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ABSTRACT

This thesis argues — in contrast with preexisting literature — that the Hungarian ‘migration’ discourse
in 2015 cannot be understood solely as a securitization attempt as it also fundamentally targeted the level of
identity construction. In order to demonstrate this, | synthetize the frameworks of Critical Discourse
Analysis, securitization and hegemony theory in an innovative way, which will demonstrate the impact of
the discourse on the level of identity. My empirical analysis of the Hungarian “migration” discourse reveals
that the security frame of the situation and the feeling of instability, gained hegemonic character throughout
2015. This affected the level of identity from two aspects. On the one hand, the security frame led to
equivalence among in-group actors (Hungarians). This was utilized by the Hungarian government to
emphasize the line between the Hungarian Self and the Other (refugees and migrants). Thus, it built heavily
on the exclusion of the Other. On the other hand, the feeling of instability aided the ontological
insecuritization process, which was utilized to establish a situation where everyday routines were not
working and the ontological insecuritization became possible. The other aspect of the discourse linked to
ontological security, is that it also fixed the meaning of the new enemy-image (refugees and migrants). In
this process, the Hungarian state and the border were directly linked to the ontological security at the
individual level as referent objects and frameworks, in which the invasion of the refugees and migrants

could mean the end of both Hungarian identity and Hungarian state.
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INTRODUCTION

Due to the growing number of humanitarian, political and military crises in the
neighborhood of Europe, an exponentially increasing number of people have fled their home
countries for the European Union. Thus the number of asylum applications in the EU-28 member
states is also permanently growing, while 2014 was the first year when it reached 1.000.000.! This
trend further intensified in 2015, with more than 1.300.000 asylum applications, owing to the rise
of the so-called Islamic State, the continuing Syrian Civil War and broader destabilization in the
MENA region.?

Hungary was one of the centers of this refugee and migrant crisis with approximately
370.000 arrested migrants and refugees® and 180.000 asylum applications in 2015 due to its
geographical location as a transit country on the route towards Western-Europe.* In this
atmosphere, the Hungarian government generated a new social, economic, political and foreign
policy discourse in order to achieve its own specific goals. As many authors have pointed out,” this

was a successful securitization attempt which had a fundamental impact on the level of xenophobia

! Burostat, “Asylum applications (non-EU) in the EU-28 Member States,” accessed May 13, 2016,
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/File:Asylum_applications_(non-EU) in the EU-

28 Member_States, 2005-15 (%C2%B9) (thousands) YB16.png.

2 |bid.

3 A Magyar Rendérség hivatalos honlapja, “Elfogott migransok szdma,” accessed 28 May, 2016,
http://www.police.hu/hirek-es-informaciok/hatarinfo/elfogott-migransok-szama-
lekerdezes?honap%5Bvalue%5D%5Byear%5D=2015&honap%5Bvalue%5D%5Bmonth%5D=5

4 Kozponti Statisztikai Hivatal, “Magyarorszagra érkezett menedékkérdk és nemzetkozi védelemben részesiilék
szama,” accessed May 13, 2016, https://www.ksh.hu/docs/hun/xstadat/xstadat_evkozi/e _wnvn001.html.

5 See for example: Andras Szalai and Gabriella Gébl, “Securitizing Migration in Contemporary Hungary,”
(November 2015);

Jan Blazek, “Resistance to the Securitisation of Migration in Hungary: The MIGSZOL Network as a Case of Radical
Cosmopolitics,” accessed March 2, 2016,

http://www.academia.edu/16291506/Resistance_to_the_securitisation_of migration_in_Hungary the MIGSZOL n
etwork as_a case_of radical_cosmopolitics.

Stefano Carulli. “Securitization and the Construction of Security,” accessed March 2, 2016,
http://www.academia.edu/20187969/Securitization_and_the_Construction_of Security.



http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/File:Asylum_applications_(non-EU)_in_the_EU-28_Member_States,_2005-15_(%C2%B9)_(thousands)_YB16.png
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/File:Asylum_applications_(non-EU)_in_the_EU-28_Member_States,_2005-15_(%C2%B9)_(thousands)_YB16.png
http://www.police.hu/hirek-es-informaciok/hatarinfo/elfogott-migransok-szama-lekerdezes?honap%5Bvalue%5D%5Byear%5D=2015&honap%5Bvalue%5D%5Bmonth%5D=5
http://www.police.hu/hirek-es-informaciok/hatarinfo/elfogott-migransok-szama-lekerdezes?honap%5Bvalue%5D%5Byear%5D=2015&honap%5Bvalue%5D%5Bmonth%5D=5
https://www.ksh.hu/docs/hun/xstadat/xstadat_evkozi/e_wnvn001.html
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and the attitude of Hungarian society towards refugees and migrants.® All of these articles
emphasize the role of a specific frame that was used by the Hungarian government during the
refugee and migration crisis in 2015.

Although this study accepts their main conclusions concerning the successful securitization
attempt, it is important to note that these researches are still incomplete, because they fail to go
beyond the lens of securitization, and do not recognize that the Hungarian “migration” discourse
fundamentally affected the Hungarian identity construction process at large. Thus, the main goal
of this thesis is to fill this gap in the literature. To sum up, the main research question of this analysis
is the following: What was the impact of the Hungarian “migration” discourse, on the Hungarian
identity construction process? To answer this question | will utilize a novel analytical approach,
by synthetizing the framework of Critical Discourse Analysis, securitization and hegemony theory,
which will demonstrate that the Hungarian “migration” discourse — in contrast with the notion of
the already existing literature — is not only a securitization attempt, but had also fundamental impact
on the Hungarian identity construction process.

Concerning the limits of this thesis, it is important to note that this study does not aim to
analyze the features or the challenges of the refugee and migration crisis. For this reason the goal
is not to offer alternative policies or solutions. Rather my focus is on the discourse and on the
identity construction process in itself. In terms of terminology, | will use the words “migrant” or
“migration” in quotation marks if | talk about the governmental discourse, regardless of its legal

background. However, when | will talk about the situation in Europe | will follow the preferred

8 As the TARKI Research Institute pointed out, in January, 2016 the level of xenophobia reached an all time high in
Hungary. Bori Simnovits and Aniké Bernat, “The Social Aspects of the 2015 Migration Crisis in Hungary,” TARKI
Research Institute (28 August, 2015). 41.
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terminology of the UNHCR and use the words “refugees and migrants,” which are in line with the
1951 Refugee Convention, the 1967 Protocol and other related legal documents.’

Besides the novel conceptual contribution, on the empirical level, deeper analysis of the
topic helps to understand the nature of the Hungarian “migration” discourse and the governmental
campaign through the refugee and migration crisis. The time frame of the empirical analysis will
be 2015. This frame provides the opportunity to limit the scope of the analysis, while it includes
those significant events (i.e. the introduction of the Hungarian “migration” discourse, the
emergence of the refugee and migration crisis, the governmental emergency measures) which are
central to this study. Empirically, most of the sections have their own methodological background.
These include an extensive analysis of Prime Minister Viktor Orban’s speeches; a summary of
conducted interviews with the most prominent Hungarian security policy experts; in-depth analysis
of the Prime Minister’s speech at Kotcse; and a demonstration of the role of non-linguistic
discursive tools. All of these will be introduced in detail in the following sections.

In terms of structure the thesis is divided into three chapters. In the first | will establish the
conceptual basis for the empirical analysis. This will create an innovative synthesis of Critical
Discourse Analysis (Michael Foucault, Jacques Derrida, Normann Fairclough), securitization
(Copenhagen School, Thierry Balzacq, etc.) and hegemony theory (Antonio Gramsci, Ernesto
Laclau and Chantal Mouffe) on the conceptual level. In other words, my goal is to create an original
approach which will build upon these three pillars, while the primary goal of this new conceptual
link is to help analyze the identity construction process in empirical cases. To capture how the
identity construction happened | will also draw on the concepts of Anthony Giddens, David

Campbell, Jacob Schiff, Catarina Kinvall and Jef Huysmans.

7 “UNHCR viewpoint: ‘Refugee’ or ‘migrant’ - Which is right?” (27 August, 2015),
http://www.unhcr.org/news/latest/2015/8/55df0e556/unhcr-viewpoint-refugee-migrant-right.html.
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The second part will be empirical analysis of Hungarian “migration” discourse, in order to
introduce its practical features. This is anteceded by a short contextualization and outline of the
main characteristics of the 40-year-old Western-European “migration” discourses, as well as the
securitization of Roma people in Hungary in 2009, an attempt that had significant similarities with
the case of the refugees and migrants in 2015. Then, the introduction of how the framing of the
refugee and migration crisis happened in Hungary from the perspective of language will primarily
focus on the speeches/statements of Prime Minister Viktor Orban and the so-called National
Consultation campaign. This section will demonstrate the main linguistic features of the Prime
Minister’s speeches with the help of the software Yoshikoder. In other words, the aim here is to
capture what the Copenhagen School calls a speech act. Since my analysis builds on the extended
version of securitization, | will also draw attention to the impact of the Governmental campaign,
the non-linguistic discursive tools® and the influence of Hungarian media and security policy
experts, with whom | conducted interviews on public opinion. As | will demonstrate in Chapter 2,
Hungarian “migration” discourse drew heavily on similar attempts and experiences in Western
Europe and on the securitization of Roma people in Hungary in 2009. It was operating through
linguistic and non-linguistic tools and the governmental campaign had a fundamental impact on its
nature. Besides the Hungarian government, the Hungarian media and the security policy experts
also influenced the discourse, which means that the attempt had not emanate from one single focal
point.

The final chapter will demonstrate how the discourse facilitated the identity construction
process in the Hungarian case. Through the established conceptual framework, I will be able to

identify and analyze those specific elements of the “migration" discourse which were securitized

8 Including the role of the constructed border fence and the so-called “non-policies.”
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and gained hegemonic character and, through this, influenced the Hungarian identity construction
process. Chapter 3 recognizes two important points which are especially relevant concerning
hegemony and securitization. These are the utilized security frame and the feeling of instability,
both of which gained hegemonic character throughout the year and were permanently used for the
identity construction process. This chapter also demonstrates that the Hungarian “migration”
discourse had a fundamental impact on the identity construction process, since it strengthened the
differentiation between the Self and the Other, as well as led to ontological insecuritization in the
Hungarian society. On the one hand, the role of the security frame as a hegemonic tool was to help
the emergence of equivalence among in-group actors, as it helped the framing of the situation. It
was utilized to emphasize the line between the Hungarian Self and the Other (refugees and
migrants). On the other hand, the feeling of instability — as another hegemonic interpretation —
helped the ontological insecuritization process of the Hungarian society in parallel. It was utilized
by the government to establish a situation whereby the everyday routines were not working and
thus ontological insecuritization was possible. Furthermore the securitization of the issue left the
space of physical security and started to target the ontological security at the individual level. It
also tried to fix the meaning of the new enemy-image (refugees and migrants). In this process, the
Hungarian state and the Hungarian border as referent objects and frameworks were directly linked
to the ontological security of the individual level, in which the invasion of migrants could mean
the end of Hungarian identity and the Hungarian state. The main ambition of the thesis is at the
general level to offer a synthetized conceptual approach that can be utilized in similar cases, and
thus to provide a facility and tool to not only see similar discourses as pure securitization attempts,

but to also capture their impact on the identity construction processes at large.
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CHAPTER 1 — CONCEPTUAL FOUNDATIONS

The main goal of the following chapter is to introduce the conceptual foundations of the
study, which will help us to establish an alternative, comprehensive and synthesized approach
between the applied theories on a general level. In the analysis | bring together three existing
theories/frameworks. Nevertheless, their synthetization will demonstrate us that a more nuanced
empirical case study can be accomplished concerning the analysis of identity construction.

The three concepts of the following chapter are: the frameworks of Critical Discourse
Analysis and securitization as well as hegemony theories. For the better understanding of the
conceptual foundations, Figure 1 summarizes the main points of this chapter. I will introduce each
concepts in the following sections separately, while the final section will focus more specifically
on the identity construction process. As Figure 1 demonstrates, the goal of this thesis at the
conceptual level is not to create a new theory, but rather to offer an alternative synthesis of existing
frameworks, for more nuanced empirical analysis. Due to the limits of the study, I will not introduce

and criticize all aspects of the three pillars, rather | will offer specific interpretations of them.

Figure 1: Conceptual foundations
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1.1. Critical Discourse Analysis

As Norman Fairclough reminds us, social life is an inherently open system, made up of
practices which are partly discursive but they are also discursively represented. Discourse is a
semiotic element of social practices, which includes language, nonverbal communication and
visual images.® They are always structured and relational.*® Furthermore, because discourses are
elements of social practices, and because practices constitute the social life as an open system,
discourses are similarly open-ended. Or, as one of the most prominent pioneers, Michael Foucault
puts it, “discourse is constituted by the difference between what one could say correctly at one
period (under the rules of grammar and logic) and what is actually said” and thus “the discursive
field is, at a specific moment, the law of this difference.”*! In other words, discourse is a “formation
and transformation of ‘things said.’”*? Similarly to Fairclough, Foucault also emphasize the role
of regulated practices in this field which can be linked to non-discursive practices.

In this discursive field, language is a system of signs in which the values of any sign derive
from its relations to other signs — whether it is equivalent to or different from other signs.®* As
Jacques Derrida emphasizes, the social world — as a structure — has no center. What we call the
center is “always taken from the history of meaning.”'* As he defines it, there was a rupture in the

history of the concept of structure.

This moment was that in which language invaded the universal problematic; that in which, in the
absence of a center or origin, everything became discourse-provided” and “when everything

® Norman Fairclough, Critical Discourse Analysis : The Critical Study of Language, (London : Longman, 1995). 19-
53.

10 Kevinn Dunn and Neumann lver, Undertaking Discourse Analysis for Social Research, (Michigan: The University
of Michigan Press, 2016) 3.

11 Michael Foucault: Politics and the Study of Discourse. In: The Foucault Effect: Studies in Governmentality

with Two Lectures by and an Interview with Michel Foucault. Edited by Graham Burchell, Colin Gordon, Peter
Miller. (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1991) 63.

12 1hid.

13 Fairclough, Critical Discourse Analysis, 19-53.

14 Jacques Derrida, Structure, Sign, and Play in the Discourse of the Human Sciences (John Hopkins University,
1966) 1.
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became a system where the central signified, the original or transcendental signified, is never
absolutely present outside a system of differences.’®

For this reason language does not reveal essential truth in itself, rather it is a series of
collective signs, through which things are given meaning.*® In other words, language produces the
social reality and the aim of discourse analysis is to capture how language tries to fix meanings. *’
The main goal of the textually oriented Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) is therefore to “connect
the micro with the macro that is to uncover the way in which societal level knowledge, assumptions
and ideologies affect the detailed way in which we talk, write and interact, and vica versa.”*® In
Chapter 2 and 3, I will demonstrate, how the Hungarian “migration” discourse constituted the social
reality through the emergence of new hegemonic interpretations. Language was an essential
element in this process, and therefore the empirical analysis will build heavily on the in-depth
analysis of Prime Minister Viktor Orban’s speeches, statements and interviews. As | will
demonstrate through the “migration” discourse, the government tried to fix the meaning of the
situation according to its own interpretation, while sidelining any other counter frames that could
have provided alternative interpretation of events. Concerning Critical Discourse Analysis, | will
follow the summary of David Rear about the work of Norman Fairclough, who provided a three

dimensional (text, discursive practice, social practice) framework for it. In this respect,

the textual dimension focuses on how discourses are realized linguistically. Discursive practice
analyses how producers of texts draw on already existing discourses to create a text and on how
recipients of texts apply available discourses to interpret them...The dimension of social practice
itself examines how texts reproduce or challenge wider aspects of society, particularly how they
relate to the production, reproduction or transformation of relations of domination.®

15 1hid. 2.

16 Dunn and Iver, Undertaking Discourse Analysis for Social Research. 2.

17 1bid.

18 David Rear, Laclau and Mouffe’s Discourse Theory and Fairclough’s Critical Discourse Analysis: An
Introduction and Comparison, (College of Economics Nihon University.) 14.

9 1bid. 18.
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This is why empirically the contextualization — the analysis of the Western European
“migration” discourses and the securitization of Roma people — is essential to capture the impact
of the Hungarian “migration” discourse in 2015. As I will demonstrate, the framing of refugees
and migrants in 2015 permanently built on these experiences and this is why the discourse found
fertile ground in the Hungarian society.

Additionally, Dirk Nabers emphasizes that the transmission of meanings happens through
discourses, and these are the driving forces of social changes. In these processes of changes,
international crises are extremely important as they are characterized by a "void of meaning, or a
structural gap that has to be filled.” % From this perspective, crises of representation or of meaning
are the root of any social or identity change.  Through the linking of CDA and hegemony theory,
Nabers also demonstrates how “hegemonic discourses serve as the nexus between crises and social
structures and how they make identity construction possible.” This is what | am particularly
interested in. My goal is to show how the incoming of refugees and migrants in Hungary created a
situation that could be labelled as a crisis by the government. | assume that this moment led to a
structural gap in the discourse, which had to be filled. Throughout the first part of the empirical
analysis | will focus on the role of language in the Hungarian “migration” discourse, to capture
how it created a new, social reality through the specific semiotic framing of the crisis situation.
1.2. Securitization

As many other authors — including Szalai and G6bl, Blazek or Carulli?? — have noted, the
Hungarian “migration” discourse was a successful securitization attempt that had a fundamental

impact on the level of xenophobia and on the attitude of Hungarian society towards refugees and

20 Dirk Nabers, "Filling the Void of Meaning: Identity Construction in U.S. Foreign Policy After September 11,
2001," Foreign Policy Analysis, (March 2009). 193.

2L |bid.

22 For the detailed references, see reference 4.



CEU eTD Collection

migrants. Although the main point of this study is to emphasize that the discourse was more than
a pure securitization, it accepts their argument in the sense that the Hungarian “migration”
discourse facilitated the securitization of the crisis. For this reason the framework of securitization
is one of the three pillars of my analytical approach.

As the Copenhagen School famously claimed, security is a speech act, in which threats are
socially constructed. Although they are constructed, the presentation of threats as existential
legitimizes the emergency measures and the breaking of normal rules. # In this interpretation, “a
successful securitization has three components: existential threats, emergency actions, and effects
on interunit relations by breaking free rules.”’?* It is also essential to find an acceptance among the
members of the audience.® Thus the referent object has to “hold a general legitimacy,” which
proves for the audience that the given object should survive.?® As the following chapters will
demonstrate, not only the Hungarian state, but also the Hungarian border and more importantly the
Hungarian identity emerged as a referent object from the discourse. According to the explicit
governmental interpretation their existence was threatened by the crisis and the emergency actions
to protect them could break even the normal rules — like in the case of the border fence construction.

However as many authors point out the Copenhagen ‘speech act’ interpretation of security
— similarly to the exclusively language centric CDA theories — is too narrow. Following their
arguments, this analysis accepts those criticisms which try to expand the scope of securitization.
On the one hand, treating security as a pure speech act would exclude the role of images and image-

rhetoric (i.e. in the media).?” On the other hand, Szalai and G6bl building on the concepts of Thierry

2 Barry Buzan, Ole Waever, and Jaap de Wilde, Security : A New Framework for Analysis (Boulder, Colo. : L.
Rienner, 1998).

% 1bid. 26.

% |bid. 27.

% |bid. 31.

27 Michael C. Williams, “Words, Images, Enemies: Securitization and International Politics,” International Studies
Quarterly, (2003.) 527.

10
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Balzacq, emphasize the role of specific policy or technical instruments, like the barbered wire fence
at the Hungarian-Serbian border, which also accelerated the securitization process beyond
discursive means.?® Similarly, Holger Stritzel argues that the Copenhagen School excludes the
social dynamics and the perpetually changing characteristics of meaning, reducing it to mere static
events.?® This thesis also challenges the Copenhagen notion that the securitizing actor has one
single or universal center. As | will demonstrate in the empirical case study, the securitization of
the refugee and migration crisis was multilayered, in which a variety of actors — without one single
center —accelerated the process. Concerning this, as Didier Bigo and Jef Huysmans argue, speaking
about security is never an innocent act. This is because security knowledge is produced by
institutions, agencies, and the media as well as any actor who “argues over the reality of a threat.”*
Although this study cannot deal with the whole structure of the Hungarian security field, it will
demonstrate the role of the media and security policy experts, since both groups failed to provide
an effective counter frame against the governmental interpretation, reinforcing it instead.

Owing to “actors always act within a structural context which constitutes them and
provides a frame of enabling and constraining conditions,” their social embeddedness also has to
be taken into account.® This leads Stritzel to the distinction between a socio-linguistic (network of
constitutive rules, narratives) and socio-political (social, political structures) dimension of the
context.® For this reason the empirical analysis will also draw attention to the socio-linguistic and

socio-political contexts of the Hungarian “migration” discourse. Chapter 2 will show that the

28 Andras Szalai and Gabriella Gébl, “Securitizing Migration in Contemporary Hungary.” 6.

29 Holger Stritzel, “Towards a Theory of Securitization: Copenhagen and beyond,” European Journal of
International Relations 13, no. 3 (September 2007) 366.

30 Jef Huysmans, “Defining Social Constructivism in Security Studies: The Normative Dilemma of Writing
Security,” Alternatives 27 (2002), Special Issue. 47.

31 Stritzel, “Towards a Theory of Securitization.” 368.

32 |bid. 369.

11
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analysis of the Western-European “migration” discourses and the securitization of Roma people
can help a lot to understand these contextual characteristics. .
1.3. Hegemony Theories

Critical Discourse Analysis and the framework of securitization have principal importance
for the Hungarian case study because they shed light on how the framing of the refugee and
migration crisis happened. Additionally, some of the discursive elements gained hegemonic
character and reached the level of common sense which was essential for it to shape the identity
construction process. For this reason the following section is dedicated to the introduction of
hegemony theories.

In their prominent work “Hegemony and socialist strategy” Ernesto Laclau and Chantal
Mouffe reformulated Antonio Gramsci’s concept and argued that “any discourse is constituted as
an attempt to dominate the field of discursivity to arrest the flow of differences, to construct a
center.” 3 They try to fix the web of meanings through articulation and through the constitution of
nodal points, even if their total fixation cannot be possible.3* As Rear emphasizes:

Hegemony is the expansion of a discourse or set of discourses, into a dominant horizon of social
orientation and action by means of articulating unfixed elements into partially fixed moments in a
context crisscrossed by antagonistic forces. *°

The problem is that when a discourse becomes hegemonic, the constituted social practices
appear as natural and they reach the level of common sense.** Common sense is a collective noun.®

As Ted Hopf summarizes the ideas of Gramsci,

Hegemonic ideas are those that advance the interests of the dominant classes but are veiled in
language that presents them as if they were advancing the universal interests of the people in
general. Hegemonic power is maximized to the extent that these ideas become taken for granted by

33 Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe, Hegemony and Socialist Strategy: Towards a Radical Democratic Politics
(Verso, 1985).

3 Rear, “Laclau and Mouffe’s Discourse Theory.” 6.

3 Ibid. 7.

% Ibid. 8.

37 Antonio Gramsci, Quintin Hoare, and Geoffry Nowell Smith, Selections from the Prison Notebooks (New York :
International Publishers, 1987). 325.

12
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the dominated Population. A taken-for-granted truth is one that people assume to be so without
guestioning its empirical or normative validity. A legitimate truth is one that people consciously
regard as “right” in a given context.3®

Common sense is an ambiguous and contradictory concept, where there is no need for the
confirmation of truth anymore.* It works structurally, through the numerous, unconscious daily
practices.®® Hopf argues that there is a significant possibility that state elites and officials share the
common sense with the society in their interpretations and daily practices.*

To sum up, hegemony and common sense reproduce our everyday life and our
understanding of social relations. In this respect, “it is an act of power because it makes the world
intelligible.” ** Laclau and Mouffe showed that for hegemony the social always has to have an
open character, without fixed floating signifiers. These are those elements which are “particularly
open to different aspirations of meaning.”*® The articulation of hegemony also needs a
confrontation with the antagonistic articulatory practices. This is the phenomenon of equivalence.
Moreover, it is also a necessary condition to have an instable frontier which separates these
articulatory practices from each other. Furthermore as Fairclough and Rear argue, hegemony can
be always de- and rearticulated, while the outcomes become unpredictable for this reason. What |
will be looking at during the empirical analysis is how this happened in the case of Hungary. The
assumption here is that the government articulated a discourse, certain elements of which became
hegemonic in Hungarian society, by relying heavily on the speeches/opinions of its most prominent

members, on the security policy experts, and on the media. In practice, this also helped to frame

38 Ted Hopf, “Common-Sense Constructivism and Hegemony in World Politics,” International Organization 67, no.
2 (Spr 2013). 321.

% Gramsci, Hoare, and Smith, Selections from the Prison Notebooks. 423.

0 Ted Hopf, “Common-Sense Constructivism and Hegemony in World Politics,” 323.

4 1bid.

42 Nabers, “Filling the Void of Meaning.” 197.

43 Rear, “Laclau and Mouffe’s Discourse Theory.” 7.

13



CEU eTD Collection

the social debate concerning the refugees and migrants in a form that was adequate for its particular
policy agenda.

Going back to Laclau and Mouffe, they argue that an organic crisis emerges when there is
a generalized weakening of a relational system of social space, which also leads to the appearance
of new floating signifiers. This is the surplus of meaning or the moment of dislocation.* However
it is also important to note that hegemony has no center; it is rather a political type of relations. For
this reason, in a given society there can be many different hegemonic nodal points. This is also
what the analysis will show, as it will shed light on the importance of the media during this process.

Furthermore “hegemonic formation also embraces, what opposes it, insofar as the opposing
force accepts the system of basic articulations of that formation as something it negates.” * In this
respect, as Fairclough puts it, power is about “the construction of nodal points, which achieve
permanence for articulation and relations of equivalence between different struggles brought
together around some positive hegemonic project.” “¢ Nevertheless, in this thesis | accept the
critique of Fairclough towards the work of Laclau and Mouffe in the sense that their position on
the abandonment of the distinction between discourse and non-discourse is problematic.*” However
Fairclough emphasizes the utility of their argument that the articulation of language happens with
other elements of the social field within the discursive formation. These elements are not only
linguistic, but also include institutions, rituals and practices — including the police or the military

with their specific practices.*® Thus the empirical analysis will also demonstrate the role of the non-

4 Laclau and Mouffe, Hegemony and Socialist Strategy. 142.
5 1bid.

46 Fairclough, Critical Discourse Analysis. 123.

47 Ibid. 126.

“8 |bid. 122.
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linguistic discursive formations like the border fence and the so called “non-policies” which —
besides language — helped certain elements of the discourse to become hegemonic.
1.4. Identity Construction

After the introduction of the three conceptual components, it is pertinent to tackle the main
point, the process of identity construction. To summarize the importance of this chapter, | would
like to emphasize again that | see Critical Discourse Analysis, securitization and hegemony theories
as analytical tools, which will be synthesized in an innovative way, in order to get a more nuanced
picture of the identity construction process.

As Dirk Nabers argues when he summarizes the work of Laclau and Mouffe, “identity is
conceptualized as a precariously negative term, never closed in itself, ephemeral in character and
relying on the constant movement of differential relationships.” For this reason identity cannot be
complete under any circumstances. It is established through differentiating, and thus “all principles
and values, therefore, receive their meaning from relationships of difference and opposition.” 4
The goal of hegemony as a political type of relations is to create equivalence among in-group actors
while creates antagonism and excludes other social groups.>® As David Campbell demonstrates, the
articulation of danger from the side of a state is not necessarily a threat to its existence or to its
identity, but rather it is a “condition of possibility.” This is because states are never fully finished
entities, they are in a permanent need of (identity) reproduction.® “The tensions between the
demands of identity and the practices that constitute it can never be fully resolved, because the

performative nature of identity can never be fully revealed.” ®* Going back to securitization,

49 Nabers, “Filling the Void of Meaning.” 195.

%0 Ibid.

51 David Campbell, Writing Security : United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity (Manchester :
Manchester University Press, 1992). 11.

52 |bid.
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Michael Williams argues that when identities are securitized “their negotiability and flexibility are
challenged,” and a “monolithic form of identity is declared.” In this respect, a successful
securitization of identity, cannot be established without establishing the limits of the given identity:
to divide between “us” and “them” and to determine who is friend or foe.>®* However this thesis
does not want to seek to resolve the debate on the question of whether the Hungarian identity — or
more generally any state identity — is a single, coherent phenomenon or not. Even if such single
identity does not exist, one can imagine the notion of the state identity as a frame, which was
utilized through the discursive act. In this respect, state identity — akin to states themselves — is a
social construct. But this does not affect the fact that it can be utilized as a referent object in order
to reach certain policy goals. More specifically, the incoming of refugees and migrants — interpreted
as a wave or flow — created an opportunity for the construction of this identity in Hungary, which
could be easily utilized by the government. The refugees and migrants were perfectly fitting actors
for the creation of a constitutive Other in contrast with the Hungarian — or on a broader level — with
the European identity.

Concerning identity construction, one has to see also the basic argument of ontological
security studies. Anthony Giddens defines ontological security as the “confidence that most human
being have in the continuity of their self-identity and in the constancy of the surrounding social
and material environments of action.” As such, ontological security is built around the assumption
that individuals try to securitize their own identity through different, routinized behaviors, the main
goal of which is to avoid uncertainty. The origins of these routines for a stabile identity can be
found in the unconscious basic trust system of the individuals, which is usually developed in early

childhood.* The attachment to different routines can be ambivalent, as their continuity is “achieved

%3 Williams, “Words, Images, Enemies.” 519.
% Anthony Giddens, The Consequences of Modernity: Global Search (United Kingdom: Polity Press, 1990). 92.
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through the constant vigilance of the parties involved.”*® The main problem is that these routines
can principally clash with the physical interest or security of the individual, because the
maintenance of their continuity emerges as a primary goal.* Or according to another perspective,
ontological security does not come from these routinized behaviors but rather from the very essence
of distinctiveness, (“us” and “them”) which is connected to a set of identity markers.>” Although
ontological security seeking can be interpreted in two ways, the stability of the identity of the Self
is necessary for it. The in depth analysis of Viktor Orban’s speeches, in addition to the analysis of
the governmental “non-policy” practices, will demonstrate that the Hungarian government
ontologically insecuritized the Hungarian society through these moves. In Chapter 2 and 3, a closer
look on the empirical level will reveal how the situation was created in which a feeling of instability
and ontological insecurity dominated the agenda.

It is also important to note that there is a fundamental debate among ontological security
scholars, concerning the level of analysis. The first group — Alexander Wendt,*® Jennifer Mitzen>
or Brent Steele®® — project the notion of ontological security onto the state level, and argue that
states are similar to people. The second group — Catarina Kinnvall,®* Alanna Krolikowski, Stuart

Croft®® —rather try to shift back the analysis to individuals. This thesis agrees with the second group

%5 |bid. 98.

% Jennifer Mitzen, “Ontological Security in World Politics: State Identity and the Security Dilemma,” European
Journal of International Relations 12, no. 3 (September 2006). 346.

5" Bahar Rumelili, “Identity and Desecuritisation: The Pitfalls of Conflating Ontological and Physical Security,”
Journal of International Relations & Development 18, no. 1 (January 2015). 57.

%8 Alexander Wendt, “The State as Person in International Theory,” Review of International Studies, (2004).

%9 Mitzen, “Ontological Security in World Politics.”

%0 Brent J. Steele, “Ontological Security and the Power of Self-Identity: British Neutrality and the American Civil
War,” Review of International Studies, (2005).

61 Catarina Kinnvall, “Globalization and Religious Nationalism: Self, Identity, and the Search for Ontological
Security,” Political Psychology 25, no. 5 (October 2004). 741-67.

62 Alanna Krolikowski, “State Personhood in Ontological Security Theories of International Relations and Chinese
Nationalism: A Sceptical View,” Chinese Journal of International Politics 2, no. 1 (Sum 2008). 109-33.

83 Stuart Croft, “Constructing Ontological Insecurity: The Insecuritization of Britain’s Muslims,” Contemporary
Security Policy 33, no. 2 (August 2012). 219-35.
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and argues that individuals are the primary ontological security seeking actors. Concerning the
personhood of the states, the analysis builds on the arguments of Jacob Schiff and emphasizes that

states are states - particular discursive formations that are so constituted by us that we can attribute
to them rationality, identities, interests, and the like, completely independently of whether they are
or are not persons.%

In this interpretation states can be a primary tool of ontological security-seeking or
ontological insecuritization.®® To sum up, in this analysis | treat the state as a frame — regardless of
its personhood — which can be utilized by certain groups, the ruling elites for instance, in order to
create ontological insecurity at the individual level. Since individuals want to emphasize their
distinctiveness in order to secure their identities, states are essential elements/frames to this
process. The next chapters will introduce how the Hungarian government took an advantage of this
by creating a feeling in the society which suggested that this distinctiveness — and through this the
Hungarian identity — was threatened and its protection essential to the survival of the society.
Conclusion

To summarize this chapter, my main argument is that this entire process — that identity
construction was at the center of the Hungarian “migration” discourse — can be better captured with
the synthesis of Critical Discourse Analysis, securitization theory and hegemony theory. The
importance of Critical Discourse Analysis is to capture how the linguistic and non-linguistic
elements of the discourse, utilized by the government and other actors (experts, media etc.)
constituted a new social reality, most essentially through references to the Hungarian identity and

Self. As many authors have pointed out before, the Hungarian “migration” discourse securitized

84 Jacob Schiff, ““Real’? As If! Critical Reflections on State Personhood,” Review of International Studies, (2008).
12.

8 This characteristics make them similar to transnational televisions or to the church during the ontological security
seeking process. See for example: Myria Georgiou, “Seeking Ontological Security beyond the Nation: The Role of
Transnational Television,” Television & New Media 14, no. 4 (July 2013). 304-21. or Croft, “Constructing
Ontological Insecurity.”
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the issue successfully. The empirical analysis will also confirm this conclusion. However one has
to see that this attempt built on the emergence of new, hegemonic characteristics of this discourse.
As such, due to the crisis and the “migration” discourse a new common sense emerged in Hungary.

Thus the Hungarian “migration” discourse started to target the level of identity
construction. First, it securitized the situation as well as fixed new hegemonic interpretation trough
unconscious daily practices. Second, by utilizing them the discourse tried to fix the meaning of the
Self and the Other and their relation to each other. Finally, it tried to ontologically insecuritize the
Hungarian society while in parallel offered a new way — in line with the governmental

interpretations — to ontologically secure it.
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CHAPTER 2 — THE HUNGARIAN “MIGRATION” DISCOURSE

The second chapter provides an empirical analysis of the Hungarian “migration” discourse. I will
first briefly introduce two important aspects of its contextualization — the Western European
“migration” discourses and the securitization of Roma people in Hungary in 2009. Furthermore,
the chapter examines the speech act in the Hungarian “migration” discourse through the analysis
of the statements and speeches of Prime Minister Viktor Orban and the so-called National
Consultation campaign. Additionally, I will introduce the role of the non-linguistic discursive tools
— including the border fence and the so-called “non-policies.” Finally, the chapter will deal with

the role of the Hungarian media and Hungarian security policy experts more specifically.

2.1 Contextualization

The Hungarian “migration” discourse did not emerge out of the blue, rather it became
embedded in a particular context. This context has two main discursive features, which served as
preconditions for its success. One of them is the forty to fifty year-old Western European migration
discourse, while the second is the securitization of Roma people in Hungary in 2009. As such, the
Hungarian discourse cannot be understood separately; it features a certain social-embeddedness,
since it is a continuation of previous European and Hungarian phenomena. For this reason, the
following sections introduce those phenomena in order to better understand those circumstances
that made the emergence of the Hungarian migration discourse possible.
2.1.1 Western European “migration” discourses

The emergence of migration on the political agenda of Europe started in the 1970s due to
the increasing number of incoming people from Turkey, the Middle-East and North-Africa. Firstly,

this phenomenon was linked to socio-economic problems (i.e. labour and welfare) which later
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changed to a security frame.® For the description of migrants, different metaphors were used across
Europe, which interpreted their income as a “flood” or as an “invasion” against state security.®’
Virginie Mamadouh differentiates between three main stages concerning the geopolitical
characteristics of the Western European anti-migration discourses. In the 1970s, the anti-discourse
was usually built around the questions of labour or housing issues and migration was problematized
as an invasion against the working-class.®® The second type of “invasion” emerged in the 1980s,
when the discourse rather started to target the failure of the national governments concerning the
integration of migrants, and the religious aspect became more and more significant.®® The third and
final stage in the next decade, is the invasion against Western Europe itself, in which the discourse
emphasized the common fate of the European Union and the action was demanded from the
supranational level. This last step also led to the creation of those tropes which asked for the
construction of “Fortress Europe” as a whole.”

As Jef Huysmans demonstrates, the security grammar actively appeared later not only
among radical parties or politicians, but in official EU documents as well, for example concerning
the Europeanization of Justice and Home Affairs. As such, immigration transcended the mere
political sphere for the late 1990s and became securitized many times on a national and
supranational level, a process in which migration was usually linked to territorial security, border

control, counterterrorism and culture.

% Dr. Sarah Leonard, The ‘Securitization’ of Asylum and Migration in the European Union: Beyond the Copenhagen
School’s Framework. Paper presented at the SGIR Sixth Pan-European International Relations Conference, (12-15
September 2007), 3.

87 Virginie Mamadouh, The Scaling of the ‘Invasion’: A Geopolitics of Immigration Narratives in France and The
Netherlands. Geopolitics. Vol. 17 Issue 2, (2012), 372.

% Ibid. 385.

% Ibid. 388.

0 Ibid. 392.
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Huysmans also points out that this happened in the European Union during a political crisis
which had two main aspects. On the one hand, the crisis emerged due to the shift in the decision-
making, which led to the creation of a two level political arena (nation-state and EU) in which the
different actors were always competing with and complementing each other.”* On the other hand,
the permanent democratic deficit of the EU created another political struggle, which maintains the
status of the EU as a technocratic entity.”?> As a technocratic entity its institutions — such as
FRONTEX — contributed the security frame with their practices on the ground.” For this reason
the institutional practices — routines — actively accelerated the securitization of migration.

The main point of this section is not to introduce every aspect of this Western European
securitization process but rather to emphasize that this context has not changed significantly during
the last decades, which means that the Hungarian “migration” discourse could build on these
experiences, discourses and discursive tools. As the analysis of the Hungarian case will show us,
there are many common aspects between the European and Hungarian cases — including, for
example, the shift from the socio-economic to the security frame and the geopolitical/security
language, while the European political crisis has remained unchanged concerning the struggles
with democratic deficit and multi-level governance.

2.1.2 Securitizing the Roma people in Hungary

The other important aspect of contextualization is the securitization attempt of Roma people
in Hungary between 2008 and 2010. Understanding this topic can help us capture how the
governmental “migration” discourse found fertile ground in the country and demonstrates also that

the othering of refugees and migrants has Hungarian precedent.

1 Jef Huysmans, The Politics of Insecurity: Fear, Migration and Asylum in the EU, (London: Routledge, 2006), 67.
2 |bid.

8 Dr. Sarah Léonard, “FRONTEX and the Securitization of Migrants through Practices.” Paper to be presented at
the Migration Working Group Seminar, European University Institute, (9 February 2011).

22



CEU eTD Collection

As Tamas Csiki argues, the level of xenophobia in Hungarian society was always high after
the breakup of the Soviet Union, and the negative attitudes towards Roma people were only
increasing in the first 18 years of independence.”® However, until 2008 the Roma issue was usually
viewed within an economic or societal (integration-segregation) frame. This situation changed after
certain events in 2008 (i.e. the Olaszliszka murder),” and from this point a new, security-centered
framing of the Roma people emerged which was usually concerned with public security.”® Csiki
also introduces how the Hungarian radical right wing, including the parliamentary party “Jobbik,”
introduced different securitization moves (i.e. Roma criminality discourse, threat marches, physical
violence) after these events, through which process “the normally politicized issues of public safety
and criminality, occasionally accompanied with active scapegoating and blaming in education and
social welfare controversies were used in a securitizing discourse.”"’

Nevertheless, as Péter Talas emphasizes, the fear of Hungarian society was rather virtual,
without real experiences.’® This argument is supported also by those surveys which show that the
majority of society has negative attitudes towards the not-existent “piréz” national group.’® As such

the anti-Roma feelings are rather subjective, but this subjectivity significantly influences the

majority of society.®?® Similarly, although the “Roma criminality” discourse has become an

"4 Tamas Csiki, “Radical right-wing attempts and government response to securitizing the ‘Roma issue’ in Hungary,”
ECPR, (2009). 16.

S On the 15th of October 2006, a certain Lajos Szogi hit with his car a Roma girl who did not get injured in the
accident. Szogi wanted to check whether the girl was injured but when he left his car he was beaten to death by the
relatives of the girl who thought that the girl had died in the accident.

76 Donjeta Morina, The Social Construction of the ,, Roma” Threat: Strategies for desecuritization. (Budapest:
Central European University, 2013), 28.

" Tamés Csiki, “Radical right-wing,” 4.

78 Péter Talas, Tatarszentgydrgy utan...Széljegyzet a biztonsag szubjektiv percepcidjanak veszélyeirdl, Nemzet és
Biztonsdg. (February 2009). 5.

7 The “piréz” national group was created by the TARKI Social Research Institute in 2006, and it was functioning as
a social experiment which goal was to shed light on the level of xenophobia — without real experience — in Hungary.
See for example: Sik Endre, “Nott a “pirézekkel” szembeni elutasitas,” 8 March, 2007,
http://www:.tarki.hu/hu/news/2007/kitekint/20070308.html.

8 Ibid. 6.
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everyday routine of the radical right wing media,3! there are no statistics in Hungary which could
substantiate their arguments, further strengthening the virtual characteristics of the discourse.®? To
sum up, the constructed nature of this discourse builds on a virtual perception of ‘Roma otherness’
which found fertile ground in society due to pre-existing xenophobic attitudes.®?

As many others — including Szalai and G&bl — point out, one can witness the extensive
borrowing of negative frames from the anti-Roma discourse, during the othering of the incoming
refugees and migrants.8* As the empirical analysis of the governmental campaign will demonstrate,
the attempt to securitize the Roma issue between 2008 and 2010 has striking similarities with the
migration discourse, and most importantly it created a precedent in Hungary and in the Hungarian
society to easily accept the anti-migration discourse.

2.2 The governmental speech act

After the introduction of the discursive context, the aim of the following section is to
capture the linguistic element of the Hungarian “migration” discourse. Thus, the analysis will focus
on the introduction of how the framing of the crisis happened in Hungary from a semiotic
perspective. In other words, the goal is to capture what the Copenhagen School calls a speech act.
In order to complete this section, | analyzed speeches/statements of Prime Minister Viktor Orban
during 2015 and the role of the so called National Consultation campaign.

Concerning the methodology of the first part, I will focus strictly on those 53 speeches of

the Prime Minister which at least touched the topic of the refugee and migration crisis in 2015

81 Tamés Csiki, “Radical right-wing”, 10.

82 péter Talas, “Tatarszentgyorgy...,” 4.

8 Tamés Csiki, “Radical right-wing,” 7.

8 Andras Szalai and Gabriella G6bl, “Securitizing Migration in Contemporary Hungary.” 28.
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(Figure 2 demonstrates the distribution of these speeches during the year).8® After this, | analyzed

the collected statements and interviews with the help of Yoshikoder 0.6.5.0. software.
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Figure 2: The total number of the Prime Minister's speeches which dealt with the refugee and migration
crisis in 2015

The analysis had two main stages. Firstly, Yoshikoder counted the number of references
for the given categories. Secondly, its Concordance function provided 5-5 words before and after
all of the chosen references, which made it possible to see their context as well. The analysis of
these speeches, statements and interviews revealed an abundance of important characteristics of
the governmental speech act and the discourse (Figure 3 contains the detailed summary of the
numerical results).

Based on the data gained from the analyzed 53 speeches, the Prime Minster demonstrated
an extensive use of references to migration and immigration throughout the year 2015. However,

this does not mean that Viktor Orban would reject or neglect the category of refugees. According

8 The topics of the other — not covered — speeches of the Prime Minister were concerned with the opening of a new
industrial factory or with the so called “Modern Cities” development program or with some kind of economic
cooperation. For analytical purposes | did not include these speeches for the empirical research.
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to his interpretation, there are ‘real’ or ‘political’ refugees besides migrants, however he argues
that these categories are muddled by the European Union, in order to label all of the incoming
people as refugees. According to him, the current situation is not about refugees but more
specifically about migrants.

This leads us to the second conclusion of the Prime Minister’s speeches. The analysis
demonstrated that two discourse markers are exclusively connected (with a few exceptions) to the
phenomenon of migration. These are the term “illegal” and the Hungarian expression
“megélhetési” which means that the migrant and refugee migrate due to economic reasons, for a
better life and can be translated as livelihood migration. Through this discourse, the Prime Minister
created an exclusively negative frame to describe migrants, in which the inflow of people is illegal.
Here an important similarity with the securitization of Roma people emerges. Since the 2009 Roma
discourse created the term “livelihood criminality” (again with the Hungarian world:
“megélhetési”’) which means that the terminology of the Prime Minister was building on the
previous securitization experiences and thus his goal was to recall this negative frame. This
phenomenon is similar to the first geopolitical level of the Western European “migration”
discourses, which also built on labour competition and the economic aspects of migration.

Additionally, there is a recurring use of references throughout the speeches that attempt to
obfuscate the individuals from the whole process of migration and show them as a mass or as a
wave. This emotional distancing will appear again in section 2.4 concerning the analysis of the
Hungarian media. It is also important to note the this practice of the Prime Minister operates with
a geopolitical langue — including the term “invasion” — which shows a striking similarity with the
previous Western-European “migration” discourses.

Furthermore, the speeches contained 68 different references to terrorism, a phenomenon

which was clearly connected to the appearance of refugees and migrants on the border. As such,
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the Prime Minister wanted to provide a clear security frame for the interpretation of the crisis
alongside its economic aspects. This security grammar is again similar to the Western European
and Roma discourses.

In the speeches, references to Hungarian and EU borders featured prominently. They
appeared 410 times during the Prime Minister’s statements. Their contextualization clearly shows
that the border — beside the traditional referent objects, like the country — appeared as a new referent
object during the securitization process as an object that has to be protected, since it is the basis of
the Hungarian state. This aspect will be further elaborated upon in the following section.

Finally there are also a prodigious number of references (319) to identity, culture,
Christianity and civilization. This category will be analyzed in detail in Chapter 3, in which | will

also explain why | treat these seemingly different references in one single category.

Category Total number of references
Total number of references to refugees, migrants, immigrants®® 634
Total number of references to refugees®’ 209
Total number of references to the border® 410
Total number of references to illegality and to the Hungarian
expression “megélhetési” (livelihood migration) which means that 90

the migrants and refugees migrate due to economic reasons, for a
better life. &

Total number of references to terrorism®° 68

Total number of references to the wave, flood, mass of refugees

and migrants

Total number of references to identity, culture, Christianity and 319
civilization

Total number of references to Islam® 44

Figure 3: Total number of analyzed references in Viktor Orban's speeches

8 In Hungarian: menekiiltek, bevandorldk, betelepiildk, népvandorlas, migracio és e szavak ragozott formai.
87 In Hungarian: menekiiltek és ennek ragozott formai.

8 In Hungarian: hatar és ennek ragozott formai.

8 In Hungarian: illegalis, megélhetési és e szavak ragozott formai.

% In Hungarian: terrorizmus és ennek ragozott formai.

% In Hungarian: hulldm, tdmeg, aradat és e szavak ragozott formai.

92 In Hungarian: identitas, kultira, kereszténység, civilizacio és e szavak ragozott formai.

% In Hungarian: iszlam, muszlim és e szavak ragozasai.
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Besides the frame of the Prime Minister, the second important aspect of the governmental
speech act is the campaign throughout the year, which had two main elements: the so called national
consultation program and the billboard campaign. As Szalai and G6bl put it:

National consultations are a key element of illiberal democracy in Hungary: they have been

used to supplant referenda, offering a semblance of influence to supporters of the

government. These questionnaires are little more than propaganda pieces with
questionable methodology, biased and suggestive question. They serve the purpose of
communication between the government and its supporters, are issued by the first, and are
usually tied to a populistic campaign. They provide tropes for supporters to shape public
discourse, raise awareness about the government option, and are frequently used to

demonstrate both the presence of democratic institutions and wide support for government
policy against its critics.%

According to the analysis of Andras Szabd, the government spent almost 1.5 billion Forint on
this migration-focused National Consultation and billboard campaign.®® This means that the
government sent the National Consultation letter to every citizen with the right to vote and put up
billboards all across the country. The data of the government shows us that they received more than
one million responses, the number of those who were reached by this campaign must be even
higher. %

The National Consultation questionnaire, entitled “On Immigration and Terrorism,” included
12 questions, in three implicit categories. °” The first three suggest that there is an increasing
terrorist threat in Hungary, due to the crisis. Questions 4-5 focus on illegal migration and on the
increasing number of immigrants. The rest of the questions criticize Brussels’ immigration policy
while in parallel trying to legitimize the Hungarian government’s decisions. In addition, the various

billboards contained the following messages concerning the refugee and migration crisis:

% Andras Szalai and Gabriella G6bl, “Securitizing Migration in Contemporary Hungary.” 24.

% Andras Szabd: “Mennyibe keriil nekiink a bevandorlas elleni harc?” Vs.hu, last modified August 3, 2015,
http://vs.hu/kozelet/osszes/mennyibe-kerul-nekunk-a-bevandorlas-elleni-harc-0803.

% “Nemzeti Konzultacio a bevandorlasrol és terrorizmusrol,” accessed April 26, 2016,
http://nemzetikonzultacio.kormany.hu/

97 “Nemzeti Konzultacio a bevandorlasrol és a terrorizmusrol,” accessed Aprils 26, 2016,
http://www.kormany.hu/download/7/e2/50000/nemzeti_konzultacio_bevandorlas_2015.pdf
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e If you come to Hungary, you have to respect our culture!

e If you come to Hungary, you have to respect our laws!

e We do not want illegal immigrants!

e The People have chosen: The country needs to be defended!

e [f you come to Hungary, you cannot take away Hungarians’ job!

The importance in both the national consultation and billboard campaign cases that they,
similar to the frame used by the Prime Minister, directly link migration to security in addition to
the economic challenges and, in many cases, more directly to terrorism. The target audience of
these messages is clearly Hungarian society, since all of them were printed in Hungarian, without
any translation. This made it possible to treat the whole issue in a security frame, which already
shifted the debate concerning refugees and migrants from the beginning of the crisis. The striking
similarities with the Western European “migration” discourses and the securitization of Roma
people suggest that the Prime Minister consciously used these experiences to frame the situation.
2.3 Non-Linguistic Tools

In the previous section, | addressed the role of the governmental speech act, to capture how
it constituted the emergence of a new social reality. The following section rather focuses on the
non-linguistic elements of the discourse in order to emphasize that it is not only constituted by
language but also — and more broadly — by practices. For this reason, | will analyze the role of the
Hungarian border fence and the so called non-policies, in order to shed light on another aspect of
securitization and hegemony.

To capture the importance of the Hungarian border fence among the non-linguistic

discursive tools, it is paramount to understand the broader and symbolic meanings of borders. On
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the one hand, “borders constitute the international system of states,”% since they are indispensable
for the territorial integrity of states. Their establishment, as well as their elimination, always have
symbolic meaning. While this was the symbol of freedom in the case of the fall of the Iron Curtain,
the emergence of “Fortress Europe,” in the Western European migration discourses became the
symbol of “racial, ethnic and religious boundaries.”®® Furthermore, as Jef Husymans argues,
borders are not only symbols, but also technological processes, in which political discourses are
embedded.1® “They exist as specific routines, technological devices and knowledge that shape a
European space of free movement by externalizing and stratifying dangerous, excessive use of
freedom. 1%t In this respect, they are daily routines on the level of common sense, which have
hegemonic character and for these reasons they are essential for ontological security.

To understand these roles of borders is important for the Hungarian case because this
interpretation is adhered to by Prime Minister Viktor Orban when he declares that “a country with
no borders is not a country at all. "% Thus, he links the very existence of Hungary, as well as
Hungarian identity, history, culture and nation, to the protection of the border. Conversely, an
unprotected border would mean the end of the Hungarian state, and for this reason the end of
Hungarian identity. Therefore, on June 17, 2015, the government announced that it would build a
fence on the Hungarian-Serbian border (and later on the Hungarian-Croatian border).

In doing so, the government created a new element of the technological security frame,

which constitutes the image of a solution for the crisis. It provides the image of impenetrable

% David Carter and Paul Poast, “Why Do States Build Walls? Political Economy, Security, and Border Stability,”
last modified April 5, 2015,
https://www.princeton.edu/~dbcarter/David_B._Carter/Research_files/walls_JCR_final.pdf.

%9 Jaume Castan Pinos, “Building Fortress Europe? Schengen and the Cases of Ceuta and Melilla” (Queen’s
University Belfast, August 8, 2011). 4.

100 Huysmans, The Politics of Insecurity. 97.

101 1hid.

102 K stese
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security even as, according to Hungarian police data,!®® just over than 3400 migrants crossed the
border in March 2016 alone. For this reason, the border fence is an imagined solution through
technology and knowledge. It protects something (the border) which is on the level of common
sense, while its protection also became a daily routine for the government as well as for the
Hungarian police, military and society. Finally, on another symbolic level, the border fence also
constitutes the image of Self and Other. As Huysmans argues, migrants are usually seen as strangers
and not as outsiders.’% In this respect, the border fence is a physical manifestation on the non-
linguistic discursive level of an imagined boundary which draws a distinction between the familiar
(Self) and the stranger (Other).

Besides the importance of the border fence, 1 would like to introduce the role of the so
called non-policies as well. As Andras Szalay and Gabriella G6bl emphasize, an important element
of the anti-migration campaign were the non-policies of the government, which they define as “the
conscious neglect of a policy issue for short term benefits in terms of securitization. 1% Szalai and
G6bl emphasize the role of the Hungarian transit zones in this respect, which were established
originally in Budapest. As they argue, in these zones the government not only failed to provide
adequate legal and humanitarian assistance, but also shifted the burden and the responsibility to
care for the refugees and migrants on NGOs, who became responsible for the maintenance of these
zones.1% Consequently, the conditions were increasingly worsening in these places, further

exacerbated by the government providing the refugees and migrants with insufficient-1%" or

103 A Magyar Rendérség Hivatalos Honlapja — The Official Website of the Hungarian Police, “Elfogott migransok
szama az elmult 30 napban,” accessed April 1, 2016, http://www.police.hu/hirek-es-informaciok/hatarinfo/elfogott-
migransok-szama.

104 Huysmans, The Politics of Insecurity. 16.

105 Andras Szalai and Gabriella G6bl, “Securitizing Migration in Contemporary Hungary.” 21.

106 1bid. 22.

107 One of these examples was that the migrants and refugees got a map to find the city of Vamosszabadi, however
the map did not include roads, train and bus stations just the names of a few Hungarian city.
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misinformation.®® As a consequence, the media could also capture a chaotic situation, with the
reinforcement of their negative image. Later, the government established similar zones near the
main border crossing points, with low capacity, hurried border procedures and unlawful detention
procedures.®® As such, the zones became part of the border fence, and of the security frame. They
are now new, technocratic routines which help to frame refugees and migrants in line with the
governmental interpretation

All in all, non-policies have two important aspects and linked dimensions that concern the
remainder of this thesis. They destabilized the known social world, providing a structure vacuum
which had to be filled and, as such, provided a chance for the emergence of a new, hegemonic
interpretation. At the same time, they helped to reinforce the pre-established negative image of
migrants or, in other words, helped the society to decide among the competing interpretations of
refugees and migrants. 110

To sum up the importance of this whole section, one has to see that the Hungarian
“migration” discourse does not exclusively build on linguistic tools. It heavily relies also on non-
linguistic elements, which actively constituted the emergence of a new security frame. The border
fence, the transit-zones and the non-policies are also parts of these discursive formations. While
some of them are built on the level of common sense, which operate with old and new daily routines
in order to gain hegemonic character, others rather create a gap of meaning and provide space for
the emergence of new hegemony, and in this process they also reinforce the negative image of

migrants in society.

108 1hjd.

199 Hungarian Helsinki Committee, “No Country for Refugees — New asylum rules deny protection to refugees and
lead to unprecedented human rights violations in Hungary,” last modified September 18, 2015, http://helsinki.hu/wp-
content/uploads/HHC_Hungary_Info_Note_Sept_2015 No_country for_refugees.pdf

110 Andras Szalai and Gabriella G6bl, “Securitizing Migration in Contemporary Hungary.” 23.
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2.4 Non-governmental actors

Besides the governmental linguistic and non-linguistic tools, the Hungarian “migration”
discourse did not have one, single center, and it was influenced by other, non-governmental actors.
However, this was usually in line with the governmental interpretations. In this section, I will
analyze the role of the main group of them, including the Hungarian media and security policy
experts/policy analysts, since many Hungarians who followed the news reports on a daily basis,
regularly encountered their views and came to rely on their representations, interpretations and
framings of events.

2.4.1 The Media Discourse

The following sub-section is dedicated to summarizing the Hungarian media discourse
concerning the crisis as well as the governmental “migration” discourse. In the second part of the
section I will also demonstrate how the discourse was impacted by the most prominent Hungarian
security policy experts, who appeared in the media on a daily basis during the crisis.

Media has a crucial impact on the framing and the agenda-setting of various issues. With
respect to the case of refugees and migrants, the case of Hungary is not an exception. For example,
a group of researchers from the University of Queensland in 2013, analyzed the media framing of
refugees and migrants who arrived in Australia.!** As their main conclusion demonstrates, the
media images usually obfuscate the individuals from the news, and framed the refugees or asylum
seekers without recognizable features, from a distance in large groups.!'? The practice creates

emotional distance between the viewers and the subjects.'!® This makes it easier to establish a

111 Roland Bleiker et al., “The Visual Dehumanisation of Refugees,” Australian Journal of Political Science 48, no. 4
(December 2013). 398-416.

112 |hid. 399.

113 | bid.
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security-led interpretation, while it sidelines the humanitarian lens on the issue.''* In the previous
section, the analysis of Prime Minister Viktor Orban’s speeches revealed a similar tactic, as he
usually framed the incoming people as a “mass” or a “wave,” which can also dehumanize refugees
and migrants. Meanwhile, in August 2015, one of the editors of the Hungarian Public Media
prohibited showing children of refugees and migrants in news footages. Later, the Hungarian
Public Media argued that this decision had been made in order to protect the rights of the
children.11

As some analysis points out, the Hungarian media was not able to challenge the
governmental framing of the events, and could only — and in some cases unwittingly — assist its
discursive campaign. Gabor Bernath and Vera Messing demonstrate that the intensive
governmental campaign, the exclusiveness of the political discourse and the exclusion of the
organizations with professional experience from the media made the emergence of alternative
interpretations of the crisis impossible.!*® Their methodology follows an extensive media content
analysis in the first part of 2015. Bernath and Messing emphasize the role of the emergence of the
“livelihood migrant” category in the discourse, which functioned rather as an empty signifier for
the society without clear definition.!” They also recognize that those media channels which are
close to the government dealt significantly more with the migrants and refugees in the first part of
the year, while it is generally true that the “migrants” almost never got a voice in these media
reports.!!® The analysis also points out that the interchangeable use of the terms “immigrant,”

“migrant,” and “refugee” by the government was adopted by the Hungarian media which led to the

114 1pid.

115 «“Tilos menekiilt gyerekeket mutatni a koztévén?” (25 August, 2015),
http://hvg.hu/itthon/20150825_Belso_utasitas_a_koztevenel_tilos_gyereke

116 Gabor Bernath, Vera Messing, “Bedaralva: A menekiiltekkel kapcsolatos korményzati kampany és a tole
fiiggetlen megszolalas terepei.” Médiakutato. XV1/4. (2016). 8.

U7 bid.

18 1bid. 13.
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further destabilization of these expressions.!'® This destabilization attempt is similar to the so-
called “non-policies” in the transit zones, which were introduced in the previous section.
Concerning the images in these news reports, Bernath and Messing demonstrate that one-fifth of
the sample used pictures of “migrants” as criminals, while 20 images out of the 59 use the technique
of distancing.'®® To sum up, their main conclusion is that the mainstream Hungarian media —
wittingly or unwittingly — paralleled and reinforced the governmental campaign.t?:

Another analysis by Adrienn Bognar and Béla Janky based on the sample of University
students argues that for October 2015 most of the students had a stable but divided opinion about
the crisis, which was not influenced by different media reports.1?2 They also emphasize that those
who follow the news of the two main private channels had a significantly more negative attitude
towards refugees and migrants, even though one of these channels was usually critical of the
government.?3

Bernath and Mesing also emphasize the role of different security policy experts'?* — most
importantly Gyorgy Nogradi — who routinely appeared in the media and further strengthened the
governmental frame of the discourse. Since it is difficult to measure the impact of the security
policy experts on the discourse and on the societal attitude, I rather decided to ask for their own
interpretations about their role during the crisis. My interviewees were Gyorgy Nogradi, Gabor
Torok and Péter Talas, who are the most famous and influential security policy experts/political
analysts in Hungary. Usually they appeared on a daily basis in the different media platforms during

the height of the crisis. | also chose this sample because their opinions were typical divergent,

119 |bid. 14.

120 |bid. 15.

121 |bid. 16.

122 Adrienn Bognar, Béla Janky. “Menekiilt-hirek és véleményalkots 2015 &szén: egy médiahatas-vizsgalat elsd
eredményei.” Socio.hu 2015/4. (2015). 137.

123 |bid. 147.

124 Gabor Bernath, Vera Messing, “Bedaralva.” 6.
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helping me to capture the different parallel interpretations and discourses. While Nogradi rather
supported the government’s securitization attempts, Talas took part in the desecuritization of the
crisis and Torok evaluated the events according to their impact on the political gains and losses of
Viktor Orban.*?® During these talks | tried to get answers to the following topics:
e What are the most important tasks and the main responsibility of a security policy/policy
expert during the evaluation of an event or crisis situation?
e How big an impact can be made by an expert on the social-political discourse?
e How do you see your own role concerning the interpretation, evaluation and the changing
of the media discourse during the crisis?
e Do you think that the Hungarian experts facilitated the securitization of the crisis?
e s it possible/Can you state an independent opinion?
e Do you differentiates between media channels? Whether you accept their interview
requests or not?
e What is your current opinion about the crisis?

The interviews clearly demonstrated that the experts held fundamentally different
interpretations of their own tasks and roles. Torok differentiated between those experts who “want
to provide a normative opinion” and between those “who rather want to present the data and
available information.” According to Talas, the task and the responsibility of the expert depends
on whether he/she talks to the public (to inform it), or to the politicians (to inform, to summarize
the different stances, or to strengthen political opinion). Nogradi did not make a distinction and

argued that the main task is to tell the expert’s own opinion.

125 The full, Hungarian transcripts of the three interviews can be read in the Appendices. Originally | also planned to
conduct an interview with Georg Spéttle, but he did not respond to my request.
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Another difference emerged, when I asked them concerning the expert’s discursive impacts.
Torok rejected that the opinion leaders and experts would somehow influence the public because
they are not known by the vast majority of the public and the public merely seeks confirmatory
opinions by reading the experts selectively. Instead, he said that they can have a bigger impact on
politicians, who read their opinions in various press reviews. According to Talas and Nogradi, the
experts can have an impact on society if they appear a lot in the different media platforms.

Every interviewee agreed on the answer that it is possible to have an independent (but not
neutral) opinion as an expert. Similarly, they did not differentiate between the media channels,
according to their political background (while Torok said that the personality of given reporter is
more important), however Torok and Talas argued that it is more typical that the given channel do
not invite them if the channels wants to spread a different message.

According to Téalas, the Hungarian experts facilitated the securitization of the crisis (when
they interchangeably used the definitions of refugees and migrants; when they provided a
civilizational context; and when they argued that the whole Islamic community is a danger for
Europe), while Torok rather argued that merely “everyone did his/her job.” However, both of them
agreed that Nogradi was a key figure during the events. Concerning this, Nogradi did not want to
evaluate his own role in this process. According to Torok, Nogradi provided a strong, negative and
normative opinion, long before the government. Télas argued that he tried to introduce a different
interpretation of the events from the beginning, while Térok emphasized that the counter messages
did not reach as many people as Nogradi, whose opinion was better articulated. Torok saw his own
role as a less important one. For the question whether the experts tried to further securitize the
issue, Nogradi answered that the decision is always in the hands of the politicians, and the expert

can only give his/her opinion — as such he rejected that the experts would securitize the events.
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As this short analysis demonstrates, the experts have diverging opinions and interpretations
about their role in the discourse. The most interesting point for us is probably that both of his
colleagues emphasized the role of Nogradi in this process. He not only declared his opinion directly
before the government, but he was also among the first to suggest the physical closure of the border.
It also seems that Nogradi rather wanted to avoid answers reflecting the evaluation of his own role
during the process. As he became an expert “celebrity,” many media channels started to attack his
personality, but Nogradi remained influential and probably the most popular expert in Hungary.
As Torok defined it, Nogradi was the “biggest winner of the crisis, besides Viktor Orbadn,” it was
according to him a “Négradi Gyorgy show.”

To sum up, the Hungarian experts were divided during the crisis. Although they did not
equally support the governmental discourse, the most influential of them, Gyorgy Nogradi clearly
dominated the media, and his opinion — in line with the governmental decisions — reached
significantly more people than the others’ messages. In this respect, he became a securitizing actor,
who took part in the discursive moves of the government.

The accepted governmental framing together with the role of Nogradi in this process, meant
for the Hungarian media that it could only assist the governmental discourse and was not able to
provide a counter frame against it. As Chapter 3 will emphasize it, similarly to the media the
parliamentary opposition and the desecuritizing actors (NGOs) also failed to resist the
governmental discourse which meant that the securitization of the situation and the emergence of
new hegemonic interpretations became possible without a significant counter-frame.

CONCLUSION

The aim of Chapter 2 was to provide an empirical analysis of the Hungarian “migration”
discourse. The Hungarian “migration” discourse clearly aimed at securitizing the issue of refugees

and migrants. This attempt heavily built on the previous experiences concerning the Western
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European “migration” discourses and the securitization of the Roma people in Hungary. Chapter 2
demonstrated that the statements and speeches of Prime Minister Viktor Orban as well as the
governmental campaign — operationalization of linguistic and non-linguistic tools — had a
fundamental impact on the nature of the discourse. The chapter also showed that the Hungarian
media could not challenge the frame of the government concerning the migrants and refugees and
rather reinforced its discourse. In this process, the role of Gyorgy Nogradi — as the most prominent
security policy expert in the media during 2015 — further strengthened the discursive frame of the
government long before the escalation of the situation. As Chapter 3 will demonstrate these
characteristics of the discourse led to the emergence of securitization and new hegemonic

interpretations which made the identity construction possible.
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CHAPTER 3 — IDENTITY CONSTRUCTION THROUGH THE HUNGARIAN

“MIGRATION” DISCOURSE

While Chapter 2 provided a general overview concerning the Hungarian “migration”
discourse, this final part will demonstrate how the discourse affected the identity construction
process during the crisis. In order to do this, I will rely on the novel synthesized conceptual
approach, introduced in Chapter 1. In terms of structure, the first section will emphasize the role
of securitization and the emergence of the new hegemonic interpretations in the discourse, while
the second will present the ontological insecuritization process, which was followed by the
emergence of a new enemy image. Finally, the chapter introduces the practice of the Hungarian
government, in which it offered a new way to ontologically securitize the Hungarian Self.

3.1 Securitization and new hegemonic interpretations

Building on Chapter 1 and Chapter 2, this section summarizes how securitization and the
emergence of new hegemonic interpretations affected the Hungarian “migration” discourse, which
will help to capture the identity construction process in the following sections. As Chapter 1
emphasized, Dirk Nabers argues that crises of representation, or of meaning, are the root of any
social or identity change, while “hegemonic discourses serve as the nexus between crises and social
structures and how they make identity construction possible.”?® After the introduction of the
Hungarian “migration” discourse, it is clear that the incoming of refugees and migrants was
interpreted as a crisis from the beginning, not only by the government, but also by the media, by
the security policy experts and more broadly by the EU. This was also a crisis of representations,
in terms that it questioned the principles of such concepts as borders and states, which were

previously taken for granted.

126 Nabers, “Filling the Void of Meaning.” 194.
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Before | talk about the new hegemony, it is important to reemphasize — as many other
authors point out — that the Hungarian “migration” discourse was a clear securitization attempt.?’
As Chapter 2 demonstrated, this process had every element — “existential threats, emergency
actions, and effects on interunit relations by breaking free rules ' — necessary for a successful
securitization. Furthermore, it was a multilayered attempt, in which a variety of actors — the
government, the media, and security policy experts — accelerated the process. This is not to say that
the government did not use the securitization consciously, however it is important to see that the
government was not the exclusive center of this process. And this is the first point where hegemony
becomes central. As Ted Hopf formulates, “hegemonic power is maximized to the extent that these
ideas become taken for granted by the dominated population,*?°® while Laclau and Mouffe
emphasize that it “embraces what opposes it, insofar as the opposing force accepts the system of
basic articulations of that formation as something it negates.” *** Hegemony builds on common
sense, where there is no longer need for the confirmation of truth.3 It works structurally, through
numerous, unconscious daily practices.'® Since the securitization of the refugees and migrants had
no single center — it was accelerated by a number of actors — this security frame is exactly the main
hegemonic point of the discourse.

Besides this aspect, it was the feeling of destabilization and uncertainty which gained
hegemonic character in Hungarian society. As such, the crisis led to the emergence of a new social
reality, in which none can tell who the enemy is. This feeling of destabilization and uncertainty

accompanied the whole crisis in 2015. The main point to see here is that this characteristic was

127 Including: Szalai and G6bl, Blazek or Carulli. For the detailed references see: Reference 4.
128 Buzan, Waever, and Wilde, Security. 26.

129 Ted Hopf, “Common-Sense Constructivism and Hegemony in World Politics,” 321.

130 |_aclau and Mouffe, Hegemony and Socialist Strategy. 139.

131 Gramsci, Hoare, and Smith, Selections from the Prison Notebooks. 423.

132 Ted Hopf, “Common-Sense Constructivism and Hegemony in World Politics," 323.
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permanently and consciously strengthened by the Hungarian government. On the one hand, the
tool of the so called ‘non-policies’ helped to destabilize the interpretation of refugees and migrants
especially in the transit zones, while on the other hand the explicit linguistic mixing of the different
terms — such as refugee, migrant, immigrant — further strengthened this situation. Moreover, in
both cases — concerning the security frame and the destabilizing grammar — the parliamentary
opposition was not able to resist the governmental discourse, and not only accepted but started to
also actively use these very frames.®** While many NGOs published a number of analyses in which
they wanted to clarify the situation and the different legal definitions, they were losing ground in
the mainstream media throughout the year.!3* Besides this, Two-tailed Dog, the Hungarian mock
political party ridiculed the governmental security frame through humorous billboards, but did not
offer a specific counter frame about migrants themselves,* and lost ground in the second half of
the year. As Szalai and G6bl conclude, these desecuritizing actors tried to use the same instruments
— billboards and social media — but their attempt remained unsuccessful due to their low
visibility.1% For these reasons, a new hegemonic discourse emerged with a new common sense
which built on the exclusive usage of the security frame and on the feeling of instability and
uncertainty concerning the refugees and migrants.
3.2 Identity construction: Destabilization of the Hungarian Self and ontological
insecuritization

This section will demonstrate how identity construction happened in the Hungarian case
through the strengthening of differentiation and ontological insecuritization, while also pointing

out why securitization and the new hegemonic interpretations were essential in this process.

133 Gabor Bernath, Vera Messing, “Bedaralva.” 5.
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135 Andrés Szalai and Gabriella G6bl, “Securitizing Migration in Contemporary Hungary.” 26.
136 1bid. 29.
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Empirically, this process will be captured through the analysis of the Prime Minister’s speech at
Kotcse and through the analysis of his speeches with a special focus on identity construction and
ontological security. Finally, I will also draw attention to Viktor Orban’s concept, in which he
offered a new mechanism of ontological security for the Hungarian society.

As Chapter 1 argued, identity cannot be complete under any circumstances and it is
established through differentiating, and thus “all principles and values, therefore, receive their
meaning from relationships of difference and opposition.”*¥” Furthermore, as Chapter 1 also
emphasized, ontological security is built around the assumption that individuals try to securitize
their own identity through different, routinized behaviors whose main goal is to avoid uncertainty.
Or, in another interpretation, its very essence is distinctiveness, (“us” and “them”) which is
connected to a set of identity markers.*® Thus states are primary tools of ontological security-
seeking, since they help individuals to emphasize this distinctiveness.

The Kotcse Civil Picnic is an annual event of the FIDESZ (governmental) party, which
usually takes place in September. During these days the party’s most prominent members,
supporters, and invited guests discuss the most important policy oriented questions behind closed
doors. The analysis of the Prime Minister’s Kotcse speech from 5 September, 2015 reveals much
from the perspective of ontological insecuritization and identity construction.!3®

The content of the speech was built around four main pillars: identity, religion, nation and
culture. In the introduction part Viktor Orban provided a ‘divine’ explanation for the current

situation, in which he, the government and their supporters are the chosen ones by God. Then he

137 1bid.

138 Bahar Rumelili, “Identity and Desecuritisation: The Pitfalls of Conflating Ontological and Physical Security,” 57.
139 The full speech is available on the website of the Hungarian Government: “Viktor Orban's speech at the 14th
Kétcese civil picnic,” last modified September 5, 2015, http://www.kormany.hu/en/the-prime-minister/the-prime-
minister-s-speeches/viktor-orban-s-speech-at-the-14th-kotcse-civil-picnic
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defined the main argument of the speech and argued that what “we are experiencing now is the end
of an era: a conceptual-ideological era.” This was the era of the “liberal babble,” which ends is
an opportunity “for the national-Christian ideology way of thinking and approach to regain
dominance.” He claimed that the current “invasion” of refugees and migrants emerged due to the
failure of the liberals, as they forced their own ideology on other nations. He argued that the current
situation is the “identity crisis” of liberalism. However, he also emphasized that this is a “good
crisis,” because the former bad crisis affected the Christian and national identities.

After this part, he elaborated the Christian aspects of the current situation. In his
interpretation of Christianity, providing support to someone is morally good, but only if this would
not weaken the national economy. This meant that Christian values should be concerned with the
individual and not the state level. According to him, the problem of liberalism is that it mixes these
categories and that is why liberalism is a “hypocrisy.”

Finally, Orban emphasized that the situation was an opportunity for the Hungarians to
define themselves and “to restore the prestige and appeal of national identity and Christian
identity, in opposition to the liberal identity.” The Prime Minister closed his speech with four main
conclusions:

e “A country with no borders is not a country at all.”

e “Hungary must protect its ethnic and cultural composition.” And a community has the right
to decide on its composition.

e “If you are not economically successful you will be trampled underfoot.” In this process
sovereignty is the key.

e “Everyday patriotism ” is the solution. “This is not something of an intellectual nature, but

a vital instinct, a daily routine.”
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What does this whole speech tell us from the perspective of ontological security? Most
importantly the speech introduces how the differentiation between the Self (Christian and national)
and the Other (liberal) happens. This is connected to divine origins, or to a missionary vision, which
means that challenging his opinion would also challenge God’s will. Moreover, the Prime Minister
creates a sense of identity crisis or, in other words, the sense of ontological insecurity. He talks
explicitly about the crisis of liberal identity (the Other), but he also sees a physical threat (posed
by the refugees and migrants) to the identity of the Self, which is manifested in an invasion.
Moreover, he explicitly states that this is the moment to define ourselves (or to define the Self),
which again strengthens the differentiation.

Following the principles introduced in the Kotcse speech, I decided to treat the references
to identity, culture, Christianity and civilization in a single category in Figure 3, as they are equally
concerned with ontological security. These four references are mixed and used interchangeably in
the speeches of the Prime Minister and used synonymously. Throughout the year, there were 319
references in his speeches to this category, and their number increased as the number of incoming
refugees and migrants grew. (Figure 4 demonstrates their distribution ratio in the different months).
It is also true that September was the peak in every analyzed category. As such, there is congruence
between the references and the number of refugees and migrants. This shows us that the physical
manifestation of a real or imagined threat — posed by the refugees and migrants — was translated
into the language of ontological security. In this, conscious strategy, or the identity — imagined or

real — of the Hungarian Self, was destabilized.
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Figure 4: References to identity, Christianity, culture and civilization in the Prime Minister's speeches in
2015

If one applies Yoshikoder’s concordance (contextualization) function to this category, it
becomes striking that in the Prime Minister’s interpretation there are many different civilizations.
One of them is the European, which is almost equal to Christianity. For Orban, this is the category
of Us, or the Self, which has to be protected. While according to him, there are parallel identities
in Europe, one of which supports multiculturalism and thus tries to undermine “Our” identity,
which is again European, Christian and national.

In terms of Christianity, the Prime Minister emphasized many times that not only the
government but also Hungary, and Europe as a continent, are Christians. In this respect, he also
declared that “Hungary will be Christian or will not be at all.”**° The current situation, in his
opinion, means that the special, Christian form of living (like the traditional family model) is under

attack.

140«Orban Viktor sajtonyilatkozata a Kocsis Fiilop gorogkatolikus metropolitaval ktott elvi megallapodas alairasat
kovetéen,” (May 18, 2015) http://www.kormany.hu/hu/a-miniszterelnok/beszedek-publikaciok-interjuk/orban-
viktor-sajtonyilatkozata-a-kocsis-fulop-gorogkatolikus-metropolitaval-kotott-elvi-megallapodas-alairasat-kovetoen.
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References to culture are used quite similarly to civilization. In this interpretation there are
different cultural categories while the European-Hungarian is a historically singular category. The
crisis means for him that other cultures (Others) are coming to Europe, which leads to the
emergence of a threat. To sum up, the Prime Minister’s method is almost the same in every case.
He consistently uses references which are linked to identity and, through this, to the ontological
security of the Hungarians. He is also consistent in the sense that there is a new, “unfamiliar”
phenomenon which poses a threat to all of these identity markers.

As one can see, identity construction operated through the strengthening of differentiation
(between the Self and the Other) and through ontological insecuritization in the Hungarian case.
And this is the reason why the emergence of new hegemonic interpretations and securitization were
essential for the success of this practice. As Chapter 1 already emphasized, the goal of hegemony
is to create equivalence among in-group actors, while creating antagonism and excluding other
social groups.** Furthermore, when identities are securitized “their negotiability and flexibility are
challenged,” and a “monolithic form of identity is declared, "*** thus a successful securitization of
identity cannot be established without establishing the limits of the given identity: to divide “us”
and “them” and to determine who is friend or foe.}* In practice, this meant that securitization and
the new hegemonic interpretations — the usage of the security frame and the feeling of instability,
as introduced in the previous section — had a significant role in this process.

The role of the security frame as a hegemonic tool was to help the emergence of equivalence
among in-group actors, as it contributed to the framing of the situation. Thus it is utilized to draw

a line between the Self (Hungarian) and the Other (refugees and migrants) and strengthened the

141 1pjd.
142 Williams, “Words, Images, Enemies.” 519.
143 1pid.
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identity construction through this differentiation. The feeling of instability — as another hegemonic
interpretation — helped the ontological insecuritization process in parallel. It created a feeling of a
situation in which the everyday routines — which would be essential for ontological security — are
no longer working, and thus the destabilization of the Hungarian Self is possible. Furthermore the
securitization of the situation from the beginning also helped to fix the meaning of a new enemy-
image (refugees and migrants) and the Self (Hungary). Thus, it left the space of physical security,
and started to target the ontological security of individuals. This is what we can see when the Prime
Minister talks about the threatening of the Hungarian identity, civilization, culture etc. or about the
possible collapse of the Hungarian State. This collapse is directly linked to the physical defense of
the border which also has a greater meaning — the border of the Hungarian Self. As | emphasized
before, the state as a frame can be essential for the ontological security of individuals; through this
move the very basis of the ontological security (and the Hungarian Self) is destabilized.

However, this was not the end of the government’s practice, as it also offered a new path
to secure the destabilized Self. On the one hand, the fourth conclusion of the Prime Minister’s
Kotese speech — that “everyday patriotism” is the solution, which “is not something of an
intellectual nature, but a vital instinct, a daily routine” —has paramount importance, as he explains
how this Self can be ontologically secured: through everyday patriotism as a daily routine. He
clearly calls for the emergence of a new routine, which should be a principle of this new ontological
security and thus the principle of the stabilized Hungarian identity. And this everyday patriotism
has to be connected to the Hungarian state, which is the provider of the physical security of its
citizens.

To sum up its importance one has to see that Orban constructed a situation in which the
Self is ontologically threatened or insecuritized, while at the same time he provides a solution

through a Christian-national ideological basis which is granted by the body of the Hungarian state.
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Meanwhile, the usage of the security frame as a hegemonic tool for the interpretation of the
refugees and migrants offers another path for this ontological stabilization. This security frame can
successfully strengthen the limits of the Self, and thus it also helps to easily decide who is friend
and who is enemy.
CONCLUSION

Building on the conceptual foundations of Chapter 1 and the empirical analysis of the
Hungarian “migration” discourse in Chapter 2, the goal of Chapter 3 was to show how discourse
affected the level of identity construction. In order to do this, the first section introduced how the
securitization and the new hegemonic interpretation emerged throughout 2015. In this respect, |
demonstrated that the security frame and the feeling of instability were the two most important
securitization and hegemony tools, later utilized for identity construction. The second section
presented two aspects of the identity construction process — the differentiation and the ontological
insecuritization. The security frame helped in the creation of equivalence among in-group actors
and the interpretation of the situation. Thus it was utilized to demarcate and to differentiate between
the Self and the Other. In parallel, the feeling of instability created a situation where the traditional
routines — necessary for ontological security — were no longer working. Through this, the
destabilization of identity on the individual level became possible. The discourse also fixed the
meaning of the new enemy-image (refugees and migrants). In this respect, the Hungarian border
the state and the Hungarian identity as referent objects and frameworks were directly linked to the
ontological security of the individual level, in which the invasion of the refugees and migrants
could mean the end of them. Finally, this chapter shed light on the governmental practice which

discursive goal was to offer a new way of ontological stability — through everyday patriotism.
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CONCLUSIONS

The main goal of this thesis was to identify the impact of the Hungarian “migration”
discourse on the Hungarian identity construction process. In order to do this, Chapter 1 provided
an alternative conceptual approach, which built on the synthesis of the framework of Critical
Discourse Analysis, securitization, and hegemony theories in an innovative way. The analysis
demonstrated that the Hungarian “migration” discourse — in contrast with existing literature — is
more than a pure securitization attempt, as it fundamentally affects the Hungarian identity
construction process.

Chapter 2 introduced the main characteristics of the discourse. Concerning its
preconditions, it showed that the framing of the refugees and migrants built heavily on other
Western European “migration” discourses and on the securitization of the Roma people. The
chapter also demonstrated that the governmental campaign, operating through a wide range of
linguistic and non-linguistic tools, had a substantial impact on the nature of the 2015 discourse.
The analysis also demonstrated that the non-governmental actors — including the media — were not
able to resist the governmental framing of the situation, and they could only reinforce it.
Furthermore, Gyorgy Nogradi, as the most prominent security policy expert of Hungary in 2015
had a significant impact on the strengthening of the governmental discourse, even before the
escalation of the situation.

As the securitized governmental framing became generally accepted, new hegemonic
interpretations emerged. Concerning this, two points are extremely important, which were used for
the identity construction throughout 2015. These are the utilized security frame and the feeling of

instability which gained hegemonic character in the discourse.
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Chapter 3 demonstrated that the discourse targeted the level of identity construction as it
strengthened the differentiation between the Self and the Other and led to ontological
insecuritization in Hungarian society. On the one hand, the role of the security frame as a
hegemonic tool was to help the emergence of equivalence among in-group actors, as it helped the
framing of the situation. This was utilized to emphasize the boundary between the Hungarian Self
and the Other (refugees and migrants). Thus, it built heavily on the exclusion of groups like
refugees or migrants. On the other hand, the feeling of instability — as another hegemonic
interpretation — helped the ontological insecuritization process in parallel, which was utilized to
establish a situation where the everyday routines were not working and thus ontological
insecuritization was possible. Furthermore, the securitization of the issue left the space of physical
security and started to target ontological security on the individual level.

The other aspect of the Hungarian “migration” discourse concerning identity construction
is that it also fixed the meaning of the new enemy-image (refugees and migrants). In this process,
the Hungarian state and the Hungarian border become fixed as referent objects and frameworks
were directly linked to the ontological security of the individual level, in which the invasion of the
refugees and migrants could mean the end of both Hungarian identity and the Hungarian state.
Besides these empirical conclusions, on a more general level the newly-synthesized conceptual
approach can be utilized in similar cases. This enables us not only to see similar discourses as pure
securitization attempts, but also capture their impact on the identity construction process at large.

For further research it would be important to establish comparative case studies which could
tell us more about the nature of this process — whether it is similarly present in other cases. In this
regard, analysis of the French, Austrian, German, Italian and other EU member states’ cases would
be of great interest to map possible differences among the various discourses. Exploration of these

differences could also help uncover the different societal attitudes towards refugees and migrants,
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as well as provide insights into important aspects of common policy challenges the EU faces.
Focusing on the Hungarian case in greater depth is also essential, keeping in mind that, in parallel
to “migration” discourse, the government also implemented an anti-EU discourse, in which the

Hungarian enemy-image built on the role of Brussels in this process.
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APPENDICES

The Hungarian transcript of the interview with Gyérgy Négradi

On szerint mi a legfontosabb feladata és mi a felelbssége egy politikai elemzdnek/biztonsdgpolitikai
szakertonek egy-eqy esemény vagy valsaghelyzet értékelése kapcsan?

A valasz az, hogy késziiljon fel és a sajat véleményét mondja, de ugy, hogy abbol felkésziilt, ismeri
a hazai és nemzetkozi irodalmat és képbe van, hogy minek milyen osszefiiggései vannak.

Hogyan latia On, milyen hatdst tud gyakorolni egy-egy szakértd az adott tarsadalmi/politikai
diskurzusra?

A valasz az, hogy attol fiigg, hogy melyik korban kirél van sz6. Nyilvan egy szakértd, ha sokat
szerepel a radidba, tévébe és népszerll, akkor nagy hatdsa van, ha nem akkor a hatdsa periférikus.

Tud esetleg személyes példat mondani?

Nem. Nem az én feladatom, hogy sajat magamrol beszéljek, nem is akarok. Teljesen nyilvanvalo,
hogy Magyarorszagon néhany szakértd az, aki rengeteget szerepel €s nagyon sok olyan van, aki
vagy nem szerepel vagy periférian van. Nyilvan aki szerepel és lehetdsége van, annak a hatasa
teljesen mas, mint annak, aki nem szerepel.

On  hogvan ldtia a magyar biztonsdepolitikai szakérték szerepét a menekiiltvilsdg
értelmezéese/értékelése soran?

Ugy hogy a legkiilonbozébb allaspontok vannak. Nagyon sok olyan szakértd van, akit a politikai
nézetei meghataroznak és nagyon sok olyan szakérté van, aki azt mondja, amit az adott
szituacidhoz 0 reédlisnak tart, és ahogy a helyzetet latja. A kettd mas.

Tapasztalatai alapjan egyaltalan lehetséges-e egy politikai  szakértonek, hogy a politikai
hovatartozasatol fliggetlen véleményt mondjon?

Természetesen! Ez a normadlis. A vildg minden részén ugyanez van, hogy a sajat véleményét
mondja, ami vagy egyezik partokkal vagy nem, vagy idélegesen egyezik vagy nem, egyezik
kormanyokkal vagy nem. fgy van.

Az On szerepét hogvan latia a menekiiltvdlsdag értékelése sordn?

Nem az én feladatom megitélni.

On_ szerint, a magyar biztonsdepolitikai szakérték eldsegitették-e a  menekiiltvdlsag
biztonsdgiasitdsat?

A valasz az, hogy a biztonsagpolitikai szekértonek részint a tajékoztatds, részint a sajtoban
véleménykozlés a feladata. A megoldds mindig a politikdé, mindeniitt a vildgon, igy
Magyarorszagon is.
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A qgvakorlatban van-e olvan tapasztalata biztonsdgpolitikai szakértéként, amely alapjan
kiilonbséget tesz bizonyos médiumok kozott, hogy vallalja-e a megkeresésiiket vagy sem?

A valaszom az, hogy eddig barmelyik médium megkeresett én szivesen mentem. Minden
szereplésem ingyenes. Egy dolog, hogy én mindig, mindeniitt a sajat véleményemet mondom.
Tehat a sz€ls6jobbtdl a szélsdbalig, ha hivnak, szivesen megyek, de egy véleményem van.

Ha mar menekiiltvalsagrol beszéliink, megkerhetnem, hogy fejtse ki a sajat véleményét a
menekiiltvalsag jelenlegi helyzetérdl?

A menekiiltvalsag jelenlegi helyzete az, hogy a menekiiltek négy célteriiletre mennének a vilagon,
ebbdl harom képes védekezni: Ausztralia, Perzsa-6bol gazdag allamai, USA. A negyedik, Europa
képtelen. A masodik az, hogy 210 millié migrans van koriilbeliil a f61don, ebbdl tavaly koriilbeliil
mintegy 1,5-1,7 milli6 jott be Europaban. A harmadik az, hogy az Eurdpai Unionak a megitélése a
menekiiltkérdésrél nem egységes. Ez azt jelenti, hogy a 28 allam kiilonbozéképpen all hozza.
Néhany orszag Ugy érzi, hogy menekiiltekkel tudja biztositani a hidnyzé munkaer6t és mindazt,
ami az orszagba — tobbek kozt a nyugdijak kifizetésé¢hez — kell. Néhany orszag gy érzi, hogy
szdmara a menekiiltkérdés nem aktualis, nem oOhajt befogadni. A visegradi négyek ebben a
kérdésben most, dontden egyetértenek.

Hogyan értékeli a magyar allam intézkedéseit a menekiiltvalsag soran?

A vélaszom az, hogy soha életemben nem mentem bele belpolitikdba, most se szeretnék. A
migranskérdésben, viszont amit a magyar allam tett, azzal viszont egyetértek.

18 April, 2016

The Hungarian transcript of the interview with Gabor Térék

Az elsd kérdésem az lenne, hogy On szerint mi a lecfontosabb feladata és melyek a feleldsségi
teriiletei _egy biztonsagpolitikai szakertonek/ politikai elemzonek egy-egy esemény vagy
valsaghelyzet értékelése soran?

Hat én értem, hogy kiilonb6z6 elemz6i meg szakértdi feladatok vannak a nyilvanossagban, inkabb
azt mondom, hogy én mit gondolok. Szerintem kiilonb6z6 felfogasok vannak ezzel kapcsolatban,
én arra torekszem mindig, hogy segitsek megérteni a dolgok mozgatorugoit, feltarni az okokat.
Tehat azt gondolom, hogy két fajta hozzaallas 1étezik. Az egyik egy alapvetden igazsagkeresod,
amelyik normativ szempontokat érvényesit a nyilvanos megszolalasok kapcsan, tehat azt igyekszik
megmondani, hogy szerinte mit kellene tenni. Mondjuk példaul, hogy kellene e keritést épiteni a
hatarra vagy sem. A masik pedig, bizonyos értelemben 6nkorlatozobb, amelyik azt gondolja, hogy
a vélemények teriiletén nincs a szakértdnek els6bbsége, viszont a szakértd attdl szakértd, hogy talan
tobbet 1at bele, a dolgok mogotti mozgatdrugdkat jobban érti, mint az atlag valasztd, ezért amikor
a nyilvanossag eldtt megszodlal, szaktanacsot ad politikusoknak, akkor a feladata az, hogy a mar
megtortént események mozgatdrugdit, miértjeit segitsen megérteni, illetve ha tud, akkor adjon
valami progndzist arra vonatkozoan, hogy mi varhatd. Ez egy minimalista, viszonylag 6nkorlatozo
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felfogas, de én altalaban ezt tartom a feladatnak. Ami nem azt jelenti, hogy idénként ne lehetne
ezen talterjeszkedni, mert az embernek lehet személyes preferencidja, véleménye és én sem
szoktam ezeket mindig teljesen elrejteni, de ha feladatrol beszéliink, vagy mondjuk hasznossagrol,
tehat mondjuk, a nyilvanossag mit varhat el az elemzdktdl, a véleményvezérektdl, a megszolaloktol
akkor szerintem ezt.

Hogyan ldatia, mekkora hatdst tud gyakorolni egy politikai elemzd az adott tdrsadalmi-politikai
diskurzusra Magyarorszagon?

Ez egy érdekes kérdés, mert szerintem ezt altalaban feliilbecsiilik. Tehat én azt gondolom, hogy a
véleményvezérek, ezek a punditok, ezek leginkabb a politikai elithez tudnak sz6lni. Barmennyire
furcsa, ugye a politikai elit mindig azt gondolja, hogy azért fontos, hogy mi hangzik el a
nyilvanossagban, mert az befolydsolja az embereket. Szerintem a valasztopolgarok jelentds része
nem koveti ezeket a megszolalasokat, részben pedig azokat keresi, amelyek a sajat véleményével
egyeznek.

Tehat olyan médiat fogyaszt, olyan megszolalokra kivancsi, akik egyébként is azt mondjak, amit 6
gondol. Tehat ebben az értelemben, ahogy azt a médiairodalom mondja, egy ilyen két szakaszos,
két lépcsOs hatds miikodik, hogy a véleményvezérek azok legfeljebb megerdsiteni tudnak
véleményeket, de megcafolni nem. Ugyanakkor, az kétségtelen, és ezt magam is tapasztaltam, hogy
anyilvanossagban valé megszolalasok, azok leginkabb ezt a tag értelemben vett politikai elitet érik
el, amiben részben a gazdasagi elit is benne van,

Tehat akik szdmara ez mondanivaléval bir, az azok, akik aktivan a politikaval foglalkoznak. Vagy
azért mert maguk is ezt csinaljak, vagy azért mert a személyes sorsuk szempontjabdl fontos. Tehat
gazdasagi elit és kiilonbozd elitcsoportok, €s igazan a véleményvezéri megszolalasok — akar
elemzOkrol van szo vagy akar szakértokrdl — azok ebben a kdrben tudnak hatast kivaltani. Nagyon
furcsa egyébként, mert ilyenkor mindig a politikusi visszajelzés az arrdl szol, hogy azért fontos,
hogy mit mond az elemzd, mert az hogyan hat a valasztokra €s széles tomegekre, holott a széles
tomegek egyaltalan nem is ismerik az elemzdket, nem is kovetik Oket, vagy ha kovetik, akkor csak
azért kovetik mert a véleményiik megerdsitését varjak toliik. De onmagukban a politikai elitre —
ezt magam is tapasztaltam tobb alkalommal — elég jelentdsen tudnak hatni ezek a megszolalasok.
Diihiti 6ket, oriilnek neki, tehat ott érzelmi reakciokat is kivalt, azt viszont gondolni, hogy ennek
ennél szélesebb korben is van ismertsége, az tévedés. Egyszer a — mar nem tudom kinek a
megbizasabdl — a median készitett egy, a véleményvezérekre vonatkozo kutatast, hogy mennyire
ismertek a véleményvezérek. Es hat dobbenetesen alacsony szamok jottek ki. Tehat még azok
esetében is, akiket naponta latunk a televizioban, akar hiisz éve, azokat is a valasztopolgarok
kevesebb, mint fele tudta egyaltalan elhelyezni valahol. Ami azért — ahhoz képest, hogy a
frontpolitikusok tobbsége 70, 80 vagy afolotti szdzalékos ismertséggel rendelkezik — a
véleményvezéreknek ehhez képest elenyészd a befolyasa. Tehat a celebvilagnak a befolyasolési
korét, meg a véleményvezéri befolyasolast, azt én nagyon nem keverném 6ssze. Egy sziik bazisrol
van sz0.
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Bocsdnat, csak ha jol értem On ldt ebben egy torést, akkor az elitek sokkal kevésbé keresik a sajat
velemenyiiket és inkabb elolvassak vagy meghallgatiak a kritikusabb hangokat is?

Nem, nem. Jo lenne, ha igy lenne, de nem. Nem errdl sz6l, hanem 6hozzéjuk jobban eljutnak ezek.
Tehat mondjuk egy hivatalban 1évo politikus, az értelemszertien nem sajtot olvas meg tévét néz,
hanem szemlékbdl tajékozodik, és azokba ezek bekeriilnek. A szemlézdk, akik ezeket a sajto
Osszefoglalokat készitik, ezeket oda beirjak és ezért ugye szamara az a nyilvanossag, amit itt olvas.
Mondjuk egy miniszterelndk vagy miniszter, azt gondolja, hogy errdl szdl a politika és mivel ott a
politikusi megszolalasokkal majdnem azonos sulyt képeznek a véleményvezéri megszolalasok is,
ezért azokat valamilyen oknal fogva, fontosabbnak gondoljak. Szerintem ez teljesen tal van
egyébkeént a koriikben értékelve. Tehat azt gondolni, hogy egy elemzd, azért mert mond valamit az
ATV esti miisoraban, vagy a HIR TV-ben, annak lesz valamilyen hatasa, az teljes tévedés
szerintem. Valojaban azonban a magyar politikdban ez mégiscsak megvan. Szerintem egyébként —
vagy tapasztalatom szerinte egyébként — nincs ez mindenhol igy a vilagban, tehat helyén tudjak
kezelni azt, hogy egy politikai miisorban ki mit mond: a kutyat nem érdekli, de Magyarorszagon
ezek feliilértékeltek és ezért érdekes a dolog, hogy a legtobb visszajelzés is ebbdl a korbdl érkezik.
Es ugye, On azt mondta, hogy nyitottabbak a politikara, nem err8l szol, hanem hogy 6k nagyon
figyelnek arra, hogy nem a véleményiik megerdsitését keresik, hanem funkcionalisan viszonyulnak
ehhez. Tehat azt gondoljak, hogy — és ebben igazuk is van — hogy a nyilvanossagban kimondott
minden szénak van valami jelentOsége, és szeretnék ezt nem a véletlenre bizni. Szeretnék, ha azok
beszélnének, akik hozzajuk kozelebbi véleményt mondanak, tehat egy ilyen tipusu harc zajlik
szerintem és ennyiben fontos a politika szamara. Egyébként ugye Magyarorszagon az is tortént az
elmult egy évtizedben, hogy a politika a sajat erejével megprobalta atalakitani ezt a
véleményvezéri, megszolaloi kort, tehat hogy ne bizza a véletlenre, hogy mit fognak mondani a
szakértok, elemzOk. Hanem maguk toljak be a stadioba a kiilonb6z6 médiafeliiltekre a sajat
szekértbiket, sajat elemzdiket. Ugye tehat ezért van az, hogy néhany szakérté bizonyos témakban,
elképesztd nagy médiafeliiletet hasit ki maganak, mert az nem véletleniil torténik vagy a média
sajatos szereplési elvei miatt, hanem itt politikai szdndékok vannak mogotte. Ez teljesen masképp
volt Magyarorszagon, mondjuk 20 évvel ezeldtt. Most mar ez is professzionalis lett. Csak jelzem
egyébként, hogy ugyanez miikddik a nem professzionalis politikai elemzésnél is. Amikor On
kismamaként otthon nézi valamelyik reggeli miisort és kivancsi arra, hogy mit adhatna enni a
gyerekének és szakértdket 1at, hall szereploként, akkor az az érdekes helyzet van, akkor ezeket a
szakértoket nagyon gyakran, kiilonb6z06, ezzel foglalkozo public affairs cégek kiildik be a stidioba,
kiilonboz6 megbizasokkal. Tehat mar ott is az a helyzet, hogy a szakértdi vilagot is teljesen eluralta
a megrendeld-megbizd viszony. Ahol esetleg véleményhasonldsag van, azt probaljak tdmogatni,
feliileteket biztositani. Mondjuk, ha van egy olyan szakértd, aki arrdl beszél, hogy fontos ezt a
terméket fogyasztani, ami az O termékiik, akkor ennek igyekeznek nagyobb médiafeliiletet
biztositani. Tehat ez nem egy politikai jelenség Magyarorszagon. Ugyanez van a legtobb helyen.
Ezért ha allampolgar lennék, sokkal 6vatosabb lennék a szakértdi véleményekkel kapcsolatban.

Ha mdr megrendeldknél tartunk. On szerint léteik olyan, hogy fiiggetlen elemzdi kategoria? Akdar
Magyarorszdgon, akar vilagszinten. Ertelmezhetd ez?

En erre azt szoktam mondani, hogy elészor is el kell valasztani két fogalmat: a semlegességet és a
fliggetlenséget. Tehat szerintem semlegesség nem létezik. A semlegesség az egy értékrend
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nélkiiliséget jelente, olyan nincs. Ertelem szertien minden szakértének, elemzének van valamilyen
értékrendje, ha csak egyszeriien azt gondolja, hogy az jobb, ha az orszag gazdagabb, mint hogyha
szegényebb mar az egy értékvalasztas és akkor még nem beszEltiink egy csoméd mas dologrol.
Tehat szerintem semlegesség nincs. Neutralis, objektiv, semleges szakértd nincsen. Ertelem
szerlien a szakértOnek is megvan a személyes preferencidja egy csomoé dologban. A fliggetlenséget
gyakran ezzel keverik 0ssze. De ha fiiggetlenséget nem igy értelmezziik, tehat nem azt gondoljuk,
hogy a szakértd az lebeg a politikai versenyen kiviil és egy ilyen origdja annak, hanem ugy
értelmezziik, mint a fiiggdség ellentétét — és én szeretem igy értelmezni — akkor szerintem 1étezik.
Tehat egy egyszeri kérdés, az hogy valaki fiigg-e, amikor a véleményét elmondja, vagy fliggetlen
a politikai szereploktdl ilyen van. Ebben az értelemben szerintem nagyon sokan fiiggetlenek ¢és
nagyon sokan fliggd helyzetben vannak. Amikor ezek a vitak felmeriilnek elemzdi korokben, akkor
én egy tesztet szoktam ajanlani. Azoknak, akik vitatjak, hogy ez 1étezik e vagy sem ¢és azt mond;jak,
hogy mindenki fiiggé helyzetbe van. Azt a tesztet szoktam ajanlani, hogy mondhatna-e —
egzisztenciajanak elvesztése nélkill — annak az ellenkezdjét, mint amit mondott. Szerintem az a
fliggetlen szakértd, aki az egzisztencijanak elvesztése nélkiil — tehat minden fajta retorziotol vald
félelem nélkiil — nyugodtan elmondhatja annak az ellenkezdjét, mint amit éppen mond. Tehat
amikor azt mondja, hogy a migransok rettenetes veszélyt jelentenek, elmondhatna-e azt, hogy a
migransok nagy boldogsagot hoznak Eurdpa szamara. Tehat azon tilmenden, hogy hiilyének nézik,
csak ez legyen a legnagyobb veszélye. Szerintem, ha ezt igy nézziik, akkor ezzel az egyszerii
teszttel, rogton két csoportra tudjuk osztani a nyilvadnossagban megszoélalokat, azokra, akik
értelemszerlien nem mondhatjak, merthogy elvards van velilkk szemben, és azokra, akik ezt
maguktol megtehetnék. Es ebben az esetben konnyen lehet — hogy példaul akar egy
migranskérdésben — siman azonos az alldspontja, vagy ugyanazt halljuk egy fiiggd és egy fliggetlen
megszolalotol. Tehat példaul Nogradi Gyorgy, ha mar mondja, rola nem feltételezem, hogy a
véleményét kényszer hatasara alakitja ki, mikdzben a véleménye nagyon gyakran most éppen
egybeesik a kormany allaspontjaval, vagy a kormanytol fliggd szakértokkel, de Nogradi Gyorgyrol
el tudom képzelni, hogy adott esetben az ellenkezdjét mondja, mint amit most mond ¢és akkor
viszont mar a masik oldaldn taldlja magat, ebben a nyilvadnossag rendszerben. De 6 szerintem egy
fliggetlen szakértd. En igy probalom ezt értelmezni, és igy szerintem egy egész jo rendszert kapunk,
ha ranéziink a nyilvanossagban megszo6lalo elemzdk vilagara.

Ha mar felmeriilt a migracio. Hogyan latja a tavalyi menekiiltvalsagot és hogyan latja annak most
a helyzetét? (tartalmi értelemben)

Hat szerintem egy olyan probléma az Eurdpai Unid torténetében, amire a korabbi iddszakban nem
volt példa. Ugye az EU sok valsagot atélt mar, sok nehéz feladatot kellett megoldani. Nem ez az
elsé valsaga. De ez egy olyan probléma volt, ami részben az Uniot felkésziiletleniil érte részben
pedig megmutatta az Unid problémait. Bizonyos értelemben egy allatorvosi lova az Europai Unid
problémakezelésének, hogy mennyire nehezen tudott erre érdemben reagalni. A migracio
szerintem egy sulyos kérdés, tehat egy sulyos problémaja és nem is egy muld problémdja az
Eurdopai Unidnak. Tipikusan abba korben tartozik szerintem, amelyikre érvényes az a
politikusi/politikai bonmot, hogy a politikusok, azok nem megoldjak a problémakat, hanem ttlélik
azokat, tehat legfeljebb ez a remény jelenhet meg.
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Ugyanakkor én szeretem az ilyen helyzeteket politikai elemzoként, meg egyébként
valasztopolgarként is, mert azt gondolom, hogy a politika valds arca az leginkabb a rendkiviili
helyzetekben mutatkozik meg, tehat olyan szituaciokban, amikor kizokken a politika a normal
kerékvagasbol. Ez tipikusan az a helyzet volt. Amikor a rendezett, megszokott eljarasrendek nem
miikodnek, ugye amit lattunk Magyarorszagon is tavaly nyaron. Ugye a keleti palyaudvaron, meg
akar az ml-es autopalyan, az tipikusan ez a helyzet volt. Es ezek mindig megmutatjak, hogy a
politika hogyan miikodik, milyen allapotban van, tud e egy ilyen helyzetre reagalni. Ugy
gondolom, hogy a magyar miniszterelndk pont erre érzett ra és olyan politikusi képességeket
mutatott meg ebben, amiket korabban talan nem. Es ezt is jutalmaztak a magyar vélasztok, akkor
amikor visszaerSsitették a Fideszt és az & szamait is megersitették. Es aztan voltak maés
politikusaink, akik meg masképpen reagéltak erre és mas képet is mutattak magukrol meg ugy
altalaban a helyzetrdl. De ugy altaldban ezek az alkalmak, mint ez a migracié kiillondsen addig,
hogy ez teljesen felkésziiletleniil érte Europat, jol megmutatta azt, hogy a politikai intézmények
altal berendezett ilyen automatizalt miikodési modok alapjan mitkédé vildgunk, az mennyire
sériilékeny. Es az emberek mennyire hiszterizalhatoak. A politikusok mennyire impotensek tudnak
lenni, és itt nem csak a magyar politikusokra gondolok, hanem Eurdpa is megmutatta, hogy
mennyire nehezen tudunk egy varatlan helyzetet kezelni. Bizonyos értelemben majdnem ugy
reagalt erre az europai politikai vezetés, mint hogyha a marslakok érkeztek volna meg, egyik
pillanatrol a masikra, Eurdpéba. Es egyszeriien nem tudtuk, hogy mit csinaljunk. Koszontsiik ket,
soval és kenyérrel varjuk 6ket, vagy keritéseket huzzunk eléjiik. Tehat, hogy egyszeriien teljesen
ezek a normadlis, hagyomanyos, j6zan paraszti észbdl kovetkezd gondolkodas, ez teljesen kiveszni
latszott ebbdl a biirokratizalt eurdpai politikai viselkedésbdl. Es ezek mindig azért jok, az ilyen
rendkiviili helyzetek, mert Ojra raébresztik a politikusokat és a valasztokat is, hogy mire val6 a
politika, hogyan miikddik a politika. Hogy mennyire le lehet egyszeriisiteni az alapvetd kérdéseket,
eldontend6 valaszokra. Példaul, akarjuk-e, hogy a hatdrokon barki atj6jjon. Ha nem akarjuk, akkor
mit csinaljunk? Szoégesdrotot emeljiink vagy 16jiink a hataron? Sziikségilink van-e arra, hogy ide
idegen emberek bejojjenek vagy nincs sziikségiink? Szdval egy csomd, tok jo kérdés meriilt fol,
amik a hagyomanyos elosztasi meg ilyen napi rutinb6l fakado politikai versenyben nem jelennek
meg. Amikor a banan méretérél kell vitat folytatni, vagy az uborka gorbiiletérél. Es ebben az
értelemben sokakkal ellentétben — és most valaszolok a kérdésére, bocsanat, hogy ilyen hosszan
beszéltem — én ezt a migracios krizist vagy valsagot kifejezetten pozitiv dolognak tartom az eurdpai
politika szempontjabal.

Hogyan értékeli az On sajat szerepét, a migracios valsagrol szolo diskurzus alakitasa soran?

Nem hiszem, hogy nagy szerepem lett volna ebben. Azt gondolom, hogy egy vitatott helyzet volt,
vagy tulajdonképpen egy olyan megszolaldsom, ami akkor vitadt indukalt. Az is pont ezzel
kapcsolatos, amit most az el6z6ekben mondtam. Mert amikor, az elsd napjait €ltiik a migracionak,
mar abban az értelemben, amikor el6szor jelentek meg Magyarorszagon, akkor arrol irtam nagyon
réviden a Facebookon, hogy mit jelent egy orszag szuverenitasa. Es, hogy azt érdemes atgondolni,
hogy allamnak nevezhet6-e az a politikai formacid, amelynek nincs valasza arra, hogy hol
kezdddnek a hatarai és hol végzddnek a hatarai, és hogy allamnak nevezhet6-e egy olyan politikai
alakulat, amely képtelen azt eldonteni, hogy kiket enged be a hatarain vagy kiket nem. Bizonyos
értelemben ezzel is csak egy ilyen, klasszikus alapkérdést probéltam feltenni. Bizonyos értelemben
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a rendkiviili allapot politikajara vagy a leegyszerisitésre vonatkozdan, hogy a politikdban ez egy
fontos szempont a hatarok kérdése, a hatarok megvédésének kérdése. Akkor ebbdl elég komoly
vita lett, tehat elég sok kritikat kaptam, hogy ezzel itt hitet tettem az orbani politika mellett,
mikozben eszembe nem jutott, nem ez volt a célom vele. Azt hiszem, hogy ez az egy ilyen
hozzaadott értékem volt, minden mdas az abban az elemzdi keretben maradt, amir6l az elején
beszéltem. Inkabb értelmezni probaltam a torténéseket, és megallapitani azt, hogy Orban Viktor
ebbdl mennyit tud profitalni. Ennek a koltség-haszon elemzésnek/politikai sikeresség elemzésnek
a keretében mozogtam, nem éreztem azt, hogy akar a felkésziiltségembdl vagy a tudasombol
fakaddan jogom lenne arra, vagy akar egyaltalan feladatom lenne az, hogy véleményt mondjak
arrdl, hogy mit kellene csinalni. En ezt maig nem tudom, hogy mit lett volna a helyes megoldas
ebben az tigyben.

Hogyan latja, megprobalta a magyar politikai elemzdi/biztonsagpolitikai szakertéi kozosség,
tudatosan vagy tudat alatt biztonsdgiasitani a vdlsdg kérdését? (Egyfajta egzisztencidlis
fenyegetéskeént bedllitani a menekiiltvalsagot és ezzel az allamot feljogositani arra, hogy

kiilonleges eszkozoket haszndljon.)

Szerintem nincs ilyen, hogy magyar politikai elemz6i vagy biztonsagpolitikai szekért6i kor.
Bizonyos értelemben azt kell mondanom, hogy mindenki tette a dolgat. Tehat a fliggd elemzdk,
azok a megrendel6-megbizott viszonynak megfeleléen — az aktualis politikai érdekek alapjan —
probaltak keretezni a torténéseket, a megmondoéemberi kor az a sajat politikai preferencija és
biztonsagpolitikai attitlidje alapjan ment az tigyben. Szoval én nem latok ebbe semmi kiilonlegeset.
Szerintem egy kulcsszerepld volt ebben, az Nogradi Gyorgy. Azt gondolom, hogy az 6 szerepe az
megkérddjelezhetetlen, mert 6 volt az, aki mar tulajdonképpen a kormanyt megeldzve, egy
erdteljes, normativ véleményt fogalmazott meg és a migracidt is egy erdteljesen negativ
kontextusban talalta tulajdonképpen végig, az egész folyamat soran. Es bizonyos értelemben a
kormanyt is megelézve mondott ki fontos dolgokat, mar hogy ugy értem, hogy szdméara fontos,
stllyos allitasokat tett. Es az 6 szakvéleménye az most kivételesen egy jelentésebb korhoz jutott el.
Eppen azért, mert tavaly nyaron a vacsoraasztal téma lett a migracié — tehat nem egy klasszikus
politikai téma volt, nem az volt a kérdés, hogy ki jar jol, ki rosszul, tehat nem a hagyomanyos
témak szintjén ment a magyar kozéletben, hanem képes volt a valasztopolgarokat megmozgatni.
Ezért a fogyasztok, a befogadok, az emberek kivancsi voltak elemzdi, szakértéi véleményekre is.
Es ezutan Noégradi Gyorgy, valami elképeszté munkabirassal és lendiilettel jelent meg a
nyilvanossagban. Szokta is idézni, hogy hany tévés, meg radidos megszolalasa volt, elképeszto.
Raadasul nagyon karakteres, meg jol befogadhat6 véleményeket mondott. Ezért én, a személyes
tapasztalataim alapjan azt tudom mondani, hogy az 6 véleménye a politikusi véleményekhez
hasonlé sullyal tudott megjelenni a valasztéi koézgondolkoddsban. Ez az & népszeriiségét is
jelentésen novelte, illetve hat az ellentdborat is felépitette, amit jol mutatnak azok a
médiatdmadasok, amik 6t érték ebben az tigyben. Tehat a szerepe egyszertien kulcskérdéssé valt és
ez nagyon ritka. Ami inkabb érdekes, hogy vele hasonld stlyu szakérté nem jelent meg a masik
oldalon. Tehat ha most azt kellene mondanom, hogy mondjak valakit, Tarjanyi Péter jut eszembe,
aki az ATV-ben gyakran megjelent és egy ellentétes értelmezést adott. De részben nem olyan
formaban tette ezt, mint Nogradi Gyorgy, nem olyan befogadhatd forméaban, meg azért ez egy
szilikebb teriilet volt, annyi emberhez nem jutott el, de nem lett egy ellen-Nogradi Gyorgy. Igazan
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vitdkat se lehetett, szakért6i vitakat se lehetett rendezni. Mert ezek a vélemények vagy nagyon
hatékonysagi kérdések koriil forogtak, vagy nem voltak elég jol artikulalva. Tehat én azt gondolom,
hogy ez egy Nogradi Gyorgy-show volt. [gazdn a migraciobol Magyarorszdgon két ember profitalt:
Orban Viktor és Nogradi Gyorgy.

Onnek a gvakorlatban van olyan tapasztalata, amely alapjdn kiilonbséget tesz médiumok kozott,
hogy vdllalja-e a megkeresésiiket vagy nem?

Hat ez egy jo kérdés, mert el kell gondolkoznom, hogy mi a helyzet ezzel kapcsolatban. Szerintem
nem Onmagaban a médium a fontos, hanem sokkal inkabb az ujsagird. Tehat minden fajta
médiumba tudok mondani olyan 0jsagirdt, akivel az ember szivesen leiil beszélgetni, vagy ha
studidba hivjak, akkor szivesen elmegy, és olyat is, ahol ez kevésbé jo. Es elsésorban szerintem itt
a felkésziiltség az, ami igazdn fontos. Tehdt olyan helyre menni, beszélgetni, ahol rosszak a
kérdések, az nagyon le tudja htzni az egész interjut. Ugyhogy én nem, ilyen alapon nem valogatok.
Mondjuk az érdekes, hogy a koztelevizidoba vagy kozradioba, évek 6ta nem keresnek. Ugyanakkor,
ehhez hozzajarult az is, hogy én elég komoly energiakat forditottam arra 2008-2009 utan — amikor
szerettem volna kiiratkozni ebbél a vilagbél — hogy ne valaszoljak, vagy sok nemet mondtam. Es
utdna az érthetd, ha az embert egy darabig nem keresik. Tehat csak a legkitartobbak maradtak a
pélyan és azokhoz is megyek el az Inforadioba, HIR TV-be, ATV-be idénként. Tehat nem, ilyen
valasztani, mert amugy egyébként a politikai elfogultsag kevésbé izgalmas ebbdl a szempontbol,
mert azt is lehet szinvonalasan miivelni és j6 valaszokat adni ezekre a kérdésekre.

April 21, 2016

The Hungarian transcript of the interview with Péter Talas

On szerint mi a legfontosabb és mi a feleléssége egy politikai elemzének vagy szakértének, egy-eqy
esemeny vagy valsaghelyzet értékelése kapcsan?

Hat én azt gondolom, hogy egy szakértdnek dontden kiilonbozd feladatai vannak — fliggden attol,
hogy ki rendeli meg ezt a feladatot. Ami a tarsadalom felé, ott megértetni alapvetden magat a
jelenséget és fogalmazzunk ugy, hogy elmagyardzni mik az okok, miért vannak, mit lehet ellene
tenni és koriilbeliil, hogyan kell latni ezt az egész kérdést. Es ezt azért gondolom nagyon fontosnak,
mert egyébként azt latom, hogy az utdbbi évtizedekben, de 2001 6ta egész biztos, a biztonsag
objektiv és a szubjektiv jellegének a viszonya megvaltozott. Ugye az objektiv jelleg az azt jelenti,
hogy a tények, informéciok, adatok elemzése, amit ugy szoktunk mondani, hogy ,,szakértdi
objektivitas.” Azért teszem idézGjelbe, mert nyilvanvaloan a szakértdé sem tud teljesen
elvonatkoztatni attol, hogy 6 személyesen mit gondol errdl a dologrol, de alapvetden igyekezhet,
példaul oly modon, hogy gyakorlatilag az allaspontokat mutatja be vagy az olvasatokat mutatja be.
A masik (szubjektiv), ami nagyon lényeges, amit a média és a politikai kdzbeszéd befolyasol — és
amiben a szakértének van ugyan szerepe, de nem meghatarozo. Itt azt kell 1atni, hogy a média és a
politikai kozbeszéd alakitja dontden €s a szakértd sokkal kevésbé tudja ezt befolydsolni (a maga
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modjan tudja egyébként), de mégiscsak a szakértd ebben egy mellékszerepld az én megitélésem
szerint, még akkor is, ha van egyébként hatasa. Tehat azt gondolom, hogy ez az ami a tarsadalom
felé: megértetni, az okokat bemutatni, minél realisabb képet adni, és egy picit tavol tartani a
tarsadalmat, hogy a tarsadalom ne érzelmileg kozelitsen ezekhez a dolgokhoz. En legaldbbis azt
gondolom, hogy a tarsadalom tilnyom¢é tobbsége, ha elmagyaraznak neki dolgokat, akkor azt
megérti és tud donteni.

Amennyiben a politika kér valamit a szakért6tol, ott kiillonbozo dolgok lehetnek. Lehet az, hogy
elemezzen, mutassa be, tdjékoztassa a politikat. Lehet az, hogy értelmezze példaul a kiilonb6zo
allaspontokat. Tehat nem annyira az a fontos a migracios valsagban, hogy én mit gondolok.
Politikai szempontbdl az a fontos, hogy a politikai partok €s a politikusok mit gondolnak. Tehat a
sajat véleményem mellett nekem pontosan tudnom kell, hogy a Jobbiktol egészen a Szocialista
Partig ki milyen allaspontot képvisel, hogy értelmezni tudjam ezt a diskurzust és esetleg
befolyasolni.

Es hat van olyan, amikor a szakértét egész egyszertien megkéri a politika, hogy a sajat
szakértelmével nyomatékositsa a politikai dontéseket. Ha tetszik, ismertesse meg nem csak
politikai, nem csak média szempontbdl, hanem szakért6i szempontbdl is az adott eseményt. Mind
a harom legitim torténet, nyilvanval6 az egy egyéni hozzaallas kérdése, hogy ezt mennyire hajlandé
képviselni, hogy a politika felszolitasara az ember mennyire képes nem csak azonosulni — mert
nem feltétlentil kell azonosulni a politika allaspontjaval — de meg kell tudni értetni a politikat, hogy
az milyen logika alapjan cselekszik, és azt gondolom, hogy ez segitség lehet, hozza a politikusnak.

Tud e esetleg személyes példdat mondani arra, amikor On hatdst gyakorolt egy-eoy tdrsadalmi vagy
politikai diskurzusra?

Hat azt gondolom, hogy azért ilyenek mar voltak, tekintettel arra, hogy én viszonylag siirli
szerepldje vagyok a médianak, de még inkdbb azzal, hogy irunk sokat. Tehat azt gondolom, hogy
bizonyos kérdések talalasa, bizonyos megkozelités, bizonyos értelmezési keretekben ad az ember
a tarsadalomnak és a politikanak is. A szakértd altalaban nem a médidban befolyasolja a politikat.
Az én intézetem (Stratégiai Védelmi Kutatokdzpont) majdnem minden nagy stratégidnak a
megalkotasi folyamataban részt vett. Tehat mondjuk a katonai stratégia — és ez kormanytdl teljesen
fiiggetlen volt, tulajdonképpen a 90-es évektdl — és ott egyértelmilen befolyasoltuk, abban az
értelemben, hogy szovegszerlien latjuk, hogy mit tettiink bele mi, mit fogadott el ebbdl a politika
és mit mondtunk, hogy vegyenek ki és az szerepel-e benne. Es nyilvanvaloan abban az értelemben
is, hogy tudom, mert hallom, hogy amikor a migracios kérdésrdl van sz, akkor van egy Nogradi
Gyorgy allaspont és van egy Talas Péter allaspont, amire hivatkoznak akar a politikdban, akar a
médiaban akar a kdzbeszédben. Tehat ezt az ember nagyjabdl latja, és azt gondolom, hogy ilyen
értelemben befolyasolja az ember, akar a kozvéleményt, akar a politikat.

Ha mar a menekiiltvalsag szoba jott, hogyan ldatia a sajat szerepét a valsag értelmezése, értékelése
és az arrol szolo médiadiskurzus alakuldsa sordn?

Az én megkozelitésem — és ez a szakmambol fakad, hogy én a Stratégiai Védelmi Kutatokdzpontot
(SVKK) vezetem mar elég régota, még régebb ota dolgozom ott — alapvetéen mindig stratégiai
kontextusba probaljuk helyezni az eseményeket. Tehat nem csak az adott eseményt, hanem ennek
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az okait, a folyamatot, a rendszerét, a megoldasi lehetéségeket probaljuk bemutatni. Ebben a
legfontosabb taldn az, hogy emlékeim szerint mondjuk az SVKK volt az els6é olyan — aki részben
egyébként kormdnyzati megrendelésre is — gyakorlatilag a migrans hulldmot vagy inkabb
menekiilthullamot elkezdte ugy értelmezni, hogy ennek kiilonb6zd kritikus pontjai vannak és
ezeket a kritikus pontokat egyszerre, rendszer szeriien kellene kezelni. Es az az igazsag, hogy azt
is latjuk, hogy van ahol sikeriil ez és van ahol nem sikeriil, €s ahol nem sikertil ott nyilvan valéan
el kell mondani azt, hogy miért nem sikeriil. Ez nagyjabol azt gondolom, hogy ez
mindenféleképpen egy olyan, amiben szerepem volt.

Osszességében tudom, hogy a diskurzusban — vagy legalabbis tigy érzékelem, hogy a szakértdi
diskurzus kirobbandsaban — is szerepem volt. Emlékeim szerint a Kiiliigyi Intézetben tartott
Nogradi, Talas, Nagy Boldizsar vita volt, amikor eldszor igazan megmutatkoztak azok a
kiilonbségek, amiket képviselnek a kiilonboz6 szakérték. Es én ott egész hatarozottan tobbek kozott
— nem azt mondanam, hogy a kerités ellen 1éptem fel — azt mondtam, hogy nem a kerités épités a
megoldas és az egyetlen megoldas, st nem is a leghatékonyabb megoldas. Es innentdl kezd6dott
el egy olyan diskurzus, amit vissza tudok kdvetni a sajtoban is, amire hivatkoznak is, és amiben
latom azt, hogy milyen kiilonbségek vannak. De ezek a kiilonbségek hangsulyozom, f6leg abbol
fakadnak, hogy ki honnan nézi ezt a dolgot. En alapvetéen stratégiai kontextusban latom ezt, tehat
abbol indultunk ki, hogy ez a mostani menekiiltvalsag ez a kezdete valaminek, aminek nagyon
konkrét, pontos okai vannak, €s aminek a kezeléséhez dnmagéban a nemzeti megoldasok nem
elégségesek. En hive vagyok — mind a mai napig — az eurépai megoldasnak, mikozben latom azt
egyébként, hogy hidba hive az ember az eurdpai megoldasnak, az eurdépai megoldas nagyon
nehezen alakul ki vagy jon 1étre, de tovabbra is azt mondom, hogy ez az egyik nagyon fontos oka.
A masik pedig, amivel szembemegyek tudatosan, az alapvetden az a szemlélet, hogy Eurdpanak és
Magyarorszagnak nem kell befogadnia menekiilteket. Ezt nem pusztan humanitarius kérdésnek
tekintem, hanem sokkal inkabb stratégiai kérdésnek és ugye azt szoktam mondani, hogy vannak
olyan demografiai folyamatok, vannak olyan tarsadalmi-gazdasagi-politikai folyamatok, amelyek
sziikségessé teszik Europanak — akar tetszik, akar nem — hogy poétolja a demografiai
hullamvélgyben 16v6 és az eléregedd tarsadalmakat. Es ezt mashonnan nem nagyon tudja pétolni,
ugy hogy egy egységes Europai Unidban gondolkodunk, mint kiviilrél. Természetesen latom én a
tobbi megoldast is, mar, hogy ki mit képvisel. De azért az én szemléletemet dontden mégiscsak a
magyar szempontok hatarozzak meg. Nevezetesen az, hogy ha Eurdpa bezarkozo lesz, akkor ennek
a bezarkozott Europanak egy nagyon periferizalodo része lesz Kelet-Kozép-Europa, mert Kelet-
Kozép-Eurdpa fogja megfizetni azt a demografiai hullamvoélgyet, amit Eurdpa elszenved, hiszen
innen fogjak pdtolni a centrum orszagok a munkaerejiiket. Innen fogjak elvinni az értelmiséget,
innen fogjak elvinni a szakértelmet és azt gondolom, ha innen elmegy a szakértelem és az
értelmiség, akkor a modernizacionak az egyik legfontosabb elemét fogjuk elveszteni. Tehat ez arrol
sz0l, hogy akarunk-e modernizalodo tarsadalom lenni, vagy megelégsziink egy ilyen periferialis,
szegényebb, vegetalobb eurdpai tdrsadalomként 1étezni €s lemondunk arrdl, hogy itt felzarkozas
kovetkezzen be. Nagyjabol ebben a kontextusban értelmezem. Ennek természetesen humanitarius
vetiiletei i1s vannak, de ez nem jelenti azt, hogy ne vitatnam azokat az eurdpai eldirasokat
biztonsagpolitikai szempontbol, ami példaul a menekiiltek szabad mozgasat nem korlatozza. En
azok koz¢ tartozom, akik azt mondjék, hogy Eurdpéanak joga van eldonteni, hogy egy menekiiltet
hova és milyen feltételekkel fogad be és ez nem kizardlag a menekiiltnek az akaratan mulik, mert
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6 nem bevandorld, hanem egy kényszerhelyzetbdl van itt. Ertem én a humanitarius okokat, de
Osszességében azt gondolom, hogy egy ekkora tomegnél és egy ilyen gazdasagi-tarsadalmi-
politikai helyzetben azt kell mondani, hogy a menekiilteknek bizony nincs ugyanolyan joga, mint
az europai polgaroknak. Ami nem jelenti azt, hogy dket ne illetnék meg jogok, de csak szocialis és
joléti megfontolasbol, a menekiilt nem rendezheti at Eurdpa térképét.

On_szerint, hozzdjarultak-e a magyar biztonsdepolitikai szakérték a menekiiltvdlsdenak a
biztonsdgiasitdsahoz?

Azt gondolom, hogy igen. Mindazok, akik egyébként, fogalmazzunk gy, hogy akik kritikatlanul
elfogadjadk a kormany allaspontjat. Raadasul azok kozé tartozom — biztonsagpolitikai szakértdi
létem ellenére — akik kimondottan nem szeretik, hogy feleslegesen biztonsagiasitunk vagy
tulbiztonsagiasitunk bizonyos kérdéseket. Mert latom azt a mechanizmust, ami az aktualpolitikai
jellegét adja ennek a dolognak. Ami engem abbdl a szempontbol érdekel pusztdn, hogy
természetesen én lojalis vagyok a kormanyzathoz, de azt gondolom, hogy ha nekem szakmai
kérdésekben kiilonbozik a véleményem azt nekem nem kell véka ala rejtenem. Ezért engem soha,
senki nem részesitett hatranyban, nem blintettek érte, nem jutalmaztak érte. De azt gondolom, hogy
ez kotelessége az embernek, hogy a szakmai meggy6z6dését, akar még a kormany politikajaval
szemben is érvényesitse. De vannak olyan biztonsagpolitikai szakértok, akikben érzem azt, hogy
itt talbiztonsagiasitjdk ezt a helyzetet. Akéar oly modon, hogy irredlis képet festenek a
menekiiltvalsagrol. Akar gy, hogy tudatosan Osszemosnak kategoridkat, kérdéseket. Nem
kiilonboztetik meg a migranst, a menekiilttdl. Nem teszik hozza azt, hogy bevandorl6 az egy mas
statusz, mint a menekiilt. Nem beszélnek arrdl, hogy a menekiiltek egy jelentds része vissza szokott
menni az eredeti orszagdba. Hanem egész egyszerlien egy olyan fajta, biztonsagi kihivasnak
tekintik, ami Eurdpat veszelyezteti.

Es még egy dologgal megyek nagyon erésen szembe. Amikor azt litom, hogy a tények mast
mondanak, mint a szubjektiv biztonsagfelfogas. Nagyon egyszerti példat mondok. Természetesen
latom én, hogy az 500 milliés Eurdpanak gondot okoz, 1,5 millié ember elhelyezése, mert a
menekiiltrendszer ezt mutatja. De mélységesen tiltakozom az ellen, hogy ezt valami civilizacios
kontextusba tegylik. Hogy itt olyan érzetet keltsiink a tarsadalomba, hogy eliszldmosodik. Hogy a
muszlimok elfoglaljak Eurdpat. Hogy itt ugy beszéljiink az eurdpai muzulman kisebbségrol,
mintha az a 30-40-50 %-at tenné ki a népességnek, mikdzben ezek tények, hogy 7-7,5 %-ot teszik
ki. Nagyon ellene megyek annak is, hogy 0sszekeverjiik a muzulman kisebbséget, annak a radikalis
¢és sz€lséséges csoportjaval vagy rétegével. Tehat, hogy azt mondjuk vagy iizenjiik, hogy a 4,5
millids franciaorszdgi muzulmanok, gyakorlatilag veszélyt jelenteken Franciaorszagra. Nem.
Franciaorszagra, az a 12 ezer radikalis és szélsdséges €s ezen beliil az a néhany szaz terroristanak
is bedlld figura jelent problémat, és nem az a 4,5 millid. Mert a 4,5 milli6 ember egyébként
normakodvetd, bizonyos értelemben integralodott.

Es nagyon ellene megyek az olyan tipust leegyszeriisitésnek, amik ilyen j6l hangzo szavakat
dobnak be a kdztudatba, mikézben nem latjuk, hogy mit takar a tartalmuk. Tehat ellene megyek
példaul annak, hogy altalaban besz¢éljiik a muzulmanok integralhatatlansadgarol. Ezt altalaban ugy
szoktam megtenni, hogy megkérdezem, hogy tulajdonképpen mit is jelent az integracié az adott
szakértd szamara. Amikor mindig zavarba jon, mert az ember tudja, hogy egyébként az integracio
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meghatarozasa az nem olyan egyszeri ¢és a tarsadalmak is mast gondolnak integracié kapcsan, akar
Franciaorszagban, akar Németorszagban vagy Nagy-Britannidban. Eltérd integracidés modellek
vannak. Tehat ezekbdl a szempontokbdl én nem tartozom azok kozé, akik a biztonsagiasitast
szeretnék fokozni és el0segiteni.

A kbvetkezd kérdést, az interju elején érintettiik egy kicsit. Tapasztalatai alapjan mennyire lehet
egy biztonsagpolitikai/politikai  szakeértonek, politikai  hovatartozastol filigcgetlen véleményt
kialakitani, és ez mennyire sikeriil, a magyar, biztonsagpolitikai/elemzdi kozosségnek?

Nagyon fontos kérdés, hogy mit tekintiink fiiggetlen politikai véleménynek. En az SVKK
vezetdjeként mindig azt szoktam a munkatarsaimnak mondani, hogy mi tigy vagyunk politikailag
semlegesek, hogy szakmai véleményként mindenkinek ugyanazt mondjuk. Tehat teljesen
fiiggetlentil, hogy mit sz6l a véleményiinkh6z az egyik part és a masik part, az egyik és a masik
oldal, mi ezt képviseljiik. Ezzel lehet természetesen szakmai értelemben vitatkozni, de azt
gondolom, hogy nem nagyon vadolhatnak benniinket politikai elfogultsdggal. Ez nagyon
praktikusan azért alakult ki, mert azt gondolom, hogy ez a szakértének az egyik feladata. Nem azt
varom, hogy a politika az én allidspontomat fogadja el. En pusztan azt ajanlom a politikdnak —
nyilvan valéan kézvetve — hogy gondolja végig azokat a dolgokat, amiket mi leirunk, vagy amit én
mondok. Nem akarok dontést hozni a politika helyett, ennek megfelelden kimondottan nem
szeretem azokat a biztonsagpolitikai szakértoket, akik Ggy tesznek mintha 6k dontotték volna el a
kérdéseket. T6lem nem szarmazik semmi, csak a szakmai véleményem. Ezt a szakmai véleményt
vagy megfontolja a politika, vagy nem fontolja meg. Altalaban azt kell mondanom, hogy
megfontolja, de rendkiviil szelektiven hasznalja. Tehat az én érveimet hallom olykor a
politikusoktol, de tudom azt is, hogy vannak olyan politikusok, akik példaul megkapjak a mi
elemzésiinket, akkor nagyjabol tudjak, hogy teljesen eltéré dolgot fognak mondani. Tehat azt
gondolom, hogy meg0rizhetd a szakmai fliggetlenség. Nem allitom, hogy konny(i, de dontden ezt
tanultam, ezt ldtom és nagyjabol a vilagban is ezt latom. Kiilonbozé allaspontok lehetnek. En
ezeket a kiilonboz6 allaspontokat ismerem, €s ha erre van sziikség, akkor a politikdnak talalni
tudom. Tehat el tudom mondani, hogy ez igy gondolkodik, ez amugy. Ennek is megvan a haszna
egyébként. De amikor az én szakmai véleményemet mondom el, akkor egy olyan véleményt teszek
elé, amit vagy megfogad, vagy nem. Nem érzem ezt konfliktusnak.

Még egy fontos dolog. A szakmai vélemény elmondasat nem szabad Gsszetéveszteni a lojalitassal
vagy a szervilizmussal. En altalaban ugy szoktam megfogalmazni, hogy én a mindenkori
kormanyhoz lojalis vagyok, de szakmai kérdésekben egészen a dontésekig elmondom a
véleményemet. Es uténa, ha dont a kormany, akkor ezt tudomasul veszem. Vagy ha olyan, akkor
tudomasul veszem, de ha ugy érzem, akkor kritizadlom is. Ez nem jelenti azt, hogy én a kormany
ellen beszélnék. Altalaban fontos, hogy tudok-e szakmai értelemben érvelni. Voltak mar nagyon
rossz helyzetek. Tehat én tanacsadoja voltam a kettovel ezel6tti magyar miniszterelndknek, aki tett
olyan kijelentéseket, amivel én nem értettem egyet. Es akkor az ember kulturaltan és szakmai
alapon probdlja megfogalmazni ezeket. Nagyon roviden a sztori arrdl szolt, hogy a magyar
miniszterelnok valami terrorfenyegetés okdn be akart tiltani egy ellenzéki tiintetést, hogy ott
robbanthatnak. Es megkérdeztek, hogy én mit szolok ehhez. Es a kovetkezé volt a mondasom.
Alapvetden a szakértdnek nem az a feladata, hogy dontson a politikus helyett. A szakértd
elmondhatja a véleményét, de a politikus feleldssége a dontés. Es a politikus nyugodtan
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értelmezheti masképp és nyugodtan donthet a szakértd ellenében is. Csak latni kell, gyakorlatilag
arr6l van szo, hogy példaul most a menekiiltvalsdg kapcsan a kormany gyakorlatilag ugy tesz,
mintha jobban félne a menekiiltkérdéstdl és a terrorizmustol, mint a szakértd, mint mondjuk én.
Ehhez megvan a szive joga. De én pedig elmondom azt, hogy szerintem nem annyira veszélyes,
nem ugy kell értelmezni, a terrorizmus nem gy érint benniinket.

Gyakorlatban van-e olyan tapasztalata, amely alapjdin esetekben kiilonbséget tesz bizonyos
médiumok kozott, hogv vdllalja a megkeresésiiket vagy sem?

Ez egy nagyon nagy dilemma. Fiatalabb koromban még lett volna. De tekintettel arra, hogy az
ember tisztdban van a sajat sulyaval, tehat hogy a meghataroz6 biztonsagpolitikai
véleményformalok kozé tartozik, nem teheti meg azt, hogy az egyik médiumot elényben részesiti
a masikkal. En, akikhez tudok, elmegyek, amikor idém engedi. Es az az igazsag, hogy az ECHO
TV-t6l, a 444-ig mindenhol vannak ismerdseim, és nekem szerencsém van ebben a tekintetben,
mert a média munkasait is tilnyomd tobbségben ismerem. Vagy azért mert, akkor dolgoztak,
amikor én is a koztelevizioban dolgoztam. Vagy azért mert tanitvanyaim voltak, vagy azért mert
valamilyen szakmai kapcsolatunk volt. Nem teszek ilyen kiilonbséget, ebben megint csak azt
kovetem, amit egyébként a politikai semlegesség kapcsan. Tudom, hogy mindenki a sajat
kozonségének jatszik, én pedig a sajat mondandomat mondom el mindig. Akinek kellemetlen ez a
vélemény, mert nem ezt akarja iizenni, az legk6zelebb nem engem fog meghivni. De tekintettel
arra, hogy ismerem a média miikddését, tudom mi az, hogy riporternek lenni, szerkesztének lenni
és tudom, mit engedhetek meg magamnak, ennek megfeleléen a médiumot eszkoznek tekintem. Es
Oszintén sz6lva nem vagyok megilletddve attol, hogy most ezt a kérdést kapom, vagy azt a kérdést.
Azt mondom el, amit gondolok, akkor is, ha a riporternek vagy a szerkesztének mas véleménye
van. Ezzel nincs semmi gond egyébként. Kettd, van egy ilyen filozofia, ezt a Racz Andrés —
baratom és szakmabeli tarsam — szokta mondani, hogy sokkal jobb, ha én magyarazom el a
k6zonségnek, mintha mas. Azt akarom mondani, hogy ez nekem soha nem jelentett problémat. Az
egy masik kérdés, hogy én egyébként milyen véleménnyel vagyok bizonyos médiumokrol, az ¢
politikai elkotelezettségiik okan. En ott egy szakértéként vagyok ott és az a kotelességem, hogy
amit gondolok, azt mondjam el, és amit gondolok, azt minél szélesebb tarsadalom ismerje meg.
Réadasul jol viselem a konfliktusokat ebben a tekintetben, sot talan a legjobban. Picit inspiral is a
vita — legyen ez TV, radi6 vagy irasbeli vita. En nagyjabél azt lstom, hogy azok a vitdk fogjik meg
a hallgatosagot, ahol nem elbeszéliink egymas mellett. Nem alkalmazkodunk, hanem egy pici
konfliktus is kialakul. Ennek megfelelden el szoktam menni, majdnem minden médiumhoz.

April 1, 2016
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