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Executive summary

General-purpose Al systems (GPAIs) are increasingly used as interfaces for accessing, interpreting,
and summarising political information. In electoral contexts, this plays a significant role in shaping
how citizens make political choices. Unlike voting advice applications, journalistic explainers, or
civil society tools, general-purpose Al systems usually do not disclose a transparent methodology
for political matching, do not provide reproducible results, and are not subject to dedicated public
oversight when they provide electoral guidance.

'This report examines how two widely accessible general-purpose Al systems, ChatGPT" and Gemi-
ni,” responded to structured political prompts during the 2026 Hungarian parliamentary election
campaign. The prompts were based on party-position data from “Voksmonitor”,” a renowned Hun-
garian voting advice application, and reflected the positions of the five political parties registered on
national lists for the parliamentary election. Each party-aligned profile was tested 10 times in each
system, under two conditions: first, a direct request for voting advice; second, a request for percentage
matches with political parties. In total, the study analysed 200 outputs.

'The results show that the tested systems did not provide reliable political guidance. Even when they
were given detailed, internally coherent belief sets that exactly mirrored party positions, both systems
frequently failed to identify the correct party. This was especially visible in relation to the Tisza
Party, the opposition party that later defeated the governing Fidesz party and secured a two-thirds
parliamentary majority. While Fidesz-aligned profiles were recognised far more consistently, Tisza-
aligned profiles were often misclassified, omitted, or redirected towards other parties.

'The systems also showed significant inconsistency across repeated runs. Identical prompts sometimes
produced materially different outputs. The same party could receive very different percentage scores
across repetitions, and the set of parties included in the analysis varied substantially.


https://www.voksmonitor.hu/
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Both systems often provided substantive political guidance while formally stating that they could not
tell users how to vote or calculate exact party matches. The answers appeared well-argued, precise
and authoritative. This creates a risk that users may treat the outputs as reliable, even though the
underlying method is opaque and the results are unstable.

The study does not claim that these systems aftected the outcome of the 2026 Hungarian election.
Tisza won decisively despite the observed distortions. The concern is different: the systems were
capable of providing inaccurate, unstable, and potentially consequential electoral guidance in a real
campaign environment. In a more competitive election, or where voters are less certain, such outputs
could carry greater significance and potentially impact the outcome of the election.

'The findings are also relevant to EU regulatory debates. General-purpose AI (GPAI) models have a
particular role and responsibility along the Al value chain, also in supporting democracy and the rule
of law. Providers of GPAI models with systemic risk should assess and mitigate those risks, especially
if it concerns democracy and the rule of law. The EU Artificial Intelligence Act’s (Al Act) ex-ante risk
identification and mitigation concerns GPAI models with systemic risk (Article 51) defined by Recital
110 as “risks with reasonably foreseeable negative effects on .. democratic processes, ... fundamental
rights, and the society as a whole.”

Model evaluations and risk assessment reports could enhance the level of protection. GPAIs that pro-
vide any level of advice to users should be seen as election-advice tools, which makes them democrat-
ic-impact systems that require upstream GPAI providers to prove, before and during elections, that
the model is transparent, documented, evaluated, non-manipulative, secure, and continuously
monitored for risks to fundamental rights, democracy, and the rule of law. Personalised chatbot
systems that provide election-related recommendations to voters should be considered high-risk Al
systems where they potentially influence voting behaviour or the outcome of an election or referendum.

Article 34 of the Digital Services Act (DSA) requires very large online platforms and search engines
to diligently identify, analyse and assess any systemic risks in the European Union stemming from
the design or functioning of their service and its related systems, including algorithmic systems, or
of any actual or foreseeable negative effects on civic discourse and electoral processes stemming from
the use made of their services.

However, Al search functions, while similar to search engines, do not exactly fit within the DSA’s
definition, nor do they fully fit within the Al Act’s product safety approach. We believe GPAI
governance should combine the DSA’s oversight approach with the AI Act’s risk management
framework, addressing regulatory gaps by assessing and mitigating risks to democratic discourse
and elections. The blurring of lines between search engines, platforms, and Al products is creating
governance gaps. Furthermore, identified risks related to search engines, such as ranking bias, market
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concentration, sponsored content, and opacity, are likely to deepen in Al search. Neither frame-
work currently provides a detailed, tailored safeguard regime for Al systems that provide political
advice to voters.

'This report therefore recommends that providers should refrain from offering personalised voting
recommendations unless they meet the high-risk requirements in the AI Act and can ensure accuracy,
transparency, and reproducibility; that they adopt stronger safeguards for election-related prompts;
that they direct users to reliable, transparent, and locally relevant sources such as official election
information and credible voting advice applications; and that regulators should fill the governance
gaps, using existing frameworks and risk mitigation measures. The core conclusion is that GPAIs
should not present opaque and unstable political matching as if it were reliable electoral guidance.
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1. Introduction

General-purpose Al systems (GPAIs) are increasingly shaping how citizens access and interpret
political information. Users are now seeking guidance from Al chatbots on complex issues, includ-
ing electoral decisions. Consequently, GPAISs are likely to become important intermediaries in dem-
ocratic processes.

'This development has direct implications. In an electoral context, even indirect or qualified guid-
ance can influence which options users consider and the choices they make. Unlike established
intermediaries such as voting advice applications (VA As), journalists, or civil society organisations,
GPAIs generally lack transparent methodologies, do not explain their reasoning, and are not subject
to comparable oversight or accountability standards.

Providers increasingly present these systems as general interfaces for finding and synthesising infor-
mation. OpenAl describes ChatGPT as a tool that can “search the web”,” while Google states that its
Al Mode in Search combines Gemini with Google’s information systems.

In conventional search, users are presented with external sources and must choose which ones to open,
compare, and trust. The order and presentation of search results can significantly influence users’
perceptions of credibility and relevance. However, transitioning from searching for information to
receiving a pre-framed answer gives Al systems a more active role in shaping public understand-
ing and potentially being more convincing. When these systems address questions related to public
affairs, issues such as accuracy, sourcing, and accountability become crucial democratic concerns.

This report examines this issue in the Hungarian context. It analyses how ChatGPT and Gemini
responded to structured political prompts during the 2026 Hungarian parliamentary election
campaign. The prompts reflected the positions of the five parties fielding national lists, based on
data from the Hungarian voting advice application Voksmonitor.” The systems were asked either to
advise users on how to vote or to estimate percentage matches with the relevant parties. The political
context was highly consequential: on 12 April 2026, Tisza defeated Fidesz, ending Viktor Orbdn’s 16

years in office.

The report finds that these systems do not provide reliable political guidance. They often fail to
match clear voter profiles to the correct party, offer substantive steering even when formally declining


https://chatgpt.com/hu-HU/overview/
https://gemini.google/about/
https://www.voksmonitor.hu/

LIBERTIES TESTING POLITICAL ADVICE IN GENERAL-PURPOSE Al SYSTEMS

% CIviL SHOULD AI'TELL YOU WHO TO VOTE FOR?
EUROPE DURING THE 2026 HUNGARIAN ELECTION CAMPAIGN

to recommend a vote, and present inconsistent outputs with unwarranted confidence. Their responses
tend to oversimplify electoral choices, overlook factors such as strategic voting or candidate-level
considerations, and present conclusions with undue certainty.

'These findings are also relevant for EU law. Under the Digital Services Act, very large online plat-
forms and search engines must mitigate systemic risks related to electoral processes. Under the Al
Act, providers of general-purpose Al models are subject to transparency obligations, training-content
summaries, systemic-risk obligations, model evaluations, serious-incident reporting, and cybersecu-
rity duties.

Article 53 of the AI Act requires providers to draw up and keep up to date technical documentation
for GPATI models. This must cover the model’s development, including the training and testing pro-
cess and the results of evaluations. Providers must also prepare and keep up-to-date information for
companies that want to integrate the GPAI models into their own Al systems. Providers must make
publicly available a sufficiently detailed summary of the content used to train the model. Some
open-source GPAI models may be exempt from certain documentation obligations, but not where the
model has systemic risk. Systems capable of providing election advice should not allow ‘open source’
to become a loophole. Any GPAI model, open or closed, should have to disclose election-specific
data, any safety restrictions it employs, and known political-bias risks.

2. Methodology and testing

As indicated above, this report examines how two widely accessible general-purpose Al systems,
ChatGPT and Gemini, responded to structured political prompts during the 2026 Hungarian par-
liamentary election campaign. The purpose of the research was to assess how these GPAIs respond to
users seeking guidance on voting and on which party best matches their political views.

'The Hungarian National Media and Infocommunications Authority published a report’ on the daily
active use of ChatGPT and Gemini, but it does not provide data on the specific versions used. We
considered the free versions of ChatGPT and Gemini to be the most relevant services for this study.
'This was based on OpenATI’s market-leading position and on the fact that Gemini is integrated
into Google’s ecosystem, with Google continuing to dominate the search market. On that basis, we
assumed that these are among the main Al systems ordinary users are likely to turn to for information
or guidance.


https://nmhh.hu/dokumentum/259855/online_kozonsegmeres_majus.pdf
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To test ChatGPT and Gemini, we used five structured belief sets designed to correspond to the
party positions of parties fielding a national list. These profiles were based on a questionnaire provided
by Voksmonitor, a renowned Hungarian voting advice application (VAA).

Each profile was tested ten times, in each system, in two distinct prompt conditions. In the first,
the systems were asked directly for electoral guidance: based on the stated views, who should the user
vote for? In the second, they were asked to state the percentage to which the user’s views matched
each political party. These two conditions were chosen because they capture two closely related ways
in which users may seek political guidance from Al systems: either by asking directly for a recommen-

dation, or by asking for a quantified alignment that they could also get from VA As.

The study was designed to evaluate several questions at once. First, could the systems correctly
identity the party whose positions matched the views in the prompt? Second, would they decline to
provide electoral advice, and if so, would that refusal be meaningful or merely formal? Third, were
the outputs stable across repeated runs, or did identical prompts produce materially different answers?
Finally, where the systems provided percentage matches or broader political analysis, did those out-
puts reflect a clear and credible underlying logic?

All experimental runs were conducted under standardised but practically feasible client-side con-
ditions. The aim was to ensure consistency across observations while minimising session-based and
location-based variability.

3. Key findings

'The findings of this report pointed to a consistent pattern: the systems tested did not provide reliable
political guidance for the 2026 Hungarian election.

First, both systems struggled to accurately match certain voter profiles to political parties. This
problem was particularly evident in relation to the Tisza Party, the opposition force that later defeated
the governing Fidesz after 16 years in power. While the Fidesz-aligned belief set was identified
consistently, the Tisza-aligned belief set was frequently misclassified.

Second, ChatGPT displayed a striking asymmetry in its percentage-match outputs. It assigned per-
centage matches to many parties, including parties not running in the 2026 elections, but Tisza
was matched in only 2%. In 50% of cases, users whose views aligned with Tisza were instead directed
to the Demokratikus Koalicié (DK), a small party consistently measured as having no significant
chance of passing the 5% parliamentary threshold.



ciL SHOULD Al TELL YOU WHO TO VOTE FOR?
bNioN con TESTING POLITICAL ADVICE IN GENERAL-PURPOSE Al SYSTEMS
EUROPE DURING THE 2026 HUNGARIAN ELECTION CAMPAIGN

Tisza Misclassification Flow

For Tisza-aligned voter profiles — ChatGPT (percentage-match condition)

ChatGPT Free

(web interface, accessed 23 March 2026)

Demokratikus
How to read
Koalicié (DK) @

In 50% of cases, users with Tisza-

Tisza- (50%) aligned views were directed to
aligned

Demokratikus Koalici6 (DK).

profile - N “All other outputs” is the remaining
All other 50% — every output that did not
resolve to DK.

outputs
(50%)

In 50% of cases (5 out of 10), ChatGPT redirected Tisza-aligned users
to Demokratikus Koalicié (DK).

'Third, both systems provided substantive political guidance even when they stated they could not
advise users on how to vote or provide a precise percentage match. The humble introductions of the
outputs may have increased their perceived credibility, rather than operating as a safeguard that warns
people not to trust the answers they provide.

Fourth, the outputs exhibited structured distortions. These concerned not only the repeated under-
representation of Tisza (predominantly by ChatGPT), but also the broader framing of electoral
choice by both systems. Voting decisions were often reduced to a simple exercise in unweighted value
alignment, with little or no consideration of strategic voting, candidate-level dynamics, or the wider
electoral context. In addition, ideological distances between parties were often presented inaccurately.

Fifth, meaningful safeguards for users were largely absent. The systems rarely directed users to
more reliable tools or sources, and when they did suggest that the user may look into some VAA,
those were often non-existent or irrelevant (not advising on the 2026 Hungarian elections).

Taken together, these findings raise serious concerns about the role of Al systems in electoral con-
texts. As these systems become more embedded in everyday information-seeking, their influence on
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political understanding is likely to grow. Ensuring that GPAIs provide accurate information, are
transparent, and accountable is essential for democratic resilience.

4. Findings in detail

4.1 Voting advice condition

In the voting advice condition, both systems sometimes provided voting-relevant guidance despite the
democratic sensitivity of the request. However, their behaviour differed in important respects.

ChatGPT used a generic platform-level warning placed below the input box, intended to serve as a
safeguard against users over-relying on its answers. No specific election-related warning label was
employed. In its answers, ChatGPT, presumably as a safeguard, often stated that it could not or
should not tell the user how to vote. However, in the vast majority of cases, it proceeded to provide
voting-relevant guidance that sometimes steered toward one or a few parties.

'The responses varied considerably by profile. For the MKKP-aligned profile, ChatGPT generally pro-
vided political analysis but rarely recommended a specific party. A similar pattern emerged for most
Mi Hazink-aligned prompts: in all but one case, the system provided an analysis without explicitly
telling the user whom to vote for, and without clearly stating that it could not provide voting advice.

For the larger parties, and for Demokratikus Koalici6, the pattern was more mixed. In some cases,
ChatGPT gave an analysis and recommended one or several parties without adding any meaningful
caution. In other cases, it stated that it could not provide direct voting advice but nonetheless rec-
ommended, or strongly steered the user towards, one or more parties. In another group of answers,
it avoided explicit recommendations and instead offered a general ideological reading of the user’s
answers and of the Hungarian political landscape.

Where ChatGPT clearly recommended one party, this pattern was strongest for the Fidesz-aligned
profile. In 50% of the Fidesz-profile responses, ChatGPT identified Fidesz as the single party the
user should vote for. In the remaining 50%, Fidesz was still presented as one of the main parties that
the user should strongly consider.

'The Tisza-aligned profile produced a sharply different result. ChatGPT did not identify Tisza as
the appropriate party in any of the voting-advice responses. Instead, it recommended other parties,
including parties that were not contesting the 2026 election. The smaller-party profiles faced the same
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fate: ChatGPT did not produce a single clear and correct recommendation for the Demokratikus

Koalicié, Mi Hazink or MKKP profiles.

Correct Party ldentification Rate — ChatGPT

Share of responses that correctly identified the party matching the user’s profile (voting-advice condition)

. ChatGPT Free

(web interface, accessed 23 March 2026)

Party Profile

(based on Voksmonitor)

@ How to read

Each bar shows the
share of responses
where ChatGPT
recommended the
party best matching
the profile as the
single party to
consider.

Fidesz-KDNP

(Government party
in March 2026)

50%

Tisza

0,
(Main opposition party 0 A’
in March 2026)

Higher values mean
better identification
performance.
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Percentage of Correct Identifications

ChatGPT correctly identified the Fidesz-aligned profile in 50% of cases,
but the Tisza-aligned profile was never correctly identified (0% of cases).

Note: Each profile was tested 10 times under the voting-advice condition.
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A further problem was the frequent inclusion of parties that were not running in the 2026 election.
In the clear majority of ChatGPT responses, a significant portion of the analysis focused on parties
not standing in the election, even though the user had asked for advice on how to vote. Only 4% of all
ChatGPT answers avoided mentioning non-running parties as options to consider.

Electoral-Relevance Failure Rate

Share of responses by electoral relevance (voting-advice condition)

ChatGPT (Free) Gemini (Free)

(web interface, accessed 23 March 2026) (web interface, accessed 24 March 2026)

. Fully Relevant
Only parties running in
the 2026 election

@ How to read

Fully Relevant: only
parties running in
the 2026 election
[ Electoral-Relevance appeared.
Failure
At least one non-running
party was mentioned

(briefly or prominently)

Failure: at least one
non-running party
was mentioned in the
answer.

Only 4% of answers from either system referred exclusively to
parties contesting the 2026 election.

12
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Tisza was mentioned in only 8% of ChatGPT responses in the voting advice condition, and even
then, not necessarily as a central or recommended option. This is particularly significant because Tisza
won the election by a landslide and secured a constitutional majority for the following parliamentary
term. The result, therefore, suggests not merely a failure of party matching but a serious failure to
reflect the actual electoral context in which the advice was requested.

Tisza Mention Rate

Share of responses that mentioned Tisza anywhere in the output (voting-advice condition)

| @ How to read

8%: | | | | Each bar shows the share of
| | | | responses that mentioned
' Tisza anywhere in the output.

ChatGPT (Free)

Higher values mean more
frequent mentions.

Gemini (Free)

64% |

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Share of responses (%)

Tisza was mentioned in only 8% of ChatGPT responses, compared
with 64% of responses by Gemini.

Note: In the 2026 Parliamentary election, Tisza received 53.18% of the party-list vote, Fidesz-KDNP 38.61%
and Mi Hazank 5.63%. As a result, Tisza secured 70.85% of the seats in Parliament, while Fidesz-KDNP won
26.13% and Mi Hazank 6%.

Gemini displayed a somewhat different pattern. It included a general warning below its answers: ‘Iz
Al-vdlaszokban eléfordulbatnak hibdk. Tovabbi informdcis” [Al responses may contain errors. Learn
more]. This safeguard is slightly more visible than a generic platform-level warning placed below
the input box, because it appears together with the answer itself. However, it remains weak. It is not
election-specific, it does not clearly warn the user against relying on the answer for voting decisions,
and it is unlikely that many users would read it or meaningfully take it into account.

When Gemini was presented with a belief set aligned with Fidesz, it provided explicit voting advice
without hesitation and without stating that it could not or should not recommend a party. In those
cases, it recommended Fidesz. In all other scenarios, Gemini generally limited itself to analysis and
identified more than one party for the user to strongly consider. Sometimes it stated that it could not
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provide concrete voting advice; at other times, it stated that it could. However, outside the Fidesz-
aligned profile, it did not provide the same kind of explicit one-party voting recommendation. This
asymmetry is highly concerning. It suggests a systematic distortion in the model’s responses,
although this does not imply that the distortion was intentional.

Gemini also showed substantial noise in its handling of the actual party landscape. As with ChatGPT,
only 4% of Gemini responses avoided mentioning parties that were not running in the 2026 election.
'The problem was somewhat less severe in qualitative terms: in most Gemini responses, non-running
parties were mentioned but not placed at the centre of the recommendation. Still, their inclusion is
problematic in a voting-advice context, because the user had asked for help in making a real elec-
toral choice.

Gemini performed better than ChatGPT in relation to Tisza. Tisza was mentioned in 64% of Gem-
ini responses, although not necessarily as a central or recommended option. This is a significant
difference from ChatGPT, where Tisza appeared in only 8% of responses. Nevertheless, Gemini’s
performance still raises concerns. A party that won the election by a landslide and secured a consti-
tutional majority should not appear only inconsistently in responses to voting-advice prompts where
it is politically relevant.

Both systems also shared a deeper limitation. They usually treated party choice mainly as a question
of ideological alignment. They rarely noted that voters may also have strategic reasons to support a
party whose programme is not their closest ideological match, for example, where the voter prioritises
government change or wants to avoid supporting a party unlikely to enter parliament. They also rarely
advised the user to examine individual candidates on local lists, including their record, credibility, or
political history. Gemini mentioned local candidates slightly more often than ChatGPT, but usually
only in passing and in a way that required the user to infer that different considerations may apply.

'This omission is less problematic in the percentage-match condition, where the user effectively asks
the system to function like a voting-advice application, and the questionnaires fulfil that function—
give percentage matches to different parties, which is the response the user is looking for (despite the
name of the application). In the voting-advice condition, however, it is a serious limitation. A user
asking “who should I vote for?” is not merely asking for ideological proximity. They are asking for help
in making a real electoral decision. In that context, the systems’ failure to distinguish ideological fit
from strategic voting, candidate evaluation, and the actual party landscape substantially reduces the
reliability and democratic usefulness of the response.
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4.2 Percentage-match request condition

When asked to assign percentage alignment with political parties, both systems produced outputs that
appeared precise but did not rest on any clear or transparent methodology. Although they—especially
ChatGP'T—very often began by stating that no exact or fully reliable calculation was possible, this
disclaimer was usually followed by detailed analyses and percentage ranges that created a strong
impression of accuracy.

In practice, the caveat may have increased credibility by signalling caution, while the numerical out-
puts and structured explanations demonstrated analytical rigour. This reproduced the same pattern
seen in the voting-advice condition: limitations were formally acknowledged, yet the systems pro-
ceeded to guide users in a self-confident tone.

It remained unclear how these percentage values were generated. A plausible method would have been
to compare each of the user’s stated preferences with party positions and calculate alignment on the
basis of agreement across individual items. This is broadly the methodology used by voting-advice
applications, which match user responses to party positions across a structured set of questions. The
behaviour observed here did not reflect such a structured approach. The percentages (usually provided
as ‘approximate’, and as a range instead of one score) varied substantially across identical inputs, and
no consistent logic of comparison was evident. This strongly suggested that the numerical outputs
were not produced through a transparent or reproducible matching process.

ChatGPT’s results were especially striking. It assigned percentage ranges to many parties, includ-
ing parties not running on a national list, but to Tisza in only 2% of cases. The Tisza-aligned profile
itself was usually matched most closely with Demokratikus Koalicié or Momentum. The effect was to
systematically redirect users with Tisza-aligned views towards other parties. MKKP, another of
the five parties that registered a national list, received a percentage range (any percentage range at all)
in only 2% of cases as well, even though it has been standing in elections for about two decades. At
the same time, Momentum, a party that decided not to run in order to support the defeat of Fidesz
(and that is more than 10 years younger than MKKP), was almost always treated as a relevant actor
in the field and was assigned a percentage range.
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How Often Did ChatGPT Assign a
Percentage Score to Each Party?

Share of percentage-match outputs in which a party received any percentage score

! any percentage score.
|
|
|

Tisza 29

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Share of Percentage-Match Outputs (%)

Despite being one of the five parties in the study — and later winning
the election — Tisza received a percentage score in only 2% of outputs.

The instability of these outputs was also notable. The same party could receive very different per-
centage scores across identical runs. For example, with a Fidesz-aligned prompt, one output might
indicate a 25-35% match with MSZP, while another gave 60-70% for the same prompt. This degree
of variation was particularly concerning given the confident tone of the responses. The systems often
stated that the values provided are only approximate, but rarely signalled that not even as an approx-
imation should they be accepted as reliable. The combination of low reliability and high confidence
created a substantial risk of misplaced trust.

Gemini showed a somewhat broader distribution of percentage assignments, but similar problems
remained. The Momentum party, which was not running, received a percentage range more times
than any of the parties with a national list. Tisza and Fidesz received a percentage range in the vast
majority of cases, while MKKP and Mi Hazdnk received a percentage range fewer times, though
still more than from ChatGPT. Several other non-running parties also received percentage scores,
contributing to the noise.

Although this report did not compare the actual percentage values with the averages produced by
the two systems, Gemini’s results were often clearly inaccurate to anyone familiar with Hungarian
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politics. The system frequently presented ideologically distant parties as if there were no meaningful
percentage difference between them. At times, almost all opposition parties were shown as being at
the same distance from the Fidesz-aligned profile, despite clear ideological differences between them.
'This flattened politically relevant distinctions and misrepresented the Hungarian political landscape.

5. Explaining the observed distortions

'The systems were tested under favourable conditions: the prompts contained detailed belief sets exactly
mirroring party positions, with no irrelevant noise. Even so, the systems frequently misclassified pro-
files, omitted relevant parties, and generated unstable guidance in an authoritative tone.

Existing research offers several plausible explanations for such behaviour. These include the compo-
sition of training data, the effects of supervised fine-tuning and human feedback, post-training safety
and moderation layers, and variation in performance across languages and contexts. The problem may
arise not from one single source, but from the interaction of multiple stages in the development and
deployment of general-purpose Al systems.

The Decision Funnel:
From User Question to Distorted Advice

oL
a

1. User political beliefs

A citzen seeks guidance on how to
vote or which party best matches their
views.

\

2. Al receives structured profile

The user’s views are provided in a
structured prompt (e.g., belief set or
issue positions).

4

3. Party matching process

The Al interprets the profile, processes
relevant information, and generates an

answer (advice or percentage matches).

\

The user brings
a complex set of
values, priorities
and context to the
question.

The Al system should
use this information
to assess party
alignment.

This is the critical
step where
limitations and
design choices shape
the output.
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4. Observed problems in Al outputs

@ | 2&8 || P

Misclassifications Omission of Inclusion of Numerical Weak safeguards
Fails to identify relevant parties non-running instability Refusals to give
the party that best Relevant parties parties Identical prompts advice are formal or
matches the user's | | are ignored, ranked Mentions parties produce widely inconsistent, outputs

views (e.g., Tisza very low, or not competing different percentage lack meaningful

misidentified). excluded entirely. in the election. matches. caveats.

\

5. Potential democratic consequances

/’Distorted Misleading False Reduced electoral
(""- visibility guidance A confidence & reliability

% Some parties are Users may be Outputs are Citizens cannot
amplified while steered toward presented with rely on Al for
others are buried parties that do not undue certainty informed electoral
or ignored. match their views. despite errors. choices.

¥

4B 6. Risks to informed democratic decision-making

I I I I When Al systems provide distorted, inconsistent, or misleading political guidance, they
undermine the quality and fairness of democratic choice.

Note: This figure is a conceptual framework summarising the pathway from voter query to potentially
distorted electoral guidance, based on the empirical findings presented in this report.

In the Hungarian case, it is plausible that some of the distortions can be explained by Tisza being
a newer party,” while other parties in the outputs were on the scene for longer. Where a political
actor is more visible, more consistently represented in the training data, or easier for a model to place
within a learned political landscape, the system may be more likely to retrieve or approximate that
actor. Conversely, a party that is newer, less consistently represented, or less legible to the model
may be overlooked or misclassified even where the prompt provides a clear overview of its policies
and positions.
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At the same time, it is also necessary to acknowledge that provider-level choices can affect polit-
ically relevant outputs. The recent Grok controversy’ illustrated that the political framing of an
Al chatbot can change extremely quickly: following changes to xAI’s system prompts in July 2025,
observers reported a noticeable rightward shift in some outputs within a very short period. There is
no evidence indicating that Google or OpenAl would have deliberately configured their systems to
favour Fidesz or to redirect Tisza-aligned users elsewhere. This study assessed outputs, not internal
instructions, training corpora, or provider intent. It would therefore go beyond the evidence to infer
deliberate partisan steering.

Safeguards can also vary significantly across systems, languages, and interfaces, and may also
change over time. Al Forensics, for example, documented substantial differences in election-related
moderation across chatbot services and found that moderation rates could shift significantly over a
short period. This shows that politically relevant behaviour is not fixed and may be shaped by chang-
ing design, moderation, or policy decisions.

'The possibility that provider-level choices can shape politically relevant outputs must be taken
seriously. Training decisions, fine-tuning, filtering, and moderation settings are all capable of influ-
encing how public issues are framed, which political actors are made more salient, and which options
are omitted or downplayed.

Ultimately, the key point is straightforward. Whether the distortions observed in this study resulted
from skewed training data, post-training filtering, language effects, or other design choices, the
outcome for users was the same: they received political guidance that was frequently inaccurate,
unstable, and inadequately safeguarded. In an electoral context, that standard of performance is
insufficient. Where GPAIs increasingly shape access to political information, decisions about train-
ing, alignment, and moderation should not be treated solely as proprietary business choices insu-
lated from public oversight. There is a strong case for the need for substantially greater transparency
regarding the data, instructions, and moderation practices that affect their outputs.

6. Why this matters

'The most obvious objection towards the relevance of the findings of this research is that the final
election result did not follow the direction of the systems’ errors. Tisza won in a landslide, ended
Fidesz’s 16-year rule, and secured 141 of 199 seats in parliament. Thus, the objection goes, either


https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2025/jul/09/grok-ai-praised-hitler-antisemitism-x-ntwnfb
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Hungarians do not use GPAIs, or, even if they use these systems to gather political information, the
information they obtain has practically no influence on their choices.

However, this objection would be too quick. A distorted set of recommendations does not become
harmless simply because voters, in the aggregate, reached a different conclusion. The relevant ques-
tion is not whether ChatGPT and Gemini determined the result of the 2026 election, but whether
they were capable of providing inaccurate and potentially politically consequential guidance in an
electoral context. On that question, the answer is clearly yes.

Although public data on the use of GPAI in Hungary is very limited, Microsoft’s Al Diffusion data,
which measures global generative AI adoption by calculating the share of people worldwide who have
used a generative Al product during the reported period, placed Hungary at 29.8% in the second
half of 2025," above the United States, Germany, Japan, and China. That does not tell us how many
Hungarians used ChatGPT or Gemini specifically for election-related questions, but it does indicate
that generative Al had already become a meaningful part of the country’s information environment
before the election. Research data in the V4 region published in March 2026 shows that ChatGPT is
by far the most widely used Al tool among Al users in Hungary, with nearly 85% reporting its use.
Gemini is used by 32.4% among Al users.

While cultural differences may help explain how much credibility different nations give GPAI out-
comes — and we have no knowledge of relevant Hungarian research — there is growing evidence from
the United States that conversational Al can influence political attitudes. A 2025 Nature Communi-
cations study found that Al-generated political messages were similarly effective to messages written
by lay humans in shifting attitudes across a range of policy issues.'” A 2025 Nature Human Behaviour
study found that, in short multi-round debates, personalised GP'T-4 was more persuasive than human
opponents 64.4% of the time when Al and humans were not equally persuasive.”’ In addition, Cornell
researchers reported in late 2025 that even a short interaction with a chatbot could meaningfully shift
opinion about a presidential candidate or policy proposal, with opposition voters’ preferences moving


https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/research/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/Microsoft-AI-Diffusion-Report-2025-H2.pdf
https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/research/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/Microsoft-AI-Diffusion-Report-2025-H2.pdf
https://moneybuzz.hu/hungary-ai-users-chatgpt-2026/
https://moneybuzz.hu/hungary-ai-users-chatgpt-2026/
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41467-025-61345-5
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41467-025-61345-5
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41562-025-02194-6
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by 10 percentage points or more in many cases.” These studies were conducted in experimental set-
tings and measured opinion change rather than actual votes cast. Even so, they show that it would be
wrong to dismiss chatbot guidance as politically irrelevant.

A further reason this matters is that the technology is still in the early stages of social adoption.
General-purpose Al systems have been widely used for only a short time, yet providers are already
positioning them as tools for finding, interpreting, and summarising information. If such systems
continue to become a normal point of access to political information, trust in them is likely to deepen.
In that context, even relatively small shifts in perception may become electorally significant, particu-
larly in closer races than the 2026 Hungarian election. The fact that the problem may not have been
outcome-determinative in this case is therefore not reassuring. It indicates only that the democratic
risk materialised in a contest where broader political dynamics outweighed it. The underlying
problem remains: users were offered political guidance that was inaccurate, unstable, and insuffi-
ciently safeguarded.

7. Regulatory relevance

According to DSA Article 3(j), both Gemini and ChatGPT could be considered ‘online search
engines’; however, the definition does not fit GPAI exactly. Chatbots and GPAI do not always return
lists of links, but they serve a similar function. They retrieve, process, and present information from
across the web. However, we argue that the DSA definition is broad enough to cover results “in any
format”. This could and should include Al-generated answers.

'The European Commission should establish clear guidelines interpreting DSA categories function-
ally. It should explicitly clarify that conversational interfaces of GPAIs —including Gemini and
ChatGP'T—are to be regulated as search engines when their functionality resembles that of tradi-
tional search tools, regardless of technical difterences.

Based on this report, in the given circumstances, GPAI outputs can create systemic risks, including
biased outputs, limitations on democratic discourse, and risks to access to information and opinion
formation. Obligations arising from the DSA application, such as greater transparency, due diligence,
and risk mitigation, could help address these concerns.


https://news.cornell.edu/stories/2025/12/ai-chatbots-can-effectively-sway-voters-either-direction
https://news.cornell.edu/stories/2025/12/ai-chatbots-can-effectively-sway-voters-either-direction
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'These findings are directly relevant to the EU’s framework for platform and AI governance. Under the
DSA, very large online search engines must identify, analyse, and mitigate systemic risks linked to
electoral processes and civic discourse (Article 34(1)(c)). They must also address risks to freedom and
pluralism of the media (Article 34(1)(b)). These obligations are directly linked to free and fair elections.

The report recommends that the Commission designate GPAI systems as very large online search
engines (VLOSEs) to ensure equal regulatory treatment for all services that provide user information,
whether via links or generated text. This would directly address concerns around misleading political
party matching, distorted political visibility, overconfident synthetic answers, and weak safeguards,

all of which align with the DSA’s systemic-risk approach.

Liberties recommends that Al-generated electoral guidance be included in the DSA risk framework
governing civic discourse and elections. Additionally, the Commission should address the market
failure caused by the ‘zero-click’ crisis by classifying Al chatbots as VLOSESs, ensuring equal treat-
ment and effective risk mitigation as users increasingly rely on Al-generated summaries. The decline
in search engine traffic forecasts further supports the urgency of this recommendation.

'The findings of this report are also relevant under the AI Act. General-purpose Al models are the
foundation for many AT systems. The AI Act imposes obligations on all providers of such models.
There are additional obligations for models that pose systemic risk. These include transparency, com-
pliance with EU copyright rules, risk assessment, risk mitigation, and notifying the AI Office. The
Commission’s guidance clarifies that these obligations for providers of general-purpose Al models
have been in effect since 2 August 2025. As of writing this report, the Commission launched a
targeted consultation on the draft guidelines for the classification of high-risk artificial intelligence
systems, including systems explicitly intended to influence election outcomes or voting behaviour.
'The findings of this report can also be used for the classification process.

To close the regulatory gap, we recommend that the Commission establish tailored safeguards for
Al-generated political advice to voters. This should include transparency requirements, evalua-
tion of output consistency and bias, and oversight regarding persuasive or authoritative electoral
guidance from conversational Al systems. Such measures would address the identified risks and
ensure that democratic processes are protected.

8. Limitations

'This is a small-scale study and should be interpreted as such. Its main limitations include the limited
number of tested systems, the limited number of profiles, sensitivity to prompt wording, and the
use of publicly accessible free versions only. It also does not attempt to replicate mobile use, voice
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interaction, or longer conversational histories. These limitations mean that the findings should be
read as indicative rather than definitive. However, the consistency of several observed patterns across
repeated tests supports their relevance and justifies further investigation.

9. Conclusion

This study tested how the free versions of ChatGPT and Gemini responded to structured requests
for political guidance during the 2026 Hungarian parliamentary election campaign. The results
raise serious concerns about the reliability of general-purpose Al systems in electoral contexts.

'The systems were tested under favourable conditions. Even under these conditions, the systems often
failed. They misclassified profiles, omitted relevant parties, included parties not running in the elec-
tion, and produced unstable outputs, even across identical runs. The most concerning pattern was the
repeated underrepresentation of Tisza, especially in ChatGPT’s percentage-match condition, where
Tisza received a percentage score in only 2% of outputs despite being one of the parties whose posi-
tions were directly reflected in the tested profiles.

'The problem was not only factual inaccuracy. It was also the form in which the outputs were presented.
Both systems often used cautious language, but then proceeded to give directional advice, identify
closest matches, or produce percentage estimates without a transparent method. This combination of
disclaimer and apparent precision is risky. It may make outputs appear more credible than they are.

Systems that advise users on political choice, even indirectly, can affect which parties are considered
legitimate, viable, or aligned with a voter’s views. If such systems omit relevant parties, misstate
ideological distances, or present ungrounded percentage matches, they may distort the informational
environment in which democratic choice takes place.

'The current EU regulatory framework addresses parts of this problem, but significant gaps remain. It
does not yet provide a sufficiently specific regime for Al-generated political advice or for classifying
GPALI The DSA is relevant when Al functionality is embedded in very large platforms or search
engines, as it creates potential systemic risks to electoral processes. The AI Act is relevant because
GPAL providers are subject to transparency and, for systemic-risk models, additional risk-manage-
ment obligations. However, conversational Al systems that provide personalised electoral guidance
require greater regulatory and supervisory oversight. The Commission, in its Guidelines, should pay
special attention to this question.

'The main conclusion of this paper is straightforward: GPAI systems should not provide personalised
voting advice or quantified party matching, especially during election campaigns, unless they
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can do it accurately, transparently, reproducibly, and with meaningful safeguards. If they cannot
meet these standards, they should not simulate the authority of voting advice tools.

10. Recommendations

For Providers:

1. Providers of GPAI systems should not present personalised voting recommendations unless they
can demonstrate that the output is accurate, based on a transparent method, and reproducible
across identical or materially similar prompts. Where a system cannot reliably match a user’s views
to parties or candidates, it should say so clearly and avoid substituting speculative analysis for
electoral advice or simulating the authority of voting advice tools.

2. 'This use case of GPAI should be considered to have ‘systemic risk’ under both the DSA and the
AT Act, given both the scale and reach of the models and their potential to impact fundamental
rights and democratic processes.

3. Providers should treat election-related prompts as a high-risk civic-information use case. This
should include prompts that directly ask whom to vote for, but also prompts asking for party
alignment, percentage matches, ideological proximity, candidate recommendations, or strategic
voting advice. Safeguards should apply to both explicit and functionally equivalent forms of polit-
ical guidance.

4. Systems should avoid generating percentage-match scores unless they rely on a disclosed and
structured methodology. If a system cannot explain how each percentage was calculated, what
sources were used, which parties or candidates were included, and how issue weighting was han-
dled, it should not provide numerical alignment scores. Approximate figures can be especially
misleading because they create an impression of analytical precision.

5. When users ask for electoral guidance, systems should direct them towards reliable and trans-
parent sources. These may include official election information, party manifestos, candidate lists,
independent election-monitoring resources, and credible voting advice applications with disclosed
methodologies. Where available, systems should explain that VA As are designed for this purpose
and usually provide a more appropriate framework than a general-purpose chatbot.

6. Systems should clearly distinguish between neutral political information and electoral advice.
It is appropriate to provide factual information about parties, candidates, manifestos, election
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procedures, and public policy positions, provided the information is accurate and referenced in a
manner that makes it easy for users to access the source material. It is more problematic to recom-
mend a party, identify a ‘best’ choice, or rank parties for an individual user without a transparent
and reliable basis.

For Regulators:

1.

Regulators should consider GPAI models capable of delivering suggestions, opinions or informa-
tion meant to shape users’ electoral decisions as being GPATI with ‘systemic risk’ pursuant to Arti-
cle 51(1) of the AI Act. This determination may be justified by its reach and ability to influence
democratic processes and fundamental rights.

Regulators should place greater emphasis on election-specific use of GPAI, as existing regulations,
in particular the Al Act, do not adequately take into consideration this type of use. Guidance on
such use would be necessary for accountability and transparency.

Pursuant to this, and in light of the findings of this report, the European Commission should
urgently update section 2.3.1 Designation’ of its Guidelines on the Scope of the Obligations
tor General-Purpose Al Models to clearly state that all GPAI models that offer election-related
advice, and in particular advice to voters on whom to vote for, shall be considered GPAI models
with systemic risk.

'The European Commission should maintain the existing example of ‘Al-enabled voter advice
applications’ in its Draft Guidelines on the classification of high-risk Al systems: Annex III of AT
Act, ensuring that it is retained in the final Guidelines as a use-case example of an election-related
AT system that is classified as high-risk. However, the language should be amended to explicitly
include GPAIs within this example and within the scope of high-risk classification.

Annex IIT of Al Act should be updated with the final, adopted Guidelines to ensure that con-
versational Al models providing election advice, including voting-match scores and suggestions
intended to inform voting behaviour, be considered high-risk even when such outputs are accom-
panied by a disclaimer that says the chatbot cannot provide voting advice. Such a disclaimer is
clearly inconsistent with the rest of the text output and insufficient as a safeguard to inform users
of the system’s limitations and errors. Specifically, that “General-purpose Al systems, which ofter
sufficient safeguards against a use influencing electoral processes, e.g. a chatbot clearly replying
that it cannot give any voting advice when asked by a user, or providing only neutral, factual,
and informational content about elections [...] would also not fall under high-risk category” must
be clarified to exclude chatbot voting-advice use-cases, unless its only reply is that it cannot give
voting advice.



LIBERTIES TESTING POLITICAL ADVICE IN GENERAL-PURPOSE Al SYSTEMS

% CIviL SHOULD AI'TELL YOU WHO TO VOTE FOR?

10.

11.

EUROPE DURING THE 2026 HUNGARIAN ELECTION CAMPAIGN

'The Commission should further update section ‘5.2. Supervision, investigation, enforcement, and
monitoring of Chapter V of the AI Act’ of the Guidelines on GPAI to strengthen the AT Office’s
oversight obligations for GPAI models designed for election-related outputs. The present language
in paragraph 99 of this section, “The AI Office encourages close informal cooperation with pro-
viders during the training of their general-purpose Al models to facilitate compliance and ensure
timely market placement, in particular for providers of general-purpose Al models with systemic
risk” should have language added that requires — rather than “encourages” — comprehensive
oversight of the training to ensure the compliance of providers seeking to place such models on
the market.

The pure fact that general-purpose Al systems clearly reply that they cannot give any voting
advice when asked by a user is an insufficient safeguard, and the systems should fall under the
scope of high-risk obligations in cases where this reply is augmented by additional text that offers
voting advice.

Regulators should apply the Digital Services Act according to a system’s use cases. Dual oversight
of the DSA and the AI Act should help to close the regulatory gaps.

'The Commission should interpret the DSA’s online search engines functionally, rather than purely
technically, in relation to GPAIs that retrieve, process and present information from across the
internet in response to user queries and perform a search-like function. The Commission should
clarify that Al-generated answers may constitute search results ‘in any format’ where they serve as
an access to information function.

Regulators should ensure that GPAlI-based search and chatbot services are subject to system-
ic-risk obligations prescribed by the DSA. These services play a significant role in access to infor-
mation, and they perform search-like functions. Where Al search interfaces or conversational
GPAL tools perform in such a way, they should be assessed as VLOSEs through enforcement
clarification. Providers should not be able to avoid DSA oversight simply because they deliver
answers rather than links.

Regulators should include Al-generated electoral guidance within the DSA risk assessment
framework for civic discourse and electoral processes, in relation to Article 34(1)(c) of the DSA.
Risk assessments should cover misleading or biased party matching, unequal visibility of political
actors, and inaccurate political recommendations. These risks should be assessed before and dur-
ing election periods. Regulators should combine the DSA’s systemic risk oversight with the Al
Act’s GPAI risk management obligations.
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12. The Commission should develop specific guidelines for GPAI systems used in electoral contexts.
It should cover, among other things, transparency of the ranking logic, safeguards against person-
alised manipulation, and clear mitigation measures when outputs may affect voting information,
voters’ opinion-forming, or democratic discourse.

Appendix: Methodology

Choice of tested Als

This study focused on Al chat systems that are widely accessible and likely among the most com-
monly used by average internet users in Hungary. Direct usage data for Hungary were not available
to us at the time of planning this research. We therefore relied on proxy indicators, including general
public visibility and the market position of the companies offering these services.

On that basis, we selected ChatGPT and Gemini. ChatGPT was chosen because it was the most
widely recognised general-purpose Al chatbot. Gemini was included because Google Search remains
by far the dominant search service in Hungary, and Google has increasingly integrated Gemini-based
functionality into its search products and broader user ecosystem. This makes Gemini particularly
relevant not only for technically confident users but also for ordinary users who may encounter gener-
ative Al through familiar Google services.

We tested the free versions only (ChatGPT on 23 March 2026, Gemini on 24 March 2026). This
choice was made because free-access versions are likely to be available to the broadest share of users
and therefore most relevant from the perspective of public impact. The study does not assess whether
paid versions would produce materially different outputs.

Testing environment

The tests were conducted in a standardised desktop environment. All prompts were entered through
a Chrome browser on a laptop, in Hungarian, using a Hungarian VPN location. Clean sessions
were used throughout in order to minimise the influence of prior interactions, account memory, or
personalisation. All outputs were archived immediately using Zotero and recorded in a shared dataset.
Each output was coded independently by two researchers, and disagreements were reviewed by the
research lead.

We are aware that many users access Al systems on mobile phones and may rely on voice functions or
other interface features. This study did not attempt to reproduce those usage contexts. Replicating
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the full range of real-world interactions would have required a substantially larger design and was
beyond the scope of this project.

'This limitation should be acknowledged. However, while responses may vary somewhat across devices
or modalities, we see no reason to assume that such differences would eliminate the core issues identified
here, namely inaccurate matching, unwarranted confidence, and the lack of meaningful safeguards.

Browser profiles and run sterilisation

All runs were performed in Google Chrome (same version). The browser version was recorded at the
start of data collection. Minor version differences during the collection period were documented but
not controlled for.

User 1: 145.0.7632.161 (Official version) (64 bites) Windows

User 2: 146.0.7680.154v (arm 64, Mac)

Dedicated Chrome profiles were used for each model (one profile per platform). These profiles were
used exclusively for the study and remained otherwise unused.

Before each run, the following actions were taken to sterilise each test run:
+  Confirm VPN is active (Hungary)

* Confirm the correct browser profile is open

*  Clear cookies and cache:

* Settings — Privacy and security — Clear browsing data
(Selected:)

*  Cookies and other site data
 Cached images and files

* Time range: All time

*  Open the model website fresh

* Confirm no previous chat is visible
*  Open a new chat/session

»  Copy and paste the exact prompt

*  Check that the prompt is complete

*  Submit
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Prompts

The study did not seek to replicate typical user behaviour in all its messiness. Rather, it adopted a
controlled audit design intended to test how the systems perform when given unusually clear and
information-rich inputs.

We constructed political belief sets corresponding to the five parties contesting the 2026 Hungarian
parliamentary election with national lists. The objective was to test whether the systems could cor-
rectly identify the party whose positions exactly matched the views presented in the prompt.

In order to create these profiles, we relied on the data of Voksmonitor, the leading Hungarian voting
advice application. Voksmonitor provided us, as a courtesy, with the draft dataset underlying its 2026
questionnaire. This questionnaire was developed with academic support and was intended to map
party positions in a structured manner. At the time the prompts were run, the public-facing Voks-
monitor tool had not yet been released in its final form.

'The questionnaire used three possible party positions for each statement: ‘yes’, ‘no’, and ‘no answer/no
position’. For the purposes of this study, we included only those statements for which a party had a
‘yes’ or ‘no’ position. Statements on which a party had no position were excluded from the correspond-
ing prompt. This allowed the prompts to reflect a clear party profile as closely as possible.

'The views were presented in the following format:

In my view:
[all statements the party supported]

And I do not think it is true or desirable:
[all statements the party opposed]

This format was chosen in order to give the models a large amount of structured political infor-
mation while reducing noise from conversational framing. It also ensured that the systems were
given a highly favourable testing condition: a detailed and internally coherent set of views, without
contradictory signals or irrelevant personal context.

Prompt conditions

Each profile was tested under two prompt conditions.

Voting advice condition:
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I would like to vote in the upcoming elections, but I am not sure which party or candidate to sup-
port. I have compiled my views on current political issues.

[views]

Please advise me. Who should I vote for?

Percentage-match request condition:

I have compiled my views on current political issues.
[views]
Could you tell me what percentage my views match with each party?

These two conditions were designed to test slightly different but closely related behaviours: first,
whether the systems would offer electoral guidance when directly asked whom to vote for; and sec-
ond, whether they would produce seemingly quantitative measures of party alignment. It was also
intended to test whether the systems realise the context of the percentage-match request prompt and
react accordingly, that is, whether ChatGPT and Gemini understand that the elections are approach-
ing, and the relevant parties are likely to be the ones running with a national list.

Why this design was chosen

A possible objection is that these prompts do not resemble how most users would ask political ques-
tions in real life. That objection is well taken. Many users would be more likely to ask shorter, more
informal questions, to mention only a few issues, or to rely on information already shared in earlier
exchanges with the system. Others might ask issue-specific questions rather than directly requesting
voting advice or party matching.

'This study nevertheless uses a controlled and stylised design for a reason. Its purpose is not to esti-
mate average user behaviour, but to test how the systems respond when they are given a particularly
clear set of political preferences. If the systems fail even under these favourable conditions, this
raises serious concerns about their reliability in more naturalistic settings, where user queries are
likely to be shorter, vaguer, and more ambiguous.

Sample

'The study covered:

* 2 models: ChatGPT and Gemini (free versions)

5 party profiles: Fidesz, Tisza, DK, Mi Hazink, MKKP

* 2 prompt conditions: Voting advice, percentage-match request

* 10 repetitions per profile and condition



LIBERTIES TESTING POLITICAL ADVICE IN GENERAL-PURPOSE Al SYSTEMS

% CIviL SHOULD AI'TELL YOU WHO TO VOTE FOR?
EUROPE DURING THE 2026 HUNGARIAN ELECTION CAMPAIGN

'This resulted in a total of 200 observations. This is an admittedly small sample; therefore, the results
reported in this report are descriptive. They are not intended to support statistical generalisation, but
they are sufficient to identify recurring behavioural patterns across repeated runs.

Data collection, archiving and coding

All model outputs were systematically collected, archived, and coded in order to enable structured
comparison across runs and between systems.

Each prompt was submitted in a new, clean session. Outputs were immediately archived using Zotero
to preserve the original response in its entirety, including formatting and wording. In parallel, all
results were recorded in a shared dataset, which included the prompt condition, model used, profile
tested, and a unique identifier for each run.

Coding was conducted independently by two researchers. A structured coding scheme was developed
in advance, focusing on key variables relevant to the research questions. These included, among others:

* whether a party was mentioned

* whether a party was presented as the primary or recommended option
*  whether explicit or implicit voting advice was provided

* whether percentage scores were assigned, and to which parties

* the presence of refusals or disclaimers

* the overall direction of the guidance

Following independent coding, discrepancies between coders were systematically reviewed, and final
decisions were taken by the research lead.
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Transparency notice on the use of generative Al

'This document was prepared with the assistance of generative artificial intelligence tools. The use of
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refinement. No personal data were processed in connection with the use of generative Al. All outputs
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content, analysis, and conclusions presented in this document.
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