

            	
              62.1
            

            	
              64.5
            

            	
              66.8
            

            	
              25.8
            

            	
              35.0
            

            	
              38.4
            

            	
              43.3
            

            	
              41.7
            
          


          
            	
              Region
            
          


          
            	
              Central Hungary
            

            	
              63.9
            

            	
              66.7
            

            	
              67.9
            

            	
              71.1
            

            	
              72.2
            

            	
              32.7
            

            	
              38.0
            

            	
              50.5
            

            	
              56.4
            

            	
              54.1
            
          


          
            	
              Central Transdanubia
            

            	
              60.5
            

            	
              65.8
            

            	
              68.6
            

            	
              68.8
            

            	
              70.8
            

            	
              35.6
            

            	
              39.3
            

            	
              45.9
            

            	
              51.9
            

            	
              56.8
            
          


          
            	
              Western Transdanubia
            

            	
              61.4
            

            	
              64.7
            

            	
              68.2
            

            	
              69.4
            

            	
              71.3
            

            	
              32.3
            

            	
              59.2
            

            	
              38.3
            

            	
              44.2
            

            	
              51.6
            
          


          
            	
              Southern Transdanubia
            

            	
              57.6
            

            	
              60.5
            

            	
              61.4
            

            	
              62.9
            

            	
              64.2
            

            	
              30.1
            

            	
              36.0
            

            	
              35.6
            

            	
              48.1
            

            	
              40.3
            
          


          
            	
              Northern Hungary
            

            	
              56.9
            

            	
              57.0
            

            	
              61.6
            

            	
              64.0
            

            	
              65.7
            

            	
              19.9
            

            	
              31.2
            

            	
              36.1
            

            	
              39.8
            

            	
              42.3
            
          


          
            	
              Northern Great Plain
            

            	
              56.6
            

            	
              59.7
            

            	
              60.0
            

            	
              63.2
            

            	
              65.4
            

            	
              23.8
            

            	
              28.5
            

            	
              38.1
            

            	
              39.6
            

            	
              41.2
            
          


          
            	
              Southern Great Plain
            

            	
              58.1
            

            	
              60.0
            

            	
              63.0
            

            	
              66.3
            

            	
              67.8
            

            	
              26.5
            

            	
              32.2
            

            	
              33.1
            

            	
              40.2
            

            	
              46.8
            
          

        
      


      Note: Low number of respondents marked with grey cells.


      Source: NTFS Monitoring data base 2018, based on KSH MEF (HSCO LFS) survey.

    


    
      Table A2 Unemployment rate among Roma and non-Roma aged 15–74 by various social groups, 2013–17 (per cent)


      
        
          
            	

            	
              non-Roma
            

            	
              Roma
            
          


          
            	
              2013
            

            	
              2014
            

            	
              2015
            

            	
              2016
            

            	
              2017
            

            	
              2013
            

            	
              2014
            

            	
              2015
            

            	
              2016
            

            	
              2017
            
          


          
            	
              Country average
            

            	
              9.1
            

            	
              6.7
            

            	
              6.2
            

            	
              4.7
            

            	
              3.8
            

            	
              39.5
            

            	
              30.2
            

            	
              28.2
            

            	
              20.3
            

            	
              18.5
            
          


          
            	
              Gender
            
          


          
            	
              male
            

            	
              9.5
            

            	
              6.6
            

            	
              6.0
            

            	
              4.6
            

            	
              3.4
            

            	
              38.4
            

            	
              27.5
            

            	
              25.6
            

            	
              21.3
            

            	
              17.7
            
          


          
            	
              female
            

            	
              8.6
            

            	
              6.8
            

            	
              6.4
            

            	
              4.7
            

            	
              4.2
            

            	
              41.6
            

            	
              34.1
            

            	
              32.3
            

            	
              19.0
            

            	
              19.6
            
          


          
            	
              Age group
            
          


          
            	
              15–24
            

            	
              26.3
            

            	
              18.9
            

            	
              15.8
            

            	
              12.3
            

            	
              10.2
            

            	
              51.9
            

            	
              39.8
            

            	
              38.4
            

            	
              23.4
            

            	
              18.0
            
          


          
            	
              25–54
            

            	
              8.1
            

            	
              5.8
            

            	
              5.4
            

            	
              4.1
            

            	
              3.3
            

            	
              37.2
            

            	
              28.0
            

            	
              26.0
            

            	
              20.6
            

            	
              18.5
            
          


          
            	
              55–64
            

            	
              6.6
            

            	
              6.0
            

            	
              5.3
            

            	
              4.3
            

            	
              3.4
            

            	
              31.1
            

            	
              26.3
            

            	
              28.9
            

            	
              12.8
            

            	
              20.2
            
          


          
            	
              65–74
            

            	
              2.1
            

            	
              2.0
            

            	
              2.4
            

            	
              1.6
            

            	
              0.4
            

            	

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              6.6
            

            	
              24.4
            

            	
              0.0
            
          


          
            	
              Educational level
            
          


          
            	
              primary
            

            	
              21.3
            

            	
              16.2
            

            	
              14.7
            

            	
              11.6
            

            	
              9.5
            

            	
              41.9
            

            	
              35.1
            

            	
              31.1
            

            	
              21.9
            

            	
              21.5
            
          


          
            	
              lower secondary
            

            	
              10.5
            

            	
              7.4
            

            	
              7.0
            

            	
              5.3
            

            	
              4.0
            

            	
              41.7
            

            	
              20.9
            

            	
              21.2
            

            	
              18.0
            

            	
              11.0
            
          


          
            	
              upper secondary
            

            	
              8.4
            

            	
              6.0
            

            	
              5.5
            

            	
              4.1
            

            	
              3.4
            

            	
              11.5
            

            	
              13.9
            

            	
              24.4
            

            	
              8.7
            

            	
              8.7
            
          


          
            	
              tertiary
            

            	
              3.6
            

            	
              2.6
            

            	
              2.4
            

            	
              1.8
            

            	
              1.6
            

            	
              0.0
            

            	
              0.0
            

            	
              13.4
            

            	
              17.0
            

            	
              0.0
            
          


          
            	
              Settlement type
            
          


          
            	
              capital city
            

            	
              7.0
            

            	
              5.3
            

            	
              4.6
            

            	
              4.0
            

            	
              2.8
            

            	
              29.7
            

            	
              21.5
            

            	
              26.0
            

            	
              20.1
            

            	
              11.1
            
          


          
            	
              country seats
            

            	
              9.9
            

            	
              6.3
            

            	
              5.9
            

            	
              4.8
            

            	
              4.0
            

            	
              54.2
            

            	
              39.8
            

            	
              30.3
            

            	
              18.2
            

            	
              20.0
            
          


          
            	
              other towns
            

            	
              9.1
            

            	
              7.2
            

            	
              6.6
            

            	
              4.7
            

            	
              4.0
            

            	
              40.5
            

            	
              36.7
            

            	
              31.3
            

            	
              23.2
            

            	
              16.7
            
          


          
            	
              villages
            

            	
              9.9
            

            	
              7.3
            

            	
              6.8
            

            	
              5.0
            

            	
              4.1
            

            	
              36.5
            

            	
              24.4
            

            	
              26.6
            

            	
              19.4
            

            	
              20.1
            
          


          
            	
              Region
            
          


          
            	
              Central Hungary
            

            	
              8.2
            

            	
              5.5
            

            	
              5.0
            

            	
              3.6
            

            	
              2.7
            

            	
              45.9
            

            	
              19.0
            

            	
              22.2
            

            	
              18.5
            

            	
              11.2
            
          


          
            	
              Central Transdanubia
            

            	
              9.0
            

            	
              5.1
            

            	
              4.0
            

            	
              2.8
            

            	
              2.1
            

            	
              36.1
            

            	
              26.2
            

            	
              22.4
            

            	
              13.9
            

            	
              9.8
            
          


          
            	
              Western Transdanubia
            

            	
              7.7
            

            	
              4.1
            

            	
              3.5
            

            	
              2.5
            

            	
              2.3
            

            	
              38.8
            

            	
              22.7
            

            	
              24.8
            

            	
              15.4
            

            	
              11.7
            
          


          
            	
              Southern Transdanubia
            

            	
              7.3
            

            	
              5.7
            

            	
              6.8
            

            	
              5.2
            

            	
              5.2
            

            	
              37.8
            

            	
              27.6
            

            	
              39.7
            

            	
              24.1
            

            	
              31.2
            
          


          
            	
              Northern Hungary
            

            	
              10.9
            

            	
              8.2
            

            	
              7.4
            

            	
              5.3
            

            	
              4.9
            

            	
              41.9
            

            	
              32.8
            

            	
              24.9
            

            	
              20.3
            

            	
              17.4
            
          


          
            	
              Northern Great Plain
            

            	
              11.2
            

            	
              11.0
            

            	
              10.0
            

            	
              8.7
            

            	
              6.9
            

            	
              38.6
            

            	
              39.2
            

            	
              31.0
            

            	
              22.7
            

            	
              20.8
            
          


          
            	
              Southern Great Plain
            

            	
              10.1
            

            	
              7.7
            

            	
              7.3
            

            	
              5.3
            

            	
              3.9
            

            	
              26.1
            

            	
              16.9
            

            	
              36.7
            

            	
              21.9
            

            	
              18.3
            
          

        
      


      Note: Low number of respondents marked with grey cells.


      Source: NTFS Monitoring database 2018, based on KSH MEF (HCSO LFS) survey.

    


    
      Table A3 Long-term unemployment rate and inactivity rate among Roma and non-Roma aged 15–74, 2010–17 (per cent)


      
        
          
            	

            	
              2010
            

            	
              2011
            

            	
              2012
            

            	
              2013
            

            	
              2014
            

            	
              2015
            

            	
              2016
            

            	
              2017
            

            	
              2017 / 2013
            
          


          
            	
              Long-term unemployment rate
            
          


          
            	
              Country average
            

            	
              5.6
            

            	
              5.4
            

            	
              5.1
            

            	
              5.1
            

            	
              3.8
            

            	
              3.2
            

            	
              2.4
            

            	
              1.7
            

            	
              0.33
            
          


          
            	
              Roma
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              24.4
            

            	
              16.3
            

            	
              12.3
            

            	
              7.9
            

            	
              7.0
            

            	
              0.29
            
          


          
            	
              Non-Roma
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              4.9
            

            	
              3.8
            

            	
              2.9
            

            	
              2.3
            

            	
              1.6
            

            	
              0.33
            
          


          
            	
              Inactivity rate
            
          


          
            	
              Country average
            

            	
              45.2
            

            	
              44.8
            

            	
              43.7
            

            	
              43.0
            

            	
              41.3
            

            	
              40.1
            

            	
              38.9
            

            	
              38.2
            

            	
              0.88
            
          


          
            	
              Roma
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              58.6
            

            	
              54.1
            

            	
              47.5
            

            	
              46.5
            

            	
              47.5
            

            	
              0.81
            
          


          
            	
              Non-Roma
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              ..
            

            	
              42.2
            

            	
              41.2
            

            	
              39.8
            

            	
              38.7
            

            	
              37.9
            

            	
              0.90
            
          

        
      


      Source: NTFS Monitoring database 2018, based on KSH MEF (HCSO LFS) survey.

    


    
      Table A4 Inactivity rate among Roma and non-Roma aged 15–74 by social groups, 2013–17 (per cent)


      
        
          
            	

            	
              non-Roma
            

            	
              Roma
            
          


          
            	
              2013
            

            	
              2014
            

            	
              2015
            

            	
              2016
            

            	
              2017
            

            	
              2013
            

            	
              2014
            

            	
              2015
            

            	
              2016
            

            	
              2017
            
          


          
            	
              Country average
            

            	
              42.2
            

            	
              41.2
            

            	
              39.8
            

            	
              38.7
            

            	
              37.9
            

            	
              58.6
            

            	
              54.1
            

            	
              47.5
            

            	
              46.5
            

            	
              47.5
            
          


          
            	
              Gender
            
          


          
            	
              male
            

            	
              35.5
            

            	
              34.4
            

            	
              32.6
            

            	
              31.3
            

            	
              30.2
            

            	
              47.5
            

            	
              43.7
            

            	
              37.0
            

            	
              35.2
            

            	
              36.6
            
          


          
            	
              female
            

            	
              48.5
            

            	
              47.6
            

            	
              46.4
            

            	
              45.5
            

            	
              45.0
            

            	
              70.3
            

            	
              63.9
            

            	
              58.0
            

            	
              56.9
            

            	
              57.9
            
          


          
            	
              Age
            
          


          
            	
              15–24
            

            	
              72.5
            

            	
              72.5
            

            	
              69.2
            

            	
              67.8
            

            	
              67.7
            

            	
              72.7
            

            	
              68.1
            

            	
              65.0
            

            	
              65.7
            

            	
              64.6
            
          


          
            	
              25–54
            

            	
              14.8
            

            	
              13.9
            

            	
              13.4
            

            	
              13.2
            

            	
              12.5
            

            	
              47.5
            

            	
              40.2
            

            	
              33.6
            

            	
              32.5
            

            	
              32.2
            
          


          
            	
              55–64
            

            	
              57.5
            

            	
              55.0
            

            	
              51.6
            

            	
              47.7
            

            	
              46.2
            

            	
              73.0
            

            	
              81.3
            

            	
              62.9
            

            	
              56.8
            

            	
              60.7
            
          


          
            	
              65–74
            

            	
              97.5
            

            	
              96.8
            

            	
              96.4
            

            	
              95.8
            

            	
              95.3
            

            	
              100.0
            

            	
              98.4
            

            	
              98.6
            

            	
              99.6
            

            	
              99.8
            
          


          
            	
              Educational level
            
          


          
            	
              primary
            

            	
              73.5
            

            	
              71.0
            

            	
              68.7
            

            	
              67.3
            

            	
              65.6
            

            	
              64.5
            

            	
              60.1
            

            	
              52.4
            

            	
              50.9
            

            	
              52.3
            
          


          
            	
              lower secondary
            

            	
              30.6
            

            	
              30.9
            

            	
              31.1
            

            	
              31.4
            

            	
              31.1
            

            	
              31.8
            

            	
              29.0
            

            	
              28.7
            

            	
              27.8
            

            	
              26.0
            
          


          
            	
              upper secondary
            

            	
              39.2
            

            	
              38.0
            

            	
              37.2
            

            	
              35.8
            

            	
              35.4
            

            	
              35.9
            

            	
              31.3
            

            	
              35.8
            

            	
              30.7
            

            	
              36.5
            
          


          
            	
              tertiary
            

            	
              24.8
            

            	
              25.2
            

            	
              23.7
            

            	
              22.5
            

            	
              22.9
            

            	
              23.9
            

            	
              4.8
            

            	
              18.8
            

            	
              27.0
            

            	
              34.0
            
          


          
            	
              Settlement type
            
          


          
            	
              capital city
            

            	
              38.2
            

            	
              37.6
            

            	
              36.6
            

            	
              34.1
            

            	
              34.1
            

            	
              35.5
            

            	
              51.3
            

            	
              35.1
            

            	
              27.0
            

            	
              32.8
            
          


          
            	
              country seats
            

            	
              43.3
            

            	
              41.8
            

            	
              40.4
            

            	
              40.3
            

            	
              39.3
            

            	
              50.1
            

            	
              51.9
            

            	
              52.5
            

            	
              49.3
            

            	
              50.6
            
          


          
            	
              other towns
            

            	
              41.8
            

            	
              40.7
            

            	
              39.9
            

            	
              39.0
            

            	
              38.6
            

            	
              61.6
            

            	
              53.4
            

            	
              47.0
            

            	
              50.4
            

            	
              45.6
            
          


          
            	
              villages
            

            	
              44.1
            

            	
              43.3
            

            	
              41.0
            

            	
              39.8
            

            	
              38.5
            

            	
              60.5
            

            	
              55.4
            

            	
              49.4
            

            	
              47.8
            

            	
              49.3
            
          


          
            	
              Region
            
          


          
            	
              Central Hungary
            

            	
              39.0
            

            	
              38.4
            

            	
              37.6
            

            	
              35.8
            

            	
              35.6
            

            	
              40.4
            

            	
              55.7
            

            	
              38.9
            

            	
              33.8
            

            	
              42.1
            
          


          
            	
              Central Transdanubia
            

            	
              42.4
            

            	
              39.0
            

            	
              37.7
            

            	
              38.4
            

            	
              37.0
            

            	
              47.4
            

            	
              48.9
            

            	
              44.7
            

            	
              44.5
            

            	
              45.5
            
          


          
            	
              Western Transdanubia
            

            	
              41.8
            

            	
              41.2
            

            	
              38.5
            

            	
              38.3
            

            	
              36.6
            

            	
              49.9
            

            	
              34.0
            

            	
              51.0
            

            	
              52.3
            

            	
              49.8
            
          


          
            	
              Southern Transdanubia
            

            	
              45.9
            

            	
              44.8
            

            	
              43.2
            

            	
              42.7
            

            	
              42.0
            

            	
              54.0
            

            	
              53.2
            

            	
              42.8
            

            	
              39.4
            

            	
              43.7
            
          


          
            	
              Northern Hungary
            

            	
              44.9
            

            	
              46.1
            

            	
              42.7
            

            	
              42.1
            

            	
              40.6
            

            	
              67.0
            

            	
              54.8
            

            	
              53.8
            

            	
              51.3
            

            	
              50.6
            
          


          
            	
              Northern Great Plain
            

            	
              43.7
            

            	
              40.6
            

            	
              41.1
            

            	
              39.2
            

            	
              38.5
            

            	
              61.8
            

            	
              54.2
            

            	
              46.2
            

            	
              50.5
            

            	
              49.8
            
          


          
            	
              Southern Great Plain
            

            	
              43.4
            

            	
              43.5
            

            	
              41.2
            

            	
              39.5
            

            	
              39.2
            

            	
              65.5
            

            	
              63.8
            

            	
              50.1
            

            	
              50.8
            

            	
              45.5
            
          

        
      


      Note: Low number of respondents marked with grey cells.


      Source: NTFS Monitoring database 2018, based on KSH MEF (HCSO LFS) survey.

    

  


  
    
      Part IV. non-material well-being

    


    Educational achievement in social and international contexts


    Benő Csapó, József Balázs Fejes, László Kinyó and Edit Tóth


    Hungary has participated in international educational surveys from the very beginning in the 1970s, and so changes in educational achievement may be analysed over several decades. In this chapter, we first review changes in educational outcomes and compare them to results from other countries. In the second part, we explore data that indicate crucial educational issues in the social context, highlighting the weak contribution that education makes to reducing social inequalities and improving the job-market prospects of children in disadvantaged social groups.


    1. Achievement among Hungarian students in the international context


    From the 1970s until early in the new century, the main frame of reference used in educational assessment was the International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA). Its first and second mathematics and science assessments (in 1970–71 and 1980–84) were followed by the Third International Mathematic and Science Study (TIMSS). In 1995, the entire programme was renamed the Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (maintaining the same acronym); it assessed fourth- and eighth-grade students. The Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) surveys are also run by IEA; they assess reading comprehension at Grade 4.


    The most comprehensive international educational assessment programme is the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA), which was launched by the OECD in 2000. It explores 15-year-old students’ knowledge and skills in reading, mathematics and science. Each assessment cycle concentrates on one domain in particular (e.g. reading in 2000, mathematics in 2003, science in 2006, etc.); that domain receives more attention (is covered by more items), which provides an opportunity to analyse progress in sub-domains. This allows more precise scales to be created and developmental trends to be estimated more accurately.


    TIMSS and PISA are based on different assessment philosophies, use different assessment methods (e.g. grade-based vs. age-based sampling) and have different groups of participating countries. The results thus offer differing feedback on education policy and practice among participants. The content of IEA tests is close to school curricula, whereas PISA places greater emphasis on relevant aspects of students’ knowledge and on the competencies that young people need in modern societies. PISA data may be added to the OECD’s rich social and economic statistical databases, thus allowing sophisticated analysis of relationships using a number of contextual variables.


    Beyond assessing knowledge, each assessment programme collects data on students in other, non-cognitive domains (e.g. learning strategies, motivation and attitudes), as well as on schools and the social background of families. An aggregated index (Index of Economic Social and Cultural Status) was created out of several variables (e.g. parents’ educational attainment and the number of books possessed by a family) to represent students’ socio-economic status with a single variable.


    1.1 Reading


    The concept of ‘knowledge’ – the interpretation of what reading actually means in the reading tests assessed by the IEA – has been constantly evolving since the 1970s. Earlier on (1970–71), reading was perceived as essentially linguistic ability. However, since the second IEA assessment (1990–91), it has also been viewed as a cultural asset; and since the turn of the century, the focus of PIRLS assessments for 10-year-olds has shifted increasingly towards measuring applicable, transferable knowledge (D. Molnár et al., 2012).


    The first IEA reading assessment (1970–71) painted a depressing picture of Hungarian students’ reading skills (among 10-, 14- and 17-year-olds): our students were last or next to last in the rankings (Kádárné, 1979). Our fourth-grade students scored 459 points in the IEA’s reading assessment in 1991. The 2001 assessment (now known as PIRLS) introduced a new scale, employing a mean of 500 (with a standard deviation of 100). In this 2001 assessment, Hungarian students scored 543 points (475 points on the old scale), marking a significant improvement in their performance (Martin et al., 2003). In 2006, they achieved 551 points (Mullis et al., 2007), demonstrating a further improvement in reading skills. However, the results of the 2011 PIRLS assessment were less encouraging (539 points) (Mullis et al., 2012b). In the most recent assessment (2016), the results were almost the same as in 2006 (554 points).


    
      Figure 1 Reading results for Hungary and its neighbours in the OECD PISA assessments between 2000 and 2015


      
        [image: 12_01] 

        Source: OECD (2001; 2004; 2007; 2010a; 2013a; 2016).

      

    


    The OECD’s PISA reading results are a cause for concern. The Hungarian results were below the OECD average in 2000, 2003 and 2006 (480, 482 and 482 points, respectively) (Figure 1). The distribution of students’ performance was also disappointing: the proportion of students with lower levels of proficiency was higher than the OECD average – and even those with a higher proficiency level did not reach the OECD average. In the 2009 assessment, our reading performance improved to 494 points, and the performance of students with a lower or higher proficiency level also improved (Balázsi et al., 2010).


    Assessments in 2012 indicated a slight drop (to 488 points), but the effects of the previous improvement could still be felt. In 2015, however, the decline in students’ performance continued, and the average score of 470 points was the lowest ever measured in the history of the PISA assessments in Hungary.


    Of the Visegrád countries and Hungary’s other near neighbours, Poland shows the best results. Although in the first assessment the level of performance of Polish students was the same as ours, the Polish education system has improved greatly. Up until 2012, the Czech Republic, Austria and Croatia were at roughly the same level as Hungary (OECD, 2013a). In 2015, while performance fell among Hungary’s neighbours generally, Slovenia managed to reverse a negative trend to rank as the best of the neighbouring countries; meanwhile, the results from Hungary were still only (albeit significantly) better than those of Slovakia and Romania (Figure 1).


    1.2 Mathematics


    Hungary first participated in the IEA’s mathematics assessments during the Second International Mathematics Study (SIMS), run between 1979 and 1983. There were two target groups: 13-year-olds (Grade 8) and students in the last year of high school. In Hungary, the older group consisted of students in both academically oriented secondary schools and vocational schools, whereas in many other countries only students from the former were selected. The results were promising: 13-year-old Hungarian students ranked fifth among the 14 participating countries (Robitaille and Garden, 1989).


    In 1995, TIMSS was launched in its current format; the performance of Hungarian fourth-grade students was above average in that survey and has remained above ever since. Our fourth-graders’ results did not change significantly in the next assessment (2003); however, in the 2007 assessment, their performance dropped significantly (by almost 20 points) and did not improve in 2011. Their average score in 2015 was 529 points – not significantly different from 1995 and 2003.


    As for Grade 8 Hungarian students, they performed quite well in 1995 (an average score of 527 points, with a TIMSS average of 500 points); however, the results from the Czech Republic (564 points) and Slovakia (547 points) were even better (Vári and Krolopp, 1997). This TIMSS assessment in 1995 already predicted those areas in which Hungarian students would struggle in the OECD PISA assessments five years later. Not surprisingly, these included mathematical problem-solving tasks, which could not be solved ‘by rote’ (Csíkos and Vidákovich, 2012).


    Hungary’s results in the next two TIMSS assessments (1999 and 2003) did not differ significantly from those of 1995 (Mullis et al., 2000; Martin et al., 2004); however, the results have been deteriorating since 2007 (Mullis et al., 2008; Mullis et al., 2012a; Mullis et al., 2016a; 2016b).


    Our eighth-graders scored 505 points on average in the 2011 TIMSS assessment – the worst result ever in Hungary’s history of TIMSS assessments (Mullis et al., 2012a). The latest TIMSS assessments show no significant change in Hungary’s performance; thus, this negative tendency is a serious cause for concern in mathematics teaching in Hungary.


    
      Figure 2 Mathematics results for Hungary and its neighbours in the OECD PISA assessments between 2000 and 2015
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        Source: OECD (2001; 2004; 2007; 2010a; 2013a; 2016).

      

    


    The OECD PISA results came as quite a shock after the good results in earlier IEA assessments. In PISA, 15-year-old Hungarian students have consistently scored below the OECD average (Figure 2). The low score in the 2012 assessment (477 points) even placed Hungary on the (imaginary) border between developed and developing countries participating in PISA. Nor did we manage to improve on this unfortunate position in 2015, which suggests that the Hungarian education system may have started on a downward spiral.


    Hungary’s performance is significantly lower than that of its neighbours Austria, Slovenia, Poland and the Czech Republic. Only Croatia and Romania rank lower in the region (Figure 2).


    1.3 Science


    Hungary has participated in all IEA science assessments over the past 40 years. The first science assessment (1970–71) was a great success: our students were at the forefront in all age groups (Grades 4, 8 and 12). Furthermore, in the second assessment (1983–84) they performed even better: they drew ahead of Japan and Sweden to rank first among the participating countries (Keeves, 1992).


    However, in the 1995 TIMSS assessment, third- and fourth-grade Hungarian students showed only average performance (Martin et al., 1997). Since 2003, performance among fourth-graders has been above average, and in the most recent assessment (2015) students scored 542 points. The eighth-graders performed slightly better in 1999; however, the assessments in 2003, 2007 and 2011 displayed a steady decline in performance (Martin et al., 2008, 2016). Based on the results from the 2011 TIMSS assessment and the negative trend since 1995, we can say that Hungary’s science performance bears a resemblance to its performance in mathematics. That is, over the past 20 years, Hungary’s science results have deteriorated considerably, and especially in the older age groups this negative trend has prevailed since the 1980s. Among European countries, the top positions have been occupied by Russia, Slovenia and England (Martin et al., 2012; Martin et al., 2016a).


    Examining the PISA science assessments, we can see the same as in mathematics. Hungary’s performance stagnated between 2000 and 2009, and then the next assessment showed a drop (Figure 3).


    
      Figure 3 Science results for Hungary and its neighbours in the OECD PISA assessments between 2000 and 2015
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        Source: OECD (2001; 2004; 2007; 2010a; 2013a; 2016).

      

    


    Although the science results were slightly better than those for reading and mathematics, Hungary’s performance in 2012 was below the OECD average, and this was followed by a steep decline in 2015. Hungary pulled ahead of its neighbours Romania and Slovakia; however, Poland, the Czech Republic, Austria and Slovenia all performed significantly better than we did (Figure 3). Slovenia is worth noting: since it joined the PISA assessments, it has performed consistently well, and is top of the list of Hungary’s neighbours.


    1.4 Countries exhibiting considerable development


    In the PISA assessments, the results for two European countries – Germany and Poland – have improved considerably over just a few years, confirming that bold steps taken nationally can significantly boost student performance within a relatively short period of time. These countries provide good examples of how disappointing trends can be changed in education.


    When Germany participated in the PISA assessment for the first time in 2000, German society was completely taken aback by the results: German students’ performance was nowhere near as good in an international context as had been thought. The results showed only a middle-level performance. This sparked discussion on the problems of the German education system in both academia and society. The Max Planck Institute for Human Development in Berlin undertook important educational research projects and performed a number of analyses after the PISA results were published. Numerous improvement programmes were launched both to help low-achieving students catch up and to develop more effective ways of teaching reading and science. As a result, German students’ performance improved steadily in all three domains – reading, mathematics and science – until 2012 (Figure 4).


    The country witnessed the most meteoric improvement in science performance in the history of PISA assessments: in 2000, Germany was below the OECD average; by 2003, German students had reached that average; thereafter – in the next three assessments – they performed significantly better than the average (B. Németh et al., 2012). Although this trend came to a halt in mathematics and science in 2015, reading results improved further (Figure 4).


    While the countries of Poland and Hungary are similar with respect to history and social and economic conditions, their results in the PISA assessments are quite different. Polish students comprehensively outperform Hungarian students: a smaller number drop out of school; the proportion of Polish students who perform at the highest proficiency level is more than double the proportion of Hungarian students; and while 20 per cent of Hungarian students are illiterate, the figure is only 10 per cent in Poland. The improvement in the performance of Polish students is most significant in mathematics: their results improved by 50 points between 2000 and 2012 (while among 15-year-old Hungarians, the results fell by 10 points in the same period). The Polish results can be attributed to a consistent educational development programme, whose impacts were just starting to show when the PISA assessments were launched. Polish success is, for the most part, down to the fact that since the end of the 1990s the whole population of 15-year-olds has attended the same type of school.


    
      Figure 4 Germany’s results in the main domains of the OECD PISA assessments between 2000 and 2015 (average scores)
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        Source: OECD (2001; 2004; 2007; 2010a; 2013a; 2016).

      

    


    Examining the PISA results from a broader international perspective, we can see that some developing countries, such as Turkey, Kazakhstan, Malaysia, Brazil and China, are catching up quickly. Countries in East Asia seem to have understood the importance of investing in education and have made it a top economic priority to improve their education systems. Furthermore, even people on the margins of society clearly grasp that learning is the key to both success and mobility in society. The success of these countries can partly be explained by their flexibility and prompt willingness to reform their pedagogical culture: their previous, so-called ‘Prussian’ approach, which relied solely on rote learning and memorization, was quickly replaced with a practice-oriented model that focused on problem-solving. Vietnam, which participated in PISA for the first time in 2012, when it outshone a number of countries (including Hungary) in all three domains, is a typical example of this.


    Among the European countries, Estonia is worth noting. Following their independence, Estonians launched an educational reform programme, introduced several elements of the Finnish model and reformed their teacher training. The upshot is that Estonians ranked higher than their role model Finland in mathematics in 2012 and in both mathematics and science in 2015 (OECD, 2016).


    2. The role of schooling in promoting equity and social and economic progress


    All over the world, most students with a lower socio-economic background perform below average at school. However, equity is an important characteristic of well-functioning school systems. In other words, these systems help students with lower socio-economic status to overcome their disadvantages; educational systems with a lower level of equity cannot compensate for students’ disadvantages. Furthermore, those disadvantages increase over the years. Supporting low-achieving students to catch up goes far beyond the issue of equity: since basic reading skills and mathematical knowledge are essential if students are to progress in education and on the labour market, helping them gain those skills is fundamental to the economic interests of every nation.


    There is no school system in the world with complete equity; however, some countries get much closer to it than others. When exploring the issue of equity in education, we rely primarily on PISA assessments, since they tend to pay special attention to it.


    2.1 The impact of family background


    One way of approaching equity in education is to compare the relationship between students’ economic, social and cultural status (ESCS) and their performance to that of other participating countries. The 2015 PISA assessment underlines what previous assessments had already confirmed: in Hungary, family background has an especially strong influence on students’ performance (OECD, 2004; 2007; 2010a; 2013c; 2016). Variables on the ESCS index explain 21.6 per cent of the difference between Hungarian students’ performance in science. This is the second-highest percentage of all the 72 countries and economies that participated in PISA in 2015. Moreover, it is well above the OECD average of 12.9 per cent (OECD, 2016).


    Figure 5 shows the relationship between the ESCS index and science performance in the 2015 assessment. School systems are grouped into four categories, based on equity and performance. This is illustrated by dividing Figure 5 into four sections.


    
      Figure 5 Mean performance in science and strength of the socio-economic gradient
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        Notes: The correlation between a country’s/economy’s mean science score and the strength of the socio-economic gradient is 0.17. Only countries and economies with available data are shown. B-S-J-G (China): Beijing-Shanghai-Jiangsu-Guangdong; CABA (Argentina): Autonomous City of Buenos Aires.


        Source: OECD (2016: 218).

      

    


    The upper-right quadrant shows countries whose students performed above average, but where the influence of their family background on their performance was below average. The lower-left quadrant shows countries (including Hungary) where there is a strong relationship between family background and student performance, and where performance is below average. Of the European countries, only Slovakia, Bulgaria and Luxembourg feature alongside Hungary in this quadrant. Reinforcing previous findings, this figure clearly indicates that above-average performance and a high level of equity are not mutually exclusive. The majority of those countries that perform well in PISA are ahead of others in supporting equity in education (OECD, 2016).


    2.2 School differences in student achievement


    One way of examining the selectivity of a school system is to examine students’ performance and family backgrounds between schools and within a particular school. If schools admit students with divergent socio-economic status without substantial selection, then no major differences can be identified between schools. However, if schools do select according to socio-economic background, they become more homogeneous and the gaps between schools increase.


    The first time it became evident in an international context that the Hungarian school system is highly selective was when the data from the 2000 PISA assessment were analysed (OECD, 2001). More data analysis followed (OECD, 2004; 2007; 2010a; 2013c; 2016), as did Hungarian research, which reinforced this finding (e.g. Csapó, 2002; Kertesi and Kézdi, 2005; 2009; 2012; Tóth et al., 2010). The latest analysis of the PISA results once again confirms that even from an international perspective, the Hungarian school system is extremely selective. The ESCS index plays a negligible role in explaining the differences within a particular school in Hungary in terms of science (0.3 per cent); however, 80.1 per cent of the gaps between schools can be attributed to students’ socio-economic background. Not only is this significantly higher than the OECD average of 62.6 per cent, but it is also the highest rate of all the countries and economies participating in the 2015 assessments (OECD, 2016).


    This suggests that the impact of socio-economic status on students’ performance prevails through the average student composition of schools, as in segregated schools students have less opportunity to interact with peers with different backgrounds. As a result of selective mechanisms, ever more learning problems arise; teaching resources and school financial resources are stretched; adverse selection appears among teachers; and demotivational processes start to emerge. As a consequence, the disadvantages already present at the start of schooling are amplified in those schools where the proportion of disadvantaged students is high (see Fejes, 2012; Hermann, 2010; Kertesi and Kézdi, 2016; Papp, 2012; Varga, 2009). Segregation definitely plays a crucial role: while there is a five-year difference in cognitive skills in the same cohort of students entering the school system in Hungary, this gap has doubled by the time students reach Grade 10 (Nagy, 1980; 2009).


    The differences between schools also show up in the PIRLS and TIMSS assessments, which highlight the huge performance gaps between students even at Grade 4. The results of the latest TIMSS assessment show that for mathematics these differences are higher in Hungary than in any other participating European country (Mullis et al., 2016b). Analysing the IEA assessment data, we can explore how the disparities between schools have changed over the years. If we look at the data between 1991 and 2006, we can see that even before the turn of the century, there were significant differences in Hungary; these have hardly changed since. There are bigger gaps among older age groups, which again shows that instead of compensating for inequalities, the Hungarian school system further increases them. Inequalities also grow over the years in top-performing countries as well. But whereas in the best-performing countries a five-year gap in skills development has opened up by the end of primary school, as mentioned above Hungarian students actually enter the school system with this gap (Csapó et al., 2008).


    The disparities are greater with respect to skills that are loosely related to the curriculum and are smaller with respect to subject-matter knowledge. This means that Hungarian schools are less effective at compensating for the differences in applicable knowledge and problem-solving skills (measured by PISA) than at compensating for less complex, curriculum-related knowledge (measured by IEA) (Csapó et al., 2008).


    International assessments clearly indicate that Hungary is characterized by an extreme level of selectivity. The 2012 PISA report compares the ‘social inclusion index’ computed from the mathematics assessment results and ESCS for 2003 and 2012. This index represents the variance in the socio-economic status of students within schools. The results indicate no significant difference between the two years compared (Figure 6). Recent Hungarian research in the field has detected a strengthening of selectivity, especially in the case of Roma students (e.g. Civil Közoktatási Platform, 2016; Varga et al., 2017; Kertesi and Kézdi, 2012).


    
      Figure 6 Change in social inclusion between 2003 and 2012
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        Notes: Only countries and economies with comparable data from PISA 2003 and 2012 are shown.


        The index of social inclusion is the percentage of total variation in student socio-economic status found within schools. The percentage-point difference in the index of social inclusion is shown above the country/economy name. Only statistically significant differences are shown.

      

    


    Source: OECD (2013b: 60).


    2.3 Low-achieving students


    By looking at students’ performance according to proficiency levels, we can explore how well balanced a country’s education system is – that is, what proportion of its students leave school with useful, competitive knowledge. PISA reports highlight the importance of proficiency level 2 as the minimum level of knowledge required for an individual to be able to participate actively in modern society (Table 1).


    The proportion of Hungarian students who failed in reading (achieved below level 2) declined up until 2009; however, since 2012 we have seen an increase. In the period between 2012 and 2015, this rise was dramatic – almost 8 per cent. Hungary’s mathematics results improved between 2003 and 2006; however, the results since 2009 have seen a downturn again – the nadir was reached in 2012, when the proportion of low-achieving students rose by approximately 6 per cent, which is much higher than the OECD average. The 2015 mathematics results show no significant change. As for science, the proportion of low-achieving students fell slightly between 2006 and 2009; however, the figure rose significantly in 2012, and again increased markedly in 2015 to well above the OECD average.


    
      Table 1 Proportion of low-achieving students in the PISA assessments in the three domains between 2000 and 2015 (per cent)


      
        
          
            	
              Year of assessment
            

            	
              Reading
            

            	
              Mathematics
            

            	
              Science
            
          


          
            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              OECD average
            

            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              OECD average
            

            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              OECD average
            
          


          
            	
              2000
            

            	
              22.7
            

            	
              19.3
            

            	
              –
            

            	
              –
            

            	
              –
            

            	
              –
            
          


          
            	
              2003
            

            	
              20.5
            

            	
              18.4
            

            	
              23.0
            

            	
              21.5
            

            	
              –
            

            	
              –
            
          


          
            	
              2006
            

            	
              20.8
            

            	
              20.6
            

            	
              21.3
            

            	
              21.2
            

            	
              15.0
            

            	
              19.8
            
          


          
            	
              2009
            

            	
              18.5
            

            	
              17.6
            

            	
              22.3
            

            	
              20.8
            

            	
              14.1
            

            	
              17.9
            
          


          
            	
              2012
            

            	
              19.7
            

            	
              18.3
            

            	
              28.1
            

            	
              22.2
            

            	
              18.0
            

            	
              17.8
            
          


          
            	
              2015
            

            	
              27.5
            

            	
              20.1
            

            	
              28.0
            

            	
              23.4
            

            	
              26.0
            

            	
              21.2
            
          

        
      


      Note: Proficiency levels were recorded for each domain when the domains were major domains in an assessment cycle; therefore, entry dates for data related to a domain differ.


      Source: OECD (2001; 2004; 2007; 2010a; 2013b; 2016).

    


    Between the 2009 and the 2015 PISA assessments, Hungary saw a significant increase (6–12 per cent) in the proportion of low-achieving students in all three domains. When evaluating these results, we should note that the proportion of low-achieving students was actually one of the indicators in the European Union Education and Training 2010 strategic framework. This framework aimed to reduce the proportion of low-achieving 15-year-old students to fewer than 15 per cent in all three domains by 2010. Unfortunately, Hungary is moving in the opposite direction in all three domains, but especially in reading.


    2.4 Resilient students


    Resilient students are disadvantaged students who perform at a high level, despite their circumstances. By comparing the proportion of resilient students across participating countries, we gain an insight into how school systems around the world support social mobility. The report on the 2015 PISA results classified a student as ‘resilient’ if he/she was in the bottom quarter of the PISA ESCS index in the country/economy of assessment, but still performed in the top 25 per cent of students across all countries/economies once account is taken of socio-economic status. According to this definition, the average proportion of resilient students in science in the OECD countries is 29.2 per cent. The proportion is highest in the East Asia region – for example, Vietnam (75.5 per cent), Macao (China) (64.6 per cent), Hong Kong (China) (61.8 per cent) and Singapore (48.8 per cent), which are among the top-performing countries/economies. The proportion of resilient students among the top-performing European countries is above the OECD average: 48.3 per cent in Estonia and 42.8 per cent in Finland. The percentage is 19.3 per cent in Hungary. With this result, we are ahead of Greece (18.1 per cent), Slovakia (17.5 per cent), Iceland (17.0 per cent), Israel (15.7 per cent), Chile (14.6 per cent) and Mexico (12.8 per cent) among the OECD countries (OECD, 2016). The 2012 PISA report on mathematics results was similar with respect to the top-performing countries and the relative position of Hungary (OECD, 2013b).


    Information is also available on changes in the proportion of resilient students over the years. No significant change occurred in terms of mathematics between 2003 and 2012. The proportion of resilient students dropped in science in only two OECD countries between 2006 and 2015: Finland (-10.4 per cent, though that still leaves the country second in Europe) and Hungary (-6.7 per cent) (Figure 7).


    
      Figure 7 Change in student resilience between 2006 and 2015 (based on science data)
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        Notes: Only countries/economies with available data are shown. The percentage point difference between 2006 and 2015 in the share of resilient students is indicated next to the name of the country/economy. Only statistically significant differences are displayed.


        Source: OECD (2016: 236).

      

    


    If we consider Hungary from the perspective of the OECD countries, the proportion of resilient students was low in 2006 and had declined further by 2015 (OECD, 2013b; 2016).


    2.5 Socio-economic consequences


    If disadvantaged students leave the education system possessing knowledge that is of little or no value on the labour market, this has far-reaching economic consequences: they are then unable to make a decent contribution to the public coffers, while they generate extra expenditure for society in the form of unemployment assistance, welfare allowances, health care outlays and law-enforcement costs, for example.


    Shrewd investment in education definitely pays off. Hanushek and Woessmann’s PISA analysis (2009), for example, estimated that the economies of countries where student results improved showed steadier growth. An analysis based on the available PISA results estimates that if Hungary were to reach the performance level of Finland in the next 20 years, its net worth for today’s newest generation would be five or six times the current national income (OECD, 2010b). The social benefits are especially important in the case of disadvantaged students, as their educational success determines whether they become reliable taxpayers or a burden on the welfare system. This issue is of high priority in Hungary, as workers with a low level of education seem to struggle more on the labour market here than in other modern economies. This is due to a low level of literacy and lack of work experience, the presence of which could at least help them maintain their basic skills (Köllő, 2009).


    The positive impacts of education are not limited to improving a country’s economic productivity. A high-quality education system contributes to social well-being in a number of ways. But if we restrict ourselves to the issue of equity in education, we can conclude that the potential economic, social and cultural capital that parents accumulate through having their children acquire a higher level of education will have a significant impact on the development and school career of those children, and that this positive impact will prevail among future generations as well. Moreover, from Hungary’s perspective, equity in education could significantly mitigate the serious social conflicts with the marginalized Roma minority, whose marginalization is indeed closely associated with the selective nature of the Hungarian education system.


    3. Summary


    In this chapter we explored two main aspects of the Hungarian educational system. First, we reviewed the main achievement indicators in an international and historical context, focusing on some relevant comparisons (e.g. with the Visegrád countries). Then we examined some characteristics of the system describing equity and equality, among these the impact of socio-economic status on achievement and the changes in how education supports students’ resilience.


    For a historically long period, when education was accessible only to a smaller proportion of the population, quality and equity of education seemed like diverging aims, which could not be ‘squared’. On the other hand, recent large-scale international comparative assessment programmes, like TIMSS and PISA have indicated that quality and equity are not mutually exclusive, as a number of education systems may promote both at the same time; and current results suggest that the best education systems are good both at improving academic achievements and at promoting equity.


    As the first international assessment programmes showed, the Hungarian education system was very strong in the 1970s and 1980s in mathematics and science, but by the mid-1990s it had dropped back to the middle of the field. Since then, there has been an overall negative tendency: the mean achievements are decreasing while the proportion of low achievers is growing.


    Analysis of achievements and their relationship with students’ socio-economic status clearly indicates that in the case of Hungary, quality and equity are also linked, but in a very awkward way: equity indicators are deteriorating in parallel with a decline in achievement. To change these negative trends, a number of interventions are needed to reduce the selectiveness of the education system and change the teaching methods.
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    Health status, health inequalities in international comparison


    Éva Orosz and Zsófia Kollányi


    1. The importance of health inequalities


    Health status can be viewed as a complex ‘outcome indicator’ of a country’s socio-economic and political processes (Sen, 1995) because a long and healthy life is in itself a valued outcome for individuals. It is also one of the key components of well-being at both the societal and the individual level that are fundamentally influenced by government policies. Furthermore, the right to health is one of the fundamental dimensions of human dignity, hu-man rights and the fulfilment of democratic norms. Currently, the growth in health inequalities poses a serious threat to the economic performance and long-term social progress of Hungary. Alleviation of these inequalities is of fundamental importance to Hungarian society (Orosz and Kollányi, 2014).


    Health inequalities have received increasing attention in the international arena since the early 2000s, following a long period of ‘being forgotten’ (Marmot and Wilkinson, 2000). The greater attention to health inequalities is part of a broader paradigm shift. Research – as well as increasing social and political tension – has highlighted the fact that social polarization, disintegration and the upsurge in political extremism represent threats not only to individual well-being, security and life satisfaction, but also to long-term eco-nomic development (OECD, 2011). Demographic change – and the declining share of the active population – has drawn attention to the human factors of economic growth. This has brought about a new approach in the European Commission’s health policy: governments have been encouraged to consider good health and health care as a key factor contributing to a quantitative and qualitative improvement in labour supply, as well as to long-term eco-nomic growth (European Commission, 2007). However, the economic crisis that broke in 2008 did have a number of negative effects on health and health care: on the one hand, it aggravated the social risks associated with health inequalities; on the other, it further reduced the availability of re-sources to tackle those inequalities (WHO, 2013). Public spending on health fell in real terms in a number of countries – including Hungary – in the early 2010s (Quaglio et al., 2013).


    Different aspects of the inequalities in health and health care have been addressed by social research in Hungary since the early 1980s, and thus a substantial body of knowledge has accumulated over recent decades (see, for example, Hablicsek, 2007; Józan 1994; Kovács 2007; 2012; Kopp and Szedmák, 1998; Losonczi, 1989; Orosz, 1990). Nevertheless, considering their importance, health inequalities have thus far received limited attention among the political elite and the public.


    1.1 Conceptual framework and main questions


    This study, first of all, assesses the position of Hungary in terms of health status and health inequalities in the European arena; and secondly, it examines inequalities between different social groups within the country. The analysis addresses the following main questions: what is the situation in Hungary in terms of health status and health inequalities in international comparison? Has the gap between Hungary and the leading countries narrowed in the decades since the political transition of 1989–90? Is general health in Hungary better or worse than might be expected on the basis of the country’s level of economic development? How have inequalities changed within the country? The final part of the study will also address some of the causes of health inequalities. The analysis is based primarily on various Eurostat and OECD datasets.


    2. Long-term trends in health


    From the mid-1980s, a number of authors highlighted the worsening of the health status (mortality) of the Hungarian population, which has resulted in a widening gap compared to the developed countries. This decline is comparable only to that seen in other socialist countries after the second half of the 1960s (Józan, 1994; Orosz, 1990). In 1960, there were no differences in the average life expectancy of men in Hungary and in (what would become) the EU-15 countries or the three other Visegrád countries (Czech Republic, Po-land and Slovakia – here, the V3) (Figure 1). Life expectancy – life expectancy at age 40, in particular – started to fall in the mid-1960s, and this trend accelerated in the early 1990s, up to 1993.


    Things changed in 1994, and life expectancy has since been increasing, primarily thanks to a fall in cardiovascular mortality (HCSO, 2015; Bálint and Kovács, 2015). However, the extent of the improvement has not been sufficient to raise Hungary’s relative position in international comparison (Figure 1).


    
      Figure 1 Life expectancy at age 40 in Hungary in European comparison, 1960–2016 (years)
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        Note: EU top 3: the average of the three best-performing EU Member States.


        Source: Life expectancy – World Bank Life expectancy at birth, total (years) (code: SP.DYN.LE00.IN), Eurostat [demo_mlexpec], stats.oecd.org: Health status – Life expectancy; Population – Eurostat [demo_pjan] (downloaded September 2018).

      

    


    The health of the Hungarian population remains among the worst in the EU. The severity of the situation is highlighted by the fact that since the end of the 1980s, the gap between Hungary and not only the EU-15 but also the V3 countries has widened on a number of key health indicators – in the case of men, both life expectancy at birth and at age 40. In 2016, male life expectancy at age 40 was 6.7 years lower in Hungary than in the EU-15 and 2.2 years lower than in the V3 (in 1989, the gap was 6 years and 1 year, respectively).


    The gap has also increased for women since the late 1980s: in 2016, the difference in life expectancy at age 40 between Hungary and the EU-15 was 4.5 years, compared to 3.9 years in 1988. In fact, the gap that had opened up for women by 1993 has stayed essentially the same ever since. It is also clear that in the late 1980s and early 1990s, the gap between the V3 countries and the EU-15 was narrower than that between Hungary and the EU-15.1


    The fact that the life expectancy of Hungarian men at 40 was only 1.7 years more in 2016 than in 1960 can also be interpreted as suggesting that the socio-economic developments of the past 50 years or more have had a very limited impact on the overall life prospects of Hungarian men.2


    One of the key determinants of health is the economic development of a country – measured here (for want of a better indicator) as GDP per capita.


    The regression curves of Figure 2 show – in a slightly simplified form – the health status (life expectancy at 40) that could be ‘anticipated’ at certain levels of economic development. In countries where life expectancy is below the curve, health in general is worse than the level of economic development of those countries would predict, due to factors other than per capita GDP (e.g. economic efficiency, social indicators, health system, etc.). In countries that are above the curve, the situation is the opposite.


    During the period under consideration, life expectancy in the Hungarian population at age 40 increased by 4.7 years, which in itself can be regarded as a positive outcome and places Hungary in this respect in the top third of the countries examined. However, in both years (1995 and 2016) the health status of the population (life expectancy at 40) was considerably worse in Hungary than might have been expected on the basis of the country’s level of economic development. Although life expectancy has increased in recent years, that increase has been more modest than in the other post-socialist countries, and our position relative to our economic development has not improved.


    
      Figure 2 Relationship between life expectancy at age 40 and GDP in EU Member States in 1995 and 2016 (logarithmic regression)


      
        [image: 13_02] 

        Source: Eurostat online database, [demo_mlexpec] and [nama_gdp_c] datasets (down-loaded September 2018).

      

    


    In 2016, only Lithuania was in a worse position: with a somewhat higher level of economic development, life expectancy at 40 was even lower than in Hungary. All the other post-socialist countries either – in the worst cases – achieved comparable health status at a substantially lower level of economic development (e.g. Romania and Bulgaria) or else they attained considerably higher life expectancy at a similar level of economic development (e.g. Po-land).


    In Hungary, the gap between actual and ‘anticipated’ life expectancy at age 40 was estimated to be 1.8 years in 2016 and 2.4 years in 1995. Some of the many explanatory factors for this shortfall are the catastrophic levels of health inequality between social groups and other social inequalities that exacerbate these.


    It is worth highlighting the fact that ‘anticipated’ life expectancy (on the whole) was higher for any given level of economic development in 2016 than in 1995; thus, a specific level of economic development predicted higher life expectancy at the end of the period. Of the many potential reasons for this, the development of health technology should be underlined. Various studies have pointed out the significant contribution of health technology development to the improvement in life expectancy in recent decades, in particular progress in the prevention and treatment of cardiovascular disease (e.g. drug treatments for high blood pressure) (Nolte et al., 2012). However, it is also clear that the curve did not simply ‘shift upwards’, but rather the gap widened between life prospects at lower and higher levels of economic development.


    3. Premature and avoidable mortality


    The premature (early) mortality of the Hungarian population declined substantially between 2001 and 2015 – by 25.7 per cent calculated as the death rate per 100,000 population below the age of 653 and by 19 per cent calculated as the mortality rate for four major non-communicable diseases (NCDs) between the ages of 30 and 70.4 However, our relative position is still worse in this respect than in terms of total mortality (Table 1).


    
      Table 1 Relative position of Hungary among the Visegrád countries with regard to premature and avoidable mortality, and public spending on health, 2015
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      Note: *EU-15, without Luxembourg.


      Source: Eurostat, basic data for calculations: age-standardized mortality rates per 100,000 population. ** OECD Health Data 2015, *** Here: based on the Eurostat data-base, deaths occurring before the age of 65.

    


    The difference between premature and avoidable mortality is that the former includes all causes of death, whereas the latter considers only ‘preventable’ and ‘amenable’ causes, where death before a specific age can be avoided with optimal-quality treatment and effective prevention. The concept of avoidable mortality emerged in the international literature in the 1990s (Mackenbach et al., 1990) – one of the approaches that seek to develop a measurement method to provide a general indicator of the performance of healthcare systems. According to Eurostat, ‘While the amenable mortality indicator is not meant to be a definite or unique measurement of the quality of health care in the Member States, it provides some indication of the quality and performance of healthcare policies in a country’ (Eurostat, 2016: 1).5


    The relative position of Hungary is particularly unfavourable for both preventable and amenable mortality: whereas in 2016 the total (standardized) mortality rate was 1.6 times higher in Hungary than in the EU-14,6 for amenable mortality the figure was 2.7 times and for preventable mortality – 2.2 times higher (Table 1). Thus, mortality is markedly higher for causes that are heavily influenced by the performance of the healthcare system. Com-pared to the Czech Republic and Poland, our relative position is much worse in terms of avoidable mortality than in terms of total mortality.


    The performance of the health system is heavily influenced by the level of healthcare expenditure, especially public spending. With regard to per capita public expenditure – that is, an indicator of the volume (quantity and quality) of health services used by the population – the gap between Hungary and the EU-15 has widened since the political transition of 1989–90; and the same is true even of the gap between Hungary and some of the V3 countries. In 1992, per capita public expenditure on health in Hungary was 47 per cent of the EU-15 average (and slightly higher than the figure in the Czech Republic); in 2016, it was only 38 per cent of the EU-15 average (and a mere 63 per cent of the level of per capita spending in the Czech Republic). The extent of the ‘withdrawal of funds’ from health can, without fear of exaggeration, be described as dramatic. This is further illustrated by the fact that in 2016 public spending on health in Hungary amounted to only 4.9 per cent of GDP, compared to 6 per cent in 1992. The decline in health expenditure as a percentage of GDP is almost unique in the EU: public spending on health as a percentage of GDP was higher in every other country (except Latvia) in the early 2010s than in the early 1990s. The withdrawal of funds from health care had an impact on a number of areas, especially access to and quality of health care, resulting in slower improvement in amenable mortality than, for example, in the Czech Republic and Poland. Therefore, our disadvantageous relative position in amenable mortality can be interpreted as the price paid for the increasing gap in financing, measured in deaths that could have been avoided.7


    4. Life expectancy and healthy life years at age 65


    One of the key demographic and social challenges is the health status and quality of life of the elderly. From an economic and social perspective, the health status attainable in older age is important for a number of reasons. On the one hand, better general health is likely to increase the labour supply of older workers – even beyond pension age. On the other hand, care needs associated with poor health might divert working-age family members away from the labour market to look after elderly relatives. Recognition of this challenge has led to the adoption of healthy ageing policies in the EU and a number of Member States. One way of describing the general situation is by comparing life expectancy and healthy life years at age 65 (Figure 3).


    
      Figure 3 Life expectancy and healthy life years at age 65, 2016
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        Note: population-weighted averages; EU top3: average of three best-performing EU Member States in terms of healthy life expectancy.


        Source: Eurostat [hlth_hlye] and [demo_pjan].

      

    


    The differences between the two types of life expectancy can be substantial – not just when we compare Hungary and the EU-15, but also when we look at the different developed countries. In the three best-performing EU Member States, men can expect to live an additional 18.7 years after the age of 65, with 71 per cent of this (13.4 years) in good health; in the EU-15 generally, average life expectancy at the age of 65 is similar (18.8 years), but only 55 per cent of this (10.4 years) will be spent in good health.


    
      Figure 4 Relative mortality by leading causes of death in the population aged 0–64 in Hungary, compared to EU-15 averages, 1980, 1990, 2000, 2010, 2015
(EU-15 average=1, standardized mortality data)
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      Source of data: https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/health/causes-death/data/database. [hlth_cd_asdr2] and [hlth_cd_hist] (downloaded September 2018).

    


    At age 65, Hungarian men can expect to have 3.7 fewer healthy life years than the EU-15 average, while the number of years lived with limitations in activities of daily living is only 0.6 years shorter.


    5. Trends in cause-specific mortality


    The short life expectancy is due to substantially higher mortality in certain age groups in Hungary than in other countries in our comparison. Figure 4 depicts trends in cause-specific mortality relative to EU-15 countries.


    In 2015, among both men and women there were 3.4 times more deaths from cardiovascular (circulatory) disease – the most common cause of death – than the EU-15 average. Mortality from cancer (malignant neoplasms) was just over double the EU-15 rate for men and 1.8 times higher for women. The mortality gap for both men and women was wider in 2015 than in both 1980 and 1990. This is strongly associated with problems accessing health services and in the quality of those health services, as highlighted previously.


    6. Inequalities by educational attainment


    Health status is associated with all the various components of social stratification – both via their complex relationship with each other and directly, ‘in their own right’. Thus, health inequalities associated with educational attainment reflect not merely the impact of schooling, but also the combined impact of disparities in income, employment and material conditions, which are all related to education as well (Kovács and Bálint, 2014).


    Regarding the levels of disparity in life expectancy by education observed in Hungary and the V3 countries, it is notable that low-educated men have far worse health status than their counterparts in Mediterranean and Scandinavian countries (Figure 5).


    
      Figure 5 Life expectancy at age 40 by education level in different groups of EU countries, 2016 (year)
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      Note: population-weighted averages. ISCED 0–2: lower-secondary education at most (without graduation); ISCED 3–4: upper-secondary education (with graduation); ISCED 5–8: tertiary education.


      Source: Eurostat [demo_mlexpecedu] and [demo_pjan].

    


    The disadvantage of low-educated men is much greater in the Visegrád countries than in the other two groups of countries; accordingly, at the age of 40 they can expect to live for 11–12 years less than their peers in Mediterranean or Scandinavian countries. Meanwhile, the gap is only 4–5 years among the highly educated. In other words, the fact that overall life expectancy is much lower in Hungary – and in the other Visegrád countries – than in Western Europe is largely due to massive disparities in health status by education level, and particularly the huge disadvantage of low-educated men compared to other groups in society.


    Not only could low-educated men expect to have a shorter life, but their life expectancy also continued to decline in the first half of the 1990s – a trend that was quite different from that observed in developed countries, as highlighted earlier. Meanwhile, during the same period, life expectancy at age 30 increased substantially for those with higher levels of education (Figure 6).8


    
      Figure 6 Life expectancy at age 30 by sex and education,1986–2016 (years)


      
        [image: 13_06] 

        Note: Time series for different educational groups have been standardized using rough population distribution estimates by education based on census data.


        Source: Hablicsek (2007: 19); Eurostat [demo_mlexpecedu]; HCSO Population Census 2011, Education: http://www.ksh.hu/nepszamlalas/tablak_iskolazottsag

      

    


    After a long period of stagnating (or even deteriorating) life expectancy (depicted in Figure 1), in the early 1990s life expectancy started to increase in all social groups, except for low-educated men. Their life prospects continued to deteriorate until 1995, and they only returned to their late-1980s level in the mid-2000s. The worst situation was observed among those with the lowest level of education, namely those who had not even completed primary school: according to available data, their life expectancy declined notice-ably year on year until 2004, including a three-year drop between 1990 and 1995 (Hablicsek, 2007). Therefore, when the life expectancy of those in a better situation started to increase, the gap between the higher- and the lower-educated also started to widen. While life expectancy for men with secondary education (and with a leaving certificate) at age 30 was 5.7 years greater and for women 2.1 years greater than for those without secondary education in the late 1980s, by the mid-2000s this had increased to 8.7 years among men and 5.6 years among women. For men, the gap between those who had not completed primary education and those with tertiary education increased from 8.9 to 16.5 years; and for women it widened from 4.0 to 10.2 years (Hablicsek, 2007). By the middle of the 2010s, inequalities were deeper than in either the mid-1990s or the mid-2000s: men with secondary education at age 30 could expect to live 10.7 years longer than those without secondary education; and women could anticipate an additional 5.6 years.


    Aside from objective life expectancy, there are also differences in self-reported health across the different educational groups. In all countries, ap-proximately 5 per cent of those with higher levels of education assessed their health as ‘poor’ or ‘very poor’, but among the low-educated population, self-rated health appears to be considerably worse in Hungary and the other Visegrád countries than in the EU-15 (Figure 7).


    It must be noted that although self-rated health is a good indicator of health status, it is also heavily culture dependent; thus caution must be exercised in using it to compare countries.


    
      Figure 7 Percentage of people self-reporting poor or very poor health, by level of education in Europe, 2016 (per cent)
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      Note: population-weighted averages. ISCED 0–2: lower-secondary education at most (without graduation); ISCED 3–4: upper-secondary education (graduation); ISCED 5–8: tertiary education.


      Source: Eurostat [hlth_silc_02] and [demo_pjan].

    


    7. Geographical inequalities


    Health inequalities in Hungary are substantial not only along lines of social stratification, but also across different geographical areas; and these have also increased considerably in a number of areas since the political transition of 1989–90 when set alongside the general improvement of health status in the 2000s (Hablicsek, 2007; Juhász et al., 2010). The territorial inequalities in health to a large extent reflect the social disparities of different regions. How-ever, risk factors specific to particular regions – e.g. pollution, housing conditions, healthy drinking water, and poor access to health care – also play a role. In terms of male life expectancy at birth, the difference between the best and the worst microregion was nearly 13.5 years in 2014 (data supplied by the Hungarian Central Statistical Office).


    8. Inequalities in access to health care


    Two general aspects of access to health care are unmet need and inequalities in healthcare utilization. Information on the first aspect can be obtained from surveys that report the percentage of the population that cannot access certain services, even though they would like to. The other aspect indicates inequalities among those who manage to access particular services, in terms of the financial burden, waiting times and quality of care (in other words, whether they access adequate care for their condition). In this regard, the extent of out-of-pocket expenses associated with healthcare utilization is crucial.9


    Among the European OECD countries, only Swiss and Greek households spend a higher share of their income on health care than Hungarians. In 2015, 4.4 per cent of the final consumption of Hungarian households was direct health expenditure, above the OECD average of 3.0 per cent.10 Furthermore, among EU Member States, one of the highest shares of out-of-pocket payments in total health expenditure was in Hungary – a total of 29.0 per cent in 2015; meanwhile the EU-28 average was 21.8 per cent and the average of the EU-15 countries was only 18.3 per cent (Eurostat, 2018).11 Another important aspect of service utilization is its quality. For example, a general indicator of quality is the percentage of hospital admissions for chronic conditions where hospitalization is unnecessary if there is adequate quality primary care. In the case of asthma and COPD,12 for instance, in 2015 of the OECD countries the rate of avoidable hospitalization (a good measure of the quality of primary and outpatient care) was highest in Hungary: around 3 times as many people (per 100,000 population aged over 15) were hospitalized in Hungary as in the best-performing European countries (OECD, 2017). Various factors can contribute to this: from lack of knowledge and/or incentives of doctors in primary care through to unequal access to health care. In November 2018, there were 331 permanently vacant general practices in Hungary (National Institute of Primary Care, 2016; 2018) – almost double the figure in 2001 (Lakatos and Tokaji, 2009) and 30 per cent higher than in 2016. Furthermore, the absolute and relative share of vacant practices was highest in the economically most deprived counties.


    9. Social determinants of health inequalities


    Health inequalities do not exclusively affect people with the lowest income and lowest education; rather, life expectancy gradually declines as one goes down the social ladder – this is what the literature terms the health gradient (Marmot and Wilkinson, 2000). According to the World Health Organization (WHO, 2008; Solar and Irwin, 2010), the determinants of health status and inequalities can be categorized into three main groups:


    • structural factors (economic, social, socio-psychological, public policy, plus stratification of the population by income, education and economic sector);


    • risk factors that directly affect health (environmental hazards, stress, diet, health-damaging behaviours, etc.); and


    • the operation of the healthcare system (e.g. massive inequalities in access to and quality of services, etc.).


    The development and the mixture of direct risk factors – smoking, alcohol consumption, diet, body weight, living conditions – are strongly associated with social status. In other words, lifestyle and the physical environment ‘transmit’ the effect of social status onto health. Moreover, psychosocial factors, especially perceived stress, can have a significant impact, too (Wil-kinson and Pickett, 2009; Kopp and Szedmák, 1998). The extent of stress is strongly related to an individual’s social status, on the one hand, and to the cultural characteristics of society (primarily the level of social cohesion), on the other.


    Hungary is ranked in the worst third of EU countries on all direct risk factors, with the exception of alcohol consumption13 and the consumption of vegetables and fruit (where the country ranks somewhere in the middle). In terms of both the proportion of smokers and the incidence of obesity, it is the third worst country in the EU, while the proportion of those living in poor-quality housing is also one of the highest.14 On a number of indicators, the relative position of Hungary is substantially worse for people with lower social status than for the total population.


    Governance and public policies (economic, employment, social and health policies, etc.), and the cultural patterns, norms and values characteristic of a particular society make up one of the components of the structural determinants of health inequalities. The other – related – structural factor is the socio-economic status of individuals – namely the stratification of the population by income, education, economic sector, gender, etc. Then, one’s position in the social hierarchy has a strong effect on one’s material conditions (working and living conditions), psychosocial situation and health behaviours – that is, risk factors with a direct impact on health status. The health system can mitigate or exacerbate the effect of the other social determinants of health inequalities. Meanwhile, ill health can have an impact on an individual’s social situation – for example, by reducing his/her labour market opportunities, and thus income.


    The determinants of health inequalities are addressed in detail in other chapters in this volume, and therefore only a few key factors are highlighted here. The average level of education has increased steadily in Hungary since the regime change, which can certainly be regarded as a positive development from the perspective of general health status. However, the proportion of those who complete primary education, but do not subsequently graduate from school with a leaving certificate has remained unchanged (Eurostat);15 this is aggravated by the fact that the Hungarian education system is unable to equip these young people with the skills necessary for the current labour market (Hárs, 2012). The employment level in Hungary was among the lowest in the European Union until 2013 (Hungarian Central Bank, 2013; Eurostat16) – if public workfare programmes that do not offer a real solution to long-term unemployment and international labour migration are not considered (Köllő and Scharle, 2011). The increase in income poverty and deprivation up until 2013 was a direct consequence of this. The proportion of people living in material deprivation increased by nearly 50 per cent in Hungary between 2008 and 2013, and the figure only started to decline in 2014. In the EU-28, only Bulgaria and – marginally – Romania had a higher pro-portion of people living in deprivation.


    However, the impact of these material factors on health status is, to a large extent, determined by public policies and institutions, as well as by the subjective experience of poverty in a given society (Orosz and Kollányi, 2017). Hungary is characterized by weak solidarity, low levels of trust and high levels of stress among those at the ‘bottom’ of society (‘losers’), and this has the potential to turn the (‘hard’) structural and material factors into risk factors that are highly damaging to their health.


    All the factors mentioned – including the low level of trust – are related to the fact that government decisions in the post-communist transition period were characterized by ‘public policy opportunism’.17 Public policies were motivated by budgetary constraints and short-term interests (Scharle, 2011): on the one hand, the radical reduction in public spending on education and health care as a proportion of GDP; and on the other, policies to boost the short-term material well-being and income of ‘median voters’ in the period running up to an election. Areas of policy that require long-term national strategies that span more than one parliamentary term – such as the environment, education or health care – became insignificant issues. Given that a sustainable improvement in health status and a reduction in the social dis-parities that lie behind health inequalities can only come about via coordinated and deliberate policies that are protected against the fluctuations of political cycles and that enjoy a high level of commitment from policy makers, public policy opportunism has had a particularly negative impact in this area.


    10. Conclusion


    Our study has presented an overview of the trends and determinants of the health status of the Hungarian population. Life expectancy was declining before the regime change, and continued to do so after it; however, life prospects did start to pick up in the mid-1990s, although the trend continued to lag behind the EU-15 and the other Visegrád countries. Thus, in a number of areas our position relative to the EU-15 and the other Visegrád countries is less favourable than it was in the late 1980s. Despite some positive trends, health status is still worse in Hungary than might be expected on the basis of the country’s economic development.


    A modest overall increase in life expectancy has been accompanied by a dramatic increase in health inequalities. Inequalities between social groups and those living in different parts of the country run deep: for example, life expectancy at birth for men in the most deprived microregion is 13 years shorter than in the best-performing region.


    Judged by both objective and subjective health status, health inequalities by level of education are substantially greater than the EU-15 average. Our relative position is especially unfavourable in terms of amenable mortality, which characterizes the performance of the health system. Behind all this lie the cumulative effects of the healthcare crisis and structural factors beyond the healthcare system.
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    Housing market and housing indicators


    József Hegedüs, Eszter Somogyi and Nóra Teller


    This study presents the changes in the housing sector since 2000 in four steps. First, we evaluate the Hungarian housing situation in an international comparative context, looking for the connection between economic development and the housing consumption level of households. Then we divide the years after 2000 into three periods, in order to analyse macro-level developments related to the housing system (construction, house prices, transactions and so forth). Next, we separately examine developments in the housing situation of different social strata over the past 15 years. And finally, we take a look at recent housing market trends, which show signs of a post-crisis recovery, but at the same time indicate the re-emergence of pre-crisis problems.


    1. Housing in Hungary: a European comparison


    In terms of housing indicators, the post-transition new EU Member States (EU-11) differ markedly from the older Member States of Western and Northern Europe; meanwhile the Southern European countries seem to fall somewhere between these two country groups (Figure 1).1 The basic indicators of socio-economic structure – income, demography and the share of the informal economy – show that:


    
      	wage and income levels in the EU-11 lag significantly behind old Member State averages, despite narrowing socio-economic gaps;


      	the countries of Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) face ongoing demo-graphic decline, which is not counterbalanced by immigration;


      	the role of the informal economy is significantly larger in the CEE countries than in the most developed European economies (Table 1).

    


    
      Figure 1 The three European regions


      
        [image: 14_01] 

        Country groups: Western and Northern European countries: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Sweden, the United Kingdom. Periphery I: Southern European countries: Cyprus, Greece, Italy, Malta, Portugal, Spain. Periphery II: new EU Member States: Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia.

      

    


    
      Table 1 Weighted indicators in European country groups (regions) and in Hungary, 2012–17


      
        
          
            	
              Indicator
            

            	
              Northern and Western European MSs
            

            	
              Periphery I Southern European countries
            

            	
              Periphery II EU-11
            

            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              EU avg.a /total
            
          


          
            	
              I1
            

            	
              Per capita GDP, purchasing power parity (EUR) 2016
            

            	
              39,875
            

            	
              31,017
            

            	
              24,022
            

            	
              24,121
            

            	
              34,438
            
          


          
            	
              I2
            

            	
              Median household income (EUR/annum), 2016
            

            	
              21,922
            

            	
              14,040
            

            	
              5,407
            

            	
              4,772
            

            	
              16,561
            
          


          
            	
              I3
            

            	
              Households that struggle to make ends meetb (%), 2016
            

            	
              4
            

            	
              16
            

            	
              13
            

            	
              17.1
            

            	
              9.1
            
          


          
            	
              I4
            

            	
              Population change, 2005–16 (2005=100)
            

            	
              106.1
            

            	
              105.8
            

            	
              96.9
            

            	
              96.8
            

            	
              103.9
            
          


          
            	
              I5
            

            	
              Net migration, 2006–16


              (per 1,000 persons)
            

            	
              7.2
            

            	
              16.1
            

            	
              -2.4
            

            	
              14.1
            

            	
              25.8
            
          


          
            	
              I6
            

            	
              Share of population born in another EU Member State (%), 2017
            

            	
              5.2
            

            	
              3.5
            

            	
              1.3
            

            	
              3.0
            

            	
              4.0
            
          


          
            	
              I7
            

            	
              Share of population born outside the EU (%), 2017
            

            	
              2.5
            

            	
              1.5
            

            	
              0.7
            

            	
              1.6
            

            	
              2.0
            
          


          
            	
              I8
            

            	
              Population (million), 2017
            

            	
              263.5
            

            	
              122.6
            

            	
              102.2
            

            	
              9.8
            

            	
              480.0
            
          


          
            	
              I9
            

            	
              Population as share of EU populationc (%), 2017
            

            	
              54
            

            	
              26
            

            	
              21
            

            	
              2
            

            	
              

            
          


          
            	
              I10
            

            	
              Average house price (EUR/m2), 2014
            

            	
              3,149
            

            	
              1,928
            

            	
              1,058
            

            	
              779
            

            	
              2,433
            
          


          
            	
              I11
            

            	
              Average market rent (EUR/dwelling/month), 2014
            

            	
              565
            

            	
              396
            

            	
              263
            

            	
              213
            

            	
              502
            
          


          
            	
              I12
            

            	
              Share of outstanding mortgages to GDP (%), 2016
            

            	
              54
            

            	
              34
            

            	
              18
            

            	
              12.5
            

            	
              47
            
          


          
            	
              I13
            

            	
              Change of residence in past five years (%), 2012
            

            	
              26
            

            	
              11
            

            	
              7
            

            	
              7
            

            	
              18
            
          


          
            	
              I14
            

            	
              Housing market transactions (percentage of housing stock), 2016
            

            	
              3.5
            

            	
              6.2
            

            	
              2.3
            

            	
              3.3
            

            	
              3.6
            
          


          
            	
              I15
            

            	
              Social rental dwellings (%), 2016
            

            	
              13
            

            	
              5
            

            	
              3
            

            	
              3
            

            	
              9
            
          


          
            	
              I16
            

            	
              Owner occupied housing (%), 2016
            

            	
              61
            

            	
              75
            

            	
              86
            

            	
              86.3
            

            	
              69
            
          


          
            	
              I17
            

            	
              Rooms per capita, 2016
            

            	
              1.8
            

            	
              1.6
            

            	
              1.2
            

            	
              1.2
            

            	
              1.6
            
          


          
            	
              I18
            

            	
              Average dwelling size (m2), 2012
            

            	
              97.3
            

            	
              96.5
            

            	
              69.3
            

            	
              75.6
            

            	
              91.5
            
          


          
            	
              I19
            

            	
              Share of overcrowded housingd (%), 2016
            

            	
              8
            

            	
              18
            

            	
              39
            

            	
              40
            

            	
              17
            
          


          
            	
              I20
            

            	
              Share of population facing severe housing deprivation (%), 2016
            

            	
              2.0
            

            	
              6.0
            

            	
              11.7
            

            	
              17.1
            

            	
              4.8
            
          


          
            	
              I21
            

            	
              Share of housing expenditure in disposable household income (%), 2016
            

            	
              23.0
            

            	
              20.0
            

            	
              21.0
            

            	
              21.3
            

            	
              22
            
          


          
            	
              I22
            

            	
              Share of households in housing arrears (%), 2016
            

            	
              8.5
            

            	
              14.3
            

            	
              15.8
            

            	
              19
            

            	
              10.4
            
          


          
            	
              I23
            

            	
              Share of informal economy (% of GDP), 2012
            

            	
              11
            

            	
              20
            

            	
              23
            

            	
              22
            

            	
              14
            
          

        
      


      aIndicators presented in the table are weighted averages, where the weights depend on the nature of the indicator (population, housing stock, etc.). bShare of households that reported struggling to make ends meet. cThe population of Croatia included. d Eurostat considers a dwelling to be overcrowded if adult couples do not have a separate room; where children aged 12–17 of different genders cannot live in separate rooms; if more than two children under the age of 12 share a room; or if adults over 18 do not have a separate room.


      Note: data were weighted by number of dwellings, or number of households, or population. The table does not include Croatia, unless specified. Source: I1: https://tradingeconomics.com (weighted by population); I2: Eurostat, EU-SILC (code: ilc_di04) weighted by the number of households (code: lfst_hhnhtych); I3: EU-SILC (code: ilc_mdes09); I4 and I5: Eurostat (code: demo_gind), corrected with the population of Croatia; I10 and I11: http://numbeo.com; I12 and I14: European Mortgage Federation (https://hypo.org/app/uploads/sites/3/2017/09/HYPOSTAT-2017.pdf); I14 Hungarian data: Hungarian Central Statistical Office; I13: Eurostat (code: ilc_hcmp05); I13 and I16: Eurostat EU-SILC (code: ilc_lvho02); I15: Housing Europe: The State of Housing in Europe 2017 (www.housingeurope.eu/file/614/download); I17: EU-SILC (code: ilc_lvho03); I18 and I19: EU-SILC (code: ilc_lvho05a); I20: EU-SILC (code: ilc_mdho06q); I21: EU-SILC (code: ilc_mded01); I22: EU-SILC (code: ilc_mdes05); I23: F. Schneider (2012). ‘Size and development of the Shadow Economy from 2003 to 2012: some new facts’, cited in IMF Country Re-ports: Republic of Lithuania: 2014 Article IV Consultation Selected Issues. Data were weighted to number of dwellings, number of households, or population, depending on the nature of the indicator.

    


    Despite interregional convergence (Oblath, 2014), EU-11 countries still lag significantly behind the most developed European economies (of Northern and Western Europe). Per capita GDP in the EU-11 – including Hungary – is, on average, 30 per cent lower than in the old EU Member States, and 40 per cent lower than in the group of the most developed countries. In terms of median household incomes, the region falls further behind: its average level is just one third of the level in the most developed Member States.


    Aside from a brief period of stagnation between 2009 and 2016, the population of the European Union has shown consistent growth; by contrast, population on the periphery has decreased steadily. Between 2005 and 2016, the EU-11 lost 3 per cent of their population, while the old EU Member States saw an average of 4 per cent population growth. Mitra (2001) characterized the transitional societies as ‘grey and poor’, referring to their ageing populations and low birth rates. These countries generally have negative migration balances, possibly with the occasional exception. According to Eurostat, the net migration rate in the CEE Member States was -2.6 per cent overall; it is mainly the most mobile labour force that has emigrated (Lakatos, 2015).


    The quality of the housing stock and the level of house prices and market rents depend on overall economic development. The average size of a dwelling in the EU-11 is 80 per cent of the size in the old EU Member States, and the number of rooms per resident is 0.4 below the Western and Northern European average. On the other hand, the share of overcrowded dwellings in the CEE countries (including Hungary) is five times the average for the old Member States. House prices and market rent levels are, on average, 50 per cent of the equivalent rates in Western Europe (although the reliability of data in this field is questionable).


    The discrepancies in the quality of the housing stock surface in the share of households with severe deprivation: in the CEE region, this indicator is five times greater than in Western and Northern European countries. In Hungary, 17 per cent of households suffer severe deprivation. Due to the shortage of affordable rental housing, low-income households must make do with the lowest segment of the private rental market or with poor-quality municipal social housing.


    Housing market transaction and residential mobility indicators also show a systematically lower rate of housing mobility: on average, 7 per cent of people in the EU-11 have moved house in the past five years, compared to 18 per cent in Northern and Western Europe. This is both a cause and a consequence of the predominance of home ownership in the CEE countries, and links to housing market rigidity and demographic processes.2 The massive privatization of formerly public rental housing in the transition countries of Central and Eastern Europe (with the sole exception of the Czech Republic) reduced the public social rental housing sector to 3 per cent or less of national housing stocks – as opposed to 10–12 per cent in the most developed countries, including in Northern and Western Europe. In the CEE’s housing finance systems, outstanding mortgages account for about 18 per cent of GDP, in contrast to 47 per cent in the old EU Member States.


    In the transition countries, the emerging predominance of the market sector was accompanied by a radical increase in income inequalities: the share of people who struggle to make ends meet is significantly higher than in most of the developed countries. EU-SILC surveys showed in 2011 that in the post-crisis context, some 40 per cent of CEE households had trouble making ends meet, compared to 15 per cent in Northern and Western European countries. Five years later, in 2016, the average figure was 4 per cent in the most developed European regions; 16 per cent in the Southern European Member States; and 13 per cent in the transition countries. In Hungary, 17 per cent of households struggled to make ends meet in 2016. The regional component of inequalities within the European Union is therefore significant.


    The number of families in arrears with housing-related costs points to the shortcomings of the welfare system. Regional disparities within countries are usually related to the narrowing or retrenchment of welfare provisions, and to the low level and weak targeting of income benefit transfers. In the new EU Member States one fifth of households are in arrears with their housing payments, despite the fact that housing-related costs claim a similar share of household budgets across the European regions (20–23 per cent).


    In terms of socio-economic and housing market trends, Hungary is comparable to other EU-11 countries, although indicators of the effectiveness of housing subsidies show systematically weaker performance. In summary, however, the overall differences in housing indicators are less stark than the differences between the EU-11 countries and the EU average in terms of economic development.


    2. Housing market trends and housing regimes between 2000 and 2018


    In terms of housing policy direction and changes, the past 18 years can be divided into three periods, after the housing market recovery in 2000. The different housing regime periods occurred under various macroeconomic conditions and housing policy programmes (Figure 2).


    
      Figure 2 Housing market trends (transactions, mortgage loans issued, and construction by entrepreneurs) 1999–2017


      
        [image: 14_02] 

        Note: after the mandatory conversion of foreign exchange (FX) mortgage loans, the remaining outstanding FX mortgage portfolio accounted for 0.45 per cent of the mortgage stock.


        Source: Hungarian National Bank.

      

    


    The first period was characterized by economic stabilization and house price increase, a rapid expansion of the mortgage market and a related growth in private sector housing construction. The second period began in 2008, when the impact of the global financial crisis reached Hungary; there followed six years of recession, modest economic development, and a decline in mortgage lending and construction. After 2015, the housing market stabilized, house prices began once again to increase, and households and developers revived their construction plans (although the sector’s rigidity meant that actual construction remained at a low level, and the stock of outstanding loans continued to shrink, due to repayments) (Table 2).


    
      Figure 3 Construction permits issued and dwellings handed over, 1999–2017
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        Source: Hungarian Central Statistical Office.

      

    


    
      Figure 4 House price change, 1999–2017
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        Source: Hungarian Central Statistical Office.

      

    


    
      Figure 5 The stock of outstanding mortgage loans and the FX loan portfolio, 1999–2017
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        Source: FHB House Price Index.

      

    


    
      Table 2 Indicators of housing regimes, 2000–17


      
        
          
            	
              


              Period
            

            	
              Number of house sales (per annum)*
            

            	
              N of dwellings put to use


              (per annum)
            

            	
              N of new construction permits issued


              (per annum)
            

            	
              House price change (%)**
            

            	
              Change in outstanding mortgage stock (billion HUF)
            

            	
              Housing mortgage loans granted*** (billion HUF)
            
          


          
            	
              2000–08
            

            	
              200.056
            

            	
              34,198
            

            	
              49,166
            

            	
              48
            

            	
              6,380
            

            	
              624
            
          


          
            	
              2009–15
            

            	
              99,635
            

            	
              14,185
            

            	
              14,075
            

            	
              -21
            

            	
              -1,816
            

            	
              247
            
          


          
            	
              2016–17
            

            	
              140,259
            

            	
              12,192
            

            	
              34,778
            

            	
              25
            

            	
              -467
            

            	
              560
            
          

        
      


      * New and existing dwellings.


      ** Changes between the beginning and end of multi-year period.


      *** Housing mortgage loans issued only include mortgage loans for a specified housing purpose.


      Source: Hungarian Central Statistical Office, Hungarian National Bank.

    


    3. Upturn in housing investment, 2000–08


    After the year 2000, housing investments began to increase thanks to an upturn in house prices two years previously, economic stabilization and the expansion of housing subsidies. At this point, the housing market took off. From the late 1990s, the number of housing market transactions began to grow: between 1999 and 2003, the number of dwellings sold doubled. In that same period, the number of newly constructed dwellings also doubled; and in 2004 more than 40,000 new units were built in a single year – a target considered necessary by policy makers (Farkas et al., 2004). In a novel development, there was an upsurge in construction by entrepreneurs: by 2004, one third of new dwellings were commissioned by real estate developers; and this figure reached one half by 2008. This housing market upsurge was clearly fuelled by disproportionately large loan subsidies, as a consequence of which the stock of outstanding mortgage loans grew eight-fold between 2000 and 2003 – from HUF 192 billion to HUF 1,548 billion. The generous subsidies were unsustainable, however, and were gradually phased out from 2003. Housing mortgage subsidies between 2000 and 2003 were highly regressive, and thus had a questionable social impact: 60 per cent of available subsidies went to the top income quintile, whereas the bottom 60 per cent of house-holds accessed only 20 per cent of the subsidies (Hegedüs and Somogyi, 2004; Hegedüs, 2006).


    The drastic cut in housing subsidies only slowed down the market expansion temporarily. From 2005 onward, the number of market transactions was again on the rise, prompting upturns in construction and mortgage lending. The new market surge was fuelled by the introduction of foreign ex-change (FX) denominated mortgage loans; by 2006, these accounted for a third of the rapidly growing mortgage stock – and by 2008 for nearly two thirds. After their initially cautious approach, lending institutions entered into a sort of risk competition: underwriting procedures were significantly relaxed, and the outstanding mortgage stock increased more rapidly even than in the period prior to 2003 (Király and Nagy, 2008). The outstanding mortgage stock increased steeply to reach HUF 6,500 billion by 2008. Yet housing investment spending was lower than might have been expected from this level of increase, suggesting that a significant proportion of mortgage loans was used for purposes other than housing – such as business financing or personal consumption.


    4. The global financial crisis in Hungary (2009–14)


    When the global financial crisis struck, the housing market and mortgage lending virtually collapsed. Real house prices plummeted and by 2010 had sunk to below the 2000 level. The same trend was visible for new construction and housing market transactions (Székely, 2011). A rapid decline in employment and a fall in household incomes led to a steep rise in mortgage arrears: the share of non-performing loans rose from 3.6 per cent in 2008 to 20 per cent by 2014 (HNB, 2018). The emerging mortgage market crisis hit those people with FX-denominated mortgages particularly hard.


    Housing subsidies were suspended in the aftermath of the crisis. The government coalition of the Hungarian Socialist Party and the Alliance of Free Democrats initiated programmes to manage the increasing crisis of people defaulting on their mortgages, but these measures were small in scale and largely ineffective. The second Fidesz government, from 2010 onward, launched several initiatives to bolster the situation of mortgage-indebted families. The most significant of these was the Early Repayment Scheme, which allowed a lump sum prepayment of FX-denominated mortgage loans at reduced FX rates between September 2011 and February 2012. Outstanding mortgage loans to the tune of HUF 984 billion were repaid under the scheme (calculated at a discount exchange rate of HUF 180 to the Swiss franc); 70 per cent of this sum was covered by household savings. The scheme involved 170,000 contracts, or 15–20 per cent of families with a mortgage. The scheme, however, only offered substantial help to higher-status social groups. Lower-income or unemployed debtors could join a programme run by the National Asset Management Company (NAMC), where-by the state (via the NAMC) purchased the mortgaged property of distressed borrowers, who could then stay on in the house as tenants at a preferential rent level. Approximately 35,000 dwellings were transferred into state owner-ship through the NAMC. Intermediate-income groups, which did not have sufficient savings to join the Early Repayment Scheme and did not meet the NAMC’s strict criteria, received no effective government help; consequently, many faced – and indeed still do face – the threat of foreclosure.


    We reckon that 20–25 per cent of mortgage holders lost their homes in 2009 – that is, they left their property either in the wake of foreclosure or voluntarily (before foreclosure). These households had no choice but to move to lower-status housing. According to the Hungarian Central Statistical Office’s (HCSO) 2015 housing survey, 32 per cent of households in Hungary were still struggling with ‘housing affordability problems’ (Hegedüs and Somogyi, 2018). This just goes to show the overall severity of the problem.3


    5. Signs of housing market recovery (after 2015)


    The economy stabilized after 2013, thanks to the utilization of EU subsidies and economic reserves (including private pension funds, the centralization of public utility companies and delays to state investments); a significant share of the financial burden stemming from the crisis was also transferred onto foreign-owned companies through the tax system. Thanks in large part to EU subsidies, economic consolidation was largely achieved by 2015: unemployment was declining, incomes were beginning to recover, and housing investments had re-emerged from their post-crisis low, with the gradual expansion of mortgage lending supported by low interest rates. The government reintroduced housing support programmes to facilitate home ownership and benefit the middle class.


    Construction permits (requested and issued) rose from 9,000 in 2014 to 38,000 in 2017. Real house prices increased by 25 per cent between 2015 and 2017. The number of mortgage loans issued reached 100,000 by 2017 (the same level as in 2001/02). And the value of the outstanding mortgage stock had reached HUF 640 billion by 2017. Nonetheless, debt repayment ensures that the share of the total outstanding mortgage stock remains low as a proportion of GDP (the lowest among the four Visegrád countries). In the meantime, the constant rise in house prices and rents means that the issue of housing affordability is becoming increasingly acute for low-income groups and young households with limited family support.


    6. The housing market position of selected social groups in 2003 and 20154


    Socio-economic changes and housing market trends have modified the position of various social groups in different ways in the housing system. Based on the HCSO’s 2003 and 2015 housing surveys, we defined four status groups, with middle-class pensioners as an additional, fifth group (see Table 3 for the five groups). We maintain that socio-economic position is clearly reflected in the housing system, which supports the claim (already verified by research) that neither the welfare system nor the housing subsidy system is able to effectively compensate for differences in labour market status, and thus for differences in income.


    The lowest (marginalized) group and the high social-status group both represent 10–15 per cent of households, but there are significant differences between these two groups: the value of dwellings owned by persons with high socio-economic status is 2–3 times greater; meanwhile members of the low-est-status (marginalized) group are 4–6 times more likely to live in an over-crowded dwelling, and are seven times more likely to be in arrears with their housing-related expenses. The housing market position of households in the low-status, economically active group is closer to that of the marginalized group than it is to medium-status households. The two lower strata together account for a third of all households. Middle-class pensioners are located somewhere between the lower categories and the economically active, medium-status group, although the incidence of arrears among pensioners is lower.


    
      Table 3 Change in the housing situation of selected socio-economic status groups between 2003 and 2015


      
        
          
            	

            	
              Year
            

            	
              High
            

            	
              Middle
            

            	
              Active, low
            

            	
              Pensioner, middle
            

            	
              Low (marginalized)
            

            	
              Total (average)
            
          


          
            	
              status group
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Estimated value of property


              (HUF, million)
            

            	
              2003
            

            	
              14.7
            

            	
              11.3
            

            	
              8.3
            

            	
              8.3
            

            	
              6.2
            

            	
              9.3
            
          


          
            	
              2015
            

            	
              18.5
            

            	
              14.3
            

            	
              9.5
            

            	
              10.8
            

            	
              8.1
            

            	
              11.9
            
          


          
            	
              Share of overcrowded dwellings (%)
            

            	
              2003
            

            	
              2.2
            

            	
              6.3
            

            	
              12.5
            

            	
              2.1
            

            	
              7.9
            

            	
              6.5
            
          


          
            	
              2015
            

            	
              2.5
            

            	
              5.2
            

            	
              11.5
            

            	
              2.4
            

            	
              15.9
            

            	
              6.9
            
          


          
            	
              Share of substandard dwellings (%)
            

            	
              2003
            

            	
              3.6
            

            	
              7.0
            

            	
              13.6
            

            	
              14.8
            

            	
              28.7
            

            	
              14.1
            
          


          
            	
              2015
            

            	
              2.5
            

            	
              3.4
            

            	
              10.9
            

            	
              6.8
            

            	
              21.0
            

            	
              8.2
            
          


          
            	
              Owner occupation rate (%)
            

            	
              2003
            

            	
              95.1
            

            	
              89.9
            

            	
              89.4
            

            	
              95.3
            

            	
              91.7
            

            	
              92.2
            
          


          
            	
              2015
            

            	
              90.4
            

            	
              86.2
            

            	
              84.8
            

            	
              95.6
            

            	
              86.0
            

            	
              88.9
            
          


          
            	
              Changed dwellings in the past 5 years
            

            	
              2003
            

            	
              28.5
            

            	
              34.0
            

            	
              29.9
            

            	
              8.8
            

            	
              16.6
            

            	
              22.6
            
          


          
            	
              2015
            

            	
              20.2
            

            	
              32.3
            

            	
              20.5
            

            	
              5.3
            

            	
              15.4
            

            	
              17.2
            
          


          
            	
              Average income (HUF 1,000/month)
            

            	
              2003
            

            	
              170.9
            

            	
              143.0
            

            	
              121.5
            

            	
              80.7
            

            	
              71.1
            

            	
              112.4
            
          


          
            	
              2015
            

            	
              300.7
            

            	
              244.8
            

            	
              215.4
            

            	
              170.4
            

            	
              128.2
            

            	
              210.4
            
          


          
            	
              Housing expenses to income ratio (%)
            

            	
              2003
            

            	
              26.7
            

            	
              28.6
            

            	
              27.7
            

            	
              31.2
            

            	
              31.7
            

            	
              29.4
            
          


          
            	
              2015
            

            	
              17.1
            

            	
              20.6
            

            	
              21.2
            

            	
              23.0
            

            	
              30.3
            

            	
              22.1
            
          


          
            	
              Share of households with housing arrears (%)
            

            	
              2003*
            

            	
              –
            

            	
              –
            

            	
              –
            

            	
              –
            

            	
              –
            

            	
              –
            
          


          
            	
              2015
            

            	
              4.6
            

            	
              11.1
            

            	
              20.1
            

            	
              7.5
            

            	
              31.7
            

            	
              14.7
            
          


          
            	
              Share of households with a mortgage (%)
            

            	
              2003*
            

            	
              –
            

            	
              –
            

            	
              –
            

            	
              –
            

            	
              –
            

            	
              –
            
          


          
            	
              2015
            

            	
              19.0
            

            	
              26.3
            

            	
              24.5
            

            	
              6.3
            

            	
              12.2
            

            	
              17.9
            
          


          
            	
              Share of households (%)
            

            	
              2003
            

            	
              13.3
            

            	
              18.4
            

            	
              24.5
            

            	
              25.6
            

            	
              18.2
            

            	
              100.0
            
          


          
            	
              2015
            

            	
              12.3
            

            	
              24.0
            

            	
              24.9
            

            	
              27.0
            

            	
              11.9
            

            	
              100.0
            
          

        
      


      *No comparable data for 2003.


      Source: HCSO housing conditions surveys 2003 and 2015.

    


    The data demonstrate clearly that differences in the housing market positions of the lower- and high-status groups increased between 2003 and 2015. In the meantime, the low-status, economically active group continued to approach the marginalized, lowest-status population.5 The average estimated market value of dwellings was closer in 2015 for the two lowest socio-economic categories; and the high share (20 per cent) of arrears in the low-status, active group also points to this trend. The housing position of pension recipients improved during the time interval studied, while the relative position of the medium-status group remained largely stable.


    The share of home ownership shows no significant variation across the different status groups; the main differences only become visible across generations. The share of market rental housing increased after the 2008 financial crisis, partly because younger persons had fewer opportunities to purchase housing, but also because higher-income groups increased their real estate investments. Privately rented housing is an important step in the housing mobility patterns of young persons – in 2017, 17–20 per cent of urban residents aged 23–29 lived in private rental housing6 – but also in the housing opportunities of low-income, marginalized groups with no chance of purchasing their own property. The 2015 survey found that 10 per cent of households in the lowest income decile lived in private rental housing, and 8 per cent in municipal (social) rentals (Dóra and Székely, 2016).


    Families in municipally owned rental housing are one of the highest-risk groups, due to the internal inconsistencies of the housing system: 38 per cent of municipal tenants are in arrears, and 1,000 families have been evicted annually from municipal rental dwellings over the past five years (Dóra, 2018).


    Survey data from 2015 prove our earlier claims that low-income groups could previously access mortgage loans: lower-status, economically active groups took on loans more frequently than high-status households. Moreover, 12 per cent of households in the marginalized group took on mortgage loans. This further underlines the fact that affordability problems are gravest for families with an existing mortgage or who are living in municipal rental housing (Hegedüs and Somogyi, 2018).


    7. Conclusion


    Signs of economic recovery after the 2008 crisis have appeared in housing market trends, some elements of which are eerily similar to those in the peri-od between 2000 and 2008: the housing market is gradually picking up; indebtedness is rising; and mortgage lending is again becoming the driving force of economic growth. Just as 20 years ago, the upturn is accompanied by moves to manage the debts of the previous period’s ‘casualties’ (Kőnig, 2006); housing poverty is clear for all to see, and the number of foreclosures and evictions is soaring. But house price increases have not been preceded by an expansion of mortgage lending. We presume that the rise in residential real estate prices is rooted in households’ portfolio decisions, the change in which is linked to the crisis of investment companies, the decreasing trend to move savings to foreign accounts, and investments from income earned from work abroad. Investment purchases rose from 20–25 per cent to 40 per cent of the Budapest housing market from 2012 to 2015, and the number of housing market transactions also increased by 30–40 per cent (HNB, 2018). Apart from the price hike, housing policy measures (VAT discount, the announcement and launch of the Family Housing Support Programme and the National Housing Funding Community) have also stimulated investment, which is reflected in the rising number of construction permit requests (sur-passing 30,000 in 2016 – comparable to the 1999 level); mortgage lending is also on the rise, reaching a scale comparable to the first half of the 2000s. Just as between 2000 and 2002, the upturn is driven by the expansion of housing subsidies. One key difference is that the Family Housing Support Programme and the VAT discount are one-off, lump sum obligations by the state, rather than a long-term financial commitment (as with the interest rate subsidies of the early 2000s). Family Housing Support has been requested by approximately 35,000 households; its average value is HUF 2.5 million, and the total subsidy disbursed amounts to HUF 87 billion. Some 70 per cent of the subsidy has been used for new construction, and 30 per cent for existing housing (HNB, 2018). Construction capacities contracted in the post-crisis phase of the economic cycle, and the slow recovery of the construction sector contrasts with the increased market demand, which further elevates the price of new dwellings. This price hike is curbing the effectiveness of housing subsidies: nominal house prices have increased by 30 per cent since 2015 – more than the average value of Family Housing Support in the case of an average dwelling.


    Another similarity with the early 2000s is the reluctance of commercial banks and the HNB to open up lending to lower-income groups; they opt instead for a conservative approach, pegging the amount of the repayments to income, and steering borrowers toward longer-term fixed-interest deals. Competition and market demand may, however, override this approach.


    The private rental market, on the other hand, differs from the early 2000s. The market rent level is estimated to have increased by 200 per cent between 2015 and 2018,7 which has hit the younger demographic groups that would like to enter the housing market but do not have enough savings to access a mortgage loan. At the same time, investing in housing to let out privately is gaining ground as a portfolio decision for families with savings, despite the risks. The ‘Airbnb phenomenon’ has underpinned this trend, offering high-potential returns on a high-risk level. On the demand side, even middle-income households are forced to cut back on their housing consumption (single persons, for instance, often club together to rent something, in order to curb costs; nevertheless, they can still end up spending 25–35 per cent of their income on housing). A market in substandard dwellings is emerging in peripheral areas, offering affordable rentals for even people on the lowest incomes. This reinforces the ongoing trend toward the marginalization of the poor; but the private rental market is just one channel, since the purchase of substandard housing also follows this trend. Finally, the destitute must rely on the shrinking social rental sector. This consists of roughly 155,000 dwellings, of which 120,000 are owned by municipalities and 35,000 were recently acquired by the state and are now managed by the National Asset Management Company.


    Housing policy continues, therefore, to reinforce social polarization. Some 90 per cent of housing subsidies target new construction, where income selection is paramount. The lowest-income households, with no family support, face severe affordability problems and opt for unacceptably low-quality housing. This presents a serious risk for poor and marginalized groups. Housing policy recommendations suited to the needs of the lowest-income strata and the lower-middle class at risk of impoverishment have received no political support in housing programmes since 2015.
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      Part V. values and attitudes

    


    The Rule of Law, Legal Consciousness and Compliance


    András Jakab and György Gajduschek


    1. Erosion of the rule of jaw


    The status of the rule of law (hereafter RoL) has been steadily deteriorating in Hungary. This has come about via a number of minor steps that demonstrate a clear downward trend.1 The individual steps have been documented in detail not only in the legal literature (e.g. Jakab, 2011; Sonnevend et al., 2015), but also in the international press dealing with Hungary. However, the extent of the deterioration has often been unclear, with even experts sometimes disagreeing.2


    This is due to a number of factors, the most important probably being that experts in the field are normally lawyers, who are usually untrained in quantitative methods. Traditional (qualitative) lawyerly methods are generally a reliable means of establishing whether a certain measure is in breach of the RoL. However, lawyers are not familiar with gauging the extent to which the RoL has deteriorated in a country. Another epistemological problem is that lawyers normally concentrate on the analysis of formal legal rules. But the nub of the problem in Hungary is precisely that the formal legal rules and the reality are increasingly growing apart, with changes taking place much more frequently in actual practices than in the formal legal rules (Jakab and Gajduschek, 2016).


    Such a situation may be comprehensively summed up by so-called ‘RoL indices’ that capture various details in a single indicator; more importantly, these give due consideration to actual practice.3 Such indices clearly reflect the erosion of the RoL in Hungary that has taken place in recent years and that (we have every reason to believe) will continue. In this chapter, we briefly present the values of two indices: (a) the RoL sub-index of the Bertelsmann Transformation Index and (b) the World Justice Project’s RoL Index.


    Within the Bertelsmann Transformation Index, the so-called ‘status index’ is the average of the democracy index (which includes an RoL sub-index) and the market economy index. Figure 1 clearly shows a gradual erosion of the RoL in Hungary. The management index, meanwhile, reflects the efficiency of government. It also shows a downward trend – that is, the erosion of the RoL has not boosted efficiency.


    
      Figure 1 The Bertelsmann Transformation Index, data for Hungary, 2006–18


      
        [image: 15_01]
      

    


    The explicit aim of the World Justice Project’s RoL Index is to measure elements of the RoL in operation, as experienced by individuals (in other words, it measures the actual practices – or perception of the actual practices – and not primarily the body of laws). On a conceptual and methodological level, this is probably the most refined RoL index in the world.


    It reflects a gradual decline in the constraints on government power (separation of powers), absence of corruption, open government, fundamental rights, regulatory enforcement and criminal justice. The results for civil justice have remained largely the same, while the order and security indicator shows a slight improvement. However, the aggregate result of these changes shows a clear downward trend in Figure 2 (we have no data for the period preceding 2012/13, since the project is relatively new).


    
      Figure 2 Data of the World Justice Project’s RoL Index for Hungary, 2012/13–18
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    If we investigate the reasons for the deterioration, we find that changes to formal legal rules are responsible to only a relatively small (though not negligible) degree. Compared to the large volume of institutional change, changes made to formal rules have been relatively minor. A new Fundamental Law (2011) basically follows the regulatory system and text of the previous Constitution, with some codification upgrades and a few substantive positive changes, such as new provisions establishing a constitutional debt brake (Jakab, 2011; Sonnevend et al., 2015; Vincze, 2012; Vincze and Varju, 2012).4 Perhaps decision makers realized that it would be too risky to start experimenting, and thus abandoned the idea of introducing a semi-presidential or bicameral system (Hungary continues to have a unicameral parliamentary system). Adoption of the new Fundamental Law had a symbolic-political function, but beyond this the text was also scattered with ad hoc exceptions, and the drafters had tinkered with the rules on both state organization and fundamental rights in order to align them with their real (or perceived) daily party interests (see, in particular, the provisions governing the ordinary courts, the Constitutional Court and churches).


    Today, only pressure from EU institutions and foreign actors (mainly the US and international financial markets) provides some restraint on government power (in April 2018, the governing parties regained a two-thirds majority, which enables them to change the constitution).5 This trend was already visible at the time of the 2010/11 process; it was particularly conspicuous with regard to the Fifth Amendment to the Fundamental Law, forced on the government by Brussels, the Venice Commission, Strasbourg and Luxembourg, which sought to remedy the gravest constitutional flaws affecting European norms.


    After 2010, there was a marked increase both in the ‘instrumentalization of legislation’ – that is, the use of law-making as a tool of power politics – and in unpredictability, which has an impact on legal certainty (see Tölgyessy, 2016; Szalai and Jakab, 2016; Gajduschek, 2016; Nagy, 2016). Of course, from a constitutional perspective, the way in which laws are made is part of actual practice. Since 2010, the number of laws enacted each year has grown steadily, and the time spent on their consideration has steadily declined. Not only is this bad from the point of view of legal certainty,6 but it also has a negative impact on the quality of legislation. As a result, frequent amendments are necessary – which again has a particularly adverse effect on legal certainty.7 This is clearly reflected in Figures 3 and 4.


    
      Figure 3 The average number of laws adopted per year, per government (with trend line)
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        Source: CRCB (2013), without trend line.

      

    


    
      Figure 4 The number of days elapsing between submission of the legislative bill and promulgation of the law (median)8


      
        [image: 15_04] 

        Source: CRCB (2013), without trend line.

      

    


    Actual practice, particularly in the field of constitutional law, is increasingly deviating from the guidelines set out in the formal rules. The deviation, however, is difficult to pin down using traditional legal methods.9


    The deterioration in the RoL in Hungary is not limited to one or two unfortunate events: in fact, every component (except for order and security) shows a declining trend. The following list is not exhaustive, and provides only a few examples.


    (1) While the Constitutional Court continues to display signs of life by ruling on non-priority or insignificant cases, it is clear now to lawyers (and even laypeople) that it is often reluctant (or simply afraid) to issue the rulings that the law requires. A vivid recent example is its use of (strictly speaking lawful, but hitherto never used) delay tactics in respect of the manifestly unconstitutional so-called lex CEU, involving the Central European University (the Constitutional Court has set up special analysis groups of law clerks to prepare a lengthy preliminary report on the case, while practically suspending the procedure). 10 While no objection to this can be raised from a formal legal point of view, at the level of actual practice it clearly weakens the institution. It undermines confidence in the independence of the Constitutional Court (rightly so) and discredits the narrative of the separation of powers. 11


    (2) Several credible accounts – some even reported in the media – of the selection of court officials (who play an important role in allocating cases within a court) demonstrate that in actual practice, a personal relationship with the head of the National Office for the Judiciary is more important than the criteria officially laid down (Bencze and Badó, 2016: 441).


    (3) While formal rules on corruption have been maintained, the prosecuting services continue to operate without transparency or guarantees. Meanwhile, a string of unrefuted press reports indicates that the Chief Prosecutor’s Office fails to take action (or else delays or spectacularly botches the indictment) if the person suspected of a crime is close to the government. Indeed, corruption in the broader sense may even appear at the level of legislation, as in the regulation of gambling and the sale of tobacco (for details, see Ligeti, 2016).


    (4) Although formal legal provisions stipulate that one of the goals of the National Media and Infocommunications Authority and of the Media Council is to promote media pluralism, in practice those bodies visibly seek to shepherd the entire spectrum of the media into the government fold – partly through the incomplete application of legal rules, but also through the overt breach of those rules (as a number of court rulings make clear) (Polyák and Nagy, 2014).


    2. Legal culture in Hungary and support for the RoL


    Laws – or the legal system as such – may be changed rapidly (even overnight) in civil law systems. In the first (relatively brief) period of transition, between late 1989 and early 1991, a new legal system came into being that undoubtedly met the requirements of the RoL. In fact, this new legal system created particularly strong formal institutional guarantees of rights and liberties: an exceptionally strong Constitutional Court, three (later four) independent ombudsmen, institutions limiting the power – and thus the capacity – of the executive (e.g. various constitutional stipulations, powerful guarantees for citizens or other legal entities) under the Administrative Procedures Act), etc. There was a clear disparity between this sudden change in laws and the legal ‘culture’, which adapts very slowly (frequently over generations). In other words, the legal culture of the time was in keeping with either the previous socialist laws or the newly created system of RoL (or neither); but it certainly could not cope with both.


    The potential misalignment between the legal culture and the legal system was not discussed much either in public or in academic debates for the first 15–20 years of transition. But that changed around 2010. Over the past decade, several professionally designed empirical research projects have addressed the issue and have been published, so far mostly in Hungarian (Gajduschek, 2017a). The issue became a hot topic in public debate when Fidesz came to power in 2010 and immediately started – as most legal scholars agree (see the first section of this chapter) – to dismantle the system of RoL both at the level of written law and particularly in legal and political practice.


    This raises a question: why has there been no large-scale protest by citizens over the – frequently quite clear – destruction of legal institutions that guarantee human rights and liberties? In somewhat simplistic terms, there are two opposing narratives that may be identified in public discussions. The first (typically voiced by the opposition to the Orbán regime) cites the lack of historical experience of democracy and the RoL: people have not had a chance to learn about the functioning (and thus the advantages) of democracy and RoL, and that is the reason for the relatively low level of support for these institutions. If this were true, we might reasonably expect support for these institutions to be significantly higher among younger people, who have grown up and been socialized under the political and legal system established in 1990. Empirical evidence, however, does not support this hypothesis. In 1998, the World Value Survey (WVS) asked Hungarians how good it was to have a democratic political system, offering a four-level Likert scale from ‘very bad’ to ‘very good’. The mean value for the youngest generation (18–25) was 3.40, which hardly differed from the overall mean value of 3.39. The question was repeated in 2009, when the mean values for the three age groups were as follows: 18–29: 3.36; 30–49: 3.33; 50+: 3.34). That hardly offers convincing evidence for the ‘lack of historical experience’ argument. 12


    Indeed, it seems that certain elements of the new system rather alienated large segments of society, and even generated hostility at certain points. Several publications refer to the experience of privatization (Hunyady, 2015; Coman and Tomini, 2014), the ‘primitive accumulation’ attended by unlawful acts that went unpunished, thus fuelling the impression (especially among the less privileged) that the transition was unjust and unfair (Vuković and Cvejić, 2014). The opinion came to be widely shared that those who regularly and ‘professionally’ break the law can systematically avoid sanctions, as legal guarantees protect them rather than ordinary, trustworthy citizens. This impression eroded trust in the new, RoL-based legal system among many citizens (Gajduschek, 2008; Sajó, 2008).


    The other explanation for the absence of widespread protest – an explanation frequently offered by the Fidesz government and its media – focuses on the bad early experience of democracy. The confusing period of transition (so the argument goes) led to weak support for institutions of the RoL and actually justified actions that further weakened the RoL in Hungary. But empirical evidence does not support this claim, either. If it were true, then support for democracy and the RoL should have dropped radically between 1990 and 2010. But there is no evidence of this in the WVS data presented above. Meanwhile research on the legal system actually contradicts the idea: the European Social Survey measures trust in the legal system since 2002 on a scale of 0–10, with higher values indicating higher trust. Figure 5 reviews the available time series data. The figure is relatively high in 2002,13 but then it drops (presumably due to the political campaign launched by Fidesz against the government and because of the economic crises); after 2010, it basically stagnates at a level below that of 2002.


    
      Figure 5 Trust in the legal system
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        Source: European Social Survey.

      

    


    A third explanation for the lack of widespread opposition to the erosion of the RoL may have to do with legal culture, which changes only very slowly. However, a supportive legal culture is a sine qua non for the effective functioning of the RoL, just as political culture is vital for democracy (Klingemann et al., 2006). So how has the relationship between the legal culture and the legal system been shaped in Hungary? This is a crucial question for both public and scholarly discussion, but it has no clear-cut answer. On the one hand, the content of the RoL is not universally agreed. On the other hand, there is no single, relatively widely accepted, validated set of indicators to assess support for the RoL and/or its various elements. Furthermore, legal culture is strongly interrelated with other cultural elements, especially political culture. And the role of general moral values is obvious, too. Still, there are some cultural variables that could reasonably be considered to be indicators of attitudes to the RoL.


    Research on these areas in Hungary reveals a widely held attitude that society is unfair and that breaking the moral and legal rules is necessary for success. This belief largely undermines not only the political and legal systems, but also the capitalist economic system (Keller, 2009; Tóth, 2009; 2017). Recent studies have focused on ‘system justification’ – a relatively new concept in political psychology that relies on people accepting the existing social system as ultimately just. It seems that system justification is much weaker in Hungary (Berkics, 2015) and generally in the region (Kurkchiyan, 2003) than in western democracies.


    While people distrust the government, they nevertheless expect it (rather than themselves) to solve major problems and difficulties in their lives (paternalist mentality) (Sajó, 2008). While people trust legal institutions (e.g. the ‘legal system’, ‘the court’) somewhat more than political-governmental institutions (e.g. ‘the Parliament’, the ‘Cabinet’), this trust depends on their politics: those who favour the ruling party systematically and significantly trust the legal institutions more when the party is in power (and less when it is not). This indicates that most people do not understand (or do not believe in) the politically neutral legal system, and most importantly the judiciary (Boda and Medve-Bálint, 2015; Tóth, 2017).


    Another feature of Hungarian legal culture is the inconsistency of values. An individual may voice totally contradictory values without realizing it. Berkics (2015), for instance, found that 75 per cent of respondents agreed with both of the following statements: ‘Rights should be afforded only to those who fulfil their obligations’ and ‘Certain rights cannot be denied to anyone’. This inconsistency was present among respondents irrespective of their level of education: 74 per cent of those with a BA degree (or higher) also agreed with both statements. In another study, Krekó (2015) differentiates between two typical attitudes towards the legal system. One is ‘trust and support for the RoL’ whereas the other (somewhat difficult to translate) refers to the traditional Hungarian suspicion of law and government, since historically it was manifested in alien powers (Turks, Habsburgs, Russians). Surprisingly, Krekó found that most of the respondents scored relatively high on both – evidently contradictory – attitudes. 14


    Below we review answers to some additional questions, testing various aspects of the support for the RoL, obtained in our cross-country research project. 15 Our comparative study indicates that support for the RoL is lowest in Hungary. For instance, on a scale of 1–5 (where 5 indicates complete agreement) the statement that ‘My interests are rarely represented in law; usually law reflects the views of those who want to control me’ was supported significantly more by Hungarian (mean value of 2.99) than by Serbian (2.46) or (especially) Dutch (2.24) respondents. Another survey item asked what people should do if Parliament passed a law that they felt was unfair or unjust. Table 1 shows the distribution of answers to this question. The proportion of Hungarians answering that they should look for loopholes and try to bend the rules is especially high in international terms; meanwhile fewer Hungarians mentioned protest as a major reaction. Our questionnaire contained a question on whether the respondent had ever attended a public demonstration. Some 18 per cent of the Serbian sample and 22 per cent of the Dutch answered in the affirmative – but only 7 per cent of Hungarians.


    
      Table 1 Distribution of answers to the question:‘Suppose Parliament passed a law that some people felt was really unfair and unjust. What should these people do?’


      
        
          
            	
              Proportion of answers (percentages)
            

            	
              Serbia
            

            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              Netherlands
            
          


          
            	
              Obey the law
            

            	
              26.4
            

            	
              23.3
            

            	
              14.0
            
          


          
            	
              Ignore or evade the law (including bribing officials)
            

            	
              4.7
            

            	
              13.9
            

            	
              2.5
            
          


          
            	
              Protest against the law
            

            	
              56.9
            

            	
              54.0
            

            	
              77.5
            
          


          
            	
              Do not know; Do not answer
            

            	
              11.9
            

            	
              9.0
            

            	
              6.0
            
          

        
      


      Source: own research (see footnote 15).

    


    A simple question that turned out to be quite crucial in assessing general attitudes towards the law asked if respondents would turn to the law (e.g. a court) in case of serious conflict with someone. Only about half of the Hungarian and Serbian sample answered ‘yes’, in sharp contrast to 90 per cent of Dutch citizens. Another question was raised originally by András Sajó in a survey in 1986, still during the socialist regime: ‘In a situation where someone has dealings with an official, and where they think they are in the right, what in your opinion is more effective: if (1) they act humble and refer to their difficult situation, or (2) act assertively and tell the official what the law says?’ The answers in the three countries are shown in Table 2.


    
      Table 2 Answers to the question about ‘effective’ behaviour toward public officials


      
        
          
            	

            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              Serbia
            

            	
              Netherlands
            
          


          
            	
              1986
            

            	
              2015
            

            	
              2016
            

            	
              2016
            
          


          
            	
              Act humble, and refer to their difficult situation
            

            	
              31.4
            

            	
              32.1
            

            	
              15.1
            

            	
              7.5
            
          


          
            	
              Act assertively, warn official what the law says
            

            	
              60.2
            

            	
              59.8
            

            	
              67.8
            

            	
              75.1
            
          


          
            	
              Do not know/no answer
            

            	
              8.4
            

            	
              8.1
            

            	
              17.2
            

            	
              17.5
            
          

        
      


      Source: Sajó (1988) and own research; see footnote 15.

    


    These data suggest that so-called ‘rights consciousness’ is much weaker in Hungary than in the Netherlands or even Serbia. Note the astonishing similarity between the Hungarian data for 1986 and 2015. One may argue that this could be chance. But others might claim that it is an indication of a highly stable legal culture that has persisted over the various regime changes.


    3. Compliance and law enforcement


    Compliance refers to how legal norms are followed in everyday practice and how effective these norms are. The level of compliance depends on two main factors: the functioning legal system and the legal culture. In a society where the legal system is appreciated by most citizens, the compliance level might be expected to be high. Nevertheless, the weak law-enforcement capacity of the government may undermine compliance levels, whereas strict but fair enforcement may increase them (Becker et al., 2011). In other words, a low compliance level may be a result of a legal culture that is not supportive of the RoL, or a commonly perceived inability of the government to enforce laws, or both. Moreover, the two tendencies readily reinforce one another, potentially generating a vicious circle.


    The formation in 1990 of a legal system that provided a very high level of legal guarantees for citizens was, as mentioned above, a challenge to the legal culture; but it was also a challenge to those government organizations that are supposed to apply and enforce the law – above all, judges and members of the civil and uniformed services. The newly established legal system was designed from scratch and was based on – frequently idealized – foreign systems; indeed, the guarantees of rights and liberties that were provided were stronger than anything the well-established democracies offered. Some researchers reasonably called this system a ‘super-RoL’ (Sárközy, 2012). This super-RoL was to be applied by organizations that were accustomed to and socialized in the communist system, where the enforcement of government requirements (whether or not laid down in law) called for different, largely informal or semi-formal methods. Besides the formal governmental institutions (Parliament, Cabinet, ministries and agencies), there existed a parallel, well-established institutional system – the Communist Party, with units at all territorial (central, regional and local) levels and in all fields, and with a relatively large professional apparatus. Everyone knew that at any given level, the wishes of the party leader trumped those of the government official. Furthermore, the government was the owner of almost every property; the economy was controlled by the government – not primarily as a law-maker, but as an owner and employer. Almost everyone was employed by the government. Thus, the government could decide to hire or fire anyone. Those fired were unlikely to be employed elsewhere, while unemployment was treated as a crime. Such ‘human resources management’ tools – including decisions about wages and promotion (always with the involvement of the Party) – were effective in controlling citizens’ behaviour. The law could be applied selectively. Since laws were drafted in such a way that it was scarcely possible to adhere to them, everyone broke them. But it depended on the authorities who was penalized (Kulcsár, 2001).


    When it comes to applying or enforcing the law, a system of RoL does not permit – in fact, it severely sanctions – such practices. It even insists on a heavy – sometime unrealistic – burden of proof for the authorities and the justice system. In the first decade or so of the transition, certain decisions intended to strengthen the RoL practically jeopardized effective enforcement in several fields, including taxation. The decision of the Constitutional Court that prohibited the linkage of administrative databases (e.g. tax, real estate) without explicit statutory authorization requiring complete restructuring of thousands of administrative acts, decrees and resolutions was one of many such decisions. Others were embedded in the Administrative Procedures Act, which was formulated in such a way that essentially no official could enter premises without the owner’s explicit authorization, even if there were reasonable grounds for suspicion that illegal activities were taking place there.


    In the judiciary, these excessive guarantees led to difficulties in proving even the most self-evident facts. Furthermore, they led to unacceptably long proceedings (Czoboly, 2016). Both of these things were viewed in a negative light by large sections of society. Generally, law enforcement – judicial and administrative, civil and uniformed – largely failed to ensure compliance by those who knew they could get away with systematically breaking the law. By the early 2000s, gradual fine-tuning of the regulations to take account of the social realities behind the legal ideals meant that things had become a little better. The learning process in the judiciary and in public administration resulted in the adoption of new and effective methods, which at the same time met the requirements of the RoL. Nevertheless, the government’s inability to counter the flagrant infringement of laws generated distrust in the legal system and the RoL. By 2010, then, this provided useful cover for the new Fidesz government to launch an attack on some – and later on most – institutions of the RoL.


    The available data regarding the effectiveness of the government’s application and enforcement of law are limited in both scope and validity. The regulatory enforcement indicator of the World Justice Project’s RoL Index (see Figure 2) has significantly increased between 2012 and 2018, suggesting a positive change in this regard. However, the Bertelsmann management index dropped dramatically between 2010 and 2012, and has since declined still further.


    The government has introduced several major judicial reforms since 2010. These steps have been severely criticized both at home and by influential international organizations. The main argument behind the reforms was that the changes would increase the efficiency of the judiciary. But this argument is not proven by the available Hungarian data sources. A highly contentious yet still widely applied indicator of the judiciary’s performance is the proportion of cases not completed within two years. Figure 6 shows the trend in this regard for civil law. The proportions are identical for 2017 and 2008/09, while the number of cases has decreased somewhat. Nor do more sophisticated empirical analyses find any evidence of systematic improvement in judicial effectiveness (Bencze and Badó, 2016; Czoboly, 2016).


    Statistics on administrative procedures have been compiled for at least half a century in Hungary. But since 2010, these statistics have been published in such a way that they cannot be systematically analysed. It is also impossible to conduct interviews with public managers or civil servants at all. Accordingly, any analysis is condemned to rely on informal discussions and expert judgements. The tendencies within the administration – especially in the civil service system16 (Meyer-Sahling and Jáger, 2012) – and the extreme rate of change in administrative laws suggest that improved effectiveness in this field is hardly to be expected.


    
      Figure 6 Proportion of civil law cases not finished within two years, per cent


      
        [image: 15_06] 

        Source: Data of the Statistics of Judiciary Administration.

      

    


    In sum, there is no convincing evidence that the reduction in civil liberties or in their legal guarantees has resulted in increased efficiency of regulatory enforcement or of judicial functioning.


    4. Summary


    This chapter discusses three questions related to the Hungarian legal system: the decline in the Rule of Law; the state of legal consciousness; and compliance with legal rules. As the first section shows, there has been a steady decline over the past couple of years in the Rule of Law, and there is no reason to believe that this tendency will cease any time soon. First, the decline is demonstrated in a quantitative manner, using the Bertelsmann Transformation Index and the World Justice Project’s Rule of Law Index. This is followed by a brief qualitative analysis, which among other things reveals a weakening of the independence of the courts, violations of fundamental rights, centralized and professional corruption over both EU funds and Hungarian resources, and a systematic stifling of media pluralism.


    The second section addresses support for the RoL as a crucial element of legal culture. It raises the question of why destruction of the RoL after 2010 has not generated widespread protest. We show that this has less to do with the typical explanations – ‘a lack of historical experience’ or the ‘confusing period of transition, resulting in weak support for the institutions’ – and is actually a question of legal culture, which changes very slowly (unlike the legal system of the Rule of Law, which was created literally within a few months). Empirical research also suggests that the Rule of Law, especially in the form experienced by Hungarian citizens in the 1990s, seemed somewhat alien to the Hungarian legal culture.


    The last part of the chapter analyses compliance problems in everyday practice, together with the inability of the government to enforce laws. The legal system that was established in 1989/90 required a difficult, decade-long adaptation process by the judiciary and the public administration. Ineffective law enforcement and the alienated legal culture together resulted in weak legal compliance rates, especially in the higher social strata, resulting in a further deterioration in compliance and – more generally – increased anomic tendencies in society. However, according to the data available, the gradual elimination of the Rule of Law has not brought about any better law enforcement or increased compliance rates.
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    Attitudes towards migration and migration policies in Hungary and Europe (2014–18)1


    Bori Simonovits and Blanka Szeitl


    The aim of this chapter is to investigate public opinion on migration generally, and more specifically attitudes toward asylum seekers during the migration crisis affecting Europe. The time frame of our analysis is 2014 to 2018, as we analyse the public attitudes of Hungarian and European citizens before, during and after the peak of the migration crisis.


    The structure is as follows: first, international longitudinal data will be presented, drawing on European comparative surveys during 2014–18; secondly, we focus our attention on the so-called Visegrád countries and the joint research that took place in Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Hungary (the V4 countries) between August and October 2015. Thirdly, we zoom in on the Hungarian data related to asylum seekers arriving from different source countries and analyse the social basis of the migration-related question. Finally, we summarize our results.


    1. International trends


    The Eurobarometer survey regularly asks European citizens about the most important issues facing the EU and their own countries. In Figures 1 and 2 we summarize the top six concerns at the European and national level.


    The issue of immigration was perceived to be increasingly important between 2014 and 2016 (rising from 21 to 48 per cent of those questioned). In both 2017 and spring 2018, immigration was seen as the most important issue facing the EU, averaging 38 per cent of mentions. The highest figures were recorded in Estonia (62 per cent), the Czech Republic (58 per cent) and Hungary (56 per cent) – given that the EU-28 average was 38 per cent, we may say that in those three countries immigration was perceived to be a huge burden on the European Union. It is important to mention, however, that immigration was perceived to be the second most important concern in all the remaining Member States, except Portugal (where only 16 per cent of people mentioned it as one of their two top concerns).


    
      Figure 1 ‘What do you think are the two most important issues facing the EU at the moment?’, per cent, EU-28


      
        [image: 16_01] 

        Notes: For further, country-specific data, see Eurobarometer series at: http://ec.europa.eu/commfrontoffice/publicopinion/index.cfm


        Source: based on Eurobarometer series (2014–18); only top 6 concerns (out of 13) are shown (own editing).

      

    


    In line with the issue of immigration, terrorism was perceived to be an increasingly important concern between 2014 and 2017 (mentions at the EU level increased from 6 per cent to 44 per cent). Most recently, in 2018, it was mentioned by 29 per cent of Europeans and is in first position in seven countries (compared to the data for 2017, that is a 15 percentage point decrease). The highest fear of terrorism was perceived in Lithuania (49 per cent), Cyprus (44 per cent) and Ireland (40 per cent). Furthermore, terrorism was also much cited, though in second position, in the Czech Republic (47 per cent), Bulgaria and Poland (both 42 per cent) and Latvia (41 per cent). In sum, terrorism is perceived to be the second most important issue in the EU; it is worth mentioning that the Member States whose populations are most concerned about this issue are not those countries that are most affected by terrorism.


    The second question referred to the most important issues in respondents’ own countries (Figure 2).


    
      Figure 2 ‘What do you think are the two most important issues facing your country at the moment?’, per cent, EU-28
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        Notes: For further, country-specific data, see Eurobarometer series at: http://ec.europa.eu/commfrontoffice/publicopinion/index.cfm


        Source: based on Eurobarometer series (2014–18); only top 6 concerns (out of 13) are shown (own editing).

      

    


    According to the most recent data on the ‘top concerns’ of Member States, in 2018 unemployment and health and social security are seen as the most important issues facing the EU at the moment, while immigration remains in third place (with 21 per cent of mentions). Health and social security reached a new high, occupying second place for the first time since spring 2007. While the issue of immigration was seen as a major concern in 2016 (28 per cent mentioned it as one of the top two issues – almost as many people as mentioned unemployment), that is not the case anymore. Across the European Union, on average only one respondent in five listed immigration as one of the top two issues facing their own country.


    The European Social Survey (ESS) is an academically driven, cross-national survey that has been conducted across Europe since its establishment in 2001. Every other year, face-to-face interviews are carried out with newly selected, cross-sectional samples. The survey measures the attitudes, beliefs and behaviour patterns of diverse populations in more than 30 nations. The data presented in this chapter come from the fieldwork for 2014 (ESS Round 7) and 2016 (ESS Round 8); the former round was carried out just before the migration crisis began in Europe, while the latter just after it peaked.


    Table 1 shows how countries differ from each other regarding the proportion of those who think that immigration is generally ‘really bad’2 for the country’s economy.


    
      Table 1 Proportion of those who find immigration really bad for the country’s economy (per cent)


      
        
          
            	

            	
              2014
            

            	
              2016
            

            	
              Change
            
          


          
            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              17.3
            

            	
              28.7
            

            	
              11.4
            
          


          
            	
              Estonia
            

            	
              9.0
            

            	
              12.7
            

            	
              3.7
            
          


          
            	
              Austria
            

            	
              11.2
            

            	
              14.0
            

            	
              2.7
            
          


          
            	
              Lithuania
            

            	
              5.6
            

            	
              8.1
            

            	
              2.5
            
          


          
            	
              Israel*
            

            	
              10.8
            

            	
              12.7
            

            	
              1.9
            
          


          
            	
              Slovenia
            

            	
              17.0
            

            	
              18.8
            

            	
              1.7
            
          


          
            	
              Czech Republic
            

            	
              15.5
            

            	
              16.8
            

            	
              1.2
            
          


          
            	
              Sweden
            

            	
              3.9
            

            	
              4.4
            

            	
              0.6
            
          


          
            	
              Switzerland
            

            	
              2.6
            

            	
              2.8
            

            	
              0.2
            
          


          
            	
              Finland
            

            	
              6.4
            

            	
              6.3
            

            	
              0.0
            
          


          
            	
              Poland
            

            	
              10.5
            

            	
              10.4
            

            	
              -0.1
            
          


          
            	
              France
            

            	
              12.8
            

            	
              12.5
            

            	
              -0.4
            
          


          
            	
              Germany
            

            	
              5.1
            

            	
              4.7
            

            	
              -0.4
            
          


          
            	
              Spain
            

            	
              8.3
            

            	
              7.3
            

            	
              -1.0
            
          


          
            	
              Norway
            

            	
              4.1
            

            	
              3.0
            

            	
              -1.0
            
          


          
            	
              Average
            

            	
              9.5
            

            	
              8.4
            

            	
              -1.1
            
          


          
            	
              Netherlands
            

            	
              5.9
            

            	
              3.7
            

            	
              -2.1
            
          


          
            	
              Ireland
            

            	
              10.6
            

            	
              8.1
            

            	
              -2.5
            
          


          
            	
              Belgium
            

            	
              12.3
            

            	
              8.0
            

            	
              -4.3
            
          


          
            	
              Portugal
            

            	
              12.1
            

            	
              6.8
            

            	
              -5.3
            
          


          
            	
              United Kingdom
            

            	
              12.1
            

            	
              6.4
            

            	
              -5.7
            
          

        
      


      Notes: Countries with missing data were excluded from the comparison: Denmark, Russian Federation, Iceland and Italy.


      * Israel also taking part in European Social Survey (ESS).


      Source: European Social Survey (ESS): https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/

    


    In 2014, the EU average was 9.5 per cent, with the highest levels measured in Hungary (17.3 per cent), Slovenia (17 per cent) and the Czech Republic (15.5 per cent). The lowest rates of those who found immigration very bad for the country were in Switzerland (2.6 per cent), Sweden (3.9 per cent) and Norway (4.1 per cent). In 2016, the EU average decreased slightly to 8.4 per cent; the biggest change was measured in Hungary, where the proportion of those who thought that immigration was bad had soared to 28.7 per cent. Higher levels of negativity in 2016 than in 2014 were also found in Estonia, Austria and Lithuania. The biggest fall was experienced in the United Kingdom (from 12.1 per cent to 6.4 per cent), Portugal (12.1 per cent to 6.8 per cent) and Belgium (12.3 per cent to 8 per cent) (Table 1).


    
      Table 2 Proportion of those who think that the country’s cultural life is really undermined by immigrants (per cent)


      
        
          
            	

            	
              2014
            

            	
              2016
            

            	
              Change
            
          


          
            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              6.0
            

            	
              22.0
            

            	
              16.0
            
          


          
            	
              Czech Republic
            

            	
              13.4
            

            	
              20.6
            

            	
              7.2
            
          


          
            	
              Estonia
            

            	
              6.3
            

            	
              10.8
            

            	
              4.5
            
          


          
            	
              Lithuania
            

            	
              6.7
            

            	
              10.6
            

            	
              3.8
            
          


          
            	
              Slovenia
            

            	
              8.5
            

            	
              11.9
            

            	
              3.4
            
          


          
            	
              Austria
            

            	
              11.0
            

            	
              14.0
            

            	
              3.0
            
          


          
            	
              Israel*
            

            	
              7.0
            

            	
              9.8
            

            	
              2.8
            
          


          
            	
              France
            

            	
              9.2
            

            	
              11.4
            

            	
              2.2
            
          


          
            	
              Germany
            

            	
              4.2
            

            	
              5.4
            

            	
              1.2
            
          


          
            	
              Poland
            

            	
              4.8
            

            	
              5.7
            

            	
              0.9
            
          


          
            	
              Sweden
            

            	
              1.4
            

            	
              2.1
            

            	
              0.7
            
          


          
            	
              Average
            

            	
              6.7
            

            	
              7.3
            

            	
              0.6
            
          


          
            	
              Netherlands
            

            	
              2.8
            

            	
              3.2
            

            	
              0.5
            
          


          
            	
              Finland
            

            	
              2.0
            

            	
              2.0
            

            	
              0.0
            
          


          
            	
              Norway
            

            	
              4.5
            

            	
              4.0
            

            	
              -0.6
            
          


          
            	
              Spain
            

            	
              4.5
            

            	
              3.9
            

            	
              -0.6
            
          


          
            	
              Belgium
            

            	
              5.1
            

            	
              4.3
            

            	
              -0.8
            
          


          
            	
              Switzerland
            

            	
              3.5
            

            	
              2.5
            

            	
              -0.9
            
          


          
            	
              Ireland
            

            	
              7.2
            

            	
              5.4
            

            	
              -1.8
            
          


          
            	
              Portugal
            

            	
              8.2
            

            	
              5.4
            

            	
              -2.8
            
          


          
            	
              United Kingdom
            

            	
              11.6
            

            	
              7.1
            

            	
              -4.5
            
          

        
      


      Notes: Countries with missing data were excluded from the comparison: Denmark, Russian Federation, Iceland and Italy.


      *Israel also taking part in European Social Survey (ESS).


      Source: European Social Survey (ESS): https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/

    


    Table 2 summarizes public opinion in European countries about the impact of immigration on each country’s cultural life. In 2014, on average 6.7 per cent of respondents felt that the country’s cultural life was ‘really undermined’3 by immigrants. In the Czech Republic (13.4 per cent), the United Kingdom (11.6 per cent) and Austria (11 per cent) the figure was much higher than average, implying a strong negative attitude toward the cultural impact of immigration. Sweden (1.4 per cent), Finland (2 per cent) and the Netherlands (2.8 per cent) had the lowest proportions of respondents agreeing that their country’s ‘cultural life is really undermined by immigrants’. In 2016, Hungary (22 per cent) and the Czech Republic (20.6 per cent) had the highest proportions of those who shared this negative opinion; moreover, the increase in Hungary over two years was dramatic (6 per cent to 22 per cent), especially in comparison to the EU average, which hardly changed between 2014 and 2016 (Table 2).


    Table 3 and 4 show data on how the people of different European countries feel about immigrants of the same race/ethnic group as the majority population (Table 3) and immigrants of a different race or ethnic group (Table 4).4 As in the previous cases, the proportion of the most negative responses is shown for both time periods in each country.


    On the issue of immigration by people of the same race/ethnic group, in Europe in 2014 some 6 per cent of the total population on average would not allow it. The figure was highest in the Czech Republic (17.4 per cent), Hungary (11.8 per cent), Portugal (10.7 per cent) and Ireland (10 per cent). Those countries with the lowest proportion of respondents who would not allow any such immigration were Sweden (0.5 per cent), Norway (0.4 per cent), Switzerland (1.4 per cent) and Germany (1.5 per cent). By 2016, the figure had more than doubled in Hungary (to 24.6 per cent) and there had been a slight increase in Lithuania (from 8.8 per cent to 13.8 per cent) (Table 3).


    
      Table 3 Proportion of those who would allow no immigrants of the same race/ethnic group as the majority population (per cent)


      
        
          
            	

            	
              2014
            

            	
              2016
            

            	
              Change
            
          


          
            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              11.8
            

            	
              24.6
            

            	
              12.8
            
          


          
            	
              Lithuania
            

            	
              8.8
            

            	
              13.8
            

            	
              5.0
            
          


          
            	
              Poland
            

            	
              6.4
            

            	
              9.9
            

            	
              3.4
            
          


          
            	
              Czech Republic
            

            	
              17.4
            

            	
              20.7
            

            	
              3.4
            
          


          
            	
              Israel*
            

            	
              9.2
            

            	
              12.1
            

            	
              2.9
            
          


          
            	
              Switzerland
            

            	
              1.4
            

            	
              2.7
            

            	
              1.2
            
          


          
            	
              Austria
            

            	
              7.1
            

            	
              8.3
            

            	
              1.2
            
          


          
            	
              France
            

            	
              5.1
            

            	
              6.0
            

            	
              1.0
            
          


          
            	
              Estonia
            

            	
              4.5
            

            	
              4.5
            

            	
              0.0
            
          


          
            	
              Germany
            

            	
              1.5
            

            	
              1.5
            

            	
              0.0
            
          


          
            	
              Norway
            

            	
              0.7
            

            	
              0.7
            

            	
              0.0
            
          


          
            	
              Sweden
            

            	
              0.5
            

            	
              0.4
            

            	
              -0.1
            
          


          
            	
              Average
            

            	
              6.0
            

            	
              5.9
            

            	
              -0.1
            
          


          
            	
              Slovenia
            

            	
              6.3
            

            	
              5.7
            

            	
              -0.6
            
          


          
            	
              Ireland
            

            	
              10.0
            

            	
              8.9
            

            	
              -1.1
            
          


          
            	
              Finland
            

            	
              2.4
            

            	
              1.1
            

            	
              -1.3
            
          


          
            	
              Netherlands
            

            	
              5.1
            

            	
              2.8
            

            	
              -2.3
            
          


          
            	
              Spain
            

            	
              7.7
            

            	
              5.4
            

            	
              -2.3
            
          


          
            	
              Belgium
            

            	
              7.3
            

            	
              4.7
            

            	
              -2.6
            
          


          
            	
              United Kingdom
            

            	
              9.2
            

            	
              5.6
            

            	
              -3.7
            
          


          
            	
              Portugal
            

            	
              10.7
            

            	
              5.0
            

            	
              -5.8
            
          

        
      


      Notes: Countries with missing data were excluded from the comparison: Denmark, Russian Federation, Iceland and Italy. Available responses ranged from ‘allow all of them’ to ‘allow none of them’.


      * Israel also taking part in European Social Survey (ESS).


      Source: European Social Survey (ESS): https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/

    


    As far as immigration by people of a different race/ethnic group is concerned, in 2014 on average 10.6 per cent of the total population in Europe would not permit any such immigration. Not surprisingly, the figure is much higher than for immigration by people of the same race/ethnic group. In 2014, the proportion of those who would not permit such immigration was three times the European average in Hungary (31.5 per cent), the Czech Republic (29.3 per cent) and Israel (31.1 per cent). The figure was much lower than the average in Sweden (0.5 per cent), Norway (1.7 per cent), Switzerland (3.9 per cent) and Germany (4.3 per cent). By 2016, the figure had increased most in Hungary (to 45.6 per cent), meaning that virtually every second Hungarian respondent would not allow any immigrants of a different race/ethnic group. A significant increase was also measured in Lithuania (from 13.5 per cent to 21.5 per cent). By contrast, over the two years under review the figure declined significantly in Portugal (from 15.8 per cent to 9.2 per cent), the United Kingdom (13.1 per cent to 7.6 per cent) and Spain (11 per cent to 7 per cent). There was no change in the European average (Table 4).


    
      Table 4 Proportion of those who would allow no immigrants of a different race/ethnic group to the majority population (per cent)


      
        
          
            	

            	
              2014
            

            	
              2016
            

            	
              Change
            
          


          
            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              31.5
            

            	
              45.6
            

            	
              14.1
            
          


          
            	
              Lithuania
            

            	
              13.5
            

            	
              21.5
            

            	
              8.0
            
          


          
            	
              Poland
            

            	
              10.4
            

            	
              17.9
            

            	
              7.5
            
          


          
            	
              Czech Republic
            

            	
              29.3
            

            	
              36.4
            

            	
              7.1
            
          


          
            	
              Estonia
            

            	
              13.5
            

            	
              19.1
            

            	
              5.6
            
          


          
            	
              Austria
            

            	
              13.6
            

            	
              18.9
            

            	
              5.3
            
          


          
            	
              Switzerland
            

            	
              3.9
            

            	
              5.4
            

            	
              1.5
            
          


          
            	
              Slovenia
            

            	
              10.2
            

            	
              11.4
            

            	
              1.2
            
          


          
            	
              France
            

            	
              10.2
            

            	
              11.1
            

            	
              0.9
            
          


          
            	
              Sweden
            

            	
              0.5
            

            	
              0.7
            

            	
              0.2
            
          


          
            	
              Israel*
            

            	
              31.1
            

            	
              31.2
            

            	
              0.1
            
          


          
            	
              Germany
            

            	
              4.3
            

            	
              4.3
            

            	
              0.0
            
          


          
            	
              Norway
            

            	
              1.7
            

            	
              1.6
            

            	
              0.0
            
          


          
            	
              Average
            

            	
              10.6
            

            	
              10.5
            

            	
              -0.1
            
          


          
            	
              Netherlands
            

            	
              6.2
            

            	
              4.4
            

            	
              -1.8
            
          


          
            	
              Ireland
            

            	
              13.9
            

            	
              11.9
            

            	
              -2.0
            
          


          
            	
              Finland
            

            	
              8.3
            

            	
              5.9
            

            	
              -2.5
            
          


          
            	
              Belgium
            

            	
              12.4
            

            	
              8.9
            

            	
              -3.4
            
          


          
            	
              Spain
            

            	
              11.0
            

            	
              7.0
            

            	
              -4.0
            
          


          
            	
              United Kingdom
            

            	
              13.1
            

            	
              7.6
            

            	
              -5.5
            
          


          
            	
              Portugal
            

            	
              15.8
            

            	
              9.2
            

            	
              -6.5
            
          

        
      


      Notes: Countries with missing data were excluded from the comparison: Denmark, Russian Federation, Iceland and Italy. Available responses ranged from ‘allow all of them’ to ‘allow none of them’.


      * Israel also taking part in European Social Survey (ESS).


      Source: European Social Survey (ESS): https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/

    


    2. Migration-related attitudes and fear in the Visegrád countries


    Comparing attitudes to the immigration of people from other EU Member States and those from outside the EU, it is obvious that respondents in all V4 countries are much more concerned about third-country immigrants than intra-EU migration (Figure 3).


    
      Figure 3 Immigration of people from other EU Member States and from outside the EU (2014–18)


      
        [image: 16_03a]
      


      
        [image: 16_03b]
      


      Notes: Total negative means the sum of fairly and very negative answers. The exact questions were: ‘Please tell me whether each of the following statements evokes a positive or negative feeling for you. Immigration of people from other EU Member States/ Immigration of people from outside the EU’.


      Source: based on Eurobarometer series (2014–18) (own editing).

    


    Compared to the EU average, respondents from the V4 countries were more negative toward both aspects of migration (except for Polish respondents to the question of intra-EU migration – 19 per cent, against an EU average of 29 per cent). As far as migration from outside EU countries is concerned, Polish respondents again seem to be the least negative of the V4 countries (62 per cent), but still more negative than the EU average (52 per cent).


    During the migration crisis of 2015, different aspects (general and more specific) of fear connected to asylum seekers and migrants were also examined by a specific Central European survey,5 as this issue had special relevance in light of the recent terror attacks in Europe and worldwide.6


    Welfare chauvinism7 refers to the concept by which welfare benefits should be restricted to certain groups – particularly to the natives of a country, rather than immigrants.8 The idea of ‘welfare services should be restricted to our own’ has a great impact on public opinion and on asylum policy.


    Figure 4 shows the different levels of fear in the four countries examined. Apparently, the level of fear was very high in all the countries (and had little connection with the number of asylum seekers actually present in each country at the time of the fieldwork). The only exception, to some extent, is Poland, where the level of fear, especially in response to the statement ‘interacting with immigrants makes me uneasy’, was considerably lower.


    
      Figure 4 The different levels of fear in the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Poland and Hungary; the proportion of those who ‘totally’ or ‘rather’ agreed that… (N = c. 1,000) (per cent, 2015)


      
        [image: 16_04]
      

    


    Levels of fear were significantly higher in Slovakia and the Czech Republic than in Hungary, except for on the item related to the control of immigration. In Hungary – where the presence of asylum seekers and refugees was significant throughout that summer – every second respondent agreed that ‘immigration in our country is out of control’, whereas the figure was 44 per cent in the Czech Republic, 33 per cent in Poland and 24 per cent in Slovakia.


    The proportion of those agreeing with the two more-specific fears – one connected with the increase in crime and the other having to do with the spread of diseases – varied to a large extent by country. The statement connected with the threat of disloyalty in case of war or political tension was supported by roughly two thirds of respondents, except in Poland.


    The level of welfare chauvinism was assessed from an economic, cultural and social perspective. (See the specific items and the rankings by country in Figure 5.)


    
      Figure 5 The level of the different aspects of welfare chauvinism in the Visegrád countries: the proportion of those who ‘totally’ or ‘rather’ agreed that … (per cent, 2015)


      
        [image: 16_05]
      

    


    The level of fear connected to welfare chauvinism was highest in the Czech Republic and lowest in Poland. The data from Slovakia and Hungary show almost the same results. The ranking of the different aspects was the same in all countries, except for Poland: the threat connected to the way of life (social aspect) was perceived to be the largest threat in all countries; meanwhile the labour shortage threat (economic aspect) was the lowest in three countries – Hungary, Slovakia and the Czech Republic.


    3. Hungarian attitudes during the crisis: what people think about the different reasons for fleeing


    With regard to the migration crisis, one of the key questions is where all these people are coming from and why. The Hungarian public discourse has shown some interest in knowing why refugees have left their country of origin and whether they have done so on well-founded grounds, such as fear of persecution on account of their race, religion, nationality, social group or political opinions. Presumably people are more tolerant of asylum seekers who are escaping from war zones, as it is easy to regard them as people in extreme distress.


    Figure 6 shows attitudes and changes in attitude toward the different reasons asylum seekers have for fleeing, in order of how welcome a given group is. Respondents drew a clear distinction both in October 2015 and January 2016 between (1) those who had left their country due to war or civil war, or had fled due to hunger or natural catastrophe, or with the aim of family reunion, and (2) those claiming asylum for some other reason (such as being part of an oppressed ethnic, national or religious minority). The level of acceptance of that second group is lower. In the case of those who have left their home country due to lack of work, the level of acceptance is very low: the great majority of the Hungarian adult population does not welcome them at all, in line with the current asylum policy of both the Hungarian government and the European Union (Figure 6).


    
      Figure 6 Acceptance of the different reasons for fleeing, in order ofwelcome (percentage of respondents who answered ‘yes’ to the question Of the asylum seekers, should Hungary admit those…?’,) 2015 and 2016


      
        [image: 16_06]
      

    


    Furthermore, it is clear that attitudes of welcome dropped dramatically between October 2015 and January 2016 – in most cases by half, regardless of whether the reason for fleeing was war or religion. While in October more than half (52 per cent) of the population would accept asylum seekers who left their country due to war or civil war, in January only one third (34 per cent) of the population had a welcoming attitude toward them. The numbers are similar in the case of hunger and natural catastrophe (where the level of acceptance dropped from 50 to 35 per cent), and family reunion (from 48 to 38 per cent). Moreover, the level of acceptance in the case of persecution on the grounds of ethnic or national origin dropped by half, from 33 to 17 per cent, as it did in the case of persecution on account of political activity (from 27 to 13 per cent). The level of acceptance in the case of lack of work was almost non-existent in January 2016 (only 5 per cent), though in October 2015 it had been 10 per cent.


    In the first wave (October 2015), there was a separate item for Islamic State (ISIS) as a reason for leaving; in that case, 35 per cent of the population was welcoming. In the second wave (January 2016), religious affiliation was divided into two separate questions (Christians and Muslims), in order to see whether there was a difference in the responses. While roughly a quarter (23 per cent) of respondents would welcome asylum seekers who were being persecuted for belonging to a Christian sect, only 9 per cent responded positively in the case of Muslims.


    3.1 The social predictors of refusing asylum seekers for multiple reasons


    With two so-called ‘level of refusal’ indices (based on the October 2015 and January 2016 surveys) we measured the average number of the rejected reasons for fleeing using selected socio-demographic indicators. The indices contain all the items except for lack of work, as that is not a legitimate basis for an asylum claim. With the two indices following the same scale (0–7), comparison could be made between the attitudes surveyed in October and in January; however, the items included in the indices were not identical. Based on a comparison of the average in the analysis presented in the Annex (Table A1 and Table A2), we have created a profile for those people who are more welcoming toward asylum seekers with different reasons for fleeing, as well as for those who are less welcoming.


    The following socio-demographic indicators were tested on both waves to see whether or not they have an effect on attitudes toward asylum seekers, refugees and migrants: level of education, age, gender, personal contact with asylum seekers/refugees/migrants, whether one met them or not, region, type of settlement, party preference, and political activity.


    In October 2015, level of education played a significant role in attitude: people with higher educational levels (at least a college degree) were more welcoming (an average of 3.6 out of 7) than people with elementary, vocational or high-school degrees (total average: 4.2). But this difference had disappeared by January, which means that level of education lost its effect on attitudes toward asylum seekers, refugees and migrants.


    Region of residence as a socio-demographic indicator was significant in both waves, as was type of settlement. In October 2015, people who lived in Western Transdanubia were the most welcoming (on average, they rejected only 3.6 reasons for people fleeing), while people in Northern Hungary were the least welcoming, with an average of 4.9 reasons rejected. In January 2016, the picture was different: the most welcoming group was in the Northern Great Plain (4.5 – almost 1 point higher than in October), and the least welcoming were in Central Transdanubia (5.9, compared to 4.9 in October). People from small towns were more welcoming in October (3.8 points of refusal on average), whereas in January that average had increased slightly to 4.2.


    What should be highlighted here is the reverse effect of the two types of interaction with migrants measured by the survey: (i) superficial contact, i.e. having met some kind of incomers and (ii) personal contact. In October, those who had had some kind of superficial contact with incomers (asylum seekers, refugees or migrants) in the previous 12 months rejected a significantly higher number of reasons for migration than people who had not (an average of 4.7 reasons rejected in the case of those who had met an asylum seeker, refugee or migrant, compared to 4.1 in the case of those who had not). In January, both groups of people rejected a significantly higher number of reasons, but the trend remained the same: those who had met asylum seekers, refugees or migrants rejected more reasons (5.65 vs. 5.27).


    On the second question on interaction, we assessed personal contact of some kind with incomers (i.e. asylum seekers, refugees and migrants). Those who personally knew migrants rejected on average only 1.7 reasons, while those who did not know any rejected 4.3 reasons on average. However, in January only a small difference was measured between these two groups of respondents (4.5 vs. 5.4). It has to be mentioned, however, that the proportion of those who personally knew migrants was very low (3 per cent of the sample in October 2015 and 4 per cent in January 2016), while the proportion of those who had met some kind of migrants in the past 12 months was surprisingly high (24 per cent in October and 27 per cent in January), suggesting that people interpreted this question broadly. (See Table A1 in Annex).


    Political activity and party preference were analysed in both October and January. Political activity did not have a significant effect on attitudes either in the first or in the second wave. On the other hand, party preference did have an effect, and the effect increased in January for every group. Both in October and January, MSZP voters were the most welcoming, while Jobbik voters and Fidesz voters9 had very similar averages for the number of reasons for flight that they rejected (significantly more than MSZP voters). For further details on the analysis of the social aspects of the 2015 migration crisis in Hungary, see Simonovits et al. (2016).


    4. Conclusion


    The issues of migration and terrorism have both been of increasing concern since 2014, though there has been a slight decline in mentions from 2016/17. According to the latest results of the Eurobarometer survey (Spring 2018), at the EU level immigration is seen as the most important issue facing the EU; Estonian, Czech and Hungarian respondents were those most concerned about this issue.


    For the EU Member States in 2018, the two topics of unemployment and health and social security are the issues currently of greatest concern, with immigration coming third.


    Analysing European public opinion, strong country-level differences can be seen; however, at the EU level attitudes toward migration scarcely changed (if at all) during the two years examined (between 2014 and 2016) in terms of selected aspects of immigration into the EU. Hungary differs dramatically from all the other countries examined: over those two years the proportion of those who opposed immigration and who had a negative attitude toward the impact of immigration doubled or even tripled. Beyond Hungary, the biggest increases in antipathy toward migration were to be found in the Czech Republic and Lithuania.Analysing public attitudes in the Visegrád countries, respondents were found to be much more negative about third-country immigrants than about intra-EU migrants.


    In the 2015 CEORG survey, a set of items was developed to measure the different elements of fear, as well as the perceived threat posed by immigrants, asylum seekers and refugees to the country’s welfare system. Levels of fear were significantly higher in Slovakia and the Czech Republic than in Hungary (except on one item related to the control of immigration), while the public’s views in Poland were the least dismissive of all migration-related questions.


    Focusing on the Hungarian data, we explored how Hungarian public attitudes were formed towards various reasons for fleeing during the 2015 migration crisis. As far as the socio-demographic predictors are concerned, we found similar relationships as in other xenophobic attitudes (see Simonovits and Szalai, 2013): of all the socio-demographic predictors examined, place of residence (both type of settlement and region) and party preference play a significant role in welcoming attitudes (level of education had an effect only in the first wave, but neither gender nor age had a statistically significant effect at all). What should be highlighted here is the reverse effect of the two types of interaction with migrants measured by the survey: respondents who had had only superficial contact with immigrants were found to be more dismissive of asylum seekers, while those who had had real personal contact with immigrants showed more tolerance of refugees. This tendency is in line with the core ideas contained within the framework of Integrated Contact Hypothesis, originally developed by Allport (1954) and further refined by Pettigrew and Tropp (2000; 2006). For more details on the socio-demographic background of xenophobia, see Dencső and Sik (2007) and Simonovits and Szalai (2013). A more complex analysis of perceived threats and fears can be found in Simonovits (2016).

  


  

    ANNEX: COMPLEMENTARY DATA


    
      Table A1 The number of rejected reasons for fleeing, by selected socio-demographic indicators (average), October 2015


      
        
          
            	

            	
              average
            

            	
              N
            

            	
              st deviation
            
          


          
            	
              Level of education
            
          


          
            	
              Elementary school at most
            

            	
              4.36
            

            	
              140
            

            	
              2.63
            
          


          
            	
              Vocational school
            

            	
              4.53
            

            	
              220
            

            	
              2.47
            
          


          
            	
              High school
            

            	
              4.17
            

            	
              266
            

            	
              2.69
            
          


          
            	
              College degree
            

            	
              3.64
            

            	
              107
            

            	
              2.59
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              4.24
            

            	
              733
            

            	
              2.61
            
          


          
            	
              Sign (F probe)
            

            	
              0. 032
            
          


          
            	
              Type of settlement
            
          


          
            	
              County seat
            

            	
              5.17
            

            	
              117
            

            	
              2.07
            
          


          
            	
              City
            

            	
              4.26
            

            	
              253
            

            	
              2.64
            
          


          
            	
              Town
            

            	
              3.81
            

            	
              217
            

            	
              2.69
            
          


          
            	
              Budapest
            

            	
              4.10
            

            	
              146
            

            	
              2.63
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              4.24
            

            	
              733
            

            	
              2.61
            
          


          
            	
              Sign (F probe)
            

            	
              0.000
            
          


          
            	
              Personal contact
            
          


          
            	
              Personally know asylum seeker, refugee or migrant
            

            	
              1.67
            

            	
              24
            

            	
              2.20
            
          


          
            	
              Do not personally know asylum seeker, refugee or migrant
            

            	
              4.32
            

            	
              709
            

            	
              2.58
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              4.24
            

            	
              733
            

            	
              2.61
            
          


          
            	
              Sign (F probe)
            

            	
              0.000
            
          


          
            	
              Superficial contact
            
          


          
            	
              Have met an asylum seeker, refugee or migrant in Hungary in the past 12 months
            

            	
              4.14
            

            	
              244
            

            	
              2.68
            
          


          
            	
              Have not met any
            

            	
              4.05
            

            	
              532
            

            	
              2.57
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              4.24
            

            	
              732
            

            	
              2.61
            
          


          
            	
              Sign (F probe)
            

            	
              0.001
            
          


          
            	
              Region
            
          


          
            	
              Central Hungary
            

            	
              4.14
            

            	
              244
            

            	
              2.68
            
          


          
            	
              Central Transdanubia
            

            	
              4.54
            

            	
              65
            

            	
              2.78
            
          


          
            	
              Western Transdanubia
            

            	
              3.62
            

            	
              76
            

            	
              2.71
            
          


          
            	
              Southern Transdanubia
            

            	
              4.62
            

            	
              63
            

            	
              2.17
            
          


          
            	
              Northern Hungary
            

            	
              4.93
            

            	
              86
            

            	
              2.28
            
          


          
            	
              Northern Great Plain
            

            	
              3.81
            

            	
              104
            

            	
              2.58
            
          


          
            	
              Southern Great Plain
            

            	
              4.36
            

            	
              95
            

            	
              2.66
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              4.24
            

            	
              733
            

            	
              2.61
            
          


          
            	

            	
              0.014
            
          


          
            	
              Party preference
            
          


          
            	
              Fidesz voters
            

            	
              4.88
            

            	
              225
            

            	
              2.40
            
          


          
            	
              MSZP voters
            

            	
              3.28
            

            	
              58
            

            	
              2.71
            
          


          
            	
              Jobbik voters
            

            	
              4.66
            

            	
              104
            

            	
              2.43
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              4.27
            

            	
              441
            

            	
              2.61
            
          

        
      


      * only those indicators are presented whose effect was significant at a 0.05 level.

    


    
      Table A2 The number of rejected reasons for fleeing, by selected socio-demographic indicators (average), January 2016


      
        
          
            	

            	
              average
            

            	
              N
            

            	
              st deviation
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Personal contact
            
          


          
            	
              Personally know asylum seeker, refugee or migrant
            

            	
              4.53
            

            	
              30
            

            	
              2.37
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Do not personally know asylum seeker, refugee or migrant
            

            	
              5.40
            

            	
              750
            

            	
              1.9
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              5.37
            

            	
              780
            

            	
              1.93
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Sign (F probe)
            

            	
              0.016
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Superficial contact
            
          


          
            	
              Have met an asylum seeker, refugee or migrant in Hungary in the past 12 months
            

            	
              5.65
            

            	
              213
            

            	
              1.99
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Have not met any
            

            	
              5.27
            

            	
              567
            

            	
              1.90
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              5.37
            

            	
              780
            

            	
              1.93
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Sign (F probe)
            

            	
              0.014
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Region
            
          


          
            	
              Central Hungary
            

            	
              5.45
            

            	
              237
            

            	
              1.99
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Central Transdanubia
            

            	
              5.87
            

            	
              86
            

            	
              1.64
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Western Transdanubia
            

            	
              5.69
            

            	
              62
            

            	
              2.01
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Southern Transdanubia
            

            	
              5.22
            

            	
              77
            

            	
              1.68
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Northern Hungary
            

            	
              5.32
            

            	
              104
            

            	
              1.68
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Northern Great Plain
            

            	
              4.49
            

            	
              102
            

            	
              2.11
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Southern Great Plain
            

            	
              5.59
            

            	
              114
            

            	
              1.95
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              5.37
            

            	
              782
            

            	
              1.93
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Sign (F probe)
            

            	
              0.000
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Type of settlement
            
          


          
            	
              County seat
            

            	
              5.77
            

            	
              114
            

            	
              1.66
            

            	
          


          
            	
              City
            

            	
              5.32
            

            	
              269
            

            	
              1.91
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Town
            

            	
              5.18
            

            	
              248
            

            	
              1.97
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Budapest
            

            	
              5.47
            

            	
              151
            

            	
              2.06
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              5.37
            

            	
              782
            

            	
              1.93
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Sign (F probe)
            

            	
              0.047
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Party preference
            
          


          
            	
              Fidesz voters
            

            	
              5.74
            

            	
              261
            

            	
              1.73
            

            	
          


          
            	
              MSZP voters
            

            	
              4.67
            

            	
              60
            

            	
              1.97
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Jobbik voters
            

            	
              5.70
            

            	
              101
            

            	
              1.64
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              5.58
            

            	
              422
            

            	
              1.78
            

            	
          


          
            	
              Sign (F probe)
            

            	
              0.000
            

            	
          

        
      


      * only those indicators are presented whose effect was significant at a 0.05 level.
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    The 2018 Hungarian national elections1


    Gábor Tóka


    The eighth parliamentary elections since the 1988–90 regime change were held in Hungary on 8 April 2018. In a development probably without historical parallel in any sizeable democracy, the same party, Fidesz, won two thirds of the seats for the third time in a row in a national election. This achievement is lessened somewhat by the fact that this perennial winner is formally an alliance of two parties; but one of the two, the Christian Democrats (KDNP), has had no noticeable popular support on its own for the last 15 years or so. To put these Hungarian results into context: in the past 200 years, a single party has only twice obtained two thirds of the seats in a British general election, while such a majority has never been recorded in Germany, Italy or Japan, despite the enduring dominance of a single party (or party alliance) in all these countries in the years since the Second World War. Such a thing has never occurred in any of those free, competitive elections held since 1990 in the former communist countries – not even in tiny Montenegro, which has been governed by the same party since 1990. The practical importance of this exceptional result is further heightened by the fact that in Hungary a two-thirds majority in the only chamber of parliament means that any law can be changed – and any clause of the constitution amended – by a one-off decision. In this sense, the 2018 Hungarian parliamentary elections have given unlimited power to a single party for a third time.


    As Figure 1 shows, it is unusual, but not unheard-of, for a single party to receive around 50 per cent of the vote in a free and fair election – the Maltese Labour Party, quite exceptionally, gained 55 per cent of the popular vote in 2017. But it is only in authoritarian regimes that we are ever likely to find one party winning two thirds of the seats. Single parties in government are even less able to change constitutional rules: the only democracies that have a population of over half a million and still let a single legislative house change constitutional rules on its own are found where that chamber is elected under proportional representation. This raises the inevitable question about the democratic nature of Hungary’s political system. I will not devote space to this question here, because many observers have already noted the partisan bias in the electoral rules, media coverage and oversight bodies, and the extreme inequity in the public resources committed to the election campaigns of the various parties (e.g. OSCE/ODIHR, 2018).


    
      Figure 1 The vote and seat share of the biggest party in the most recent parliamentary elections across Europe


      
        [image: 17_1] 

        Notes: Forty-four countries appear as one dot each in the plot. Not fully sovereign territories like Greenland and Monaco are omitted. The diagonal line in the plot marks the perfect equality of vote and seat shares. Autocratic Belarus produced a strikingly small biggest party because nominally independent candidates won most votes and seats.


        Source: http://www.parties-and-elections.eu

      

    


    Instead, this chapter focuses on a quantitative description, comparison and analysis of the most striking features of the election outcome and the voting behaviour in 2018. After a brief overview of the election results, I discuss the surprisingly high turnout and its possible causes. Next, I advance a partly original narrative about the development of voting intentions shown in post-2014 time series data, and analyse the impact of the electoral system. Regarding the 2018 election results, I rely on my own database, which I have made public with detailed documentation and commentary on sources.2


    
      Table 1 2010–18 Hungarian parliamentary election results aggregated to comparable party groups


      
        
          
            	

            	
              Party list votes (%)
            

            	
              Single-member district votes (%)
            

            	
              Seats (%)
            
          


          
            	

            	
              2018
            

            	
              2014
            

            	
              2010
            

            	
              2018
            

            	
              2014
            

            	
              2010
            

            	
              2018
            

            	
              2014
            

            	
              2010
            
          


          
            	
              Fidesz–KDNP
            

            	
              47.4
            

            	
              43.5
            

            	
              52.7
            

            	
              47.9
            

            	
              44.1
            

            	
              53.6
            

            	
              66.8
            

            	
              66.8
            

            	
              68.1
            
          


          
            	
              Jobbik
            

            	
              19.8
            

            	
              20.7
            

            	
              16.7
            

            	
              23.2
            

            	
              20.4
            

            	
              16.4
            

            	
              13.1
            

            	
              11.6
            

            	
              12.2
            
          


          
            	
              MSZP and allies*
            

            	
              18.0
            

            	
              26.2
            

            	
              19.3
            

            	
              17.6
            

            	
              26.8
            

            	
              21.3
            

            	
              14.6
            

            	
              19.1
            

            	
              15.3
            
          


          
            	
              LMP
            

            	
              7.3
            

            	
              5.5
            

            	
              7.5
            

            	
              5.7
            

            	
              5.0
            

            	
              5.1
            

            	
              4.0
            

            	
              2.5
            

            	
              4.1
            
          


          
            	
              Other political parties**
            

            	
              5.6
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              3.6
            

            	
              3.1
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              2.4
            

            	
              0.5
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            
          


          
            	
              Other parties***
            

            	
              1.3
            

            	
              3.7
            

            	
              0.3
            

            	
              1.4
            

            	
              3.4
            

            	
              0.6
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            
          


          
            	
              Independent candidates
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              1.0
            

            	
              0.3
            

            	
              0.7
            

            	
              0.5
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              0.3
            
          


          
            	
              German minority list
            

            	
              0.5
            

            	
              0.2
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              0.5
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            
          


          
            	
              Roma minority list
            

            	
              0.1
            

            	
              0.1
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            
          


          
            	
              Other minority lists
            

            	
              0.1
            

            	
              0.1
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            

            	
              -
            
          


          
            	
              Total (N)
            

            	
              5,507,258
            

            	
              4,918,934
            

            	
              5,132,531
            

            	
              5,504,530
            

            	
              4,908,608
            

            	
              5,114,570
            

            	
              199
            

            	
              199
            

            	
              386
            
          

        
      


      * votes for the MSZP–Párbeszéd joint list and its candidates, plus DK list and candidates in 2018; votes for ‘Összefogás’ five-party (MSZP, DK, Együtt, PM, MLP) joint list and its candidates in 2014; MSZP in 2010.


      ** Momentum, MKKP and Együtt lists and candidates in 2018; MDF and Civil Mozgalom lists and candidates in 2010.


      *** Lists and candidates of parties without any visible campaign activity beyond nominating candidates for the election.


      Source: election results in the first or only round of the election among citizens with a residential address in Hungary, calculated from the official data shown on www.valasztas.hu

    


    1. The election results


    Table 1 renders the official results comparable across the three most recent elections and the two main segments of Hungary’s electoral system. The latter changed significantly in 2011, but ever since 1990 it has given citizens two votes (one in a single-member district and one for a party list). For the sake of readability, the table:


    a) ignores the distinction between the two major ‘left-wing’ options – the joint list of the once-dominant Hungarian Socialist Party (MSZP) and the small social liberal–green party Dialogue (Párbeszéd) on the one hand, and the party of former socialist leader Gyurcsány (Democratic Coalition, henceforth DK) on the other; in any case, in 2018 these two groupings aligned to support the same candidate in every single-member district;


    b) collapses the many small parties into two broad categories that separate real political parties from ad hoc formations that seem only to have entered the race to abuse the new public funding scheme for election campaigns introduced in 2013, or with the apparent intention of fragmenting the opposition vote; and


    c) excludes the mail ballots from ethnic Hungarians living in the neighbouring countries, who only obtained voting rights after Fidesz won its first qualified majority in parliament in 2010.


    The most striking feature of Table 1 is the relative constancy of the seat distribution. Though Fidesz’s in-country vote share dropped by 9.5 per cent between 2010 and 2014, its seat share remained almost the same, because of the changes in the election law between 2011 and 2013 (Tóka, 2014). The opposite occurred between 2014 and 2018: though the rules barely changed, the Fidesz vote share increased nearly 4 per cent among voters with a residential address in Hungary, and the fragmentation of the opposition vote increased quite markedly, too. Meanwhile, within the total valid vote the proportion of mail ballots from non-resident citizens – i.e. the newly enfranchised ethnic Hungarians in Romania, Serbia and so forth – increased from 2.4 per cent to 4.6 per cent (these votes are not shown in Table 1, but 96 per cent of them supported Fidesz in 2018, and 95 per cent in 2014). Thus, the vote distribution became markedly more favourable to Fidesz between 2014 and 2018 – and yet, the party’s total seat share remained virtually unchanged once again. This time, the explanation apparently lies in the limited, inconsistent, but nonetheless effective electoral coordination of the opposition parties in 2018: there was considerable tactical voting, and some candidates in single-member districts withdrew to give the best-placed opposition candidate a clear run. Accordingly, the opposition managed to increase its share of single-member district seats in 2018, in spite of polling fewer votes than in 2014. Indeed, had about a quarter of the supporters of the far-right opposition party For a Better Hungary Movement (henceforth Jobbik) not voted for left-wing or green candidates in the most urban districts, and had many left-wing and centrist voters not supported Jobbik candidates in less urban areas, Fidesz would have obtained well over 70 per cent of the seats in 2018 (Kmetty, 2018; Tóka, 2018).


    Looking merely at vote shares, Jobbik’s single-member district candidates benefited most from these vote transfers between the opposition parties in 2018. Since they nearly always finished second behind Fidesz candidates in those districts where many supporters of other opposition party lists gave their second vote to Jobbik candidates, tactical voting helped Jobbik in two ways: first, it increased the pool of remainder votes for Jobbik (which earned it compensatory list mandates); and second, it reduced the Fidesz lead over Jobbik candidates in many single-member districts. Because of the ‘winner compensation’ mechanism of the electoral system, Fidesz’s smaller lead in turn reduced its share of list seats (see Tóka, 2014 for more details on this and other unusual features of the electoral system).


    In terms of seats, Jobbik owed its only single-member district victory and probably two list seats to tactical voting; those seats would otherwise have been won by Fidesz.3 The main green party (LMP) probably lost one list mandate due to tactical voting, but it did win a single-member district seat thanks to the coordination of the opposition. The left’s pronounced geographical concentration in the most urban areas (where it remains a potent challenger to Fidesz candidates) meant that it won far more – at least 10 more – single-member district seats than Jobbik, thanks to the electoral coordination. Ultimately, all these coordination-induced opposition gains counterbalanced the pro-government shift in the vote since 2014, and fell only narrowly short of preventing Fidesz from winning a two-thirds majority of the seats. This leads us to an analysis of the next paradoxical aspect of the 2018 results.


    2. A record high in-country turnout


    Despite the multiple handicaps faced by the opposition, never since 1990 did so many Hungarians participate in a political event as in the 2018 parliamentary election. This was partly because of a growing electorate. Yet, with some caveats, it becomes clear that in-country turnout as a percentage of resident citizens was also a record high. Official total turnout was reported by the National Election Office to be 69.73 per cent in 2018 – well below the 73.51 per cent in the second round of the 2002 elections (the figure that conventional wisdom regards as the true historical record). Yet the figures are not comparable. The 2002 run-off figure only refers to the then most closely contested 131 of the 176 single-member districts. It was a response to the extraordinarily close result in the first round of the election and to the intense campaigning, which focused on the 131 districts that were left undecided after the first round. Since second-round polling was abolished under the 2011 electoral reform, comparisons are no longer possible.


    Nor can the 70.53 per cent turnout in the first round in 2002 be compared to the data for the total 2018 electorate, since the latter included 378,449 dual – mostly Romanian and Hungarian – citizens who have no residential address in Hungary. Citizens without a residential address in the country only obtained voting rights following the 2011–13 electoral reform, which provided for a postal ballot for them (and controversially only for them). The turnout of these registered postal voters was 59.58 per cent in 2018, well below the 66.14 per cent recorded in 2014.4


    By contrast, the 2018 turnout of citizens voting in person (i.e. those with a residential address in Hungary) exceeded the previous record set in 2002. It should be mentioned that their turnout, as reported by the National Election Office, was still just 70.22 per cent – far higher than the 61.73 per cent recorded in 2014, but lower than the 70.53 per cent in the first round of 2002.5 What this comparison ignores, though, is that by 2018 there were about 400,000 more citizens than in 2002 who permanently lived abroad but retained a residential address in Hungary. Voting abroad was not allowed before 2004; and it remains a costly affair, since it requires advance registration and a journey – often quite a long one – in person to a Hungarian consulate on election day. Hence, the turnout of citizens abroad is extremely low, and the large growth in their number between 2002 and 2018 artificially deflates the officially calculated turnout of in-country voters. Figure 2 reveals that the number of those pre-registering to vote at a consulate (and then actually doing so) hovers at around 10 per cent of the Eurostat-estimated number of active-age Hungarian citizens permanently resident in another EU/EFTA country. Given what we know about estimation errors in the Eurostat figures (Előd, 2018) and about the number of Hungarians living elsewhere in the world (OECD, 2018), probably about 5 per cent of all Hungarian citizens who permanently live abroad but are on the electoral roll of in-country voters turn out to vote in national elections (being deprived of the option of postal voting on account of still having a residential address in Hungary).


    
      Figure 2 The number of voters at Hungarian consulates, compared to the number of active-age Hungarian citizens residing in other EU/EFTA states, 2006–18


      
        [image: 17_2] 

        Sources: Eurostat (2018), MTI (2010), www.valasztas.hu

      

    


    All in all, the best way to compare participation among actual in-country voters in 2002 and 2018 is to subtract from the number who voted in 2018 the number who turned out at consulates, and to subtract from the number of eligible citizens the approximately 400,000 who swelled the number of those permanently living abroad between 2002 and 2018. This then yields an estimated in-country turnout of 73.26 per cent in 2018, which is quite a bit above the 70.53 per cent in-country turnout for 2002.


    The record high in-country turnout requires an explanation. It reversed the trends prevailing in Hungarian elections since 2002, and defied the general trend towards ever-lower turnout that has been visible in the post-communist countries since the 1990s and in Western Europe since the 1970s. Counterintuitively, this jump occurred in an election that was expected to be anything but competitive. Political participation is generally quite modest in Hungary: over the past two and a half decades, Hungary’s electoral participation rates have been – at best – average in European terms (albeit considerably better than its strikingly low non-electoral participation rates, e.g. for petitioning) (Tóka, 1998; 2006). And yet, even the official turnout for 2018 is among the highest in contemporary European elections (see Figure 3).


    
      Figure 3 Turnout in the most recent parliamentary elections across Europe (per cent)


      
        [image: 17_3] 

        Source: http://www.parties-and-elections.eu

      

    


    So how can we account for this puzzle? It is well known from the literature that turnout can be increased among citizens by: a) prior expectation of a close race; b) perception of high stakes in the election; c) low personal costs of participation (or, conversely, high cost of abstention under mandatory voting laws); d) a strong sense of civic duty; and e) a strong electoral mobilization by party organizations (which can substitute for any of the previous four factors) (Blais, 2000; Franklin, 2004). What little we know about (d) in Hungary arguably does not promise much, and cannot explain any increase that occurred between 2014 and 2018. Costs of participation are reasonably low for in-country voters, but this is common across most European countries (Tóka, 2006), and the only change since 2014 concerns the rising costs of voting due to increased outward migration from the country. The high concentration of political power and the predominantly majoritarian electoral system create relatively high stakes in Hungarian elections. But since 2002, belief in the political efficacy of voting has weakened markedly among Hungarian citizens (Tóka, 2018) – and certainly did not promise a record turnout in 2018. The public probably expected a closer result in 2018 than actually awaited them once the polls closed. Both government and opposition – as well as the expert forecasts from polling organizations working for one or another partisan campaign – tried to mobilize voters by stressing that Fidesz would likely fall short of a two-thirds majority this time. Actual public opinion polling results were widely disseminated and consistently showed an overwhelming Fidesz advantage in the years before the election (see Figure 5). It is thus highly implausible that more than a few misguided souls expected a genuinely close election in 2018.


    By elimination, then, only factor (e) can explain the surprisingly high in-country turnout. Indeed, there was something quite extraordinary in the electoral mobilization in Hungary between 2014 and 2018, and that could well have had a big effect. From spring 2015 on, the political communications of Fidesz were dominated by a new concern: the refugee crisis that hit Europe that year, with the arrival of over a million Middle Eastern refugees via Turkey, and more generally the treatment of immigrants arriving from outside the EU. A propaganda campaign of unprecedented scale, length, budget, negativity and emotional intensity ensued in Hungary. The government generously sponsored a massive multi-year advertising campaign on virtually every conceivable platform – from online news media to radio, TV, billboards and municipal publications; this campaign was echoed in all the news media that are influenced editorially by Fidesz and/or the government – i.e. most of them. The campaign dramatically underlined the importance of the issue, portrayed the policy response of Fidesz and the government in glowing terms, and misinformed the public about the views of the opposition, in a bid to discredit the latter. The campaign then led to a well-supported referendum in October 2016 to ‘Stop Brussels’ contemplating an EU-wide policy on the distribution of refugees among EU Member States; a national consultation (essentially, a survey with extremely leading questions mailed out by the government to all citizens) in autumn 2017; and a Fidesz campaign for the election that focused exclusively on immigration and anti-refugee agitation, and that was closely connected to a simultaneous large-scale advertising campaign by the government to ‘Stop Soros’ (i.e. advocating a ban on the supposedly pro-immigration activities of NGOs in Hungary). Public spending on these initiatives and campaigns exceeded several dozen times over the total spending on any previous election or referendum campaign in the country. The response of the opposition was initially mixed and cautious, contingent upon the ideological orientation of the party in question. Eventually, though, the response became one of nearly complete silence, apparently motivated by the belief that it was impossible to compete with government propaganda.


    From the reaction of the opposition (and from my personal experience of discourse in the anti-refugee sections of the public), it seems plausible that this extensive campaign could have brought many new voters into the Fidesz camp, especially from among citizens who had not often voted in previous elections. The topic was also aired extensively in the social media throughout the period 2015–18. It seems reasonable to suppose that the exceptional emotional intensity and negativity of the campaigns, their richly dramatized hostile images and narratives, and above all their unprecedented scope and obtrusiveness did significantly increase turnout in the 2018 election.


    Yet, no clear, empirical evidence is available to buttress the point. Hence it would be worthwhile testing the hypothesis with correlational data at least. The methodological difficulty is that virtually everyone in the country received essentially the same messages on the issue for a very long period of time; hence it is not clear whose views or attitudes might reflect the impact of the campaign more or less. There is plenty of survey evidence that Fidesz supporters were more likely than other voters to agree with Fidesz policies, but this proves nothing: the causality between policy views and party preference can go in either direction. We know that many more people voted for the Fidesz list in 2018 than in 2014 – 32.9 per cent and 26.6 per cent of all eligible in-country voters, respectively. This might explain most of the increase in turnout between the two election years. But how could we relate the increase in the Fidesz vote to individual reactions to the refugee and immigration issue?


    Below I examine municipality-level voting returns in the 2014 and 2018 national elections and in the October 2016 referendum, in order to shed light on the matter. Did Fidesz’s vote share increase between the two elections in proportion to the support at the referendum for ‘no’ – the Fidesz recommendation for how to vote on the ballot question (which blatantly misrepresented EU policy)?


    If it did, that would not necessarily confirm that the anti-refugee campaign led to gains in the Fidesz vote – and a higher turnout – in 2018. It would certainly not rule out the possibility that something else may (also) have contributed to both the turnout and the Fidesz gains – and to a far greater extent than the campaign in question. But such a finding would make it likely that the campaign at least altered the composition of the Fidesz electorate (since it is hard to see what else could alter the cross-municipality differences in the appeal of Fidesz prior to the referendum). If the statistically estimated impact of the 2016 ‘no’ votes on the 2018 Fidesz vote share is positive and strong, then it is also likely that the size of the 2018 Fidesz electorate was also impacted by the anti-refugee campaign. After all, 40.4 per cent of all eligible in-country voters voted ‘no’ in 2016, which is considerably more than Fidesz’s corresponding vote share in 2014 (26.6 per cent). Moreover, the popularity of Fidesz started to grow (and that of the far-right Jobbik to fall), straight after Fidesz’s anti-refugee campaign started in spring 2015, and ideologically repositioned the two parties on the issue (see Figures 5 and 6).


    The three regression models in Table 2 find a fairly strong and, as expected, positive relationship between Fidesz votes and ‘no’ votes in 2016. About 63 per cent of the variance in the 2018 Fidesz vote share across localities is explained by the 2014 differences in the Fidesz vote across localities. Yet a further 18 per cent (and thus a total of 81 per cent) of the variance is explained if we also take account of the proportion of ‘no’ votes in the localities (see the R-squared statistics in the first two columns). According to the estimates obtained with the second model, shown in the middle column, the 2018 Fidesz vote share was, on average, the sum of 47 per cent of the 2014 Fidesz votes and 53 per cent of the 2016 ‘no’ votes.


    
      Table 2 Linear regression models of the proportion of Fidesz–KDNP list supporters among eligible voters in 2018 with the 2016 referendum and 2014 national election results among the predictors
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      *** p<0.001; ** p<0.01; * p<0.05


      Notes: Table entries are linear regression coefficients from three models and their standard errors in parentheses, plus information on explained variance and the number of cases in the analysis. The cases are the localities of Hungary, which were weighted in the regressions by the number of eligible voters in them in 2014. Balatonakarattya, which seceded from Balatonkenese after the 2014 election, was collapsed with Balatonkenese in the 2016 and 2018 data, too; hence the unweighted number of localities in the analysis is 3,176.


      Source: municipality-level data from official election and referendum results.

    


    It is hard to believe, though, that without the helping hand of the referendum campaign only 47 per cent of the 2014 Fidesz voters would have stayed loyal to the party in 2018. More likely there is instead a problem with an implicit assumption of the second model: namely, that there is no causal sequence among the independent variables. This is then corrected by the introduction of a fairly strong assumption in model 3. This premise is that the 2014 Fidesz voters remained loyal to Fidesz (or defected from it) in 2018, irrespective of how they voted in the 2016 referendum. Thus, if both 2014 and 2018 Fidesz votes correlate with the 2016 ‘no’ votes, then that is because 2014 Fidesz voters voted ‘no’ in 2016, and then went on to vote for Fidesz in 2018. To build this premise into model 3, I replace the actual percentage of ‘no’ voters in the 2016 eligible electorate with a constructed variable, which is the unexplained residual of the 2016 ‘no’ votes from a model that takes the 2014 Fidesz vote as the only predictor variable. In other words, this residual term shows how much more or less the ‘no’ share was in a municipality, compared to what we may expect just on the basis of the 2014 Fidesz vote, and the fact that its observed correlation with ‘no’ votes in 2016 explains 45 per cent of the cross-municipality variance in the latter.


    The estimates for this model are displayed in the rightmost column of Table 2. They provide a simplified picture of the 2018 Fidesz vote as a sum of four factors that runs as follows. Of all eligible voters, about 9 per cent voted for Fidesz no matter what happened in the municipality before (see the 0.09 intercept). In addition, Fidesz received as much as nine tenths of the 2014 Fidesz vote share in the same locality. These two factors together explain exactly the average 2018 vote share of Fidesz across municipalities. Any deviation from this default expectation is then explained by some residual unexplained variance plus 53 per cent of the residual component of the 2016 ‘no’ vote share.


    
      Figure 4 Partial correlation of the proportion of Fidesz supporters in the 2018 national election and the 2016 quota-referendum controlled for the proportion of Fidesz supporters in the 2014 national election
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        Note: The plot uses the same data as the analyses in Table 2. Each dot is a municipality, and its size is proportional to the 2.7 base logarithm of the municipality’s electorate size. The horizontal and the vertical axes are residuals from a linear regression. Both regressions used the 2014 Fidesz–KDNP vote (as a proportion of the total electorate) as the only independent variable. The dependent variables were the proportion of 2016 ‘no’ votes in the total electorate and the number of 2018 Fidesz–KDNP list voters as a proportion of the total electorate.


        Source: precinct-level data from www.valasztas.hu aggregated to the municipal level.

      

    


    Figure 4 depicts the strikingly linear and powerful relationship between the 2016 referendum results and the 2018 Fidesz vote share on the basis of this third model. It plots the residual component of these two variables against one another, i.e. the variation on either variable that cannot be explained by the linear impact of the 2014 Fidesz vote share alone. Each dot in the plot is a municipality, and the regression line running across the plot shows the slope (b=0.53, p<.001) of the regression line connecting the two residuals.


    The villages of Iborfia and Komlódtótfalu are opposite extremes, and both lie close to the regression line. Therefore, they illustrate the general trend quite well. In the first, the percentage of eligible voters who supported the Fidesz–KDNP list increased from 45 per cent in 2014 to a whopping 75 per cent in 2018. The regression analyses presented above suggest that such a 30 per cent increase is exactly the kind of thing we can expect where the actual proportion of 2016 ‘no’ voters in the electorate exceeded by a good 40 per cent the figure that we may have expected just on the basis of the 2014 Fidesz votes.


    In Komlódtótfalu, by contrast, both the 2016 ‘no’ vote and the 2018 Fidesz vote were quite low, considering what we may have expected on the basis of 60 per cent of the local electorate supporting the Fidesz list in 2014. For whatever reason, only 47 per cent of the locals voted ‘no’ in 2016, which is 20 per cent less than we might have expected on the basis of the strong Fidesz showing in 2014. Probably because of this drop in 2016, only 53 per cent of the locals (10 per cent less than might be expected on account of the 2014 results) voted for Fidesz in 2018.


    All in all, in-country turnout reached a record high in 2018, and the only unusual circumstance I can see that could plausibly explain it is the extraordinarily intense anti-refugee campaign that Fidesz and its government ran from 2015 until the 2018 election and beyond. The data show that the 2016 referendum campaign significantly altered the geographical distribution of Fidesz support between 2014 and 2018, while the geography of the opposition vote remained much more stable between the two elections.6 By and large, 1 per cent more ‘no’ votes over and above expectations based on the 2014 data yielded 0.53 per cent extra Fidesz votes over and above what could be expected from the 2014 results alone. Conversely, 1 per cent fewer 2016 ‘no’ votes than expected meant 0.53 per cent less support for Fidesz in 2018 than otherwise expected. Much of the larger than usual 2014–18 change in where Fidesz did better or worse in national elections is explained by relative success in the 2016 referendum.


    There is one further issue that has attracted much attention in Hungary. According to received wisdom, a high turnout should favour the opposition – and yet, in 2018 both the turnout and Fidesz’s vote share increased. Some commentators have viewed this as paradoxical. However, while Fidesz may have won over some non-voters, the simple fact is that its supporters are more likely to turn out on election day than are the opposition’s supporters. Thus, in 2018 the potential impact on turnout of voter mobilization campaigns may well have been greater among opposition supporters,7 but Fidesz was more successful in the targeted mobilization, thanks to its superior voter databases and its get-out-the-vote campaigns on the ground.


    3. Party popularity 2014–18


    It does not follow from the above that the refugee crisis was the most important determinant of party popularity in the last electoral cycle. If there was a party for which it counted, then that appears to have been Fidesz. But even the impact of the 2016 referendum on the geography of the Fidesz vote could be more apparent than real: perhaps it was just the reach of party patronage networks that changed after 2014 and that transformed the geography of the Fidesz vote (Hont, 2018), which in turn made its mark on the referendum results. Indeed, voting behaviour can be influenced by a large range of factors, and there is no way to probe every one of them in an analysis.


    But theoretical possibility does not compel us to believe in the existence of alternative explanations. A straightforward inductive method for exploring possible influences is to examine temporal trends in support for the different parties in the polls. Figures 5 to 7 compile the longest possible time series for all relevant parties. The trendlines average the monthly figures reported by the most active polling companies in the post-2010 period. The data show fairly large fluctuations in the popularity of the major parties even within a single electoral cycle, and demonstrate that polls tend to forecast accurately the election results of Hungarian parties. The election results displayed in these plots do not, of course, include postal voters, who are excluded from the sampling frame of the polls and were not part of the electorate before 2014. Only in the case of Fidesz and Jobbik do we see sizeable – and indeed recurring – prediction errors. Jobbik support is underestimated, while – since 2010 at least – Fidesz is overestimated by the averaged estimate of the leading polling companies.8


    
      Figure 5 The average expected vote share of Fidesz in monthly opinion polls by Ipsos/ZRI, Medián, Nézőpont, Századvég and TÁRKI, and its actual share of list votes in national elections
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        Sources: collection of Dániel Róna and kozvelemenykutatok.hu

      

    


    
      Figure 6 The average expected vote share of parties outside the two main blocs in monthly opinion polls by Ipsos/ZRI, Medián, Nézőpont, Századvég and TÁRKI and their actual share of list votes in national elections, 2009–18
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        Sources: collection of Dániel Róna and kozvelemenykutatok.hu

      

    


    As for the trends of interest in this chapter, it is striking from Figures 5 and 6 how much Fidesz support dropped towards the end of 2014 and early 2015, in a period when US officials appeared to allege and attack high-level corruption in the Hungarian government, the main commercial television channel temporarily switched to a decidedly critical coverage of the Fidesz government, and a major split occurred between the prime minister and Lajos Simicska, the former Fidesz treasurer who subsequently turned some of the private news media against the government for a while. Then, in the months of the 2015 refugee crisis and its immediate aftermath, support for Fidesz rose sharply, and the far-right Jobbik party – which had been on a sustained path of incremental growth since 2013 – suddenly fell back in the polls. Meanwhile support for the green LMP and the left-liberal parties (i.e. MSZP plus DK, Együtt and Párbeszéd; note that the combined support for these last three can be seen as the difference between the two lines in Figure 7 in the period 2012–18) shows no obvious link to the chronology of the refugee crisis and the government’s anti-refugee campaign. So far, this is all consistent with the conventional wisdom that Fidesz repositioned itself as a sharply anti-immigrant party during the 2015 crisis, which may have increased its popularity, especially among erstwhile Jobbik supporters.


    However, Figure 5 also reveals that at the beginning of 2016, just as the refugee crisis was ending, the popularity bonus that Fidesz earned so quickly during the second half of 2015 evaporated even more rapidly. For a short while, the popularity of the party fell back to the same level as in early 2015. It was only from spring 2016 on that an enduring trend of growth in Fidesz popularity really got under way. With a wild enough imagination, one might attribute this also to the continued anti-refugee stance of the party. But it would be hard to explain how such an enduring increase could be achieved on such an issue, when no longer were hundreds of thousands of refugees tramping through the country, and given that the Fidesz gains made in the polls during the actual crisis had been so quickly lost in the immediate aftermath. The time series seems to call for an alternative explanation of why the popularity of Fidesz rose from the low of early 2016 to the high of the 2018 elections.


    
      Figure 7 The average expected vote share of left-liberal parties in monthly opinion polls by Ipsos/ZRI, Medián, Nézőpont, Századvég and TÁRKI and their actual share of list votes in national elections
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        Sources: collection of Dániel Róna and kozvelemenykutatok.hu

      

    


    Searching for alternative explanations, I first compared some macro-economic time series (inflation, unemployment, GDP growth) to the popularity of the main government party in monthly polls from the 1990s to 2018. However, not much of a correlation strikes the eye. This is not all that surprising: it is a common finding in the scholarly literature on economic influences on election outcomes that trends in the real economy only impact party popularity through the complex intermediaries of political discourse, party competition and popular perceptions (e.g. Johnston et al., 2004). Even within a short period of time, there can be a change in which economic indicator appears to pull public opinion about the state of the economy. How strongly any economic factor drives incumbent popularity is, however, mostly affected by how clearly the executive is perceived to be responsible for economic outcomes (Sanders, 1995; Duch and Stevenson, 2008).


    Such clarity of perception emerges easily in Hungary’s political system, which has allowed a very considerable concentration of power in the prime minister’s office ever since 1990. Not surprisingly, then, the index of consumer confidence – which is not merely a reflection of partisan sentiment, but tracks very closely the index of business confidence, based on responses from company managers (except in times of unsustainable consumer credit expansion, as in 2001–03 (see Figure 8)) – shows a remarkably close correlation with the popularity of the main government party in public opinion polls (Figure 9).


    
      Figure 8 Monthly data on business and consumer confidence, 1996–2018
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        Source: GKI (2018).

      

    


    
      Figure 9 Consumer confidence and the average expected vote share of the main government party in monthly opinion polls by Ipsos/ZRI, Medián, Nézőpont, Századvég and TÁRKI
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        Sources: GKI (2018), collection of Dániel Róna and kozvelemenykutatok.hu

      

    


    Of course, even a spectacular correlation is just a correlation. Yet it suggests that it was probably not the refugee crisis and the government’s response to it that had a lasting impact on the level of Fidesz popularity in the period 2014–18. The handling of the refugee crisis only appears to have prompted a short-lived surge in Fidesz support. The way in which Fidesz outmanoeuvred Jobbik to become the main anti-immigration party in Hungary may have restructured the Fidesz electorate, but the incremental growth of the latter in 2016–18 is probably best explained by an unusually long period of high and increasing consumer confidence in the run-up to the 2018 election, which has literally no parallel in the history of the series in Hungary.


    4. The impact of the electoral system


    The rising popularity of the government party would not have been enough to secure a qualified majority of seats for a third time. Half of the uncompetitive shape of Hungary’s current party system can be explained by the electoral system and the constitution itself.


    For one thing, Hungary is virtually unique among the post-1990 contemporary democracies for allowing change in the constitutional order to be made following a one-off decision by a single body that is not elected under strictly proportional representation. Outside Hungary, wherever the lower house is elected under majoritarian rules, constitutional change normally requires at least the cooperation of a second chamber that is elected under somewhat different rules.9 Second, while the electoral system adopted in 1989 was intended to be a middle-of-the-road mix of majoritarian and proportional elements, in reality it produced – even before, but especially after the 2011 reform – disproportionality in representation on a scale rarely found outside purely majoritarian systems (see Figure 10).


    
      Figure 10 Electoral disproportionality in 2018 in Hungary and in all European national elections between 1990 and 201710
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        Source: Gallagher (2018).

      

    


    As Figures 1 and 10 show, the most extreme disproportionality between the seat and the vote shares of the competing parties tends to occur not in the most majoritarian (first-past-the-post) electoral systems, but rather:


    1. in the French run-off system; under this, however, it is unfair to compare (as Figure 10 does) the vote distribution of the first round with the seat distribution that obtains after both rounds, since the seat distribution is mostly shaped by the markedly different vote distribution that is recorded in the second round. In 2017, for instance, disproportionality in the French election drops to less than half of the value shown in Figure 10 if we calculate it on the basis of the vote distribution in the run-off;11


    2. occasionally in those list proportional systems where either a high legal threshold for entering parliament deprives many citizens of parliamentary representation by the party of their choice, or a special bonus system tops up the seat share of the biggest party to manufacture a single-party majority in parliament;12


    3. in those mixed electoral systems – such as Albania, Andorra, Hungary, Lithuania, Macedonia and Russia till 2003 and then again from 2017 – where the list mandates at most only partially compensate for the disproportionality generated by the application of majoritarian rules in the single-member districts.


    How can mixed electoral systems – above all, the current Hungarian one – sometimes produce greater disproportionality than purely majoritarian systems? The answer is that pure majoritarian systems reduce disproportionality between vote and seat distributions by providing clear incentives for party concentration: those who do not want to weaken the legislative representation of their own political camp are impelled to back the locally strongest candidate on their side. Therefore, high disproportionality is only to be expected in pure single-member district systems under special circumstances (Cox, 1997).13 Otherwise the system efficiently encourages (though does not mathematically guarantee) the concentration of parties and the diversification of electoral geography, thereby helping the single-member district system to deliver a relatively high proportionality between vote and seat distributions.


    Mixed systems increase proportionality via the list seats. At the same time, however, they reduce proportionality in the single-member component both by weakening the incentives for party concentration that are offered by a pure single-member district system (i.e. the system guarantees exactly zero legislative representation to small parties with an even spread of support across the country) and by preventing some minority parties from building up regional strongholds in smaller districts. The result is a party system that often gets even more fragmented than party systems that develop under pure proportional representation (Moser, 1999) and that, in combination with the majoritarian component of the mixed system, can produce as much (or even more) disproportionality between vote and seat shares as a purely majoritarian system.14


    This much is also confirmed by Figure 10, which shows the degree of disproportionality between the parties’ vote and seat shares in every European national election since 1990 as a separate dot. Only the two pure majoritarian systems (France and the UK) and Hungary’s mixed system produce rather consistently high disproportionality values. For better visibility, the series for these three countries are joined up. High disproportionality only occurs elsewhere sporadically. As is also visible, the British system can deliver reasonably proportional seat distributions at times, i.e. when competition becomes mostly a two-party affair (as was the case in 90 per cent of the country in 2015).


    Highly disproportional results are thus more frequent in Hungary than in other non-proportional mixed electoral systems, such as Andorra and Lithuania – and at certain periods, Albania, Croatia, Italy, Macedonia, Russia and Ukraine. In the light of the post-2010 data, only the French two-round system is as disproportional in Europe as the Hungarian: but we already saw above that the French system looks far more proportional than the Hungarian if (as is not done in Figure 10) we also consider the vote distribution in the second round.


    Things were moving toward less disproportionality in Hungary, too, between 1998 and 2006, when balanced competition emerged between two political blocs. This process was first halted by the breakup and demise of the left-wing electoral bloc after 2006, which thereafter enabled the rival bloc to win virtually all the single-member district seats on offer. Not only did the 2011–13 electoral reforms imposed under Fidesz’s constitutional majority increase the disproportionality of the system (by reducing the proportion of list seats in the system), abolish the second round and introduce the (uniquely Hungarian) system of ‘winner compensation’, but they also cemented the already increased disproportionality by adding incentives for the further proliferation and fragmentation of small parties. Allowing citizens to nominate multiple candidates for election15 makes it easier for small parties to nominate separate candidates in as many single-member districts as they possibly can, and thus increase the fragmentation of the vote. The new party- and campaign funding regime made party proliferation financially very attractive,16 and the new rules on connected party lists17 made it much more important for any party to have a separate candidate in every district than was the case before. Meanwhile the ruling party could easily resist these new temptations thanks to its de facto unlimited access to public funds. Consequently, vote–seat disproportionality became even greater in 2014 than it had been in 2010, and in 2018 there were much stronger institutional obstacles to inter-party electoral coordination than before 2011. The drop in electoral disproportionality in 2018 compared to 2014 was due mostly to the much-increased tactical voting among opposition party supporters, which provided for a more efficient conversion of minor party votes into single-member district seats.


    5. Conclusions: A critical election?


    The sweeping victory by Fidesz in the 2018 Hungarian elections made headlines around the world. As mentioned above, it was indeed unprecedented among the world’s democracies – at least outside micro-states. The methods of the campaign will surely find admirers, students and followers in other countries. Hungarian observers found it only natural that no opposition leader saw fit to congratulate the winning party on its stunning victory; however, observers in functioning democracies elsewhere may be surprised to learn that even pro-government commentators in the Hungarian media (who are normally sharply critical of the opposition) failed to condemn this apparent show of incivility. Presumably even they felt that the rules governing democratic competition had ceased to apply to Hungarian elections.


    Much of the electorate questioned how clean the election was (Tóka, 2018), but the record high in-country turnout demonstrates that it was no empty ritual. Party responses to policy challenges and the popular perception of economic conditions (which, as we have seen, has mirrored business confidence since at least 2009) may well have influenced the result. Certainly, party popularity – as revealed in opinion polls – was clearly converted into parliamentary seats (albeit with an unusual degree of disproportionality, secured by an electoral system that is closely aligned with the partisan interests of the government). Although the political system is not democratic, in the above (limited) sense the 2018 election did take place within the parameters of a competitive party system, even if it raised doubts about the genuineness and seriousness of the competition.


    Statistical analysis of the election results is therefore justified. This chapter sheds new light on the common assertion that the 2018 election was a genuine watershed in the development of Hungarian voting behaviour. Following Key (1955) and Burnham (1970), scholars label as ‘critical’ those elections that clearly articulate a new and major ideological or policy conflict; conspicuously demonstrate the hitherto unknown salience of this new issue for the electorate; produce a jump in turnout; visibly restructure the electorate of at least one major party; and reshape the relationship between the parties in the system in an enduring way. The centrality of the refugee crisis and immigration policy to the agenda of the 2018 campaign, the record high turnout, the geographical restructuring of the Fidesz electorate, the crossover tactical voting between the previously antagonistic far-right and centre-left camps – all this suggests that the 2018 election was indeed a ‘critical’ one. Maybe even more critical than the 2010 election, which heralded the era of Fidesz dominance in Hungarian politics. Yet the close correlation between incumbent popularity and the economic mood of the public (Figure 9) cautions against any extrapolation of current trends into the future.
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    Institutional trust in Hungary and the countries of the EU


    Márton Medgyesi and Zsolt Boda


    Most studies on trust, and especially trust in institutions, express concern about the declining (or at best stagnating) trends of public confidence in government, the EU and other institutions (such as the law, the courts or the police). Recent decades have been characterized by observers as a period of ‘crisis of trust’ in European societies (see e.g. Hosking, 2017). The erosion of trust is worrisome because it may signal legitimacy problems and a declining willingness on the part of citizens to cooperate with state institutions. This may bring about a radicalization of politics or a weakening of law-abiding attitudes (Boda, 2013). The economic crisis of 2007–09 had a clear and negative effect on trust; and since confidence in the EU has been particularly affected, the supporters of the European project have expressed some fear concerning the future of the European Union.


    Our chapter analyses the trends of institutional trust in Europe using data from the Eurobarometer (European Commission, 2007–16) and the European Quality of Life Survey (Eurofound, 2018b). We build on our research done for Eurofound (Eurofound, 2018a), but this paper focuses more on Hungary. One of our conclusions is that in the past few years trust in institutions has been slowly increasing in the countries of the EU. This offers a glimmer of hope, because it suggests that the crisis of trust is not irreversible.


    1. The concept of institutional trust


    Trust in institutions is an essentially complex, context-dependent and dynamic phenomenon. Trust is relatively easy to measure, since most people can answer the question ‘How much do you trust the government on a five-point scale where 1 means no trust at all, and 5 means I trust it completely?’ The concept of trust does not seem to be a complicated construct, and we all believe we know the attitude it refers to.


    However, it is much harder to establish exactly what it is we are measuring and what this attitude expresses. Trust is often defined as an expectation that in the future the object of trust (person, institution, organization, etc.) will behave in a proper manner. But this expectation is influenced by past experience, rational considerations, moral evaluations and also more temporary sentiments. Moreover, trust is also partly a macro-level phenomenon expressing cultural patterns based on a society’s past experiences (see Fukuyama, 1995); and – especially in European countries where the various indicators of living standards and well-being are strongly correlated – trust is also related to the country’s level of income and level of inequality (Medve-Bálint and Boda, 2014). Trust is also linked to individual-level variables: older people, those with higher status, religious and more optimistic people generally have higher levels of trust. Individual trust in institutions is also positively influenced if the parties in government correspond to a citizen’s political preferences – although interestingly, the effect of political preference is stronger in Central and Eastern European countries than in Western Europe (Boda and Medve-Bálint, 2013). An additional challenge in the study of trust is that it can generate positive feedbacks: more trust towards the institutions might lead to better institutional performance, which again increases trust. There are two aspects that make the study of trust particularly interesting and important. First, trust depends on the evaluation people make about the performance of the institutions, which makes trust a suitable indicator for assessing the legitimacy of the institutions. Second, institutional trust seems to be correlated with specific patterns of behaviour (e.g. voting for populist parties, tax compliance), which strengthens the policy relevance of studying institutional trust.


    The performance of the institutions is important at two levels. First, assessment of the more general functioning of the institutions is important for institutional trust. Those who think that the country is going in the right direction are more inclined to trust specific institutions as well. It is noteworthy that this effect prevails even if the situation of the individual is actually deteriorating (Medve-Bálint and Boda, 2014). A relationship between perception of institutional performance and trust has been found at the micro-level: based on our analysis of changes in institutional trust between 2011 and 2016, we found that perception of the quality of public services was the strongest individual-level predictor of institutional trust. This relationship has also been shown to prevail at the macro-level: indicators of quality of government (quality of democracy, rule of law) are strongly correlated with levels of institutional trust.


    Trust is, of course, also influenced by assessment of the performance of the given institution. This is why institutional trust seems to be more volatile than trust in persons. The efficiency and professionalism of the given institution are obviously important: citizens are not inclined to trust an institution that they think is not fulfilling its task. It is thus not surprising that the economic crisis of 2007–09 eroded trust in national governments, and to some extent the EU. Research has also demonstrated, however, that moral expectations are equally important. For example, analysis of the corruption scandal in the Hungarian Tax Authority in 2014 demonstrates that the scandal damaged trust in the institution, while its perceived performance and efficiency did not decline (Bartha and Boda, 2016).


    Institutional trust as an indicator of the legitimacy of institutions has practical relevance. The most important functions of institutions are to stabilize social interactions, reduce uncertainty and augment predictability. Lack of trust destabilizes interactions and can trigger a self-fulfilling prophecy. For instance, one sign of low trust in Hungary is that people often put their savings into banks abroad (Barát, 2015; Én Pénzem, 2016); another is that the actual performance of companies is lower than it could potentially be, as owners are hesitant to reinvest profits made (Reszegi and Juhász, 2017). Low or declining investment, however, tends to aggravate the situation that prompted company owners to spend their profits instead of reinvesting them.


    Institutional trust can play an important role in securing support for government decisions that are costly in the short term, but that might prove beneficial in the long term. Dóra Győrffy argues that in Europe countries with higher levels of institutional trust were able to carry out efficient monetary stabilization programmes during the crisis years (Győrffy, 2017). Of course, the experience of Hungarian citizens of ill-founded public policies and government decisions that require ever greater sacrifices from the population may also lie behind the low levels of trust in institutions. Nevertheless, our results, based on the Eurobarometer study (European Commission, 2007–16), show a positive relationship between trust in the EU and support for reforms in the EU.


    Last, but not least: institutional trust as an indicator of institutional legitimacy is able to predict support for government decisions and compliance with government regulations or general cooperation with institutions. In his seminal work, Tom R. Tyler argued that compliance with the law is a result not of fear of punishment, but rather of trust in institutions and the law (Tyler, 1990). 1 Analysing the corruption Hungarian Tax Authority scandal, Bartha and Boda (2016) found – in line with international research results – that trust in the tax authority has a positive effect on tax compliance. As will be demonstrated below, the correlation between institutional trust and tax compliance also prevails at the macro-level.


    To sum up: institutional trust is a complex phenomenon, and as such is better approached from a dynamic perspective that takes account of the different contexts when interpreting differences and changes. Institutional trust is worth studying as an indicator of institutional legitimacy, and also because of the direct policy implications. In the following, we summarize our results on trends in institutional trust, and discuss the causes and consequences of changes in trust.


    2. The change in institutional trust in Europe and Hungary


    Most of the analysis presented below uses the European Quality of Life Survey (EQLS) (Eurofound, 2018b). Here, institutional trust is measured on a 10-point scale (where 1 indicates no trust at all and 10 means complete trust), which allows more precise measurement of trusting attitudes. This is important, as this finer measurement scale makes it easier to construct composite indicators. The analysis of overall trust in institutions might mask differences between trust in different institutions. There might be a difference between attitudes towards political institutions (like the government) that are held to be responsible for the problems people face, and others (like the courts) that might be judged more in the light of normative values. Trust in some institutions may be more politicized and express general legitimacy attitudes, while confidence in other institutions may stem from personal experience and be more outcome oriented. Based on EQLS data, variables reflecting trust in two types of institutions were created: trust in political institutions (measured by the average of trust in national parliament and in national government, see Figures 1 and 2) and trust in non-political state institutions (measured by the average of trust in the legal system and the police, see Figures 3 and 4).


    As Figures 1 and 2 show, trust in national political institutions (parliament and government) declined significantly between 2007 and 2011. Although countries with the most significant decline (Greece, Romania, Slovakia, Cyprus and Spain) were among the countries with low or mid-level political trust at the beginning of the period, the decline affected countries at all initial levels of trust. Even countries with high levels of political trust (such as Denmark and Finland) saw declining trust in this period. On the other hand, a few countries – like Sweden, Luxembourg, Germany, the UK, Hungary, Poland and Bulgaria – saw no (or only minimal) decline in trust in political institutions during the crisis years.


    
      Figure 1 Evolution of trust in political institutions in EU countries, 2007–11


      
        [image: 18_01] 

        Note: Institutional trust measured on a 10-point scale: 1 – no trust at all; 10 –complete trust.


        Abbreviations: AT: Austria, BE: Belgium, BG: Bulgaria, CY: Cyprus, CZ: Czech Republic, DE: Germany, DK: Denmark, EE: Estonia, EL: Greece, ES: Spain, FI: Finland, FR: France , HR: Croatia, HU: Hungary, IE: Ireland, IT: Italy, LT: Lithuania, LU: Luxembourg, LV: Latvia, MT: Malta, NL: The Netherlands, PL: Poland, PT: Portugal, RO: Romania, SE : Sweden, SI: Slovenia, SK: Slovakia, UK: the United Kingdom.


        Source: own calculation based on EQLS 2007 and 2011 waves (EQLS, 2007–16).

      

    


    
      Figure 2 Evolution of trust in political institutions in EU countries, 2011–16
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        Note: Institutional trust measured on a 10-point scale: 1 – no trust at all; 10 –complete trust.


        Source: own calculation based on EQLS 2011 and 2016 waves (EQLS, 2007–16).

      

    


    The decline in confidence in political institutions in the recession years did not, however, persist in the majority of the Member States. Between 2011 and 2016, trust in the government and parliament began to grow. In many countries, however, growth has been more moderate than before, and so in 2016 the level of confidence in political institutions remained below the 2007 level. These include Greece, Spain, Ireland, Slovenia, Slovakia and Denmark, which were heavily affected by the economic crisis. In Hungary, confidence in political institutions also increased during this period and significantly exceeded the pre-crisis situation, resulting in the 9th highest level of political trust among EU Member States.


    Trust in the legal system and the police in EU countries is somewhat higher than trust in political institutions, and the changes are more moderate (Figures 3 and 4). During the crisis years, the fall in trust in non-political state institutions was smaller than in political institutions; but during the second sub-period (between 2011 and 2016) the rise in trust was also more moderate – most countries appear close to the diagonal in the figure. During the period 2007–11, Greece and Cyprus suffered the greatest decline in confidence, while in the post-crisis years Lithuania and Hungary recorded the largest increases. Hungary is in the midfield of the European country rankings (12th place).


    
      Figure 3 Evolution of trust in the legal system/police in EU countries, 2007–11
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        Note: Institutional trust measured on a 10-point scale: 1 – no trust at all; 10 – complete trust.


        Source: own calculation based on EQLS 2007 and 2011 waves (EQLS, 2007–16).

      

    


    
      Figure 4 Evolution of trust in the legal system/police in EU countries, 2011–16
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    Note: Institutional trust measured on a 10-point scale: 1 – no trust at all; 10 – complete trust.


    Source: own calculation based on EQLS 2011 and 2016 waves (EQLS, 2007–16).


    3. Change in institutional trust among social groups


    According to the literature, institutional trust is most importantly determined by the performance of institutions and also by the degree to which they fulfil the more normative expectations about their functioning, e.g. regarding the fairness of the procedures applied (van der Meer, 2017; Murtin et al., 2018). In the present study, the dimension of institutional performance will be measured by the perceived quality of public services, since these have been shown in previous research to predict the levels of institutional trust (Eurofound, 2013). On the other hand, the EQLS is not suitable for measuring the normative dimension, as no information is available in the study about the respondents’ assessment of institutional fairness. At the country level, however, it is possible to analyse the correlation between changes in perception of corruption and changes in institutional trust.


    In addition, changes in institutional trust were analysed according to basic socio-economic variables, such as gender, age, education, employment status and income. It is assumed that people with declining trust are not necessarily those whose trust level (and social status) is generally low, but rather those who perceive a threat to their social status. Specific attention will also be devoted to the situation of the middle class, assuming that some economic and political problems have created growing anxieties among middle-class people. Making use of the concept of social cohesion (Acket et al., 2011), it is also assumed that people who perceive growing social tensions and feel isolated experience a greater loss of confidence in institutions.


    3.1 Determinants of changes in institutional trust in comparative perspective


    During the economic crisis period, institutional trust diminished in most countries. This decline was detected in most social groups, with some variation in the magnitude of change. If we compare the role of different factors behind the changes in institutional trust between 2007 and 2011, most visible are the differences according to social status. Figure 5 shows the differences in trust in political institutions by level of education. In six countries (the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Portugal, France and Slovenia), the level of trust diminished to a lesser degree among the low-educated. At the same time, the decline in political confidence in Lithuania and Italy was higher among graduates.


    
      Figure 5 Change in trust in political institutions by education level, 2007–11
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        Note: countries have been ordered according to the magnitude of change in trust in the entire sample.


        Source: own calculation based on EQLS 2007, 2011 and 2016 waves (EQLS, 2007–16).

      

    


    During the period following the crisis (between 2011 and 2016), changes in institutional trust are most often related to the level of the perceived quality of public services. To investigate the impact of this factor, three categories of respondents were created on the basis of the EQLS items related to perceptions of service quality. The EQLS asks respondents about their evaluation of the quality of health care, education, public transport, childcare and the state pension services (responses are coded on a 10-point scale) in Waves 2, 3 and 4. Respondents were categorized on the basis of their average perception of service quality regarding these items: those who perceived low service quality are those who scored lower than the 33rd percentile in Wave 2; while those who perceived high service quality are those who had a higher score than the 66th percentile in Wave 2.


    The results (shown in Figure 6) demonstrate that changes in institutional trust differ significantly between those who perceived low service quality and those who perceived high service quality. Among those who perceived high-quality public services, trust in the political institutions increased more (or decreased less) in 18 countries. The most important differences were seen in Italy, Luxembourg and Slovakia. There are only two countries (Czech Republic and Ireland) where trust in political institutions increased more among those who perceive low public service quality. As here we are studying bivariate relationships, other confounding factors related to institutional trust may be behind these results.


    
      Figure 6 Change in trust in political institutions by perceived quality of public services, 2011–16
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        Note: countries have been ordered according to the magnitude of change in trust in the entire sample.


        Source: own calculation based on EQLS 2007, 2011 and 2016 waves (EQLS, 2007–16).

      

    


    The grouping based on the perception of social tensions draws on a set of items which ask respondents whether they perceive tensions (‘no tension’, ‘some tension’, ‘lot of tension’) in society between the poor and the rich, workers and employers, men and women, old and young, different racial and ethnic groups, and different religious groups. Respondents were categorized according to their average perceived tension for the various items. Those who perceived low social tension are those who had a lower score than the 33rd percentile in Wave 2; those who perceived high social tension are those who had a higher score than the 66th percentile in Wave 2.


    The results show (Figure 7) that in 14 countries, confidence in political institutions grew more (or decreased less) among those who perceived low social tension. The biggest differences were in Cyprus, Estonia and the United Kingdom. In Sweden, the Czech Republic and Portugal, however, institutional confidence increased more among those who had experienced more social tension.


    
      Figure 7 Change in trust in political institutions according to perceived level of social tensions, 2011–16
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        Note: countries have been ordered according to the magnitude of change in the total sample.


        Source: own calculation based on EQLS 2007, 2011 and 2016 waves (EQLS, 2007–16).


        Perceptions of institutional performance were evaluated on an individual basis by the EQLS questionnaire, but at the same time the role of government integrity cannot be examined individually, and so we use macro data to illustrate the relationship. As shown in Figure 8, there is a correlation between government integrity and institutional trust at the country level. To measure government integrity, we use Transparency International’s Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI), the value of which increases with the level of government integrity and decreases with corruption. It can be seen that both the period of the economic crisis and subsequent years have witnessed a rise in the level of confidence in political institutions in those countries where the level of government integrity has increased and corruption has declined.

      

    


    
      Figure 8 Relationship between change in corruption and change in political trust, 2007–11
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        Note: higher values for the Corruption Perceptions Index correspond to lower levels of perceived corruption.


        Source: EQLS (2007–16), Transparency International (2007–16).

      

    


    
      Figure 9 Relationship between change in corruption and change in political trust, 2011–16
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        Source: EQLS (2007–16), Transparency International (2007–16).


        Note: higher values for the Corruption Perceptions Index correspond to lower levels of perceived corruption

      

    


    3.2. Determinants of changes in institutional trust in Hungary


    In the case of Hungary, the results for the factors behind the change in institutional trust are summarized in Table 1 of the Appendix. As has already been stated, institutional trust remained practically unchanged during the crisis years in Hungary. Between 2007 and 2011, no change was detected either in the country average of trust in political institutions or in trust in the legal system/police. Some differences can, however, be found between social groups. For example, trust in political institutions increased by 13 per cent in the highest income quartile, whereas in the lowest income quartile there was a 3 per cent decline.


    The period between 2011 and 2016 was characterized by a strong increase in trust in political institutions in Hungary. Despite the general trend of rising trust, differences in the magnitude of the increase can be found between social groups. The rise in trust in political institutions exceeded the average increase among the middle aged (35–64 years), while it was below average among the elderly. Differences by social status show that the increase was greater among those with low status, and not so great among those with high status. For example, in the case of unemployed/inactive people and those in the lowest income quartile, the rise in political trust was higher than average, whereas it was below average among those in the highest income quartile and among those with tertiary education.


    Similar differences between social groups were found for trust in the legal system and the police, although the magnitude of the differences seem to be more moderate. Trust in the legal system and the police seems to increase more strongly among the middle aged and those on low income, while the elderly, those with a tertiary degree and high earners show a smaller increase in trust. Those with a mid-level perception of the quality of public services and social tensions also show a higher-than-average increase in both types of institutional trust.


    In light of previous research (e.g. Keller, 2014), the differences in institutional trust according to political preference were also investigated. Previous research indicates that the deep political polarization of the country means that any evaluation of institutions – particularly political institutions – is heavily dependent on the political preferences of the respondent. Survey respondents have greater trust in the government when the government includes their party of preference.


    The role of political polarization was studied using data from Eurobarometer (European Commission, 2007–16), since the EQLS dataset does not include information on respondents’ political preferences. In addition to the questions regarding institutional trust, Eurobarometer also includes the survey item used most frequently to measure respondents’ political preferences. The question asks respondents to position themselves on a 10-point scale. Our variable of political preference was based on this item: those choosing 1–5 on this scale were categorized as having left-wing political views, while those choosing 6–10 were regraded as having right-wing political preferences (those who did not respond to the question were considered as a separate category, as non-response is relatively important for this survey item). In the Eurobarometer, institutional trust is coded with a dichotomous item, where respondents have to choose whether they tend to trust the given institution or tend not to trust it.2


    
      Figure 10 Percentage of those trusting the government, by political preference
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        Source: own calculation based on Eurobarometer data (Eurobarometer, 2007–16).

      

    


    Figure 10 shows how trust in government changed according to the political preference of respondents, using data from Eurobarometer. The graph shows that the increase in trust in the government after 2010 is due to the fact that after the 2010 elections the percentage of those who tend to trust the government increased strongly – from 10 per cent to 60 per cent – among those with right-wing political preferences. This resulted in an increase in the country-level value of the indicator, because trust in government dropped to very low levels during the crisis years among those with right-wing and left-wing political views alike.


    Figure 11 shows trust in the legal system and the police by political preference of the respondent. The graph shows some differences in trust depending on political persuasion, but the differences are much smaller than the variations in trust in government. Although in some years there was a 20-point difference in trust in the police between those with left-wing and those with right-wing political preferences, this difference had fallen to 10 points by the middle of the current decade. By contrast, in the case of trust in the government there was a 30-point difference between the two groups in 2017, and the variation was even larger in previous years.


    
      Figure 11 Percentage of those trusting the police, by political preference
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        Source: own calculation based on Eurobarometer data (Eurobarometer, 2007–16).

      

    


    4. Conclusion


    In the years of the economic crisis, institutional trust declined in many EU Member States, especially in relation to political institutions. This tendency has been interpreted by many commentators as a ‘crisis of confidence’ and a sign of the declining legitimacy of democratic institutions. At the same time, however, the decline in confidence did not last long, and institutional confidence increased during the years after recession, even in countries severely hit by the economic downturn (e.g. Greece). Despite this rise in trust, in most EU countries institutional confidence in 2016 remained at below the levels seen before the economic crisis. Growth of trust in the post-crisis period is related to the performance of the institutions, the degree of government integrity and social cohesion. Confidence growth was higher among those who considered public services to be of high quality and among those who felt less tension between social groups. Growth in trust increased in countries where economic growth was more favourable and in those where corruption rates were lower.


    In Hungary, trust in political institutions did not diminish between 2007 and 2011, but that is mainly because the economic downturn here started earlier, in 2006, leading to a significant drop in trust in the government even before the 2008 crisis. According to EQLS data, trust in political institutions increased in Hungary between 2011 and 2016, most importantly thanks to rising trust among those with right-wing political views after the 2010 elections. Looking at differences by social groups, confidence in lower-status (low-income, unemployed/inactive) groups increased more than average, while in higher-status groups (higher education, high-income) the increase was smaller.
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    Annex


    
      Table A1 Change in institutional trust in Hungary by social groups, 2007, 2011, 2016


      
        
          
            	

            	
              Trust in political institutions
            

            	
              Trust in the legal system/police
            
          


          
            	

            	
              Change (%)
            

            	
              Change (%)
            
          


          
            	

            	
              2007
            

            	
              2011
            

            	
              2016
            

            	
              2007–2011
            

            	
              2011–2016
            

            	
              2007
            

            	
              2011
            

            	
              2016
            

            	
              2007–2011
            

            	
              2011–2016
            
          


          
            	
              Gender
            
          


          
            	
              Men
            

            	
              3.3
            

            	
              3.5
            

            	
              5.0
            

            	
              106
            

            	
              140
            

            	
              4.9
            

            	
              4.5
            

            	
              5.8
            

            	
              93
            

            	
              128
            
          


          
            	
              Women
            

            	
              3.6
            

            	
              3.5
            

            	
              5.0
            

            	
              99
            

            	
              142
            

            	
              4.9
            

            	
              4.7
            

            	
              5.9
            

            	
              96
            

            	
              127
            
          


          
            	
              Age
            
          


          
            	
              18–34
            

            	
              3.3
            

            	
              3.5
            

            	
              4.9
            

            	
              107
            

            	
              140
            

            	
              5.1
            

            	
              4.7
            

            	
              5.8
            

            	
              93
            

            	
              124
            
          


          
            	
              35–64
            

            	
              3.3
            

            	
              3.3
            

            	
              4.8
            

            	
              99
            

            	
              146
            

            	
              4.7
            

            	
              4.4
            

            	
              5.8
            

            	
              94
            

            	
              133
            
          


          
            	
              65+
            

            	
              4.2
            

            	
              4.2
            

            	
              5.5
            

            	
              101
            

            	
              131
            

            	
              5.2
            

            	
              5.0
            

            	
              6.1
            

            	
              96
            

            	
              121
            
          


          
            	
              Education level
            
          


          
            	
              Below upper secondary
            

            	
              3.4
            

            	
              3.4
            

            	
              4.9
            

            	
              101
            

            	
              145
            

            	
              4.8
            

            	
              4.5
            

            	
              5.8
            

            	
              93
            

            	
              129
            
          


          
            	
              Upper secondary
            

            	
              3.5
            

            	
              3.5
            

            	
              5.2
            

            	
              101
            

            	
              148
            

            	
              4.9
            

            	
              4.5
            

            	
              5.9
            

            	
              93
            

            	
              131
            
          


          
            	
              Tertiary
            

            	
              4.0
            

            	
              4.1
            

            	
              5.1
            

            	
              102
            

            	
              125
            

            	
              5.2
            

            	
              5.1
            

            	
              6.2
            

            	
              99
            

            	
              120
            
          


          
            	
              Labour market status
            
          


          
            	
              Working
            

            	
              3.3
            

            	
              3.5
            

            	
              4.9
            

            	
              106
            

            	
              142
            

            	
              4.9
            

            	
              4.6
            

            	
              6.0
            

            	
              94
            

            	
              129
            
          


          
            	
              Retired
            

            	
              3.9
            

            	
              3.9
            

            	
              5.2
            

            	
              100
            

            	
              134
            

            	
              5.0
            

            	
              4.8
            

            	
              5.9
            

            	
              96
            

            	
              123
            
          


          
            	
              Unemployed, inactive
            

            	
              3.2
            

            	
              3.2
            

            	
              4.8
            

            	
              98
            

            	
              152
            

            	
              4.7
            

            	
              4.3
            

            	
              5.6
            

            	
              91
            

            	
              130
            
          


          
            	
              Income situation
            
          


          
            	
              Lowest quartile
            

            	
              3.1
            

            	
              3.1
            

            	
              4.6
            

            	
              97
            

            	
              150
            

            	
              4.5
            

            	
              4.4
            

            	
              5.7
            

            	
              97
            

            	
              131
            
          


          
            	
              Middle 50%
            

            	
              3.3
            

            	
              3.6
            

            	
              5.2
            

            	
              107
            

            	
              145
            

            	
              4.7
            

            	
              4.6
            

            	
              5.9
            

            	
              98
            

            	
              128
            
          


          
            	
              Highest quartile
            

            	
              3.6
            

            	
              4.1
            

            	
              5.2
            

            	
              113
            

            	
              129
            

            	
              4.9
            

            	
              5.0
            

            	
              6.1
            

            	
              101
            

            	
              122
            
          


          
            	
              Perceived quality of public services
            
          


          
            	
              Low
            

            	
              2.3
            

            	
              2.4
            

            	
              2.8
            

            	
              105
            

            	
              118
            

            	
              3.8
            

            	
              3.5
            

            	
              3.9
            

            	
              93
            

            	
              113
            
          


          
            	
              Middle
            

            	
              3.5
            

            	
              3.6
            

            	
              4.9
            

            	
              102
            

            	
              134
            

            	
              4.8
            

            	
              4.8
            

            	
              5.8
            

            	
              99
            

            	
              121
            
          


          
            	
              High
            

            	
              4.6
            

            	
              4.9
            

            	
              6.0
            

            	
              107
            

            	
              122
            

            	
              6.1
            

            	
              5.8
            

            	
              6.8
            

            	
              96
            

            	
              116
            
          


          
            	
              Perceived social tensions
            
          


          
            	
              Low
            

            	
              4.4
            

            	
              4.6
            

            	
              5.6
            

            	
              105
            

            	
              121
            

            	
              5.9
            

            	
              5.5
            

            	
              6.6
            

            	
              94
            

            	
              120
            
          


          
            	
              Middle
            

            	
              3.4
            

            	
              3.4
            

            	
              5.2
            

            	
              102
            

            	
              153
            

            	
              5.0
            

            	
              4.6
            

            	
              6.0
            

            	
              93
            

            	
              131
            
          


          
            	
              High
            

            	
              3.1
            

            	
              3.0
            

            	
              4.1
            

            	
              99
            

            	
              135
            

            	
              4.3
            

            	
              4.1
            

            	
              5.0
            

            	
              95
            

            	
              123
            
          

        
      


      Source: own calculation based on EQLS 2007, 2011 and 2016 waves (EQLS, 2007–16).

    

  


  
    Russia in Hungarian public opinion


    Péter Krekó


    1. Introduction


    Issues of foreign policy are traditionally treated as marginal in Hungarian political discourses. A good indicator of how little interest foreign policy is-sues generate is the low rate of familiarity with the names of European leaders, even in comparison to other countries in the region (see for example: Globsec, 2018). But Russia is clearly an exception to this rule. The strengthening Russian–Hungarian relationship – in line with the ‘opening up to the East’ policy of the post-2010 Orbán cabinets – has deeply divided Hungarian politics and Hungarian public opinion. Russia’s higher profile in the Hungarian mind is partly a consequence of the crisis in Crimea and Russian aggression toward Ukraine. Still, interestingly, since the annexation of Crimea – and despite the unfavourable historical experiences of Hungarians with Russia – there has been a decline in Hungarians’ threat perception towards Russia.


    While it is a commonplace that public opinion is primarily shaped by historical experience, this chapter will argue - based on the experiences from Hungary, where government has a dominant role in the public space – that political rhetoric can overwrite the impact of historical experiences.1 The reason is that foreign policy is very distant from the day-to-day experiences of ordinary people, and this fact offers great scope for shaping public opinion. Of course, it is not so everywhere: there are countries where the scope for reshaping public opinion is more limited, when it comes to Russia, what happened in Hungary could not occur in Poland, for example, partly because of the historical experience of the Poles towards Russia, but more importantly, due to the higher level of political pluralism and lower level of media centralization in the country. Namely: a political force that was highly critical of Russia comes to power and promptly does a U-turn, outdoing the pro-Russian stance of the previous Gyurcsány-cabinets (2005-2010), which it had previously criticized for its sympathy to-wards Russia.


    The relationship with Russia, especially after the annexation of Crimea in 2014, has become a politically divisive issue not only in Hungary, but all over the Western world. In the European Parliament, it is predominantly the populist, radical right-wing and left-wing parties that support Putin’s Russia in their voting, their rhetoric and their diplomatic gestures; meanwhile the main-stream centre-right, liberal, social democratic and green parties are much more restrained (Krekó et al., 2015; Krekó and Győri, 2016; Shekhovtsov, 2017).


    And that affects public opinion: those who vote for populist right-wing parties in Western Europe are much more supportive of Vladimir Putin and Russia generally (Taylor, 2017; Letterman, 2018). In the US, meanwhile, public opinion has undergone a truly dramatic change – presumably not unrelated to the (mostly rhetorical) friendly gestures of President Trump to-ward Russia and Vladimir Putin, and to the fact that Russia interfered in the 2016 US presidential elections on Donald Trump’s side, and against Hillary Clinton. The traditionally hawkish Republican electorate now regards Russia as much less of a threat; meanwhile the Democrats – generally the doves in this respect –r keeps a bigger distance from Russia now (Bialik, 2018). Thus, on this question, the two electorates practically swapped places.


    In what follows, we review the changes that have taken place in Hungarian public opinion with regard to Russia and its leader since the transition, and especially since the annexation of Crimea. This review is not comprehensive. We have analysed those research reports that we have found relevant from both the methodological and the psycho-logical point of view. All the findings we quote stem from representative public opinion research involving large samples.


    2. East versus West


    Foreign policy attitudes towards a specific country cannot be examined in isolation, but only in relation to attitudes toward other countries. Investigating attitudes toward specific countries in the broader framework of attitudes toward East versus West is a typical, and a relevant approach at the same time.


    The more general the phrasing, the more likely the Hungarian electorate are to choose the West. Globsec’s 2017 research showed that almost eight times as many Hungarian voters (39 per cent) thought that Hungary should belong to the West as thought it should belong to the East (5 per cent) (Globsec, 2017). In 2018, these figures were even more striking: 3 per cent said Hungary should belong to the East, while 45 per cent expressed a Western orientation (Globsec, 2018). At the same time, it is important to note that most respondents (53 per cent in 2017; 47 per cent in 2018) were of the opinion that Hungary should embrace the ‘bridge country’ concept and position itself between East and West (Figure 1).


    
      Figure 1 Hungary should be…


      
        [image: 19_01] 

        Source: Globsec (2017).

      

    


    The same research reveals that the majority of Hungarians hold a favourable view of Western institutions: 61 per cent of respondents thought the EU was a good thing (only 10 per cent thought it bad) and 58 per cent also had a good opinion of NATO (only 8 per cent had a bad opinion). Some 65 per cent of respondents had a favourable opinion of the United Nations. In an imaginary referendum, 76 per cent of Hungarians would vote to stay in NATO and 79 per cent to stay in the EU (11 per cent and 14 per cent, respectively, would vote to leave).2 Some 81 per cent of Hungarians think NATO membership is important for the country, and more agree than disagree that Hungary should allow NATO to install military hardware in the country. Support for NATO is remarkably high by Eastern and Central European standards.


    Moreover, respondents’ support for NATO is more than just theoretical and is founded on more than simply selfish considerations. More than two thirds of Hungarians (68 per cent) agree that if an armed attack targets one member state, then Hungary should play its part in the defence operation. Of course, that principle of collective defence is clearly established under Article 5 of the NATO Treaty; yet support for it is not self-evident. In Germany, for example, an earlier research project by Pew found that the majority of the public would not support their country’s military involvement in the event of an attack on another member state (Stokes, 2017). So, based on the figures above, we might gain the impression that Hungarians are strongly in favour of the West and its institutions.


    3. Washington or Moscow?


    However, a look at attitudes concerning specific states complicates the picture. Although most of the research carried out over the past decade has found that the Hungarian population favours Russia (and Russians) less than Western countries (including the US), the gap has been closing, particularly in the past few years. The Ipsos polling firm, in early December 2014, asked the following question: ‘Hungary should not move further away from Europe, and should not move closer to Russia. Do you or do you not agree with that statement?’ At the time, 57 per cent agreed, 28 per cent disagreed (and 15 per cent could not answer).


    In a 2018 survey, the Medián polling organization found that only 26 per cent of respondents named Russia as the country we should move closer to; meanwhile 77 per cent felt it was more important to nurture good relations with our neighbours, and 76 per cent wanted to be on better terms with the EU.


    But if we take a closer look at favourability of specific countries, the picture is less rosy. The most favoured countries, according to Medián’s survey, are West-ern countries: the United Kingdom (62 points), Germany (60 points) and France (55 points). But the West’s advantage over the East is narrowing: the popularity of the US (54 points) is just a shade higher than that of China (51 points) and of Russia (48 points).


    Russia’s position is even better if respondents have to name countries as possible strong allies spontaneously, rather than from lists provided by the researchers. In a 2016 survey by Globsec and Political Capital, respondents were asked to name (without any prompting) those countries with which Hungary – in their opinion – should build a close relationship. Some 16 per cent of respondents mentioned Russia as one of their Top Three countries. That puts it in third place – a long way behind Germany and Austria, but above both the United Kingdom and the United States. While geographical proximity seems to play an important role here, this figure also suggests that Hungary’s relationship with Russia has become central to political discourse – and therefore easily re-called (Table 1).


    
      Table 1 With which countries do you think Hungary should maintain its closest relationship. Tick at least three countries


      
        
          
            	
              Ten most frequently mentioned countries
            

            	
              Ratio of mentions among first three countries (%)
            
          


          
            	
              Germany
            

            	
              44
            
          


          
            	
              Austria
            

            	
              28
            
          


          
            	
              Russia
            

            	
              16
            
          


          
            	
              United Kingdom
            

            	
              13
            
          


          
            	
              United States
            

            	
              13
            
          


          
            	
              Poland
            

            	
              13
            
          


          
            	
              Slovakia
            

            	
              8
            
          


          
            	
              France
            

            	
              8
            
          


          
            	
              Romania
            

            	
              6
            
          


          
            	
              Czech Republic
            

            	
              5
            
          

        
      


      Source: Globsec (2016).

    


    Furthermore, the general assessment of Russia has shown spectacular improvement since the regime change (Table 2). In 1992, the sympathy index of the US was particularly high (73 on a scale of 100), while Russia’s was down at 36. In 2001 (at the time of the first Orbán cabinet, when relations with Russia were at a low level), Russia scored a mere 34 points.


    People’s opinion of Russia started to improve even before the second Orbán cabinet took office. By 2007 (during the second left-liberal Gyurcsány government) the US’s favourability index had dropped to 60, while Russia’s had risen to 41 (Medián, 2007). In 2014 (during the third Orbán government) the US had 64 points and Russia 44. Then, by 2018, after eight years of Viktor Orbán’s rule in Hungary, Russia’s assessment had improved to 48 points, while the US’s score had declined to 54. Thus Russia’s assessment has improved significantly over the past decade and a half (Medián, 2018), while the rating of the United States has declined significantly. This tendency has accelerated in the last four years: whereas in 2014 only a quarter of Hungarians said that Hungary should maintain a closer relationship with Russia than with the US, in 2018 already third of the voters shared that view.


    
      Table 2 Changes in sympathy for individual countries(average values on a scale of 100, 0 = very bad, 100 = very good)


      
        
          
            	
              

            

            	
              1992
            

            	
              1997
            

            	
              2001
            

            	
              2003
            

            	
              2006
            

            	
              2007
            

            	
              2014
            

            	
              2018
            
          


          
            	
              Germany
            

            	
              75
            

            	
              72
            

            	
              73
            

            	
              75
            

            	
              73
            

            	
              71
            

            	
              80
            

            	
              60
            
          


          
            	
              Austria
            

            	
              –
            

            	
              –
            

            	
              76
            

            	
              78
            

            	
              77
            

            	
              68
            

            	
              

            

            	
              

            
          


          
            	
              Poland
            

            	
              42
            

            	
              63
            

            	
              56
            

            	
              59
            

            	
              62
            

            	
              61
            

            	
              

            

            	
              

            
          


          
            	
              United States
            

            	
              73
            

            	
              72
            

            	
              68
            

            	
              58
            

            	
              59
            

            	
              60
            

            	
              65
            

            	
              54
            
          


          
            	
              Czech Republic*
            

            	
              38
            

            	
              51
            

            	
              50
            

            	
              54
            

            	
              54
            

            	
              53
            

            	
              

            

            	
              

            
          


          
            	
              Slovakia
            

            	
              –
            

            	
              37
            

            	
              44
            

            	
              51
            

            	
              31
            

            	
              38
            

            	
              

            

            	
              

            
          


          
            	
              Russia
            

            	
              36
            

            	
              40
            

            	
              34
            

            	
              37
            

            	
              41
            

            	
              41
            

            	
              44
            

            	
              48
            
          


          
            	
              Romania
            

            	
              10
            

            	
              33
            

            	
              23
            

            	
              28
            

            	
              33
            

            	
              34
            

            	
              

            

            	
              

            
          


          
            	
              United Kingdom
            

            	
              

            

            	
              

            

            	
              

            

            	
              

            

            	
              

            

            	
              69
            

            	
              74
            

            	
              62
            
          


          
            	
              France
            

            	
              

            

            	
              

            

            	
              

            

            	
              

            

            	
              

            

            	
              68
            

            	
              

            

            	
              55
            
          


          
            	
              China
            

            	
              

            

            	
              

            

            	
              

            

            	
              

            

            	
              

            

            	
              34
            

            	
              46
            

            	
              51
            
          

        
      


      *1992: Czechoslovakia.


      Source: Medián Omnibusz.

    


    The main reason for the change clearly lies in the political environment. Traditionally, especially since 2002, the typical role play has been that the government argues the necessity of pragmatic economic cooperation with Russia, while the opposition criticizes that position. That was the situation from 2002 to 2010 (and especially between 2006 and 2010), under the socialist–liberal governments; and it has been the same since 2010, during the Orbán administrations. While in opposition, Fidesz voters were very critical of Russia, but during the second and third Orbán administrations that has clearly changed. As early as 2014, but more emphatically in 2018, Medián’s data reflected a clear shift on the part of the Fidesz electorate toward a Russia-friendly position. Fun fact: public opinion was most dismissive of Russia during the first Orbán government and most supportive of it during the third Orbán administration.


    Support for Russia from the Fidesz electorate in 2018 was (according to Medián research) at 59 points, far above the average; meanwhile Jobbik (formerly strongly pro-Russian) and the leftist opposition (home to voters for the MSZP – the successor to the old party of state socialism) both became significantly more critical of Russia, scoring 42 points and 40 points, respectively. Supporters of both the leftist opposition (66 points) and Jobbik (58 points) are much more willing to agree that Russia has excessive influence on Hungary’s internal affairs than are Fidesz supporters (50 points) (Medián, 2018).


    Even more importantly, by 2018 a majority of the Fidesz electorate had reached the point of preferring Russia over the US as Hungary’s closest ally (51 per cent vs. 39 per cent). That is a significant change even compared to 2014, when a shade more Fidesz voters would have preferred Washington (40 per cent) over Moscow (39%). In line with these results, a 2018 poll by Political Capital and the Böll Stiftung (in cooperation with Medián Institute) showed that anti-Western, pro-Russian conspiracy theories, which are typical elements of Russian propaganda, are strongest among the electoral base of the governing party Fidesz than among voters for other parties. Fidesz voters tended to agree the most with statements such as ‘the refugee crisis is deliberately caused by US interests’, ‘the Ukrainian conflict is caused by the West and NATO rather than Russia’ and ‘NATO and the US support terrorists in Syria’ (Political Capital, 2018).


    A research report by TÁRKI commissioned by the Center of Russian Studies at Budapest’s ELTE University came to a similar conclusion: the Hungarian view of Russia improved from 2006 to 2012, and from 2012 to 2016. Despite the annexation of Crimea and the dispute over the Paks nu-clear power plant in Hungary, the majority of people support a further deepening of the economic, political and cultural relationship with Russia. That research project also confirmed that – despite a particularly negative assessment of Russia’s historical role in Hungary – Hungarians regard Western countries in only a marginally better light than Russia (Szvák, 2016).


    4. Trump, Putin or Merkel?


    If we look at various foreign political leaders, the overall picture presented at the start of this chapter – of a powerful Western orientation and a preference for keeping the East at arm’s length – starts to fade even more. Based on Globsec’s research results, 44 per cent of Hungary’s adult population ap-proved of Russian President Vladimir Putin in 2017 (just a little less than the percentage of those who did not approve of him – 47 per cent). Hungary’s approval of Putin in this survey was the highest of all the Visegrád countries. Angela Merkel fared worse: only 38 per cent of Hungarians approved of her, while an absolute majority – 54 per cent – disapproved of her. Only 29 per cent approved of Donald Trump. By comparison, on the domestic stage 45 per cent of Hungarians approved of Viktor Orbán (and exactly the same number disapproved).


    A 2018 survey by Medián also shows that Vladimir Putin is the second most popular international leader among Hungarians (after Pope Francis). And in a poll conducted prior to Viktor Orbán’s visit to Moscow in 2016, the Nézőpont Institute (which has close ties to the government) came up with similar findings (MTI, 2016). The average approval rating is even higher among Fidesz supporters: Medián (2018) found 54 per cent support for Vladimir Putin among Fidesz voters (against a national average of 43 per cent); meanwhile Angela Merkel’s popularity among Fidesz supporters was just 29 per cent (against an all-party average of 38 per cent). This contrast proves conclusively that the Hungarian public – and especially the voters of the governmental party – responds to the message widely disseminated by the Kremlin and its supporters: Putin is the strongman of our time; unlike weak European leaders like Chancellor Merkel, he deals effectively with problems like migration and terrorism.


    5. Are Hungarians Russophile? – an international comparison


    International comparative researches paints an even more complex picture of Hungarians’ relationship with Russia. On the one hand, international comparative studies clearly show that Hungary adopts a far more favourable position than the average Western country with regard to Russia. That is particularly true when Ukraine (and thus the Ukraine–Russia conflict) is added to the equation. This seems to tie in both with the highly politicized position of Ukraine’s ethnic Hungarian minority (more than 100 000 people) and with the fact that Ukraine is one of the countries generally least favoured by Hungarians.


    In early April 2014, Ipsos MORI surveyed the opinion of the populations of 11 European countries, including Hungary, about the situation in Ukraine. The figures suggested that Hungarian respondents were generally those least in favour of any action against Russia: only a third (34 per cent) agreed that Russia should not be allowed to invade East Ukrainian territory, whereas every second respondent from all the other countries shared this view. Only 31 per cent of Hungarians (as opposed to 58 per cent of Germans) agreed that Ukraine should be given all possible assistance in bringing stability to the country and its people. Hungarians were also the least supportive of sanctions against Russia: only 31 per cent were in favour (and 41 per cent were against); whereas the figure for the full sample was 45 per cent in favour.


    This could all suggest that the message from the government (and Jobbik) concerning Russia is getting through to the public, and also that Hungary’s historical grievances over the Treaty of Trianon (under which Hungary lost two thirds of its territory, including lands that today belong to Ukraine) are coming to the surface. Hungary’s geopolitical position and the Hungarian minority in Ukraine mean that the country is significantly affected by the issue: every second Hungarian believes that the government should not intervene at all, and should leave the resolution of the problem up to others (Ipsos MORI, 2014). Also, we can find a general ignorance: according to a poll by the National Democratic Institute (National Democratic Institute, 2018) and the Political Capital Institute, few young respondents are concerned about the Russian invasion of Ukraine or perceive the Kremlin to be behind disinformation campaigns in Hungary similarly to the youth in Slovakia, but in contrast to youngsters in Poland).


    A 2017 research project by Pew found that of 23 Western countries, Hungary had the second-lowest figure (after Greece) for the proportion of people who considered Russia a threat: 28 per cent, as opposed to almost two thirds of Poles and almost half of Americans (Stokes, 2017). Furthermore, Hungarians regard tension with Russia as no more of a threat than China’s rise to world power status or the overexpansion of US power (Stokes et al., 2016). In another study, only 13 per cent of Hungarian respondents shared the view that Russia is a threat to Hungary’s sovereignty (Kerner, 2017).


    A low sense of threat may explain why only 17 per cent of Hungarians consider it likely that Russia would ever attack an EU Member State. The bilateral relations are viewed more through the prism of pragmatism than fears over security and sovereignty: two thirds of Hungarians believe that a strong economic relationship with Russia is more important than a tough stance toward the Kremlin on foreign policy (which a quarter of respondents considered more important). Here again, only Greek respondents adopted a softer, more pragmatic position on Russia (Stokes, 2017).


    On the other hand, as mentioned above, other research done in the region (using different methodologies) suggests that Hungary continues to be among those countries most supportive of the West – second only to Poland, a country traditionally the most hostile to Russia. Comparative research by Globsec (2018) for example shows that far more Hungarians want to see Hungary belong to the West (45 per cent) than to the East (3 per cent). And the proportion of Hungarians who want to belong to the West exceeds the proportion of Czechs (38 per cent), Poles (42 per cent) or Slovaks (21 per cent). In fact, Slovakia seems to be the most East-oriented country in the region: 15 per cent of the population would prefer to look East. A similar survey completed a year before in seven countries showed that in the wider region Hungary ranks in the middle, with Croatia and Romania (and to a lesser extent Bulgaria) showing a stronger Western orientation.


    There is, however, a very high ratio of respondents who prefer the ‘middle way’, with Hungary positioned between the East and the West (47 per cent in 2018). The strong attraction to the West and rejection of the East is not necesarily reflected in Vladimir Putin’s approval ratings though. In 2018, only the Slovaks (41 per cent) agreed more than Hungarians (33 per cent) with Vladimir Putin’s policies; that said, a relative majority of Hungarians (48 per cent) still rejected them. And in 2017, of the four Visegrád countries, Vladimir Putin’s popularity was highest in Hungary (44 points) – though much lower than in Bulgaria (70 per cent), and a little lower than in Romania (48 per cent) and Croatia (46 per cent) (Globsec, 2017). These figures demonstrate convincingly that the general East–West orientation does not strongly determine assessment of Russia’s premier. Interestingly, Putin enjoys his strongest support in those countries with the most marked Western orientation. Two factors seem to play a dominant role in raising Putin’s popularity ratings: the eastward-looking pan-Slavic ideology (strong in Slovakia and Bulgaria, for instance) and religion (in countries where Orthodox Christianity is predominant – like Bulgaria and Romania).


    The TÁRKI–CEORG survey of 2014 also showed that in terms of threat perception in the region, Hungary ranks in the middle: 66 per cent of Poles, 41 per cent of Hungarians and 26 per cent of Slovaks expected that Russia would, in the near future, strive to regain control over this part of Europe. Thus, Poland is most fearful; Slovakia is least afraid; and Hungary falls half way between the two extremes. The survey reveals that it is mostly city dwellers (and particularly the population of Budapest) who believe Russia wants to restore its control in the region (TÁRKI–CEORG, 2014).


    Globsec and Political Capital wanted to take a closer look at the attitudes toward the West and Russia (Globsec, 2016) in three countries. On the basis of people’s responses (on a scale of 1–10) to six statements dealing mainly with the confrontation between NATO and Russia (e.g. over the issue of Ukraine), we constructed a single multipolar world index. The six statements were:


    1. Neutrality would more effectively guarantee your country’s security than NATO membership.


    2. The US uses NATO to control other countries (e.g. your country), imposing its intentions on them.


    3. NATO is an aggressive organization that implies a threat to other countries (e.g. over Russia).


    4. NATO’s enlargement means breaking a deal with Russia.


    5. NATO and the US are responsible for the Ukrainian crisis.


    6. Ukraine belongs to Russia’s sphere of influence, and therefore Russia has the right to have a say in decisions on Ukraine’s future.


    A high value of the index reflects the view that a unipolar world (with the US and the West at its centre) is undesirable, and Russia should be given a decisive role in shaping events – even if that is to the detriment of the West. This concept is often referred to in pro-Russian political discourse as multipolarity, i.e. a demand for a world order with several poles. Based on the values of the index, we created three groups:


    
      	Pro-Western (index value under 4)


      	Balancing (value between 4 and 7)


      	Multipolar (index above 7)

    


    The ratio of NATO-critical, ‘multipolarist’ respondents, who tend to look eastward, was lowest in Hungary (11 per cent). In Slovakia the proportion was 27 per cent, while Czech respondents (18 per cent) were half way be-tween the two. It is important to add at the same time that Hungary had the highest ratio of respondents (36 per cent) who were not interested in the subject and failed to provide a response to at least two of the statements (Table 3).


    It is the case that in each of the three countries, pro-East multipolarity is highest among the elderly, while the pro-West ratio is highest among groups with high levels of education. In Hungary, the capital Budapest featured the highest pro-West rates and the lowest pro-East ‘multipolarist’ rates.


    
      Table 3 Percentage of those in the region in favour of a pro-West stance, a multipolar position and a balance between the two


      
        
          
            	

            	
              Czech Republic
            

            	
              Hungary
            

            	
              Slovakia
            
          


          
            	
              Pro-Westerns (index ≤ 4)
            

            	
              26.5
            

            	
              20.9
            

            	
              18.7
            
          


          
            	
              Balancers (4 <index ≤ 7)
            

            	
              37.7
            

            	
              31.6
            

            	
              30.5
            
          


          
            	
              Multipolars (index ≥ 7)
            

            	
              18.0
            

            	
              11.4
            

            	
              27.1
            
          


          
            	
              Uninterested (no response to at least two questions)
            

            	
              17.7
            

            	
              36.1
            

            	
              23.7
            
          


          
            	
              Total
            

            	
              100
            

            	
              100
            

            	
              100
            
          

        
      


      Source: Globsec (2016).

    


    6. Conclusions


    First of all, Hungary is still characterized by a powerful pro-West attitude, particularly compared to the rest of the region’s countries. This is apparent in its favourable assessment of Western countries and institutions, and in its manifestly expressed pro-Western orientation. The more general the phrasing of the East–West question, the clearer is Hungarian society’s essential westward orientation.


    Secondly, however, almost half of Hungarian society adopts an ‘in-between’ position on the West–East question. This shows convincingly that there remains a strong element of a tradition in Hungarian public opinion that emphasizes the country’s sovereign politics, its ‘bridging’ role and the idea of occasional alliances that serve the national interest. The popularity of the ‘in-between’ position – which is also sceptical of the West – suggests that Hungarian society could be turned eastward, if there is sufficient political will.


    Thirdly, there is such a will. The general assessment of Russia has under-gone a significant positive change since the regime change, and particularly in recent years. What we essentially see is that when government policy makes clear the importance of improving the relationship with Russia (during the two Gyurcsány administrations, and the second and third Orbán cabinets), Russia’s approval rating improves substantially. This suggests that political discourse on the subject fundamentally shapes and moulds public opinion.


    Fourthly, people’s opinion of Russia is determined by a fine balance of attraction and repulsion. The attraction of Russia is partly the country’s economic potential, as well as its leader’s abilities and strength – it is no wonder that Russia’s ‘soft power’ aspirations accentuate precisely those key features: ‘strong man leading a strong country’. The rather pragmatic turn toward Russia is bolstered by a low sense of threat to our country and by the Hungarian people’s ambivalent feelings toward Ukraine (which came to the fore following the Russian annexation of Crimea). At the same time, there is also a factor that has possibly indirectly contributed to the improvement in Russia’s image: to wit, the decline in the US approval rating.


    It is interesting that negative historical experience does not appear to have a strong influence on the Hungarian assessment of Russia: one might assume that Hungary’s geographical position and history (post-1945, 1956) would encourage suspicion of Russia and fear for our sovereignty; however, we do not see anything of the sort in the data. For those, however, who are more alarmed by Russia, the Crimean conflict and the Russian threat to the West played an important role in raising awareness.


    Fifthly, socio-demographic variables seem to be of relatively little importance in determining sentiment toward Russia: although education, age and dwelling place do play a part, public opinion on the issue continues to be primarily shaped by the political discourse and party preference. That is clearly reflected by the spectacular improvement in Russia’s image among supporters of Hungary’s governing party in recent years. Meanwhile the left, traditionally more indulgent toward Russia, has become considerably more critical of it. It is likewise interesting that even among supporters of Jobbik (the party that used to be loudest in advocating better relations with Russia), pro-Russian voices are now rarer than among the Fidesz voter base (where they form a majority). Hungary’s situation is unique: whereas in Western Europe Russia’s most fervent supporters are to be found on the radical right (Shekhovtsov, 2017; Krekó et al., 2015), in Hungary it is within the Fidesz electorate. This is of course not unrelated to public discourse on Russia and the Russia–Ukraine conflict in the media and political discourse (Pynnöniemi and Rácz, 2016).


    At the same time, analysis of international statistics sheds light on another interesting phenomenon. Public opinion is rarely the cause of foreign policy; rather it tends to be the consequence. While Hungarian public opinion – especially around 2010 – preferred to keep Russia at a distance, the Hungarian government started to pursue a strong pro-Russian course; instead of back-firing on its popularity, this served to reshape public opinion. Furthermore, in those countries where an East-oriented, pan-Slavist policy enjoys more serious support (such as Slovakia, the Czech Republic – and, from a certain perspective, also Romania and Bulgaria), the governments take urgent action at both the rhetorical and the policy level against such phenomena as Russian disinformation without facing a backlash from voters. Leaving aside rare exceptions (e.g. Poland), there are indications that public opinion is a weak predictor of foreign policy measures toward Russia.


    TÁRKI’s previous research suggests that in terms of its values, Hungary is much closer to the East) and especially to Orthodox countries) than to the West (Tóth, 2009). Our results show a country drifting eastward in its geopolitical preferences as well. When asked, the Hungarian population would still like to belong to the West, but it thinks highly of Vladimir Putin’s authoritarian policies, and sees Russia increasingly as a friend rather than a threat. Also, it has an increasingly favourable opinion of the social-political system of Russia (and of China), and a declining opinion on the United States. And this shift is mostly a consequence of the government’s politics and policies, and not the other way around.
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  Footnotes


  Introduction


  1By the Global Go To Think Tank Index Report of the Think Tanks and Civil Societies Program of the University of Pennsylvania.


  Part I. Social and demographic indicators


  1. Demographic trends: fertility, mortality, ageing


  1On migration trends, see also Gödri (2015).


  2For an overview of post-communist development, see Sobotka (2011).


  3Divorce and divorce after a long marriage, for example, are not addressed here. For more on these and other characteristics of partnerships, see Földházi (2012) and Pongrácz (2012).


  4For a more detailed account of changes in partnership behaviour in Hungary, see Murinkó and Spéder (2015).


  2. Correlations between household structure and level of education


  1The authors would like to express their gratitude to Marcell Kovács and Mónika Vörös for their assistance in relation to the census database.


  3. Poverty and social exclusion in Hungary and the EU


  1The study is based on the report ‘Social exclusion, poverty and social cohesion’ (TÁRKI, 2017), commissioned by the National Council for Sustainable Development to monitor processes falling within the scope of the National Framework Strategy on Sustainable Development (NFFT, 2013).


  2It is less obvious what low intensity stands for in the poverty and social exclusion target. Nolan and Whelan (2011) suggest that the arguments for work intensity are not very strong. They claim that a high proportion of those who live in a low work-intensity household but are not income poor and not materially deprived are ‘from the professional and managerial class and a relatively low proportion from the working class and that being in this group is not associated with high levels of economic stress’ (Nolan and Whelan, 2011: 234).


  3 By contrast, the reference year of the publications of the Hungarian Central Statistical Office (HCSO) always coincides with the year of the data collection. Consequently, data referenced to 2017 by Eurostat (and our study), is indicated as data from 2016 in HCSO publications.


  4 Since the Hungarian government integrated the ‘Making Things Better for Our Children, 2007–2032’ Strategy into the National Social Inclusion Strategy, when formulating the Hungarian target it decided to relate the commitment on relative income poverty to families with children. Based on this, of people with children in the household, the share of those in relative income poverty was 16 per cent in 2008 (872,000 individuals); and the target aims for a reduction to 12.8 per cent (698,000) by 2020 (EMMI, 2014: 61).


  5 The nine items are presented in Table 1.


  6 The source of the data is Eurostat’s statistical database.


  7 Per capita annual net income has been increasing since 2012: at 2000 prices it was HUF 526,000 in 2012 and HUF 685,000 in 2015 (HCSO, 2016: 6). At current prices, per capita annual average net income was HUF 1,150,000 in 2015, which was 4.6 per cent higher than in the previous year. Real wages increased by 4.7 per cent in 2015, due to a 0.1 per cent drop in consumer prices (HCSO, 2016: 4).


  4. Are we far from Europe – divergence or convergence?


  1Our paper is based on two articles, Szivós (2014) and Tamás Kolosi and Péter Szivós, ‘Is Europe far away?’, which appeared in the Hungarian edition of the 2018 Social Report.


  2 The definition of gross national income (GNI) is based on GDP. Deducting the gross earnings paid to foreign residents for work, property income, net production and import tax paid to such owners from GDP gives us GNI. The items that increase GDP when calculating GNI are associated with domestic residents: the work-related gross income they receive from abroad, property income, net production and import tax paid to them from abroad all raise the value of GNI.


  Part II. Social structure and social mobility


  5. Social classes and the self-image of society


  1 These countries were chosen on the basis of the available data.


  2 The main goal of this initiative is to provide a standardized classification system without subscribing to Marxist, feminist, Weberian, Durkheimian, etc. perspectives, but instead striving for an ‘objective’ taxonomy to describe social class hierarchy.


  3The SPSS syntax files used are available on request. For detailed description of the EGP classes, please refer to Kolosi and Keller (2010).


  4 Students, long-term unemployed, people on maternity leave, people who are mentally or physically challenged and unable to work, etc. Crucially, not all inactive people belong to this category. For pensioners, for instance, their last occupation informs the classification.


  5 It is essential to differentiate between the consumption deprivation index – used here – and the economic deprivation index commonly used in studies on poverty.


  6 We used the ‘deprived’ label to describe this social class so that it would not be confused with poverty, which is defined by one’s income.


  7 This implies that the characteristics of those ‘left behind’ differ in 2001 and 2012, or in other words, this class is idiosyncratic. It is possible that those ‘left behind’ are distinguishable based on other traits, which could provide further information regarding their position in the class hierarchy; but our methodology makes it highly likely that this is, in fact, the same class which possesses different features at the two points in time.


  6. The upper middle class: a new aristocracy? Posing the question for post-communist Hungary


  1 Mitnik et al. (2015) might have arrived at a different conclusion if they had limited their study to African-Americans: locked into an ‘underclass’ position, their upward mobility is very limited (Conley, 1999).


  2 The Ivy League usually refers to Brown, Columbia, Cornell, Harvard, Princeton, Pennsylvania and Yale universities and Dartmouth College.


  3 Elite universities do not usually publish data on such ‘legacy admission’, but it is estimated to represent about a third of the student body (Rivera, 2015: 12).


  4 James Truslow Adams – writer and historian – is acknowledged as the first author to have coined the term ‘American Dream’ in his The Epic of America (1931) – see Reeves (2017: 15).


  5 Exchange rate is HUF 280 to the US dollar (August 2018).


  6 According to our empirical studies, household surveys do not generate reliable data for households with assets of HUF 50–70 million or annual household income of HUF 10–15 million.


  7 We have a data shortage for real estate values by regions. But for estimates of real estate values, see József Hegedüs, Eszter Somogyi and Nóra Teller in this volume.


  8 Wealth inequality does not appear to be especially high in Hungary. Nevertheless, the top decile owns about half of our wealth (OECD, 2018b). In the US, the Netherlands, Latvia and Denmark, about two thirds of all wealth belongs to the top 10 per cent. In Belgium and Italy, it is around 40 per cent. Since Hungary is a relatively egalitarian country, the 50 per cent wealth ownership by the top decile is surprising and can be attributed to the large share of home ownership in this country.


  9 Hypogamy grew when the education of men increased more rapidly than the education of women. Nevertheless, this coincided with a decline in lasting homogeneous marriages, since the divorce rate increased. The effect of hypergamy is pointing in the opposite direction (marriages are more stable when husbands have a higher level of education).


  7. Intergenerational educational mobility in European societies before and after the crisis


  1 On social mobility, see Sorokin (1927) and Lipset and Zetterberg (1970) generally; and Andorka (1983; 1990) for Hungary, in particular.


  2 The Hungarian country chapter in this volume is based on data provided by the Hungarian Central Statistical Office from 1973, 1983, 1992 and 2000, and is authored by Róbert and Bukodi (2004).


  3 The Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) reports provide an even better example of ranking countries, where the effect of social origin on school achievement is examined and the strength of this association characterizes educational systems in societies.


  4 This is the database ESS1-7e01 as published by the NSD, Norwegian Centre for Research Data, Norway – Data Archive and distributor of ESS data for ESS ERIC. No other cumulative dataset with the most recent data from Round 8 is available yet.


  5 The principal component analysis ended up with one component with an Eigenvalue of 1.682 and this component explained 84 per cent of the total variation in father’s and mother’s education.


  6 Gertrúd Dóra Kiss, a student in the Sociology and Quantitative Methods programme at the University of Warwick, provided assistance in the empirical analysis.


  7 One should bear in mind that any decline in the educational premium is due to a weakening of the effect of parental background on the offspring’s education, which is a positive development (i.e. the bar for Poland is shorter in the period after the economic crisis); in the case of Ireland, the bar is longer in the period after the crisis (a negative development).


  8 The Exp(B) values in Figures 9 and 10 should be read as follows: if the value is greater than 1, the effect is positive (there is an increase over time); if the value is between 0 and 1, the effect is negative (there is a decline over time).


  9 Consider similar examples: if people are ranked by height, the difference may only be centimetres; the runner who is first to cross the finishing line may be just a fraction of a second faster than the second-placed athlete.


  8. Increasing outward migration – opportunities, hopes and labour market impacts


  1 The enlargement in 2004 included eight countries (the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Poland, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia and Slovenia); this was followed by Romania and Bulgaria in 2007. However, the free movement of labour was implemented only gradually in these countries. In what follows, these new Member States will be referred to as the EU-10 countries and the more developed, ‘old’ Member States as the EU-15. When examining intra-European mobility, we put EEA countries in a similar situation (Switzerland, Norway) into the latter group.


  2 Slovenia and the Czech Republic are not characterized by increasing migration. At first, trends in Hungary were similar to those in the Czech Republic, and therefore changes are presented for the sake of comparison. Slovenia is excluded from the rest of the analysis.


  3 The average yearly changes in the emigration rates of the countries in the periods concerned, as well as the emigration rates in 2017, are presented by qualification in Figure F1 of the Appendix and by age group in Figure F2 of the Appendix.


  4 About 50 per cent of the population aged 20–64 that moved abroad had an upper-secondary qualification in 2017 the proportion was around 60 per cent in the population that stayed at home.


  5 A National Insurance (NINO) number is obligatory for all activities in the United Kingdom; thus it indicates a higher figure than the number of employees. Of those who request a NINO, the number of those who return home is also significant: Blanchflower and Shadforth (2009) (in general) and Moreh (2014) (for Hungarians in particular) estimate a 50–60 per cent return, while the figure assumes a 60 per cent labour market presence, based on the increase in the number of NINOs granted.


  6 The sudden increase probably also reflects the fact that those already living in the country were able to regularize their situation.


  7 The numbers for those living abroad and those taking up employment abroad are obtained from different data sources. The figures concern groups that partly supplement each other and partly overlap, and therefore it is not surprising that the increase in the number of those working abroad should exceed the number of the active-age living abroad. Not all of the latter group take up employment, while some employees are not included in the statistics on those living abroad (for example, seasonal workers and commuters).


  8 The source of data is the labour force survey of the Hungarian Central Statistical Office, used to identify the corrected sample of the population working abroad, taking into account the number of workers who take up employment abroad provided in the mirror statistics. For details and weighting, see Hárs and Simon (2018: 95–96).


  9 Based on the sample, the migration rate of graduates in employment overall is modest. Hárs and Simon (2018) also analysed impacts independent of composition effects using regression models: in this case the marginal effect of taking up employment abroad was strongest in the group of higher-education graduates and was weaker in the group of general upper-secondary education graduates.


  10 Calculations are based on the database of the Labour Force Survey of the Hungarian Central Statistical Office adjusted by Hárs and Simon (2018) (see previous note).


  11 Examining the preferences of Polish workers, Kaczmarczyk et al. (2009) report similar findings for the United Kingdom and Germany: demand in those host countries and the preferences of Polish job seekers coincided and the proportions seemed to be stable.


  Part III. Vulnerable groups


  10. Poverty dynamics during the economic crisis in Hungary


  1 Relative income poverty refers to the share of persons with an equivalized disposable income below the risk-of-poverty threshold, which is set at 60 per cent of the national median equivalized disposable income. This is the definition of the at-risk-of-poverty rate. We refer to the same concept and use relative income poverty and income poverty interchangeably.


  2 Someone is severely materially deprived if he cannot afford at least four of the following nine items: 1. to pay the rent, mortgage or utility bills; 2. to keep the home adequately warm; 3. to face unexpected expenses; 4. to eat meat or proteins regularly; 5. to go on holiday; 6. a television set; 7. a washing machine; 8. a car; 9. a telephone. Material deprivation is defined as the inability to afford at least three items from this list.


  3 Currently income poor and also income poor in at least two of the preceding three years.


  4 Based on TÁRKI Household Monitor data, the material deprivation rate was even higher in Hungary in this period: almost 29 per cent in 2014 and 22 per cent in 2015.


  5 According to the HCSO, the employment rate increased from 48.8 per cent in 2009 to 50.1 per cent in 2012 and increased between 2011 and 2014 from 49.1 per cent to 54.1 per cent. Meanwhile, the unemployment rate increased from 10 per cent to 11 per cent between 2009 and 2012 and decreased from 11 per cent to 7.7 per cent between 2011 and 2014.


  6 The categories of the degree of urbanization based on EU-SILC roughly correspond to the following types of settlements in Hungary: capital (‘densely populated area’), towns (‘intermediate area’), villages (‘sparsely populated area’).


  11. Integration of the Roma in Hungary in the 2010s


  1 The monitoring report, entitled ‘Social processes in Hungary during the first half of the period of the Hungarian Social Inclusion Strategy, 2009–2017’, was commissioned by the State Secretariat for Social Affairs and Social Inclusion, Ministry of Human Capacities (Hungary) and elaborated in the first half of 2018. The following experts contributed to the explanation of the results: Ágnes Hárs (employment), György Molnár (employment, public work scheme), Dániel Horn (education) and József Vitray (health). Unless stated otherwise, the results and statements in this study originate from the monitoring report and data of the HCSO (EU-SILC and LFS) used in the report.


  2 The HCSO surveys consider ‘Roma’ to be those respondents who chose the Roma/Gypsy identity in at least one of the double identity questions.


  3 The Hungarian National Social Integration Strategy covers not only the Roma, but vulnerable social groups in general. The first version was released in 2011 (NTFS, 2011); the second version, which is currently the valid version, was published in 2014 (MNTFS II, 2014).


  4 For more on the EU2020 Strategy ‘for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth’, see European Commission (2010), while for the main indicators see European Commission (2017).


  5 Persons with an equivalized disposable income below the risk-of-poverty threshold, which is set at 60 per cent of the national median equivalized disposable income (after social transfers).


  6Material deprivation covers indicators relating to economic strain and durables. Severely materially deprived persons have living conditions severely constrained by a lack of resources and experience at least four out of the following nine deprivation items: they cannot afford i) to pay rent or utility bills, ii) to keep the home adequately warm, iii) to face unexpected expenses, iv) to eat meat, fish or a protein equivalent every second day, v) to take a week’s holiday away from home, vi) to run a car, vii) to own a washing machine, viii) to have a colour TV, and ix) to possess a telephone.


  7 People living in households with very low work intensity are those aged 0–59 living in households where the adults (18–59) worked for 20 per cent or less of their total work potential during the previous year.


  8 Persons are only counted once, even if they are present in several sub-indicators.


  9 Income poverty covers those people who live below the poverty threshold. The standardized calculation of poverty threshold is 60 per cent of the median of the net (equivalent) disposable household income. Unlike the calculation based on the income of household members on average, equivalized household income takes the different household consumption needs of differently aged household members into account by using equivalence scales. For this indicator, the modified OECD equivalence scale was calculated, in which the weight of the household head is 1, each additional adult is 0.5, and children are 0.3 each.


  10 The difference between the poverty rates of Hungarian Roma measured by the Hungarian wave of EU-SILC and by the FRA EU-MIDIS II survey (which provides data only for 2014) is due to methodology, primarily the sampling design applied in the surveys.


  11 The calculation of the work-intensity indicator covers all household members of active age (18–59), except for students aged 18–24. The value of the indicator is 1 if all active-age household members worked full time during the whole year, and 0 if no one worked at all during the reference year. Low work-intensity households are those where the value is at most 0.2 (i.e. 20 per cent of the possible work potential is utilized).


  12 The definition of the employment rate is according to the International Labour Organization and expresses the number of persons who are employed as a percentage of the total working-age population (15–64). http://www.ksh.hu/docs/szolgaltatasok/hun/euinfo/honap_temaja/foglalkoztatottsag.pdf (in Hungarian).


  13 According to the ILO definition: http://www.ksh.hu/docs/hun/modsz/modsz21.html (in Hugarian).


  14 According to the ILO definition, the long-term unemployment rate is the share of the active-age population (15–74) that has been unemployed for at least 12 months


  15 Early school leavers: share of those people aged 18–24 with at most primary education among all 18–24-year-olds who had not participated in any education or training (either within or outside the educational system) for at least four weeks prior to the fieldwork.


  16 NEET rate: share of all 15–24-year-olds who had not been in employment, education or training (either within or outside the educational system) for at least four weeks prior to the fieldwork.


  Part IV. Non-material well-being


  13. Health status, health inequalities in international comparison


  1In the dramatic deterioration in the early 1990s, the trends felt in the previous state socialist period combined with the shocks of the regime change (e.g. job losses). There is no scientific analysis available to show the size of the impact for the two factors.


  2Life expectancy at 40 is a more appropriate indicator in this context, because life expectancy at birth is heavily influenced by infant mortality.


  3 Source of data: https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/health/causes-death/data/database


  4 This is a key indicator of the WHO. The four major non-communicable diseases are: cardiovascular disease, cancer, diabetes and chronic respiratory disease. Source of data: https://gateway.euro.who.int/en/indicators/h2020_1-premature-mortality/


  5Obviously, it is not realistic to assume that a situation can be achieved where no deaths occur due to these reasons before a specific age; however, the comparison of amenable mortality across time or geographical units is a good indicator of the performance of healthcare systems and their effect on health status.


  6EU-14: EU-15 Member States without Luxembourg.


  7Obviously this is not just about the scale of expenditure, but also about how efficiently the health system uses the resources available.


  8 The availability of data explains why the indicator of life expectancy at age 30 is used here instead of life expectancy at age 40.


  9This does not include social insurance contributions or private insurance fees paid by households.


  10Data from the OECD database Health expenditure and financing (downloaded September 2018).


  11Direct household expenditure is usually estimated on the basis of GDP calculations by national statistical offices and also takes account of spending in the shadow economy, including ‘under-the-table payments’.


  12Chronic obstructive pulmonary disease is a common condition that mainly affects smokers and is characterized by breathing problems. In serious cases, it can become life threatening or lead to death.


  13Measured as percentage of persons aged 15 and over who drink alcohol every day.


  14 Eurostat (hlth_bmi), (hlth_cfv), (hlth_smok), (hlth_alk), (ilc_mdho01) datasets; accessed September 2018.


  15Eurostat online database [ilc_lvps04] (downloaded June 2016).


  16Eurostat online database [lfsi_act_a] (downloaded June 2016).


  17In this context, opportunism means that individual and lobby interests are placed above the public interest, and the country’s long-term interests are subordinated to short-term political considerations.


  14. Housing market and housing indicators


  1Country groups used in this comparison are based on the presumed (dis)similarity of their welfare and housing regimes; emphasizing that any housing policy initiatives originating from the EU have to take these differences into consideration (Hegedüs et al., 2016; Hegedüs, 2018). Nevertheless, this historico-political grouping can generally be considered arbitrary.


  2 On the one hand, low mobility generates less pressure on the urban housing market to provide rental housing; on the other hand, because of the regional disparities in housing prices and the high transaction cost of selling and buying privately owned homes, people have less chance to move from less-developed regions to more-prosperous urban areas.


  3 The cited report defined a ‘housing affordability problem’ as either housing costs that are disproportionately high in relation to income; substandard housing; or insufficient disposable household income after paying for housing costs.


  4 We hereby express our gratitude to Mrs Gábor Székely (HCSO) for her professional support, and particularly for providing input to this section of our study.


  5 This comparison is used solely to assess the relative position of status groups; their absolute position cannot be estimated on the basis of the survey data.


  6 The HCSO’s 2000 and 2008 Youth Statistics survey found that 9–10 per cent of this age group reside in private rental dwellings (free or discounted accommodation and the halls of residence of educational institutions are also defined as forms of rental housing); a 2017 survey found this rate to be around 20 per cent, although this is representative only of Budapest and its outlying region.


  7 The private rental sector remains to this day a ‘no-go zone’ for sociologists: reliable information is unavailable about the sector’s size or rent levels. Real estate agencies have a relatively broad overview of the market, but this too is often limited to recent rent levels and dwellings newly entering the market; as to realistic price levels, we have still to rely on estimates.


  Part V. Values and attitudes


  15. The Rule of Law, Legal Consciousness and Compliance


  1 Part 1 was written by András Jakab, Parts 2 and 3 were written by György Gajduschek. The present study is based on Jakab and Gajduschek (2016), Jakab (2018) and OTKA research No. 105552 by Gajduschek.


  2 This question became relevant again when the European Commission published its plan in May 2018 to make certain payments to Member States conditional on their record in the area of the RoL. See https://www.bloomberg.com/view/articles/2018-05-03/eu-budget-plan-compels-members-to-respect-values-or-lose-funds.


  3 For methodological details of the mentioned (and further) RoL indices, see Jakab and Lőrincz (2017). The different RoL indices use different data sources, namely hard data (e.g. judicial budget), expert opinions (of constitutional lawyers) and public opinion polls (e.g. corruption perception). I am grateful to Viktor Olivér Lőrincz and Nerma Taletovic for preparation of the graphs. The use of these indices does not make traditional (doctrinal) legal analysis obsolete, but for situations with a large number of changes and for problems of growing discrepancy between facts and norms they are particularly useful (in expert opinions, traditional doctrinal opinions are anyway included).


  4 On the one hand, this was favourable, as liberal democratic traditions (esp. case law) had a higher chance of survival. On the other hand, however, it was unfavourable, because superficial observers (i.e. those who only considered the legal norms, and not the actual practices and narratives) might gain a false impression that the changes were only minor.


  5 The 2018 elections were heavily criticized by the OSCE. See www.osce.org/odihr/elections/hungary/377410?download=true: ‘The 8 April parliamentary elections were characterized by a pervasive overlap between state and ruling party resources, undermining contestants’ ability to compete on an equal basis. Voters had a wide range of political options but intimidating and xenophobic rhetoric, media bias and opaque campaign financing constricted the space for genuine political debate, hindering voters’ ability to make a fully-informed choice.’


  6 This is not a general tendency in the world, see e.g. the British data (Zander, 2004: 1).


  7 For the statistics on the modification of freshly adopted statutes, see Sebők et al. (2017), esp. pp. 300 and 304.


  8 The median is more robust if there are outliers in the sample.


  9 The discrepancy is most likely programmed into the nature of the regime: if the formal rules (and in certain cases also the political rhetoric) more or less conform to the ideas of constitutionalism, then this lends legitimacy to the regime; therefore, the total disappearance of formal constitutional guarantees currently seems unlikely. In actual practice, we are finding more and more exceptions. The tension between formal and informal elements is therefore not a defect, but is quite logical from a practical political perspective in this regime.


  10 These have been documented also on the website of the Constitutional Court. See https://alkotmanybirosag.hu/kozlemeny/munkacsoport-allt-fel-az-alkotmanybirosagon-a-felsooktatasi-torveny-modositasanak-ugyeben/; https://alkotmanybirosag.hu/kozlemeny/az-alkotmanybirosag-kozlemenye-hianypotlasi-felhivas-es-tisztazando-kerdesek-a-felsooktatasi-torveny-modositasanak-ugyeben/. For an empirical analysis of government influence on the Hungarian Constitutional Court, see Szente (2015).


  11 For the latest move by the Constitutional Court, this time clearly also in breach of its own procedural rules, see Halmai (2018).


  12 This finding seems to be valid for the post-communist countries generally. See Klingeman et al. (2006: 6–7).


  13 In an international comparison, this value is still much lower than in established western democracies.


  14 Gajduschek (2017b) argues that in people’s minds these inconsistencies are overlapping footprints of previous regimes. Each successive regime based its legitimacy on ideology (rather than the welfare of people), which was aggressively disseminated by the education system and the media, both of which were controlled by the typically authoritarian regime. However, a cornerstone of each of these ideologies was the total rejection of the foregoing regime and its ideology (values). This latter attribute is valid for the democratic regime established in 1990 and then the new hybrid regime built from 2010. Thus, layers of contradictory ideological indoctrination may co-exist in citizens’ minds without them necessarily being aware of the fact; which value is called forth is highly context dependent.


  15 Within the frame of the OTKA No. 105552 project, three questionnaire surveys were carried out on representative samples of the adult population (3,080 persons) in Hungary in December 2015 and a few months later in Serbia and the Netherlands. Questions addressed the perception of, and beliefs and attitudes towards, the law.


  16 Most importantly: preference for political loyalty over merit in all HR decisions, including selection and promotion; relatively high turnover, with the related loss of experience and knowledge.


  16. Attitudes towards migration and migration policies in Hungary and Europe (2014–18)


  1 Acknowledgement:This publication has been written in the framework of a Postdoctoral Research Grant (No: 121095) supported by theNational Research, Development and Innovation Fundin Hungary.


  2 The exact question was ‘Would you say it is generally bad or good for [country]’s economy that people come to live here from other countries?’ Answers were given on a scale of 0–10, where 0 means bad for the economy and 10 means good for the economy. In the analysis ‘really bad’ means 0 and 1.


  3 The exact question was ‘And, using this card, would you say that [country]’s cultural life is generally undermined or enriched by people coming to live here from other countries?’ Answers were given on a scale of 0–10, where 0 meant the cultural life was undermined and 10 meant the cultural life was enriched. In the analysis ‘Really undermined’ means 0 and 1.


  4 ‘Now, using this card, to what extent do you think [country] should allow people of the same race or ethnic group as most [country]’s people to come and live here?’ and ‘How about people of a different race or ethnic group from most [country] people?’


  5CEORG: Central European Opinion Research Group, see more at: http://old.tarki.hu/en/services/ceorg/


  6 It has to be emphasized, however, that in all the countries, the fieldwork for the CEORG research was carried out before the Paris terror attack of 13 November 2015. The fieldwork was carried out in August 2015 in Poland, September 2015 in Slovakia and the Czech Republic, and October 2015 in Hungary.


  7 In recent empirical research, not only the economic aspect of welfare chauvinism has been assessed but also the social and cultural aspects. See, for example, the development of the DEREX index on right-wing extremism (information on this can be found at http://derexindex.eu/). In this broader context, therefore, altogether three items assessed the attitudes to welfare chauvinism in our questionnaire.


  8 The term was first used by Jørgen Goul Andersen and Tor Bjørklund in Denmark and Norway in the 1990s.


  9 MSZP is the Hungarian Socialist Party, Fidesz is a right-wing party in government, while Jobbik is the extreme right-wing party in Hungary.


  17. The 2018 Hungarian national elections


  1 I am grateful to Dániel Róna for sharing with me his collection of 1990–2010 polling data on the voting intentions of the Hungarian public.


  2 Available at https://tinyurl.com/ych8q2d5


  3 I talk of a lower-bound estimate to reflect some uncertainty regarding the true impact of tactical voting on the distribution of list seats, since that would depend on how exactly the vote distribution looked in the absence of tactical voting.


  4 See http://www.valasztas.hu/dyn/pv18/szavossz/hu/levjkv.html and http://www.valasztas.hu/dyn/pv14/szavossz/hu/levjkv.html


  5 We can ignore here the very small reductive impact on official turnout of a 2013 change in how the National Election Office calculates the participation rate of absentee voters who are pre-registered to cast their ballots in person at a Hungarian consulate or at a polling station outside their home municipality. Had the pre-2013 rules been applied in 2018, the official turnout of all in-person voters would have stood at 70.25 per cent instead of 70.22 per cent.


  6 At the level of municipalities, the 2014 Fidesz vote share explains only 63 per cent of the variance in the 2018 Fidesz vote. When the 2016 ‘no’ vote is added to the model, the explained variance rises to 81 per cent (see the R-squared values in Table 2). Repeating this analysis for the opposition vote, the percentage of all non-Fidesz votes (as a proportion of the electorate) in 2014 explains 86 per cent of the same variance of the same variable in 2018, and adding the number of 2016 ‘yes’ and invalid votes (as a proportion of the total electorate) only increases the R-squared to .88. Thus, the geography of the opposition vote remained far more stable and less affected by the 2016 referendum than that of the Fidesz vote in 2014–18.


  7 For instance, in the pooled data from 17 random-sample constituency polls commissioned by the Country for All Movement in February and March 2018 (N=17,000), only 59 per cent of respondents who intended to vote for an opposition party list in the April election said they would ‘definitely turn out’, while the same figure was 74 per cent among self-declared Fidesz supporters.


  8 Following the 2018 elections, it was often argued in the Hungarian media that the polls actually underestimated Fidesz support this time around. This, however, only holds for certain polling companies that had no traceable track record in previous electoral cycles and were therefore not considered in my charts. Prior to the 2018 elections, some pollsters also released ‘expert estimates’ about the most likely distribution of the vote that put the expected Fidesz vote share at 41 per cent. However, in actual public opinion polls of the five market leaders, whose data are shown in my figures, and that interviewed random samples face to face or over the phone and avoided special political weights and other ad hoc adjustments not routinely applied for monthly releases in the middle of the electoral cycle, there was just one ZRI poll that found Fidesz support falling below 50 per cent during the entire 2018 election campaign.


  9 The only examples similar to the Hungarian case are, to the best of my knowledge, Barbados and New Zealand before the 1993 electoral reform, i.e. former British colonies with a common law tradition and respect for informal conventions.


  10 The Gallagher-index used in Figure 10 calculates half the square root of the squared differences between each party’s vote and seat shares expressed as a percentage of the total (Gallagher, 1991). The point of this complex formula is to give a greater weight in the index to the under- or overrepresentation of a big party by X per cent than to the over- or underrepresentation of X small parties by 1 per cent each. Otherwise, however, the Gallagher-index works in much the same way as if we just summed the absolute differences between each party’s seat and vote share and divided the result by two.


  11 In the 2017 French lower house elections, Macron’s En Marche! party obtained 53.4 per cent of the seats, after winning just 28.2 per cent of the popular vote and just two seats in the first round. In the second round, however, they won 43.1 per cent of all votes and a further 306 seats (Ministère de’l Intérieur, 2017).


  12 Examples of the first are the 2015 Polish and Turkish results in Figure 1, and the 1993 Polish and 2001 Moldovan results in Figure 10. A bonus seat system has existed in San Marino since 2016, and was also an unused part of the electoral system in Italy between 2005 and 2013.


  13 Such circumstances include: (1) elections with multiple rounds, which provide for different incentives for parties and their voters in the different rounds (e.g. France); (2) party systems divided by multiple lines of cleavage (e.g. left–right plus the regional and linguistic divides in Canada); and (3) situations where the local pecking order of parties is uncertain (as in UK constituencies with a strong third-party presence).


  14 Obviously, this does not hold for mixed electoral systems that guarantee full proportionality, such as the German and the post-1993 New Zealand systems.


  15 In the new electoral system introduced by Fidesz in 2011, each citizen is allowed to nominate as many candidates – from as many parties – as he or she wishes.


  16 Under the new public funding regime introduced in 2012–13, the financial support available for running just 27 candidates in single-member districts is greater than the entire annual public funding for a smaller parliamentary party; public funding for the campaign rapidly increases with the number of candidates nominated for election, and is extremely easy to embezzle for private purposes without any legitimate campaign spending.


  17 The 2011 reform discontinued a previous rule that allowed parties running separate lists in the election to jointly nominate candidates in one or more districts and to allocate the remainder votes of such candidates in a predetermined proportion between various party lists.


  18 The date of last access for all web pages on the list is 13 July 2018.


  18. Institutional trust in Hungary and the countries of the EU


  1 Another important thesis of Tyler’s is that trust depends heavily on normative considerations, especially on the perception of procedural fairness related to institutional functioning.


  2 Despite the differences between the Eurobarometer and the EQLS in the measurement scales of institutional trust variables and other methodological details, survey results on the direction of change in institutional confidence are similar, especially for the economic crisis period. For trust in the national government, surveys show decreasing confidence in most countries between 2007 and 2011. Between 2011 and 2016, the number of countries with rising and with declining trust was roughly the same in the Eurobarometer, while EQLS suggests that confidence in institutions has increased in most countries.


  19. Russia in Hungarian public opinion


  1 For a review of the literature on the influenceability of public opinion, see also Krekó et al. (2011). For a more detailed review of mostly (but not exclusively) the American context, see Friedman and Friedman (2012). For the centralization of the media market, see Vasarhelyi (2017).


  2 For comparison: Hungary’s accession to NATO in 1997 was supported by 86 per cent of voters, while 83 per cent backed EU accession in 2003.


  Table of Contents


  
    Introduction


    István György Tóth
  


  
    Part I. Social and demographic indicators
  


  
    1. Demographic trends: fertility, mortality, ageing


    Zsolt Spéder
  


  
    2. Correlations between household structure and level of education1


    István Harcsa – Judit Monostori 
  


  
    3. Poverty and social exclusion in Hungary and the EU


    Réka Branyiczki – András Gábos – Péter Szivós
  


  
    4. Are we far from Europe – divergence or convergence?


    Tamás Kolosi – Péter Szivós
  


  
    Part II. Social structure and social mobility
  


  
    5. Social classes and the self-image of society


    Tamás Kolosi – Krisztián Pósch
  


  
    6. The upper middle class: a new aristocracy? Posing the question for post-communist Hungary


    István György Tóth – Iván Szelényi
  


  
    7. Intergenerational educational mobility in European societies before and after the crisis


    Péter Róbert
  


  
    8. Increasing outward migration – opportunities, hopes and labour market impacts


    Ágnes Hárs
  


  
    Part III. Vulnerable groups
  


  
    9. The situation of young people in Europe during and after the economic crisis


    Márton Medgyesi
  


  
    10. Poverty dynamics during the economic crisis in Hungary


    Réka Branyiczki – András Gábos
  


  
    11. Integration of the Roma in Hungary in the 2010s


    Anikó Bernát
  


  
    Part IV. non-material well-being
  


  
    12. Educational achievement in social and international contexts


    Benő Csapó – József Balázs Fejes – László Kinyó – Edit Tóth
  


  
    13. Health status, health inequalities in international comparison


    Éva Orosz – Zsófia Kollányi
  


  
    14. Housing market and housing indicators


    József Hegedűs – Eszter Somogyi – Nóra Teller
  


  
    Part V. values and attitudes
  


  
    15. The Rule of Law, Legal Consciousness and Compliance


    András Jakab – György Gajduschek
  


  
    16. Attitudes towards migration and migration policies in Hungary and Europe (2014–18)1


    Bori Simonovits – Blanka Szeitl
  


  
    17. The 2018 Hungarian national elections1


    Gábor Tóka
  


  
    18. Institutional trust in Hungary and the countries of the EU


    Márton Medgyesi – Zsolt Boda 
  


  
    19. Russia in Hungarian public opinion


    Péter Krekó
  


  
    The authors of the volume
  


  
    Footnotes
  


  
    Who we are


    TÁRKI Social Research Institute is an independent, private organization that specializes in applied social research. Based in Budapest, Hungary, its research focus ranges from social stratification, social inclusion, labour markets, income distribution, consumption and lifestyle patterns to attitudes in Hungary and (in the majority of its projects) Europe.


    TÁRKI has its own fieldwork apparatus that is capable of carrying out regular Hungarian surveys on social structure and on attitudes, and of managing large-scale international research. TÁRKI is the Hungarian partner of a number of international social science projects, such as the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP); it is also a partner in other empirical data-collection exercises, like the World Values Survey (WVS), the European Social Survey (ESS) and the more recent Survey of Health, Ageing and Retirement in Europe (SHARE). For some of these surveys, TÁRKI is the sole Hungarian partner; for others, it teams up with various other Hungarian research institutes and/or universities. This kind of involvement in the general social research networks of Hungary and Europe makes TÁRKI a social research ‘bridge’ to Hungary – and to Europe as well.


    The majority of TÁRKI’s staff (and of its broader network of scholars) have PhDs, and many hold professorial appointments at major Hungarian universities (and indeed further afield in Europe). TÁRKI is proud to have a distinguished network of external advisers.


    TÁRKI has an institutional culture that places great emphasis on excellence in research. Its management has chosen four principles to guide the institute’s staff and activities: independence, highest professional quality, balanced interpretation, and openness and commitment to democracy. These four principles are enshrined in TÁRKI’s Code of Ethics.


    TÁRKI regularly appears in global rankings of top social policy think tanks, as in the annual Global Go to Think Tank Index reports.


    For more on all of the above and more on your potential partner in Hungary, please visit: www.tarki.hu or write to tarki@tarki.hu







    [image: ekonyvlogo]


    Forgalmazza:


    eKönyv Magyarország Kft.


    www.ekonyv.hu


    Elektronikus könyv: Ambrose Montanus


    


    Felhasznált betűtípusok


    Barlow – SIL Open Font License


    Noto Serif – Apache License 2.0

  

OEBPS/Images/image00386.jpeg
25

20

it

1.0

05

0.0

94 96
- 43
total ISCED (02) ~ ISCED(3-4)  ISCED(5%)

W2004-2007 ™ 2008-2011

2012-2017 =2017






OEBPS/Images/image00387.jpeg
15

10

05

0.0

49
= 32

= 11 I

total ISCED (02) ~ ISCED(34)  ISCED(58)

W2004-2007 W 2008-2011

2012-2017 =2017






OEBPS/Images/image00384.jpeg
90

Bulgaria

Czech Republic
Estonia

Latvia
— = Lithuania
—=— Hungary
—&——poland
Romania

Slovenia
— — — -slovakia





OEBPS/Images/image00385.jpeg
15

1.0

05

0.0

8.2
52
- 46 42
total ISCED (0-2) ISCED (3-4) ISCED (5-8)

W 2004-2007 ™2008-2011 © 20122017 =2017






OEBPS/Images/image00390.gif
25

20

15

1.0

0.5

0.0

215

1.9

total

I 10.1 10.6

ISCED ( 0-2) ISCED (3 4) ISCED ( 5-8)
20042007 ®2008-2011

2012-2017

-2017






OEBPS/Images/image00388.jpeg
15

1.0

05

0.0

46
75 78
- 62 -
total ISCED (02) ~ ISCED(3-4)  ISCED(5%)

W 2004-2007 ™ 2008-2011

2012-2017 =2017






OEBPS/Images/image00389.jpeg
25

20

15

1.0

05

0.0

15.5

67
. . 57
total ISCED (02)  ISCED(3-4)  ISCED (5-)

W2004-2007 ®2008-2011

2012-2017 =2017






OEBPS/Images/image00393.gif
15

1.0

0.5

0.0

11.0

13

12.9

45
total 15-24 25-54 55-64
20042007 ®™2008-2011 + 2012-2017 =—2017






OEBPS/Images/image00394.jpeg
15

1.0

05

0.0

61
48
32
1524 5564

2004-2007 ™ 2008-2011

2012-2017 =2017






OEBPS/Images/image00391.jpeg
40 1

total ISCED (0-2) ISCED (3-4)  ISCED (5-8)

W 2004-2007 ™2008-2011  2012-2017 =2017





OEBPS/Images/image00392.jpeg
25

20

15

10

05

0.0

22

166 17.0
total ISCED (02) ISCED (3-4) ISCED (5-8)

W 2004-2007 ™ 2008-2011

2012-2017 =2017






OEBPS/Images/image00375.jpeg
10%
os%
oo%
0%
T jel\;m;rlmﬂ\ ‘-mlm ‘.,'f‘. \aa.n&wm)rm&m;mh‘m Tother






OEBPS/Images/image00376.jpeg
10%

05%

00%

05%

-L0%

5%

P r Faabne o] ek o | o Tomebes e o

18-29 30-44 a5+





OEBPS/Images/image00373.jpeg
o o * s> ©
A & @”P K 7 o

W Exitrate ~ Retumn rate —Net outward migration rate






OEBPS/Images/image00374.jpeg
5%

0%

5% |

-10%

-15%

20%

InEm

InEd

Ch






OEBPS/Images/image00379.jpeg
35 14
12
30
10
25
20
15
10 0
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

——&—— Vacancy rate ———— Changes in the number of emigrants 2001

<rvrepevses Unemployment rate (LFS) 4~ Unemployment rate incl. public works,





OEBPS/Images/image00380.jpeg
125 35

120

115

110

105

100 7= - 10
ES 05
%0 00

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Net real wage index B + Vacancy rate
Changes in the number of emigrants 20081






OEBPS/Images/image00377.jpeg
g I T L

)

[ fusiaarun

0
Sin o

40
Sn as-iaddn oA

a

v

2410
S0 9as-iaddn ferauan)

40
SN 4os feuonesos

a

40

SN sou e as-ramo

a

v

1.0%
0.5%
00%

05%
L0%

15%

Retum rate =Net outward migration rate

W Exitrate





OEBPS/Images/image00378.jpeg
210

n
= syo

v

0

S0 pakorduau

a

v

— Net ofRtward migratfon rate

240

0 woneanpa

a

Y

- Exitfate

o
i s

S ot

fa i

v

0.0% |

20%

0%
0%
50%

-100%





OEBPS/Images/image00382.jpeg
125 35
120 30
115 25
110 20
105 15
100 10
o5 05
%0 00
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Net real wage index-

Vacancy rate-

Changes In the number of emigrants 2008=1





OEBPS/Images/image00383.jpeg
e vogende - Vo e JE——






OEBPS/Images/image00381.jpeg
125 35
- N
s >
10 .
105 T .
* 05
& 0.0
e mu me s mw ms me aw

Net real wage index. - Vacancy fate

Changes in the number of emigrants 2008





OEBPS/Images/image00408.gif
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

< PO |
< I is
R Ll
< R |\
R
XE— 1

X N S
< O

< X nH
< — Ot
X 14
R ST
7D
< 1
X 1O

> I '

m2014 X2008 A2012





OEBPS/Images/image00409.gif
Persistent poverty rate (%)
[
® S5 N =

o

10

12 14 16
Relative income poverty rate (%)

18

20

22





OEBPS/Images/image00406.gif
35 4

30

@

X
25 + x
20 1
15 + |
10
0

X
% .
& : :

CZMTSK SI LV EE HUCYUKATBEHRFR IE LU PL DE LT FI NL PT SE BG IT EL ES DKROEU
=2016 ©2008 %2014

35

30

25

20

15

10





OEBPS/Images/image00407.gif
35

CZMTSK SI LVEEHUCYUK AT BEHR FR IE LU PL DE LT FI NL PT SE BG IT EL ES DKROEU

Faged16-29 Waged 16-64





OEBPS/Images/image00410.gif
N
© = W

[ R e Y
SRS

Relative income poverty rate (%)
SR

45

* RO
o T
© ES
©ELePT o HR
o LV . B .
o UK o MT LU SE o °
o o o NLEF AT
e BE ePL . g DK -
e FR I
HU
. cz
50 55 60 65 70 75 80

Share of the persistently poor among the poor (%)

85





OEBPS/Images/image00411.gif
35

N
5

3

=

5

T

s: HEs pEREYEREgHES vnzg

* Lived under the poverty threshold in at least one of the four years (%)
W Persistent income poverty rate (%)





OEBPS/Images/image00412.gif
35

20

15

Severe material deprivation rate (%)

BEFR AT ESDKCZ
10

8 8 8 8 v = » °
(%)
a6 uopeANdap [EHIIEW A1AYS UISISIAG





OEBPS/Images/image00415.gif
25

5 o] 3

Persistent poverty rate (%)
@

RO
o
‘ES oLt o
ok T eHR o EL
Shees o MT
E
DIE S L oLy
e e
Uk o
.
5 10 15 20 25 30

Persistent severe material deprivation rate (%)

35





OEBPS/Images/image00416.gif
10
%0
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

29.8 268 45 247
2004 205 206 207
Roma non-Roma






OEBPS/Images/image00413.gif
Severe material deprivation rate (%)

45

35

25
20
15
10

w
HR g
B o 4 i
T S
o o S
ks DK g MI o e
BB L, e R CGEC
. = i N e AT

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Share of the persistently severely materially deprived among the
severely materially deprived (%)





OEBPS/Images/image00414.gif
Persistent poverty rate (%)

18

16

14

12

10

Lv

HU

10 15 2 25
Persistent severe material deprivation rate (%)

30

35





OEBPS/Images/image00397.jpeg
15

1.0

05

0.0

88
71
29
; il
total 15-24 2554 55-64

2004-2007 ®2008-2011

20122017 =2017






OEBPS/Images/image00398.gif
15

1.0

0.5

0.0

total 15-24
= 2004-2007 w==2008-2011

25-54 55-64
2012-2017 ==——2017






OEBPS/Images/image00395.jpeg
L5

10

05

0.0

I 36

55
total

6
15-24 2554 5564

W2004-2007 ®2008-2011

2012-2017 =2017






OEBPS/Images/image00396.jpeg
15

1.0

05

0.0

21
17
1.0
- 08
total 15-24 2554 5564
W 2004-2007 ®2008-2011 © 20122017 =2017






OEBPS/Images/image00399.jpeg
20

15

10

05

0.0

137
11.2 11.1 -
' 3
toml 1524 2554 5564

W 2004-2007 ™ 2008-2011

2012-2017 =2017






OEBPS/Images/image00400.jpeg
25

20

15

10

05

0.0

11.7

-_

total

1524

W 2004-2007 ™ 2008-2011

2012-2017 =2017






OEBPS/Images/image00401.jpeg
20

15

10

05

0.0

19.6
16:0 —
- 134
49
total 15-24 2554 5564

W2004-2007 ®2008-2011

20122017 =2017






OEBPS/Images/image00404.gif
DEMTHUATUK SE EE FI DKLUBERO FR CZ LTLV PL NL SI IE SK BG PT IT HRCY ES EL EU

" aged 15-24, 200814 W aged 15-24, 2014-17 Aaged 15-64, 2008-14 Xaged 15-64, 2014-17





OEBPS/Images/image00405.gif
ROLV LT EEMTUKBGHUSK IE EL CZATBELUCYDK FI DESE FRNL IT HRPL SI PT ES EU

aged15-29,2017 Waged 15642017  @aged15-29, 2008  Aaged 15-64, 2008





OEBPS/Images/image00402.jpeg
15

10

05

0.0

129
110 113 -
45
total 15-24 2554 5564

W2004-2007 ®2008-2011

20122017 =2017






OEBPS/Images/image00403.gif
30

25

20

1

1

a

a X &5
2K
il ><|IIIIIIIII|||| |

NLLU SEMTATDEDK SI CZLT PT FI EE UKLV BE PL IE HUFR SK ES CY ROHRBG EL IT EU

#2017 m2008 A2011 x2014

30

5

0





OEBPS/Images/image00430.gif
Females

All causes of death
(A00-Y89)

excluding S00-T98 | ~

External causes of
morbidity and
mortality (V01-Y89)

Diseases of the
circulatory system
(100-199)

S

51

Diseases of the
respiratory system
(J00-J99)

Malignant
neoplasms (C00-
C97)

Diseases of the
digestive system
(K00-K93)

—1980

eeeees 1990

—==-2000

2010

—2015





OEBPS/Images/image00428.gif
=

aLife yaurs
inill heath

wHaly life
yars






OEBPS/Images/image00429.gif
Males

All causes of death e 1980
(A00-Y 89) excluding ,: - ~
'S00-T98 < 1990
- ==2000
Extemal causes of Diseases of the 2010
‘morbidity and digestive system (K0O-
‘mortality (VO1- K93) —2015






OEBPS/Images/image00350.jpeg
25,000

20,000 e

15,000

10000 —*
g x—*lx—xﬁ:{
o =

5,000

o0

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Ausiria
—— Hungary
—&—Poland

—%— Portugal
—&— Romania





OEBPS/Images/image00349.jpeg
o T u
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Ausiria
—— Hungary
—&—Poland

—%—Porugal
—®— Romania





OEBPS/Images/image00348.jpeg





OEBPS/Images/image00347.jpeg
o

of

o

m

mn





OEBPS/Images/image00346.jpeg
w0
oo
suz
o
0
o

it
010t

264264 56

600
00T

195

00T
9000
<00

194101

00T
000
00z
1000
0000
6661
3661
Lo61
9661

of 4 o 0





OEBPS/Images/image00345.jpeg





OEBPS/Images/image00344.jpeg
o

53
Ee)
u

a1
wu

Y
1
sena
I

is

a8
o8

EY
EEl
¥
n
xa
W
™
o¥
m

aa
W
»





OEBPS/Images/image00343.jpeg
o0t
9100
st
10T
€100
a0z
it
010t
600
00T
00T
9000
<00
00
000
00z
1000
0000
6661
3661
Lo61
9661





OEBPS/Images/image00342.jpeg





OEBPS/Images/image00341.jpeg
08

)

or

EY
a

2
an
™
a
11
g
A
u
is

o
send

m
o8

SELEYE

ECY
53

1





OEBPS/Images/image00433.gif
Femakes

Males

With graduation

Without graduation

With graduation

Without graduation

30 40 50
Years

m2016

19911995

19861990

60





OEBPS/Images/image00434.gif
9% of the educational group

Males

1%
(<]
° o) L]
- . ©
S 0 0
s ve ey mom

OISCED 02

OISCED 34

®ISCED 5





OEBPS/Images/image00431.gif
Years
B8R sH8

Males

[}
&

OISCED 02

ISCED 34

OISCED 58

XTotal





OEBPS/Images/image00432.gif
Femakes

= g oo
- 8
9 8
g0 —% ISCED 34
s O
= OISCED 58
2

XTotal






OEBPS/Images/image00437.gif
300 000

250 000

200000

130 000

100 000

50000

19

2001

2003

2005

2007

2000

201

2013

2015

207

60

50

40

30

20

10

Housing market
transactions (new
and existing
dwellings)

—— Mortgage loans
issued

~enShare of developer
construction (%) -
rightaxis





OEBPS/Images/image00438.gif
70000

50000

50000

40000

30000

20000

10000

o

199 2001

2003 2005 2007 2009 2011

203 2005 2007





OEBPS/Images/image00435.gif
9% of the educational group

EU-15

Females

(<} o
° o
. .

vi Hungary

©ISCED 02
OISCED 34
(e}
o ®ISCED 5
.
EU28





OEBPS/Images/cover00306.jpeg
attitudes to migration

emigration trends

AN GYQRGY TQTH

fertility, mortality

sngels yresy )
employment

Amqou [eros
education

aIn3on11s poyesnoy

SOCIAL REPOR

2IMIONNS 1008





OEBPS/Images/image00436.jpeg
Westem and Northern
European countries

Periphery IT
EU-11

Periphery I
Southern European
countries






OEBPS/Images/image00419.gif
50

510

4

am

4

a0

a0

3%

2000

2003

2006

2009

202

2015





OEBPS/Images/image00420.gif
530

510

42

am

4

a0

an

3%

2000 2003 2006 2009 202 2015

----- OECD average

—— Austria
—o—Cratia

——~Cazech Republic






OEBPS/Images/image00417.gif
80
70
60
50

30
20
10

67.9

547

131 137 132 128

204 2015 206 207

Roma non-Roma






OEBPS/Images/image00418.gif
50

510

4

am

4

a0

an

3%

2000

2003

2006

2009

202

2005

~ ~ - OECD average
—— Austia

—6— Croatia

—— - Czech Republic
— Hungary

—— Poland






OEBPS/Images/image00340.jpeg
§ §8 555828888855 88:8588¢3





OEBPS/Images/image00339.jpeg
o

et





OEBPS/Images/image00338.jpeg
ot

el
sa
ES

1
o8

i
n
3a
Ee)
sena
n
™
aa

EY
i
ox

¥
is
m
A1
»

s
u





OEBPS/Images/image00337.jpeg
10

131

13

13

1o

136

04

66

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

2012

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017





OEBPS/Images/image00336.jpeg





OEBPS/Images/image00335.jpeg





OEBPS/Images/image00334.jpeg
o

o

og
o¥

o
EE)
1

1

u

s
sena
u

sa
ES
Is
n
»
el
m
u
a
¥
™
3a
1
m
as





OEBPS/Images/image00333.jpeg
30

278
263

29

199 203
179

194

20

162
145

10

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017





OEBPS/Images/image00332.jpeg
)

i i





OEBPS/Images/image00331.jpeg
05

o

of

o

og

ERCEAR

11
1

s
sena

53
u
Is
an
a8
»
]
¥
mn
a
¥
1
™
3a
m
as





OEBPS/Images/image00422.gif
# Strength of the relationship between performance and socio-economic status is above the average

<cience ©Strength of the relationship between performance and socio-economic status is not sttistically
e s significantly different from the average
@ Strength of the relationship between performance and socio-economic status is below the average
P
Jro e e—————— P —
elowerage ity i edaston bveerage ity edaaton
]
Sowpoe 8 2| neterans
B PRRY e o
o inand & 4 & bl
ES’G‘(Q“) Slovenia| ©Viet Nam Hn:: (Clim)
New Ze: Australi# Korea ina)
Cuect ey i, Kore Kong
Bel e ingdom
= m swierlne olat|0y oy Y s oD
Feaxos e gt o Ctuled vy o
R =
CABA (wgnim) o Luemboug AN T
* * Mdta © O Lithuania # Iceland
y olaal
Sovak Repiblc ¢
- |G
i R R N ——
g | o
S A
Costatica o Mo 8T ouw
- I | S e e ot *
w o Monines
0 = nonesi| . a0
Lowon o0 "
Twisia RO ¢ Koo .
350
Dominicn Reptic
elowaverag scerce pertrmnce elowaverage scerceperformaee
elowaverae ity medston v erage ety b edcaion
0
» = » A

10 s o

Percentage of varition n performance
explained by socio-economic satus.





OEBPS/Images/image00423.gif
2003

2012

8 8 8 R

8 8 8 8

uoIsnpour [eR0S Jo Xapup

oo
fensinan
pueneyr
AreBungy
e
ersauopup
angnday yeaors
ersiun,

68~ pulyD-Buoy Buogy
[e8miog
ewsny

€l Aoyng
wnidjag
i
Bimoquiaxn'y
Suewwsany
euD-0ee N
saweig patun

| s ewe

uoneiapa uerssmy
uredg

rs Aey
£007 a8eRAR ADIO
aiqndany oz
purrog
erensny

| 69~ pueieaz moN

€9 ueder

9L eaio)
pueraip
spuepayaN
ewuaq

| 99 puepozimg

epeuer)
uasua ]
puegod]
uapamg
Aemion
pueug






OEBPS/Images/image00421.gif
Y

Y

510

500

4

am

2000

2003

2006

2009

202

2015

—— Mathematics

———Reading

——Science





OEBPS/Images/image00426.gif
Life expectancy at age 40, males.

43
a1

39

37
235
EES)

Fl
i

—v3

—EU-15

31

——EULop

2
27
25

0z
oz
8007
s00z
oz
6661
951
et
o6t
o5t
ot
851
8161
stst
73
6961
9961
o1
o091





OEBPS/Images/image00427.gif
Life expectanccy at age 40 (years)

2

38

36

34

32

30

20 000

40 000

R2=0.6309

60 000

® y=28739I(x) + 12,192

80 000

o 1995

e 2016

— Logarithmic
trend of 1995
data

— Logarithmic
trend of 2016
data

100 000
GDP/capita, PPS





OEBPS/Images/image00424.gif
2006

2015

Percentage of resilient students.

eiquojo)
AN
eueing
Aengnun.
A
[9e3s]
puepdl
o11qnday yeaols
220019
pueprey],
AreBuny
Bmoquiaxny
Aarung,
eruenyry
epeor)
uapams
a1/qnday yoazD
eissny
emsny
AemioN
Aoy
aouelg
wnBag
spewuaq
PUR[RZIMS
a8eiare 4DIO
puejaig
pup[eaz MaN
spuepayIaN
SoelS panun
erjensny
Aueuwan

utg
_mﬂw_p asauryD

uedep
(euyD) Buod| Suoy
(euryD) oeoe






OEBPS/Images/image00425.gif
Life expectancy at age 40, females

®
n
m
2
24
23

e EU-15

36
34
2
30

——EULp

0z
oz
8007
s00z
oz
6661
951
et
o6t
o5t
ot
851
8161
stst
73
6961
9961
o1
o091





OEBPS/Images/image00450.gif
95
85
75
65
55

35
25
15

Immigration of people from outside the EU
(Total negative, %)

P -
g "\—'
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

——EU28 ——HU —CZ —SK PL





OEBPS/Images/image00370.jpeg
2004-2007
= 20082011
20122017
2017






OEBPS/Images/image00369.gif
12 II
11
A -II.II

-
05 I pnne
08
07
05
PP SIS TSP PN
SR G f F&HS S
s efof & W FE I (_@4? W
& &
&

Al respondents Only with completed secondary school





OEBPS/Images/image00368.gif
Ep(B)

e — N N N

&SP
F &S
S
e <

5

Al respondents m Only with completed secondary school





OEBPS/Images/image00367.gif
Ep(B)

2

15

1

05

o
5 &

All respondents  ® Only with completed secondary school





OEBPS/Images/image00366.gif





OEBPS/Images/image00365.gif
Before the crisis, 2002-2008

® After the crisis, 2010-2014





OEBPS/Images/image00364.gif





OEBPS/Images/image00363.gif
08

05

04

03

02

o1

o
3

Before the crisis, 2002-2008 = After the crisis, 2010-2014





OEBPS/Images/image00362.gif





OEBPS/Images/image00451.gif
80

70

60

50

I

mImmigration in our country
is out of control

= Interacting with immigrants
makes me uneasy

= Immigrants cause increase

in crimes

1 worry that immigrants
may spread unusual diseases
Tamafraid that in case of
war or political tension

Czech Republic
(September)

Slovakia
(October)

Poland (August)  Hungary immigrants will be loyal to
(October) their country of origin





OEBPS/Images/image00361.gif
0
N .Illll-llllll..l
s






OEBPS/Images/image00452.gif
" Caech  Slowkia | Polnd  Hungary
Republic
(September)

Slovakia
(October)

(Allgusl)

Hungary
(October)

®Immigrants take jobs from
people who are here
already

1 amafraid that our own
culture will be lost with
increase in immigration

= With increased
immigration I fear that our
way of life will change for
the worse





OEBPS/Images/image00455.jpeg
60000

40000

20000

’
&
L
nthe BV *
100 of e age citzens doad w0 be 202
2010 2014 e

2006





OEBPS/Images/image00456.jpeg
Vata
Lucemboury
Belgurn
&iien
D
Tiriay
Netherana
fesiana
Kishe
Horuay
ecpensan
e
Bearet
Montenagro
iy
Filand

Hungay

Macedonia
Cyprus

ain
Andorrs
Ireland
Estonia
Caechia
Siovakia
San Marino
Bosnia & Herzegorna
atvia
Greece
Serbia
Portugal
Moldova
Croatia
Bulgaria
Utdaine
Slovenia
Poland
Lithuania
Fiance
Switzsrland
Russia
Albania
Romania

60

80

100





OEBPS/Images/image00453.gif
who left their country due to war or civil war
who have left their country due to lack of work

who have fled due to hunger or natral catastrophes

who are being persecuted due to different political activity

who are being persecuted due to their ethnic or national origin

who arrived in Hungary with the aim of family reunion (part of
the family lives in Hungary already)

who have left their country because of Islamic State (ISIS)

who are being persecuted due to their religion
who are being persecuted for belonging to a Christian
denomination that is persecuted in their country of origin

who are being persecuted for belonging to an Islamic sect that
is persecuted in their country of origin

= October 2015 (N=1003)

°

10

20

=

30

40 50
January 2016 (N=1001)

60





OEBPS/Images/image00454.jpeg
‘Seat share (%)

0

60

50

7]

£

10

Hungary
Turkey
France Andorra P
g v IS
Poland Serbe
. ouk ,
Greece o Portugal o

Macegonia « Montenégro
« Croat

siécHtenstein

Ukraine:

o egouma e 3 scsina

- ithuania

~Beans

10 20 30 40 50






OEBPS/Images/image00459.jpeg
o





OEBPS/Images/image00460.jpeg
R —

oz

ouzs sy e

o





OEBPS/Images/image00457.jpeg
voria

0558 o pasado % wo
AON 2599148102 0 WoreIAS]

oz

©

20





OEBPS/Images/image00458.jpeg





OEBPS/Images/image00439.gif
2

25

200

17

13

15

10

75

50

199

2001

2003

2005

2007

2009

2011

2013

2015

207

——Landand
Mortgage Bank
House Price Index
(2000=100)

——Ladand
Mortgage Bank
House Price Index
deflated by
Consumer Price
Index (2000=100)





OEBPS/Images/image00440.gif
80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

199 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017

8000

7000

6000

5000

4000

3000

2000

1000

0





OEBPS/Images/image00360.gif
|II.I|-I||l--II
.

= Dowmward moility





OEBPS/Images/image00359.gif
15

13

11

1962 1967 1972 1977 1982 1987 1992 1996 2000 2003 2005 2007 2009 2012 2014

——S1 = §5+56 ——S10





OEBPS/Images/image00358.gif
09

intergenerational earnings mobility

08

07

06

05

04

03

02

coL

015

020

025

030

035

0.40

045

050

055

0.60 0.65
Gini coefficient





OEBPS/Images/image00357.jpeg
2001 Elite

Upper-middle class

Middle class

Working class
Deprived

2012 Elite

Upper-middle class

Middle class
Working class

Deprived






OEBPS/Images/image00356.jpeg
—2001 = =2012

., Upper-middle class

‘Working class Middle class





OEBPS/Images/image00355.jpeg
A Type B Type C Type

D Type E Type





OEBPS/Images/image00354.jpeg





OEBPS/Images/image00353.jpeg
45

“0

B s

* /’\'4\\\‘\—4»-*‘/.44'\-—0 Austria

. = Hungary

2 —a—Poland
**7)(—**** —— Portugal

o —@— Romania

10 —

s






OEBPS/Images/image00352.jpeg
120

110

100

- ————-EU27

= eossernss EULS

o Ausiria
Hungary

i & Poland

. ——>— Portugal

- —e— Romania

30

204 v "
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017






OEBPS/Images/image00351.jpeg
26,000

24000
200
20000 I
18000 oy
16000 Austia
e Hungary
A ——a&—— Poland
12000 x— porugal

10000 —&— Romania

8,000

6,000+ v
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017






OEBPS/Images/image00441.jpeg
10

+— +— - - Status Index (Democracy Index
and Market Economy Index to-
gether)

- Democracy

2006

2008

2010

2012

2014

2016

Rale of Law (Sub-Index of
Democracy)

- Market Economy
Management Index (Govern-

‘ment Efficiency, not part of Sta-
tus Index)





OEBPS/Images/image00444.gif





OEBPS/Images/image00445.gif
s a8 466

18 am — s

~im

2002 2m4 2006 208 2000 202 2014





OEBPS/Images/image00442.gif
10

09

o8

07

08

0s

04

20213

204

2015

206

———Overall Score

~—~ Factor 1: Constraints on
Government Powers

—— Factor 2: Absence of

Corruption

Factor 3: Open Government

-~ Factor 4: Fundamental
Rights
—— Factor 5: Order and Seaurity

~—— Factor 6: Regulatory
Enforcement






OEBPS/Images/image00443.gif





OEBPS/Images/image00448.gif
20

10

== Unemployment

Health and
social security

—— Immigration

Rising
prices/inflation/
costof living

Pension

20132

2014

2015

Economic
situation
2016 2017 2018





OEBPS/Images/image00449.gif
95
85
75
65
55
45
35
25
15

Immigration of people from other EU Member
States (Total negative, %)

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
——EU28 ——HU —CZ -——SK PL





OEBPS/Images/image00446.gif
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017





OEBPS/Images/image00447.gif
10

204

205

206

207

208

Immigration

Terrorism

Economicsituation

e The state of Member
States public finances

—— Unemployment

——EUS nfluence inthe
warld





OEBPS/Images/image00310.jpeg
Per 1,000 women
180

160

140

120

100

80

60

Age
———1990 ————2000

+2005 ©r— 2015 ————-2017





OEBPS/Images/image00309.jpeg
Years
31
30
2
28
27
2
25
2
23
2

POSPI PP FN PL SIS PO L PO O DD O oD
B O R A R A A R R A

——— Mean age of women at the birth of their first child -

Mean age of women at childbirth





OEBPS/Images/image00308.jpeg
Hungary
& Finland
—a— France
Austria
—Italy

-+ Czech Republic

Estonia

—8— Bulgaria

2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008





OEBPS/Images/image00307.jpeg
" TARKI i

. TARSADALOMKUTATASI INTEZET ZRT. Institute Inc.













OEBPS/Images/image00462.jpeg
S ————






OEBPS/Images/image00463.jpeg
2018

2014

Ry





OEBPS/Images/image00461.jpeg
[P oz onns Joazno pos o





OEBPS/Images/image00466.jpeg
Trustin the legal system/police, 2011

DE e
ok WS g AT sE
.-
IE o o EE
o MT
R #5%8e
HU
QUIT & pr
PLe® o
LVir-e, .
SISK o
HR » RO &
BG +
4 s 6

Trustin the legal system/police, 2007





OEBPS/Images/image00467.jpeg
Trustin the legal system/police, 2016

Ly e
DE ¢ »
.
X
.

B

&

HU

LT & o
IT BE ¢
ee cZFR ¢ Fyr

H. -
RO ¢ * LVt o % ES e

o

SE

cv
sk oSt
HR *
BG ¢
4 5 6

Trustin the legal system/police, 2011





OEBPS/Images/image00464.jpeg
g
5 LU @ SE
g 6 Fl e &
E
Z NL DK
: DE
5 3 MT o AT &
el
2 Uke fE o EE
g 4 IEe ES
] HU,
g PLY CZ pr, Cy ¢
£ | BGyk o ¢, Flosk o
3 W mteg
LT RO ¢
5l B
3 3 4 5 6

Trustin political institutions, 2007





OEBPS/Images/image00465.jpeg
Trustin political institutions, 2016

« SE
0
NL o w
AYB Nk
HU, BE DE
* UK e®EE
re gz I
s $467e PR
RO # L\%‘. Y
IT* BG pg*
HR o 8
* EL
3 4 5 6

Trustin political institutions, 2011





OEBPS/Images/image00470.gif
20

15

10

05

00

ES

R
[
SE
DK

.
=

% s

st

=
£

social

SEpuu>dEEEMEg 2N E
B R4 2%02E¢8

SC@<E®E Sz

=High social tension  OTotal sample

g

2
E

]





OEBPS/Images/image00468.gif
ELROESCYSK SI IE AT PTDK IT LT FR EE BE FI NLMTCZLVHRUKPL HUSE LUBGDE,

wprimary, bower secondary  ® Tertiary diploma  OTotal sample





OEBPS/Images/image00469.gif
20






OEBPS/Images/image00330.jpeg
0

s B4
27
403 4
» 6 309 0
374 371
348

26 550

30

10

2005 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017





OEBPS/Images/image00329.jpeg





OEBPS/Images/image00328.jpeg
ot

ox
o8
s1
11
1
Eel

1

1
sena

m
m
a
EY

0
n





OEBPS/Images/image00327.jpeg
10

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017





OEBPS/Images/image00326.jpeg





OEBPS/Images/image00325.jpeg
or

of

ot

sena
3
kN
ECY
n
m
a

1

GHEY

3a
™
1
»





OEBPS/Images/image00324.jpeg
40

248
35

314 315 318

294 296 299
282 282

263

321

20

256

20

10

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017





OEBPS/Images/image00323.gif
. . Rehtive income
Severe material deprivation poverty

14.5% 13.4%

1.4 million persons 1.293 million persons






OEBPS/Images/image00322.jpeg
Old-age dependency ratio (%) Ageing index (%)

30 150
2 140
2 130
2 120
2 110
0 100
1 %0
16 0
14 70
12 0
10 s0
s 4“0
° Old-age dependency ratio (65+/15-64) 30
& - - - Ageing index (65+/0-14) 2
2 10
8 o
EBERBREB AR ER S R8RS ERE S ERE R





OEBPS/Images/image00321.jpeg
Diseases ofthe Other diseases; 9.2

digestive
system; 4.8

Cancers; 25.3
Respiratory
diseases; 65

Other external
causes; 2.6

Suicides; 1.4

Traffic
accidents; 0.6

Other diseases/

of the
circulatory Ischaemic heart
system; 15.2 diseases; 25.1

Celsbrovascular/
diseases; 9.5





OEBPS/Images/image00320.jpeg
s
£ =
P s

68
66

64

62

SHI PP P E S PSP SO
VOISO IP PP

P o
e =t

Republic
—&— Poland
—%— Romania

—— Bulgaria





OEBPS/Images/image00319.jpeg
Men

Hungary
— & Finland

Austria

- Tualy

Czech Republic
—&— Poland

—%— Romania

—e—Bulgaria

62





OEBPS/Images/image00318.jpeg
‘Women (million persons)

2,600,000.00

2,550,000.00

2,500,000.00

2,450,000.00

2,400,000.00

2,350,000.00

2,300,000.00

2,250,000.00

2,200,000.00

‘Births (thousand persons)

1989

1990

1991

1902

1993

H

1995
1996

&

1998
1999
2000
2001
2002

Number of women aged 15-49

2003

2004

gg5g82:z¢
ERRERARR
——— Number of live births.

&

2014

2015

2016

2017

140,000

130,000

120,000

110,000

100,000

90,000

80,000





OEBPS/Images/image00317.jpeg
=&

70

50

s0

30

20

10

75
55
. - 38

Netherlands

Switzerland

Hungary

Bulgaria





OEBPS/Images/image00316.jpeg
180
150 B Non-marital ASFR—— ASFR all
140
120
100
50
0
a0

20

0
LD DP PR RN D PR DD DR





OEBPS/Images/image00315.jpeg
180
160 = Non-marital ASFR  —— ASFRall
140
120
100

80

20

0
ERXDDY PR PR DN DD R





OEBPS/Images/image00314.jpeg
60

s0

40

30

20

10

L0z
at0z
stoz
rioz
€10z
oz

10z
otoz
600z
800z
Lo0z
a00z
so0z
ro0z
€00z
200z
100z
000z
6661
a661
L661
9661
s661
ve61
€661
2661
1661
0661
6a61





OEBPS/Images/image00313.jpeg
100 —

%0

80~

=

‘Without partner = With partner m With spouse





OEBPS/Images/image00312.jpeg
100

%0

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

‘Without partner  With partner  With spouse





OEBPS/Images/image00311.jpeg
09
08
07
05
05
04
03
02
o1

o

N N P N SR SRR G S SR IR R IR
R I R O





OEBPS/Images/image00471.gif
Change in trustin politcal nstkutions

H

s

&

&

&

H

10

05 o0 05
Change in Comuption Perceptions Index

10

15





OEBPS/Images/image00371.jpeg
14

12

10

08

06

o

2

02

o0

2009

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

- EU emigrants (stock) —— Annual changes in emigrants.

2017

350

300

250

200

150

100

0





OEBPS/Images/image00372.jpeg
25,000 50,000
- 45,000
000 40,000
- 35,000
15,000 30,000
— 25,000
10000 — 20000
15,000
s00+ ——— 10,000
- 5000
o o
w0 2011 202 2013 2014 2005 2006 2007
United Kingdom (NINO, estimated) = Austia (AMS including short term)

— Germany (BA including short-term) —— The three countries together





OEBPS/Images/image00474.gif
80%
70%
60%
50%

30%
20%






OEBPS/Images/image00475.gif
Part of the West

Somewhere between East and West

Part of the East

Does not know, does not answer

0%

10% 20% 30% 40% 50%  60%





OEBPS/Images/image00472.jpeg
Change in trustin political institutions

L5
13

0.9
0.7
05
03
0.1
0.1
-0.3
-0.5

Hu*® RO &

0 0.5 1

Change in Corruption Perceptions Index





OEBPS/Images/image00473.gif
80%

70%

60%

50%

30%

20%

10%

N IO R W >
@ o> S NI X
'v@w@ x@m@ ,»@m S PN m“\w@

Left-wing  =——— Right-wing

T T R e

Q7

~——— Don't know

D 07
'\»,&'\»

Total sample





OEBPS/Images/image00476.jpeg
*eKényv





