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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Following the dramatic electoral changes in Hungar2010 that withessed the strengthening of the
centre- and far right parties and the demise ofléfite an important shift in public discourses on
tolerance and acceptance has occurred. The ‘Natiow occupies a central role in the governing
Fidesz’s vision of legislative and constitutionafarm for Hungary. Through its discourse and
policies, Fidesz implicitly and explicitly ident#s who belongs, and who, by extension does not
belong, to the ‘Nation’. Ethnic Hungarians livingtside of Hungary in the neighboring countries are
included in Fidesz's conception of the ‘Hungariamtinn’ (reflected most prominently in the
extension of dual citizenship to them). Hungary’sni minority, on the other hand, features
increasingly prominently (particularly in far-righiut also centre-right discourse) as the primary
‘Other’ against which the ‘Nation’ is constituted/hilst the boundaries of national inclusion extehde
beyond the political borders of the country, theidmaries of national difference were constructed
within those same political borders. This was dmiet(or ethnicised) vision of the nation: it indkd
transborder Hungarians but excluded Roma.

These recent developments reflect only the lateapter in Hungary’'s political history of national
inclusion and exclusion. Indeed, the discoursesildting now enjoy political legitimacy in largerpa
due to their resonance with earlier iterations aingarians nationalism. The ‘Nation’ has figured
prominently in Hungarian political and social liéeer the last century and a half to describe and
explain all sorts of social and economic phenomena.

In order to better understand in the impact of thisst recent resurgence in Hungarian nationalism on
discourses and practices of tolerance, we expfaour report how the question of Hungary's internal
minorities (and the Roma in particular) has takebaakseat to the question of the transborder
Hungarians. The result is that in certain respket gearch for solutions to the Roma problem in
Hungary is still in its infancy. For years, Hungarpolicies toward its minorities were driven, aast

in part, by concern for (and a preoccupation withg transborder Hungarians: Hungary used its
domestic policies in an attempt to set an exampietlie neighboring countries to adopt in their
treatment of the transborder Hungarians. The mdithus devised for Hungary's minorities and the
Roma in particular did not always correspond tortbeds or demands of these minorities. Legislative
changes in education, the welfare system, and edicrgiructures have often had the effect of further
marginalizing the Roma. This continued socio-ecacamarginalization of the Roma has been further
exacerbated by racialised understandings of differgparticularly evident vis-a-vis the Roma) that
preclude possibilities for socio-cultural integoatiand/or accommodation. The major tolerance issues
in Hungary today are overwhelmingly related to gheation of the Roma.

The History of Toleration and Exclusion in Hungary: The Roma, National Minorities,
and Immigrants

Social scientific research shows that the Romadhargrimary target of the most intense prejudiag an
racism in Hungary. The extreme right have recetuttped their attention to the Roma not with the
aim of ameliorating tensions but rather aggravativegzn by scapegoating the Roma. This has had the
effect of legitimating the continued radicalizatiohmore mainstream discourses on the Roma. Anti-
Roma prejudices can and also should be understavd generally as a ‘cultural code’ shared to
varying degrees in all political discourse and edlenore generally at a societal level as well,
regardless of ideological orientation. The Romasthre understood across the political responsgle a
being connected to or indeed at the root of a watéety of social, political, and economic problems
in Hungary.
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Immigrants in Hungary, although very small in numlzee also typically viewed with a combination
of fear and distrust. The largest group of immid¢gan Hungary are Hungarians from the neighboring
countries. Despite the fact that in political diskse these Hungarians constitute an importantgart
the national ‘self’, in and through the practicefs immigration they have been constituted as,
somewhat ironically, a national ‘other’. Other ingrdnt groups in contrast have been less visible
simply due to their small numbers. But when theseigs do appear in the media, they too are often
presented as either threatening (e.g. the Chinaefi@)nor at the very least exotic.

The report elaborates on these two main types oftigy: indigenous groups and immigrants.
Indigenous groups include the country’s nationaharities, Jews and the Roma; immigrant groups
include the transborder Hungarian immigrants anbtemt(mostly non-European) immigrants.
Individually and collectively these various grouganstitute only a small portion of the Hungarian
population. About 4% of the population belong t@ afi the officially recognized12 national minority
groups, though there numbers have been decliningegent years. At the same time the Roma
minority has at least doubled over the last fodgng to an estimated 400,000-800,000 at preseat. Th
national minorities and Roma enjoy official legatognition. The Jewish population, in contrast, s
estimated at around 80,000-200,000, is not afforoifidial recognition as a minority group. The
proportion of immigrants in Hungary is even lowedaone of the lowest in Europe, at about 2% of
the population, with about two-thirds of these imgrants being ethnic Hungarians from the
neighboring countries.

The 1993 Minorities Law signalled a ‘multiculturairn’ in Hungary’s relations with its minorities.
The Law officially recognized (and institutionaiccommodated) cultural and ethnic difference. The
cultural autonomy the law afforded to Hungary’s arities, however, was in large part symbolic for
most of the national minority groups given theilatiely small numbers and their strong assimikatio
tendencies. As for the Roma, the law contributéttke lito resolving the harsh social, cultural and
economic problems they experienced. Jewish adivgst their part did not seek official recognition
and therefore Jews were not named in the law. Nbthet law address immigrant groups, although
another 1993 law, “The Act on Hungarian Citizenshigecreed restrictive paths to naturalization
(with some benefits for ethnic Hungarians).

The most pressing issues surrounding tolerance ungbry concern the Roma. Rates of Roma
unemployment were above 75% in 2005; their povety is five-ten times higher that of the majority
population, doubling over the last ten years; amiglborhood and school segregation further
exacerbate their marginalization. Discriminatioraiagt the Roma has been increasing in spheres of
employment, healthcare, and law enforcement. Lifeeetancy for the Roma is seven years below the
national average.

Roma political mobilisation and activism has beeahle to reverse these trends. Roma minority self-
governments and political parties were formed afier1993 law, but without significant power. The
‘Roma issue’ unquestionably remains the most seritersity challenge facing Hungary today.

Other minorities in Hungary are not viewed as dlehge to the hegemony of the Hungarian nation.
They therefore to not present similar problemsteelao toleration. In contrast, anti-Semitism has
been (and continues to be) an essential and forenatiement of Hungarian national self-
understandings, with ‘the Jew’ having fill the radé ‘internal other’ for centuries. “The Jewish
question” has always been a crucial question ingdonand continues to be connected to broader
issues of tolerance. About 10% of the populatiotd hadical anti-Semitic views (' still well below
rates for those views expressed in relation to Rleena).Immigrant groups are also viewed with
distrust (despite their low numbers), but againtadhe same degree as the Roma.

The Roma minority therefore suffers from the grsatmtolerance: 50-80% of the population
(including those holding views from both sides loé tpolitical spectrum) display negative attitudes



Jon Fox, Zsuzsa Vidra, Anikd Horvath

towards the Roma. These negative tendencies haveex@acerbated in recent years by the rise of the
radical right. . The exclusion of the Roma is dgepinbedded both in institutional and everyday
practices. Studies on discrimination against then®dn the labor market, schools, law enforcement,
and state welfare point to the failure of policyobath macro and micro levels. Many experts argagé th
an ethnicized Roma underclass has taken shape centreyears in Hungary. These experts
acknowledge the importance of anti-discriminatiow aninority rights legislation in dealing with this
problem, but at the same time they argue that thbl@ms facing the Roma minority also should be
addressed through the policies of social inclusion.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Although rarely successful, Hungarian elites hawsdensome significant efforts over the past three
decades to adopt minority and human rights framksvtaid out by the European Union and other
international organisations. Further changes hagenbbrought about since Hungary’'s formal
accession to the European Union in 2004, contnutio the rise of a policy discourse on
toleration/acceptance. These changes have alsatangg been accompanied by the new availability
of financial resources, part of which have reachws targeted minorities and contributed to the
improvement of certain aspects of their lives (eagslight decline in school segregation in some
districts, and the improved treatment of immigraans refugees). But while the EU has undoubtedly
produced successes in these and other regards;ahssion process has also somewhat paradoxically
provided new opportunity structures for nationalsihd right-wing radical groups to pursue discairse
and policies of intolerance towards ethnic andyielis groups. This is what is occurring now with th
Roma in Hungary. The Roma will therefore be themfacus of our further research into issues of
tolerance and acceptance in Hungary.



Tolerance and Cultural Diversity Discourses in Hunga

KEYWORDS
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DEFINITIONS

The 1993 Law on National and Ethnic minorities a law granting cultural autonomy to thirteen
national and ethnic minorities (the Roma beingahly ‘ethnic minority’) allowing them to form self-
governments at the local and national levels td dé#h cultural matters in order to nurture and
maintain their distinctive identities.

“Gypsy criminality”: a term used by the police in their record kegpiluring the communist years.
The term was discredited following the regime clebgt has recently enjoyed renewed circulation
with the recent rise of the radical right.

Dual citizenship Law: a law (2010) aimed at transborder Hungarians akarit easier for them to
claim Hungarian citizenship.

Status Law. package of entitlements for transborder Hungarighich included measures to promote
Hungarian culture in the neighboring countries @radlegal right for transborder Hungarians to work
in Hungary.

Transborder Hungarians: ethnic Hungarians living in the countries bordgrHungary. According
to nationalist discourse they never ceased beingbaes of the Hungarian nation.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The 2010 Hungarian Parliamentary elections madentb the front page of many international
newspapers. Although most papers reported on dotoehl success of the radical right-wing political
party, Jobbik, at the same time another, argualdyemimportant, development had occurred in
Hungarian electoral politics that led to the restniang of the entire Hungarian political landscape
The previously governing Hungarian Socialist Pamsgs unseated (capturing only a couple more
percentage points of the vote than Jobbik), while Fidesz-KDNP coalition (the centre-right
Hungarian Civic Union-Christian Democratic PeoplParty; hereinafter simply ‘Fidesz’) received
enough votes to secure a two-thirds majority inligigeent, making it possible for them to pass
legislation (or even change the constitution) withcsupport from the opposition. The new
government made it clear that they saw their vics a‘two-thirds revolution™ reflecting the will

of the “Hungarian natior. Thus, as the new Prime Minister Viktor Orban ldeed, Fidesz formed a
“Government of National Causes” which would not stway from using its constitutional majority
“to demolish taboos”. They intended to push th&imndegislation through parliament and to rewrite
the Hungarian Constitution to reflect “the moralstgm of the new Framework for National
Cooperation®.

The ‘nation’ played a central role in Fidesz's w@isiof legislative and constitutional reform for
Hungary. Through its national discourse and pdickidesz implicitly and explicitly identified who
belonged, and who, by extension did not, to theonaEthnic Hungarians living outside of Hungary
in the neighboring countries were included (andordy symbolically) in Fidesz's conception of the
‘Hungarian Nation’. This was reflected in the ihgtion of dual citizenship for transborder
Hungarians, one of the first laws passed by the paviament. The new law removed residency
requirements for those speaking Hungarian and algitdungarian ancestry. In effect, this meant that
the 2.5 million ethnic Hungarians in the neighbogricountries were now eligible for Hungarian
citizenship. In his ‘one-hundred day’ speech Orbdade it clear that these transborder Hungarians
were now ‘reunited’ with the ‘Natiorf’.

At the same time, boundaries of exclusion from‘Netion’ were also being redrawn at the level of
discourse and in some cases policies as well. TmaRminority, which had featured prominently in
the 2010 elections as the primary ‘Other’ againisictv the ‘Nation’ was constructed, clearly did not
fit in Fidesz's conception of the ‘Nation’. A sesi®f laws were passed that directly or indirectly
targeted the Roma ‘problem’: tougher measures tiy pame were introduced; school behaviour of
children deemed violent was to be more strictlyiglhed; it again became possible to fail students,
thus forcing them to repeat the school year evéinely were only in the first grade; and actionsisee
as ‘welfare delinquencies’ were criminalized. Altigh none of these changes named the Roma
explicitly (to the contrary, Fidesz repeatedly iked an anti-discrimination discourse citing ‘dignit
for all’®) it is clear that the Roma were disproportionaséfgcted by these measures.

The KDNP is a small party that would not have aitdi enough votes in 2010 to enter parliament wittioe support of
Fidesz. The last time the KDNP won seats on its was in 1994. After the party fell apart in 1997&my of the party’s MPs
joined the Fidesz fraction in the parliament. FartdBNP members joined Fidesz lists in 1998 in etewd that saw Fidesz
ultimately form a government. KDNP subsequentlpmnefed and the two parties formed an official altiarin 2005, a year
before the 2006 parliamentary elections (in whiakytlost out to the Socialists).

2 Prime Minister Orban, evaluating the first 100 slay his government’s work, in a speech at thefdaszorok Batthyany
Kore' on September 4, 2010.

¥bid.

“Prime Minister Orban on September 4, 2010.

See for example the ‘one-hundred day’ speech of a@rb on September 2, 2010
(http://lwww.fidesz.hu/index.php?Cikk=152748), or Ipiarliamentary address on ‘Roma criminality’, Segiem13, 2010
(http://lwww.youtube.com/watch?v=0x3bjN7wUCK).
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Orbén thus clearly demarcated the boundaries ofNagon’. Transborder Hungarians were referred
to as ‘co-nationals’emzettarsgkor ‘Hungarian people’nfagyar embergk and Roma were ‘our
fellow citizens’ @llampolgarol or ‘our compatriots’ golgartarsalj. Other 'markers’ also conveyed
and constructed difference: 'Gypsy ethnic origicigbnyszarmazas’skin colour’ (bérszir), ‘citizens
belonging to the Roma minorityRoma kisebbséghez tartoz6 allampolgdrelere often used in
relation to criminality, social welfare delinqueesj or school violence.Government officials
emphasized the fact that they had to take acti@magsuch crimes in order to protect Hungarians,
whose interests had been neglected by the pregousrnment. The irony of this situation is that
while the boundaries of national inclusion werecedied beyond the political borders of the country,
the boundaries of national difference were congtdiavithin those same political boundaries. This
was an ethnic (or ethnicised) vision of the natibrincluded transborder Hungarians but excluded
Roma.

These inclusionary and exclusionary discourses w#uged versions of similar discourses preferred
and proffered by the right-wing party Jobbik. Inde¢he governing party, Fidesz, operated in a
symbiotic if ultimately silent relationship with Boik. When it suited them, Fidesz, could draw clear
boundaries to distinguish them and Jobbik, ideimigfyn the process what was unacceptable and what
was not. On other occasions, Jobbik became thdicabspokesperson for Fidesz, saying explicitly
what Fidesz dare not say even implicitly, thus tihgr the lines between politically correct and
stigmatizing discourses

The dramatic electoral changes taking place insgivéng of 2010 reflect only the latest chapter in
Hungary'’s political history of national inclusiomé exclusion. Indeed, the discourses circulating no
enjoy political legitimacy in large part due to ithineage through previous generations of Hungaria
politics. The status of Hungarians living in thagidoring countries has been a perennial topic of
public debate on the nation on and off for the leettury. All post-communist governments of
varying political stripes have made the transbordengarian question central to their political
agenda. The question of Hungary’s internal mingsithas taken a backseat to the question of the
transborder Hungarians. In many ways, Hungary'écigd on internal minorities can even be said to
have been driven by the political elite’s preocdigrawith the transborder Hungarians: Hungary has
used its domestic policies to set the example fmority politics which the neighbouring countries
have been meant to follow in their treatment of ganans. But the policies they have devised for
Hungary’s minorities in general and the Roma intipalar have provided administrative structures
that do not always meet their needs. Legislativangks that were introduced in education, the weelfar
system, and economic structures have had the effefiirther marginalizing the Roma. The key
difference now with the rise of Fidesz has been gaety’'s ability to implement policies
unencumbered by political opposition.

Our report on tolerance will focus its attentionthese two groups: the transborder Hungarians and
the Roma. We will sketch out the position of otlggoups in Hungary in both historical and
demographic context, but our main focus will be these two groups that have also received
historically the main focus in Hungarian politicaliltural, and social life.

6Ibid.; see also some of Orbéan’s declarations during the electoral campaign:
(http://www.nol.hu/belfold/Orban_viktor__ciganybures_nincs__ciganybunozok_vannak).
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2. NATIONAL IDENTITY AND STATE FORMATION IN  HUNGARY

The ‘Nation’ has figured prominently in Hungariaaliical and social life over the last century and
half as an all-encompassing framework to explairs@its of social and economic phenomena. The
‘nation’ has even overshadowed to a certain extaditional left-right political cleavages in vau®
east European contexts (Fox and Vermeersch, 2G10onéh, 2009). In order to better appreciate this
resurgence of the ‘Nation’ in Hungarian politicaldapublic thought, as well as its effects on the
public’'s perceptions of what ‘being Hungarian’ meawe will look at, first, how Hungarian national
identity has been historically constituted, andiosel, changing popular understanding of Hungarian
national identity. In both cases our interest ishiow both political and public space has been
‘nationalized’ and the implications of these depehents for both inclusion and exclusion.

2.1Understandings of the ‘Nation’ in Hungary

Political debates on questions related to defingiof the ‘Hungarian nation’ began in Hungary ia th
19" century and have continued with varying degreesnt#nsity and with periodically shifting
‘Other-figures’ to the present day. The debatesere between ethno-cultural and civic-political
conceptions of Hungarian nationhood. These competionceptions were applied differently to
Hungary’s changing landscape of minority politickitil 1918 the minority question concerned those
non-ethnic Hungarians living within the borderstb& Hungarian portion of the Austro-Hungarian
Empire. After World War | and the loss of territoity entailed, the situation of the Hungarian
minorities living in the newly constituted or trdosned neighbouring countries became the main
national minority issue. Then as now, the relatigmdetween internal (non-Hungarian) and external
(Hungarian) minorities was viewed as two sides hef same coin: how can Hungary adequately
address the issue of its internal minorities withibarming the interests of ethnic Hungarians living
outside the national borders.

Different solutions to this problem have been pemubat different historical junctures. Following
Hungary'’s political reconfiguration at the conclusiof WWiI, the ruling classes “perceived the main
danger as the threat to the existence of what rexdaif the state of Hungary”, overshadowing their
concerns for the Hungarian minority abroad (KisQ24®, p. 234). During the years of the Cold War
stability “Hungarian statehood — even if not independenceemed fairly secure. Thus, the anxiety
for the Hungarians outside of Hungary, for theipagzity to resist oppression and forced assimilation
became the main preoccupation of the new populi@ss, 2002a, p. 234). This distinction led to
different policy strategies and outcomes: while thiing classes sought out alliances in the interwa
period to help bolster Hungarian statehood andimetiee lost territories, by the 1960s and 1970s,
when the Hungarian minorities of the neighboringrntdes were ‘rediscovered’ and their existence
raised political questions for Hungary, the new yigbs had to depart from the old nationalism and
form alliances with western powers embracing tisealirse of human rights and minority rights.
Things changed again following the collapse of camism when Europe emerged as a key political
actor, “offer[ing] a set of international standards, including pra@rision minority rights, in terms of
which conflict resolution could be sought” (Kis, &, p. 236). This new generation of Hungarian
nationalists thus had to ‘learn’ this new rightsetiurse if they wanted to be accepted in European
politics. The ensuing debate has

“revealled] a deeper disagreement between the matist and non-nationalist understandings of the
policy of minority rights. For non-nationalists, éghcommitment for such a policy is a matter of
principle, a consequence of their more general camant to freedom, equality, and individual dignity
Nationalists, on the other hand, adopt the righitsedurse as a matter of tactical accommodation to a
status quo, not as a framework for principled setiént” (Kis, 2002a, p. 238).
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Nationalists thus, argues Kis, fail both the unsadization test (anti-Semitism and indifference tfoe
plight of the Roma are common in these groups) thkdhuman-rights test (they treat individual
human rights with neglect and contempt).

2.1.1. Hungarian national identity and some of its extern&“Others”

Hungary has defined itself not only vis-a-vis im&rminorities (the Roma) and external neighbours,
but also vis-a-vis Europe. After World War 1l, whierading public figures were expected to legitimize
the “sovietization” of Hungary and the neighbourioguntries (Bariska & Pallai, 2005), there was
little room for open debate on questions of natiodantity. In this new context, the ‘reactionary
forces of the ancien regime constituted the ‘irdéfther’; at the same time the “people of the East
became part of the ‘self’ in a new homogeneousharogenising version of Eastern Europe,. This
was an attempt to ideologically and historicallgtjfy the geo-political division of Europe, a patdl
reality that emerged after Yalta. Similarities amadhe nations of Eastern-Europe were frequently
stressed, and common roots in their history, liteéea and culture were highlighted by literary icst
musicologists, ethnographers, and historians.

These state-driven, top-down identity construcpoograms ultimately contributed to the appearance
of a counter-debate, led by historians, about theracteristics of Hungarian national identity and
Hungary’s position in Europe. Starting in the 1960%ew generation of Hungarian historians began to
reframe the “Europe debate”, many of them with #imn of differentiating Hungary and its
neighboring countries — “Central Europe” — from tBeviet Union and Eastern Europe, thus
repositioning the region on the mental and geodcaphmap of the continent (Pach, 1963, 1968;
Berend — Ranki, 1968, 1969; Szucs, 1981; Beren@,1P835; Hanak, 1988). Beginning in the early
1970s, more and more academics argued that a §hargut through Eastern Europe where the
western parts of this region — especially PolarmbdBioslovakia, and Hungary — were more developed
and thus more similar to Western Europe. Howevavas not until the early 1980s that a Hungarian
historian, Jeno Szucs, openly claimed that Europe divided into three parts — the West, the East,
and the in-between region of Central-Eastern-Eurbleeargued that each of these three regions had a
different path of development (&=, 1981).

By the 1980s this debate evolved into a more gémispute about the existence and essence of a
“Central” Europe, with well known intellectuals froall around Europe chiming in (Milan Kundera,
Czeslaw Milosz, Eugene lonesco, Danilo Kis, Gyakgnrad, Timothy Garton Ash and others). This
debate centred on the degree to which a shareddaG&uropean culture and mentality could be said
to exist. These debates carried into the 199@kJitrg down ever more into public consciousnesd an
public opinion, leading ultimately to the rediscovef the Hungarians that lived as minorities ie th
neighbouring countries. Csepeli (1989) argues #iathe start of late 1970s Hungarian national
identity began a process of reinventing itself.t Rdirthis can be explained by an emergence in a
“world-wide demand for a reformulation of nationdentity’, but the more particular reasons were
the worsening condition of Hungarians living ougsitlungary: “onsequently, beginning in the
second half of the 1970s, an outwardly directeceaspf the national question emerged in Hun§ary
— argues Csepeli (1989). In surveys conducted & 1880s a significant number of Hungary's
population (57%) said thatltere were countries in Hungary’s vicinity whictsdiminate against
Hungarians who live theteand they thought that the Hungarian state sheujgport and help these
groups of Hungarians living outside of Hungary. Heer, it was only a minority of the respondents
which said that, if it became necessary, Hungaoukhnot avoid clashes with its neighbours (23%),
while an even smaller proportion (7%) thought thare was nothing objectionabl®‘the Hungarian
government’s extortion of its neighbours througé limitation of domestic minority group’s rights.
(1989)
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This shift in focus by the early 1990s led to theemergence of some of the neighbouring states and
nationalities as Hungary's dominant ‘external Oshethus undoing completely any notion of
‘relatedness’ among ‘the people of the East’ thatl lbeen constructed and legitimated during
Communism.

2.2 Attitude surveys on Hungarian national identity

Surveys from recent decades reveal ambiguity owapular understandings of Hungarianness.
Research from the 1980s showed that political laditih between ethno-cultural and civic-political
understandings of nationhood was reflected in popaobnfusion over Hungarian national identity
(Csepeli, 1989). On the one hand, the communis¢ gteomoted a civic-political understanding of
identity where all individuals, irrespective of thbackground, were equal citizens. On the othedha
in its everyday practices the same state placedspre on minority groups to assimilate into a
‘homogenous nation’. This was further complicatgdtie fact that the majority population resisted
the assimilation of certain minority groups, espigithat of the Roma. Attempts at ‘integration’ nee
thus viewed as imposed cultural and lifestyle pcastthat were deemed desirable for the Roma by
members of the majority society (e.g., the forcebhing and haircutting campaigns to ‘civilize’ the
Roma in the 1960s, as described by Stewart, 198@1aBh and Polyak, 2001).

National identity is understood in Hungary as elsewe as an ascribed identity, one that it is giaten
birth (and therefore one that is not achieved). @agsimilation of the Roma was thus inconceivable
simply because the Roma were ascribed “a separaterity identity which took into account
primarily origin and outward appearance. That madmpossible, even in theory, for a change in
‘national’ character to occur” (Csepeli, 1989; Hah890).

In the 1990s there was a greater ambivalence atioal to these civic-political and ethno-cultural
understandings of national identity. On the onedhdwman rights, tolerance, and rational discourse
were seen as dominant components of the natiorsahcter; on the other hand, ethnocentrism and
intolerance towards foreigners were part of theesaational identity. These latter components were
remnants of the long history of the ‘culture-natidmetoric of Hungary and could be best understood
by using Habermas’ concept of ‘welfare chauvinisp€ople living in developed welfare states were
aware of the set of privileges they benefited frand, fearing the loss of those privileges, they
developed feelings of ethnocentrism and intolerdoegrds foreigners (Csepeli, 1997; Csepeli et al.,
1999).

More recently culture-nation conceptions of Hungianiess have been resurgent. This is manifest in
the lately declining negative attitudes towardsigmers (xenophobia) and the increasing prejudice,
rejection, and negative attitudes towards intemialorities (mainly the Roma). This is accompanied
by claims of cultural supremacy and the rejectibtdifference’. These trends have been attributed t
alarmist discourses about the ‘shrinking of theamat(nemzetfogydswhich anticipate a rapid aging
of Hungary’'s population. Against this backdrop,eigners are increasingly expected to undergo
complete assimilation. This was made easier (at leaheory; see below) by the fact that the large
group of immigrants in Hungary are ethnic Hungasidrom neighboring countries. These groups
speak Hungarian as mother tongue and share méeesothe same cultural codes; as such they are not
perceived as threatening the ‘Nation’. In contrassimilation of internal minorities and especiatg
Roma is viewed as much more problematic: a sepathtécised and sometimes racialized identity is
ascribed to the group, based mainly on origin antivard appearance, which makes assimilation
unimaginable.

Nationalism and ethnocentrism has been consistémglly among Hungary’s population since the

1990s (Csepeli et al., 2004; Orkény, 2006). Duthig same time significant changes have occurred
not so much in the degree of nationalism but irc@stent and in the socio-economic background of
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those who support it. In the mid 1990s, the denmgraprofile of nationalists was older and low
social status; ten years later this demographifilprdissipated and only value preferences coreelat
with nationalist attitudes (Csepeli et al., 200%)the same time, ethno-cultural understandingthef
nation have enjoyed a political revival. This hastdbuted to a slight decrease in xenophobia and

rejection of foreigners but also a significant gese in prejudice and intolerance against internal
minority groups, hamely the Roma.

11
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3. CULTURAL DIVERSITY CHALLENGES DURING THE LAST 30YEARS

In this section we identify minority groups in Hwuarg and account for their ‘difference’. We
summarize the most important demographic featurésese groups and briefly outline their histories
with a focus on questions of toleration and/or esitn. We also explore how well ‘toleration’
captures the circumstances of these groups iratger political and social contexts in which theg a
embedded. Whilst we provide a general overviewllafajor minority groups in Hungary, our focus
in this report will be on the Roma (as our ‘indiges’ minority) and transborder Hungarians (as our
‘immigrant’ group).

The most significant tolerance issues in Hungadayoare related to the situation of the Roma. Their
‘otherness’ has been constructed differently frahepgroups for a variety of complex historical and
social reasons. At present, Roma are the targeteomost intense xenophobia, prejudice, and racism
in Hungary. Historically, it was Jews who were s@snthe primary internal other against which the
national ‘self’ was understood; now it's the Romhoxfill this role. This is due in part to the rieé

the extreme right who have turned new (and negagitention on the Roma, further legitimating the
radicalization of more mainstream discourses inpifueess. But the extreme right is both cause and
consequence of this: anti-Roma prejudices can odshould be viewed more generally as a ‘cultural
code’ shared to varying degrees and with diffenetetrpretation in all political discourse and indes

a societal level more generally as well. In différevays, a wide range of political processes cbute

to the ethnicization of Hungary’'s social, politicahd economic problems by making a scapegoat of
the Roma.

Immigrants in Hungary, although comparatively smallnumber, are also typically viewed as a
fearful ‘other’. This is even the case, somewhatgaxically, when the ‘other’ in certain contexts
(namely nationalist political discourse) simultangly constitutes part of the national ‘self’. Thus
ethnic Hungarians arriving in large numbers pritgags labour migrants from the neighboring
countries since the early 1990s have suffered timgilfations and degradations (often ethnicised) of
labour migrants elsewhere in the world, in spitehafir nominally shared ethnicity. Other immigrant
groups in contrast have basically remained morisiiole due to their small numbers. But when these
other immigrant groups do appear in the media, theyare often presented as either threatening (e.g
the Chinese mafia) or at the very least exotic.

3.1 Main minority groups in Hungary

We will discuss both indigenous groups and immigignoups in Hungary. Theadigenous groups
include:

1. National minorities: Germans, Slovaks, Croats, SerBlovenes, Ukrainians,
Ruthenians, Greek, Armenians, Poles, Bulgarianeyd®aans

2. Religious minority: Jews

3. Ethnic minority: Roma

Theimmigrantsinclude:

4. Ethnic Hungarian immigrants from the neighboringriies
5. Other (mostly non-European) immigrants

12
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3.1.1. Indigenous groups —demographic picture

Table 1. Changes in the number of the biggest maltiand ethnic minority groups

Year German Slovak Serb Croat Slovene Romanian Roma
1949 22 455 25988 5185 20 123 4473 14713

1960 50765 30690 4583 33014 10 502

1970 35594 21176 12235 14 609 4 205 8 640 325 000
1980 31231 16 054 20 030 7139 380 000
1990 30824 10459 2905 13 570 1930 10 740 142 683
2001 62 233 17692 3816 15 620 3040 7 995 190 046
Sociological 200 000- oeee 80 000- 400 000-
estimations 220000 11000 0 90000 > 000 25000 809 000

Source: National census 1949-2001

According to the 2001 census, about 4% of Hungaggjsulation belong to a national minority group.
The Roma minority population has at least doubleat the last forty years from an estimated 200 000
(1967) to 400 000-800 000 (2008). Censuses in Huyngotoriously undercount Roma who are
reluctant to self-identify as Roma for fear of @engion.

3.1.1.1 National minorities

Hungary is home to a number of officially recoguizeational minorities that together make up about
8-12% of the population including both the Roma #mel national minority groups. Most officially
recognized minorities in Hungary are the resulthef post World War | efforts to fashion (ethnically
homogenous) nation states out of previously mutiemal empires in the region. Whilst minorities
constituted nearly half of the population of thenigarian half of the Habsburg Monarchy, the post
war | truncated version of Hungary (with two-thirliss territory and half the population) largely
achieved its aims of national homogeneity, thusoaoting for the modest figures for national
minorities that we see echoed generations lateomemporary Hungary. After World War 11, the
expatriation of a large part of the German minoaiy the population exchange of ethnic Slovaks in
Hungary for ethnic Hungarians in Czechoslovakia,wadl as the assimilationist politics of the
communist regime resulted in even further poputatiecrease of national minorities in Hungary.

A. Germans/Swabs

Germans have lived in Hungary since thd t@ntury when came as settlers. More waves arrived
throughout the centuries to follow. At the end obNd War |, 500 000 Germans lived in Hungary.
After WWII, in the name of collective guilt, thousds of Germans were either deported to the Soviet
Union for forced labor (35 000-60 000) or expagthback to Germany. During this period, in total
about 185 000 Germans were deprived of their cish@ and of property and had to leave the
country for Germany. About 230 000 Germans remainédlingary.

During the communist regime, the cultural actiate the German minority were very limited. Insthi
politically (and ethnically) constrained environmerhowever, the Alliance of Germans was

" Estimations — as opposed to census data — bedhe late 1980s and are done regularly by orgabizataind researchers.
Source: Tilkovszky 1998. As to the data on the R@mpulation, the most important sources are: Kerdamky-Lengyel
2004; Kemény-Janky 2003; Ladanyi-Szelényi 2002.
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established and officially recognised (1955), thueviding the German intelligencia with an
opportunity to develop certain literary and fin¢ activities as well as to engage in research pteje
on the history, linguistic and ethnographic chagastics of the German minority in Hungary. From
the early 1980s, the Alliance established its fldingual primary schools. These schools were
popular with German families, including those whardhotherwise been on the path to assimilation.
This contributed to a revival of German cultureHangary, which included the fostering of cultural
and economic links with various organizations insféen Germany. Today, the German minority
(benefitting from the 1993 Minorities Law) is veagtive and enjoys a vibrant cultural life in vileg
and towns where there are significant numbershofietGermans.

B. Slovaks

As in case of the Germans, Slovaks also settlekerhistoric territory of Hungary in the middle age
to fill various gaps in the labour market. Ankelithe Germans, Hungary’'s Slovak population was
also subjected to population transfers following donclusion of World War 1. At this time nearly
half a million Slovaks lived in Hungary and a noti Hungarians lived in Slovakia. The population
exchange affected a much smaller proportion (buertkeless very significant) of the two groups:
76,000 Hungarians move to Hungary from Slovakiaj 60,000 Slovaks moved from Hungary to
Slovakia. Today, there are still villages and towm$iungary where half of the population declares
themselves Slovak. In these places there are mreelf-governments which organize local cultural
life. Like the Germans, the Slovaks have also beemeficiaries of the 1993 Law on Minorities.
Slovaks thus have been bouncing back from the péstld War Il population transfers with
Czechoslovakia which had attempted (unsuccesstalliifly up a messy national minority picture.

C. Other national minorities: Greeks/Bulgarians/CroatdSerbs/Slovenes/
Ruthenians/Ukrainians/Poles/Armenians/Romanians

The number of ‘other national minorities’ in Hungdincluding Greeks, Bulgarians, Croats, Serbs,
Ruthenians, Ukrainians, Poles, Armenians, and R@ana) totals altogether around 40,000 (with
nearly three-quarters of those being either CroaiRmanian, or Ukrainian).

Hungary’s Law on Minorities granted all of theseogps a degree of cultural autonomy that has
contributed to the their revival (though this espkyg true for the biggest of these groups, the
Germans and Slovaks). This cultural autonomy, heweis in large part symbolic. Given the
relatively small number of these groups togetheh Wie degree of their assimilation, none are viéwe
as a challenge to the hegemony of the Hungaridomat as groups that present problems related to
toleration today.

D. Jew$

The Jewish population is estimated to be around®D — 200 000 in today’'s Hungary. At the
beginning of the 19 century this population was rather small, consistif mainly wealthy families
living in urban areas. From the 1830s onwards, meégrants (mostly from poor rural backgrounds
and Yiddish speaking) started to arrive from Gal@nd Russia. By the turn of the century Jews made
up 4% of Hungary’s population. The liberal and opmitical atmosphere of the time, however,
contributed to a significant degree of assimilatioonong these Jews. The political emancipation of
Jews took place in 1867 and in 1895 the Jewislgiogliwas given the same legal status as other
religions, thus effectively legalizing mixed mages between Jews and Christians. Hungarian Jews
turned increasingly to Hungarian culture and Huizgareven became the language of religious
practices. The Jewish population, especially in nmwmixed with the rest of the population.

8 Jews are neither a national, ethnic nor a religimirsority from an official point of view; rather digsh is (officially) a
religious denomination on the one hand, and a @lltommunity (unofficially, sociologically) on thether hand.
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Intermarriage and conversion provided further pathassimilation. These trends continued relatively
unabated until 1882 and the ‘Tiszaeszlar trialvimich members of a Jewish community were accused
of killing a Christian girl for her blood to drint Pesach. Whilst the accusations were ultimately
dropped, the trial signaled a new era in the risng-Semitism in Hungary.

A new era in anti-Semitism began following the efidVorld War |. The political shock owing to the
loss of territories and population led to the dcemice of an irredentist political ideology that went
hand-in-hand with (and indeed fueled) the risergi-emitism. In 1920 the Hungarian government
passed the firsnumerus clausésaw, placing caps on the number of Jews who cindcadmitted to
university. Further laws followed culminating inetltate 1930s with severe restrictions placed on the
Jews’ basic rights of citizenship. With the outlired World War I, Jews were moved to ghettos
before they were eventually deported with the Garmecupation in 1944. In the span of a couple of
months about 600 000 people (70% of Hungary's Jemigulation at the time, most of them from the
countryside) were deported to the death camps dlled.KThe majority of the Budapest Jews (in the
ghettos), however, survived..

After the end of the war a segment of the survivlagish population left the country for the US and
Israel. Many of those who stayed behind in Hunggmyed the Communist Party. Jews also
participated in the 1956 revolution, but becauskadRia the previous dictator, was well-known for his
Jewish origins, whose Jewish origin was well-knowanti-Semitism rose as a result during the
revolutionary period. The revolution was oppressed thirty years of soft communism followed (the
Kadar-regime, 1956-1989). But this soft communisaswot soft for national or religious minorities,
who by the 1960s were being subjected to policfeassimilation and religious persecution. The
National Church Office controlled all churches aledl them function only under surveillance.
Practicing one’s religion was risky and demandédsl ¢d personal devotion. The majority of Budapest
Jews were already strongly assimilated before @reand this tendency continued in the Kadar era.
The regime change in 1989/1990 brought about asbewvival. Zionist organizations, cultural and
civil organizations, and Jewish educational insititus were all established and many Jews, espgciall
the younger generations, discovered a new intangsieir previously lost and forgotten cultural and
religious traditions. Second and third generatiews] often from mixed marriages, began to organize
themselves. Today, there is a vivid Jewish cultlifal in Budapest. Despite some debate on the
matter, most Jewish leaders did not make demamdxffoial recognition in the 1993 Minorities Law.
During this same time, however, anti-Semitism has &een on the rise. Surveys reveal that about
10% of the population hold radical anti-Semiticwse(radical being defined for those respondents
scoring high on all dimensions: negative opinion JBws, negative emotions attached to these
opinions, and negative behaviors towards Jews) &&syv2005). (Notably, however, these rates of
radical anti-Semitism are still below those viewgressed in relation to the Roma.) Political anti-
Semitism has recently surged ahead where it has fieding renewed expression amongst the next
generation of radical right extremist groups.

Over the years anti-Semitism has been an essentiaformative element of Hungarian national self-
understandings, with the Jew filling the role oft&rnal other’ for centuries. Two hundred years of
Jewish assimilation in Hungary, sometimes integatets a success story, sometimes as a failure, has
now seem to arrive at a new phase. The Jews amip @ill not be studied in detail, though reference

to the group as well as the phenomenon of anti-B&&miwill be made when relevant, given the fact
that the Jewish question has always been a crgoidtion in Hungary and continues to be clearly
connected to broader issues of tolerance.
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3.1.1.2The Roma
A. History of toleration and exclusion

Today, the ‘Roma question’ is the most seriousmditie challenge facing Hungary. One of the reasons
the Roma question is distinctive is because thee sthways treated them as a distinct group,
developing specific policies exclusively targetitige Roma. These policies were also consistently
assimilatory, with the aim of eliminating ‘differees/otherness’ of the Rom@.iégeois, 1983). The
1993 Minorities Law signaled a new ‘multiculturairt’ in Hungary’s relations with its minorities.
The Law officially recognized cultural and ethnidference, but it did little to resolve the 'Roma
problem’. The recognition and emancipation of tr@ma as a minority group did not and could not
lead to sustained ethnic political mobilizationtle fight for reversing the assimilatory trendstod
past. Cultural difference continues to operate adisadvantage rather than a source of pride.
Prejudiced discourses have indeed become evendoarmant and discrimination and segregation of
the Roma is arguably greater now than during timensonist regime.

The Gypsy/Roma population first arrived in Hungdrying the 18 century. Another important wave
of Gypsy/Roma migration, this time from Romaniacuted following the Turkish occupation of
Hungary in the 18 century. In the I8century, the Empress Maria Theresa, followed lageher son
Joseph I, introduced a series of policies inteneskedentarize this otherwise nomadic Gypsy/Roma
population. This was partly successful, although abst to the majority communities who relied on
the Gypsy/Roma itinerant tradesmen for local gaous services. Part of the Gypsy/Roma population,
was, however, settled (mainly by force) in villagelsere they could fill the niche of some missing
trades (Gypsies/Roma thus became blacksmiths, brekers, etc.). These new Gypsy/Roma
communities were located on the edges of villagesre/they were unable to enjoy the basic enemies
of village life. Linguistic assimilation graduallyegan around this time and by the"X®ntury the
sedentarized communities had all lost their origiaaguages.

From the beginning of the f%entury new waves of Gypsy/Roma migration begamfRomania.
These Roma became known as the Vlach Gypsies askk dpe Romany language. They were
tradesmen, who, similar to their predecessors ingduy, still travelled around the country selling
goods and providing services. Another importantigrarriving from the east were the ‘Beas’ Gypsies
who were not nomadic but instead settled in villagethe south of Hungary. They mainly worked
with wood and spoke an archaic Romanian dialect.

According to the 1910 census, 0,6% of the popuiatib 18 million was Gypsy/Roma. From the
beginning of the 20 century, the living conditions for many Gypsy/Romammunities began to
deteriorate as the demand for traditional tradesedaDuring WWII, the Roma were persecuted and
ultimately deported, with tens of thousands murdefen debates over figures, see Barsony and
Dardczi, 2005; Karsai, 1992; Purcsi, 2004).

The Roma population in Hungary was politically exipated at the end of WWII with the onset of
communism. This emancipation, however, consisteith whe communist ideology at the time,
promoted the assimilation of all sub-national ggupdid not, therefore, translate into the recbogn

of the Roma as a cultural/ethnic/linguistic grodew policies were instituted in 1961 that amounted
to forced assimilation. The Roma were viewed agcéally disadvantaged group with distinct cultural
traits. Their social integration was to be achiewwdsuppressing all signs of cultural difference,
which, in communist parlance, included somewhatueagthe ‘Roma way of life’. The Roma were
categorized into three groups: integrated Roma, &omthe path to integration, and non-integrated
Roma (a system of classification that still opesatelay). Integration was interpreted as acceptahce
and adoption to the ‘Hungarian way of life’ and mer(Mezey, 1986; Kemény, 2005).
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The communists thus regarded and dealt with then&question’ as a social problem. At the same
time the Roma were viewed as a reserve of manptoneifill the regime’s industrial ambitions. Due
to this (and alongside more generic communist goifsll employment), the majority of the Roma
were indeed employed as unskilled workers in thessemunist years. The state also had plans to
resettle the majority of Roma who continued to liae the edges of towns and villages. This
resettlement program, which began in the 1960sghkiew resulted in numerous local conflicts. By the
1980s, though, most of these old colonies had fdesed, with their populations dispersed. This
ultimately led to the next problem: the increastmgcentration of Roma in poor urban areas and the
emergence of new urban ghettos. The relatively heghployment rates of Roma during the
communist years ensured that rates of absoluterfyoremained relatively low. The social distance
separating the Roma from the majority populatioowéver, did not decrease during this period.
Nonetheless, linguistic assimilation continued a&et place: in 1971, 71% of the Roma claimed
Hungarian as their mother-tongue; this figure hasemmecently increased to 90% (Kemeény, Janky and
Lengyel, 2004; Kemény, 2005).

It was claimed during Communism that the Roma wellg tolerated and accepted into society. In
reality, however, the Roma experienced very rea apecific problems in housing, healthcare,
education, and employment that were systematicgtigred by a ‘colour blind’ state committed to a
policy of assimilation. These policies did not ecate difference, but cemented the marginal pasitio
of the Roma. The possibility for discussing thesaiés in public, and the need for a shift in apgrpa
emerged only with the political and socio-economastructuring of Hungary in the late 1980s. By
then, because of the long standing inequalitieg ta@l endured, the Roma were the most vulnerable
and also therefore the most affected populatiothbychanges brought about during the transitian to
market economy.

With the regime change in 1989/1990 one millionsjetere lost as a consequence of the economic
transition and the restructuring of major industrignskilled manpower was made largely redundant
resulting in the long-term unemployment of largenbers of Roma. The transition thus led to mass
unemployment among the Roma: while in 1989, 67%hefRoma were still employed, by 2003 this
number had dropped to 21% (Janky 2004) and 23%0@% ZKertesi, 2005). Since the changes, a
second and now a third generation have grown upowitever entering the labor market. The poverty
rate is five-ten times higher for Roma than itas the majority population, and it has doubledtia t
last ten years. (It is important to note, howeteat 60% of households living in deep poverty ave n
Roma [Ladanyi—-Szelényi, 2002; Spéder, 2002]).

Neighbourhood and school segregation further ekates this marginalization of Roma.
Discriminatory practices against them in employmemealthcare, and law enforcement have
worsened, and segregation in schools and placesidlence have also increased. The extent of Roma
isolation in some of the poorest areas of Hungay lbeen so great that so-called "Roma Villages"
have come into being without access to public partsor public services. Nearly three quartershef t
Roma live in segregated areas (Kemény, 2005), miibkt of them trapped in the most deprived and
unemployment stricken areas of the country. Steaths of school segregation also contribute to the
low educational level of the Roma population (Ksirtand Kézdi, 2009). Despite policy measures
aimed at curbing segregation, the situation isimproving. Life expectancy for Roma is seven years
below the national average (Kemény and Janky, 22034).

B. Political representation and mobilization
The most important political institution guarantegpolitical representation for minorities is thadfs
government system, created by the 1993 Minoritiaw.LIn 1994 there were 477 local Roma self-

governments; by 2006, the number had increased @0.1There are several Roma political parties
representing different interests and political \deim local self-government, but none have won
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representation at the national level. Roma padditisi lack a significant power base in Hungary, not
because they are not politically united (as sonitecerclaim), but because the political systeme lik
Hungarian society at large, continues to discrit@nagainst Roma. In 2006 and 2010, only four
candidates of Roma origin were elected as MPsftd@rdnt mainstream parties. Critics say, however,
that the political representation of the Roma nitgds still inadequate because the self-government
system was tailored to meet the needs first ofnitéonal minorities and only then the Rofriéhe
minority self-government system was designed tovigeo minorities with a degree of cultural
autonomy, which is what national minorities werendading. For the Roma, however, the greatest
challenge they face is not whether they can nuttue& cultural heritage or develop their particula
ethnic identity, but rather whether and how thep o@tegrate into the majority society, becoming
equal, tolerated, non-discriminated members with $ame opportunities as others in society. The
minority self-government system is therefore mokresyonbolic importance than any real politically
practical consequence.

C. Toleration/exclusion today

No other group suffers from lower rates of accegtaand tolerance than the Roma. In spite of a few
blips in the early 2000s, “it is noticeable thaitatles towards the Roma remain essentially negativ
and, in comparison with other ethnic groups, thect®n of the Roma is at a very high level”
(Enyedi, Fabian and Sik, 2005). Since then, inénghsopen and hostile political discourse directed
at the Roma has translated in part to decliningsraf acceptance (Léatlelet, 2008).

Table 2. Attitudes towards ethnic/national/migrgnbups in Hungary (scale of 100: 1 — the least
accepted; 100: the most accepted)

1995 2002 2006 2007 2009
Roma 25 32 29 25 24
Chinese 41 37 35 32 34
Arabs 35 36 36 33 36
Serbs 32 38 - 38 37
Romanians 32 36 46 38 37
Blacks 40 - 44 41 42
Jews 57 52 50 50 44
Germans/Swabs 55 57 55 56 60

Source: Median: http://www.median.hu/object.ad18728f5-4fd8-8a3a-b28531f9d8d7.ivy

? Research has been done on the issue of the legytiamateffectiveness of minority self-governments (Kk56.999, Kallai
2003)
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‘Non-acceptance’ is constructed by well-known st&ypes such as: ‘They do not want to integrate’,
‘They do not deserve to be helped’, ‘They are tbgelbecause it is in their blood’, etc.

Table3. Anti-Roma attitude scale

Number of| Agreed
respondent$ among the
those who
responded
Roma are mature enough to make decisions concetiméirgife 959 38
Roma should be given more assistance than the noraR 973 15
The country should provide the opportunity to Rotoastudy in thein 976 66
mother tongue
All problems of Roma would resolve if they finaliyarted to work 976 90
The Roma should completely be separated from theafethe society 976 34
since they are incapable to cohabitate.
Roma should not hide their origin 937 80
The Roma should be taught to live in the same vgaha@ Hungarians 979 79
It is good that there are still bars/discos whemmR are prohibited tp 926 49
enter
The increase of the number of the Roma population 943 73
Everyone has the right to take their children toosis where there are n®56 60
Roma children
Roma have criminality in their blood 947 67

Source: Fabian-Sik 1996, 2006

The intensity of these stereotypes has also groxentime: more negative stereotypes are shared by a
higher proportion of the population now than tweygsars ago.

Table 4. Rate of those who agree with the followstajements on Roma (%)

1992 2001 2009
There are respectable Roma but most of them are no88 89 82
Roma do not make any efforts to integrate into | - 75 79
society
Roma should be forced to live as the rest of tluesp | 67 76 79
Roma do not deserve assistance 49 58 61
Roma have criminality in their blood - - 58
Roma should be separated from the rest of thetgoci{ 25 29 36
Roma cannot integrate because of discrimination - 34 33
The Hungarian government should do more for Ron| 19 23 23

Source: Median

The negative tendencies characterizing this piatiistolerance can partly be explained by the ofse
the radical right in the last several years. Howgeae the data indicate, the non-acceptance of Rema
more widespread than this: along different dimemsi60-80% of the population display negative
attitudes towards the Roma. Moreover, surveys edseal that prejudiced attitudes are held from
people on both sides of the political spectrum.

The recent rise of Jobbik as part of a more gershiftl to a increasingly radical and racist poétic
discourse emerged following the ‘legitimacy crisplitical scandal of 2006 (precipitated by the
leaking of the prime minister admitting to lyingtime build up to the elections earlier that ye@his
culminated with a series of on again, off agairtsriorchestrated and attended by an assortment of
radical right groupings. Jobbik, although not thainmorganizer, benefited from this backlash and
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witnessed an increase in its support. Their bigtelectoral victory came in 2009 when they sent
three MPs to the European Parliament. Their nexishiccess came in the Hungarian 2010 elections
when they came in third, only slightly behind theviously governing socialists. The Magyar Garda
(Hungarian Guard), which established itself in 2@87a ‘cultural NGO’, also has links to Jobbiks It
main activities involve organizing uniformed marsh@rough villages and towns with large Roma
populations. The association was outlawed in 2@@&till continues to operate.

This is all evidence of a general shift to a madical political discourse (frequently echoed ia th
media). Jobbik has put the Roma back on the palitind public agenda with their talk about ‘Gypsy
criminality’, ‘parasites of the society’, and satfo These and similar themes have found their way
into the mainstream media, reproducing and in aestgitimating them in the process.

3.1.2. Immigration trends

The proportion of immigrants in Hungary is one bé tlowest in Europe (less than 2%, with the
majority being ethnic Hungarians from the neighbgrtountries). These numbers are nevertheless on
the rise (with non-EU nationals now making up 38&6f all immigrants) (Kovéts, 2010).

The first important wave of migration to Hungararsed in the late 1980s still during the communist
years across the tightly controlled borders of RumaMost of these immigrants were ethnic
Hungarians fleeing economic hardships and polifigakecution in Ceaeascu’s Romania. The early
1990s witnessed a second upsurge in ethnic Humgamigration from Romania in response to
continued economic stagnation but also following tutbreak of ethnic tensions in Romania (Sik,
1990, 1996). The third wave of migration took placeing the Yugoslav war, with ethnic Hungarians
accompanied by many other nationalities from thenér republics of the dissolving Yugoslavia.
(Most of them, however, continued on to other Eurtaes).

The number of naturalized citizens between 1990284%b can be seen in the graph below. The 1992

spike presumably reflects the upsurge in migraiom Romania following the ethnic violence there
(see Kovéts, 2005).
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Chart 1. The number of naturalized citizens betwkE¥30 and 2005
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Given that the question of migration in general tnadsborder Hungarian migration in particular had
been politically taboo in the communist yearss ihdt surprising there was a corresponding voitién
area of migration policy. The 1993 Law on Minomtidid not address immigrants, only national
minority groups. Another 1993 law, however, “Thet Ao Hungarian Citizenship”, was the first law
to address immigration matters. The law decreatlyfegstrictive paths to naturalization (with some
benefits for ethnic Hungarians).

Because of the ambiguities surrounding the probleshsimmigration, civic participation of
immigrants was not a relevant issue in contempokarggary, and so its direct legal regulation has
been practically non-existent. Currently, NGOs trgked with matters of immigrant and refugee
inclusion (Sik and Téth, 2000; Téth, 2004). Thiswdis off approach to immigrant incorporation is
evidence by Hungary's failure to sign the Europé&wouncil's Convention on the role of foreign
nationalities in local politics (ETS. 144). Sinckeir participation was not forbidden, however,
migrants have in some cases participated in Ideatiens (Sik and Zakarias, 2005; p. 16). One ef th
main reasons the state has not concentrated agsetin immigrant integration is because it hasbee
assumed that most migrants are ethnic Hungariam® fthe neighboring countries, for whom
questions of integration are viewed as unproblem&esearch on the topic has nevertheless shown a
sharp discrepancy between the political elite’saligsses on national unity and the discriminatory
practices experienced by migrants on the grouns, (#Ea07; Pulay, 2006; Feischmidt, 2005).

A marked shift in policy towards immigration ocoedrin 2002 when the then Fidesz government
introduced its ‘Status Law’, a package of entitlaetsefor transborder Hungarians which included the
legal right to work in Hungary for three months medendar year. Although the law did little to

facilitate immigration and settlement for ethnicrigarians, it did open the door to legalized labour
migration (which had previously been mostly undoeuntad). A far more significant breakthrough in

immigration issues, however, came in 2007, when &danjoined the EU and Hungary decided to
open up its employment market to workforce comirmpf Romania. Against all expectations and
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forecasts, studies show that these administratremges did not lead to mass migration to Hungary
(Hars, 2003; Orkény, 2003a, 2003b; Feischmidt am#lafias 2006; Sik and Simonovits, 2003).

Within the above context, the new Dual Citizensbiw passed by the Fidesz government in May
2010 can be perceived as more of a symbolic getitarea law with immediate practical implications

for the Hungarian economy (at least not in the adsethnic Hungarians that live in countries that

already joined the European Union.)

3.1.3. Attitudes towards immigrants

Attitude surveys (Denésand Sik, n.d.) show that general levels of xenbphare very high in
Hungary (only Greece, Portugal and Estonia exhigiter levels), despite low levels of immigration.

Table 5. The rate of those refusing to receivedifferent ethnic groups arriving to Hungary (%) dun
2006 and February 2007

June 2006 February 2007
Ethnic Hungarians from the neighboring countrie4 4
Arabs 82 87
Chinese 79 81
Russians 75 80
Romanians 71 77
Pirez (a non-existent group) 59 68

Source: TARKI 2006, 2007

According to another survey (TARKI 2009) 71% of thiingarian population supports issuing
residence permits to ethnic Hungarians, whereas 19% support residency for other immigrants
(Arabs, Israeli, Africans, Ukrainians, Serbs, CkmeRoma from neighboring countries).

It is worth pointing out that the acceptance ofn&thHungarians today at the expense of other
immigrant groups was very different in the earl®@8. Survey data have shown that more than half of
the ethnic Hungarian coming to Hungary felt tha thceiving society was unfriendly towards them
(Sik, 1990). The most common complaints were veislilts and occasional discrimination (Fox,
2007; Pulay, 2006; Feischmidt, 2005). These fingliage in sharp contrast with survey data on
attitudes toward co-ethnic Hungarians. More ethaplgic research has shown that ethnic Hungarian
migrants have been frequently blamed for the wangelabor market situation: ‘they take our jobs’.
In the early and mid-1990s only 25% of the Hungemiagreed that ‘they should unconditionally be
admitted into the country’. Research on attitudegatd foreigners shows that Hungarians in Hungary
consistently regard Transylvanian Hungarians fasgrand Romanians unfavorably (Fabian, 1998;
pp. 158-60; Téth and Turai, 2003 pp. 112, 115-Bdich findings, however, do not account for the
way in which category membership shifts in sending receiving contexts. It is not enough to say
that Hungarians in Hungarian like Transylvanian glanmans and dislike Romanians. Hungarians in
Hungary like Transylvanian Hungarians as long aseytlstay in Transylvania. The moment
Transylvanian Hungarians cross the border as ntigvarkers they become ‘Romanian’ in the eyes of
their hosts (Toth and Turai, 2003, pp. 108-10, 125)

The root of tolerance towards ethnic Hungariansefrom the traditional understanding of national
identity and nationhood which claims ethnic/cultdiaship among all Hungarians who are scattered
in different states of the Carpathian basin. Desttits political discourse, the ethnic Hungariamesev
perceived as ‘others’ when they started to come lared side by side with their co-nationals in
Hungary.
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4. DEFINITIONS OF TOLERANCE AND ACCEPTANCE/ACCOMMODATION IN HUNGARY

The concept of ‘tolerance’ as such is not expiicitlefined or used in Hungary's legislative
frameworks. However, from an analytical point oéwij it can be said that in Hungary different
aspects of the notion can be captured by the téitmrél tolerance” (ACCEPT, 200%).Thus the
constitution codifies and guarantees freedom oédpemedia, and religion, the right to respect and
dignity; equal treatment before the law; the righequal education; and the protection of childxad
ethnic minorities. Many of the laws and policieatthave been implemented in Hungary over the past
two decades have contributed to the developmeatfoimework of “egalitarian tolerancé” These
laws and initiatives have collectively aimed toate=“institutional arrangements and public policies
that fight negative stereotyping, promote positiveusive identities and re-organize the publiccgpa
in ways that accommodate diversity” (ACCEPT, 2008}hile in principle these frameworks of
‘tolerance’ were developed in order to addresspitoblems of all groups and individuals living in
Hungary, in practice questions of ‘toleration’” mofien came into focus in relation to the Roma and
their integration into mainstream society. Thusotighout this section of the report we will focus o
the Roma. We will discuss how values of accommodagire understood and articulated in Hungary
and how these values are codified into laws andtipsl We will also consider how tolerance is
reflected in institutional and everyday practices.

4.1Values of the Hungarian regime of accommodation: giglative and policy
frameworks

By the late 1990s, two main and divergent appraadiee taken shape to accommodate Roma in
mainstream society: the first approach focusedegislative solutions whilst the second concentrated
on educational and welfare policies. The two apgnea saw the root of the ‘Roma problem’ very
differently and offered remedies that were theretosised on different assumptions of the causeeof th
problem. But as many experts have pointed outlefiislative and socio-economic solutions need not
be seen as mutually exclusive, but rather as cangieary (Szalai, 2000).

4.1.1. Legislative frameworks

It was suggested by lawyers, NGOs, and human ragtigists who pursued legislative solutions for

the Roma that the problems they experienced existeduse intolerance and informal discriminatory
practices against them were deeply embedded in &fiamgsociety. As a result, the Roma, both as
individuals but also as members of a minority grduogd little or no protection under the law. Two

parallel legislative frameworks were thereby depeth both of which attempted to codify norms of

respect and recognition into Hungarian law:

a) Minority rights approach : This approach resulted in the Minorities Law 8B3, which was
conceived, drafted, and implemented to protectctiieural rights of all ethnic and national
minorities living in Hungary. The law explicitly n@ed thirteen indigenous minority groups to
benefit from the law by being given the right tarfolocal and national minority self-
governments. Minority self-governments in turn cbuhdminister their own cultural
institutions as well as offer their opinions onldbitoncerning minorities, including sending
them back to parliament in cases where there wgeeions of a substantive nature. The law

19| iberal tolerance was defined in the ACCEPT Projaeint Agreementnnex | — “Description of work(p. 7) as follows:
“not interfering with practices or forms of life afperson even if one disapproves of them”.

Y AccePT Project Grant Agreeme#rnnex | — “Description of work(p. 7)
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was modified in 2005 to create electoral lists, nieg that only those who registered as a
member of a minority group before an election wadrke to vote for their respective minority
self-government. This was welcomed by minoritiegegi earlier perceived abuses of the
system where non minorities were able to vote fomomity representatives, resulting in
minority self-governments without any minority meanf. Despite these modifications and
improvements, the law has remained very controakisiHungary. Many of its critics claim
that the law is burdened by an inherent contraafictivhile it protects cultures of numerically
small and assimilated national minority groups, tees assimilated, numerically larger
minority Roma are the least protected. Legislaéfferts in this regard have thus been aimed
primarily at addressing the needs of Hungary’samati minorities, not the Roma. This is due
in part to the Hungarian state’s desire to useldéleto showcase its progressive minority
treatment to the neighbouring countries and theaBt its institutions. The hope was that the
Hungarians in the neighbouring countries would ¢vally benefit through the
implementation of copycat laws in their own couggri

Human_rights approach: This approach resulted in thEqual Treatment and Equal

Opportunities Lawof 2003, more commonly referred to as the ‘andéedmination law’. It
was designed to sanction established discrimingtmagtices in everyday life (e.g. workplace,
housing) and institutions (e.g. education, poli@sglthcare). This approach, by its very nature,
focused on individuals, and claimed that all peppteespective of their ethnic, racial,
religious, sexual differences should be given eaymdortunities and be treated with equal
respect before the law. Since the law was passederad human rights NGOs have
successfully brought cases against schools, h&spigamd companies that discriminated
against the Roma (data on such cases can be fouhd archives of the Roma Press Agency
and the Equal Treatment Authoffly During this same time period, the media becarmgem
cautious and nuanced in its reporting on Roma msa#ed avoided routinely linking the
Roma with criminality. However, as pointed out retintroductory chapters, some of these
gains have recently been lost: "Roma criminalitg lonce again become a catchphrase both
in the media and political discourSeThese successful cases were thus both few in numbe
and often only of symbolic importance: the lawddilto bring about significant improvement
in the lives of the Roma. Discrimination against tRoma in state institutions, the labor
market, and everyday interactions is still widegpresome analysts even claim that in the past
few years the tendency has been toward a worsefitige situation (see for example studies
by Havas-Lisk6, 2006 and Kertesi-Kézdi, 2009 orréase in school segregation). And even
at the time the legislation was passed critics edgthat its basic framework, although
important, did and could not adequately remedysihgation of the Roma in Hungary since
their problems were not caused by discriminatogyslation but by informal and non-codified
discriminatory practices which laws in themselvesrmt eradicate (Stewart 2002). Lately,
though, others have begun to argue that more rdegiglation does at least implicitly
discriminate against the Roma, or at the very ldast discriminatory consequences for the
Roma (Szira 2010).

4.1.2. Policy frameworks

Many researchers have argued that an ethnicizeah@Ronderclass (e.g. Szelenyi and Ladanyi, 2001,
2002) has been taking shape in recent years aradthay urged the state to speed up its effortthfor
‘inclusion’ of this group. Proponents of this pe¥spve acknowledge the importance of anti-
discrimination and minority rights legislation, battthe same time argue that the problems faciag th
Roma minority have to be addressed not only thrabghpolitics of recognition’ but also through the

12 http://www.rroma.hu/gss_rroma/alpha?do=3&pg=79&11&ct=1&st=4 and http://www.egyenlobanasmod.hu/
13 E.g. Amnesty International Report 2010 — Hungattpn:Hwww.unhcr.org/refworld/country,,,,HUN,,4c03&87,0.html
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implementation of various measures and policiesoofal inclusion. Some social policy experts (e.qg.
Ferge, 2000, 2002) support the idea of universabbkdghts, claiming that without a universal syst

of such rights, the chance for increasing sociafjiralities is much higher. On the other hand, there
have been sociologists (Szalai, 1992, 2005; Lad&809) who have been fiercely critical of the
existing system for supporting not only the needythe more privileged classes as well. Moreover,
research on social policies shows that consecutivegarian governments have often promoted
policies that benefit the middle and upper-middiesses while simultaneously contributing to the
emergence of an ‘aid industry’ which socially exigs the poor (Ferge, 2000, 2003; Ferge, Tausz and
Darvas 2002; Szalai, 2005). Data show that the GfcWell-targeted social policies correlate with
inequalities, poverty, and increasing social exolus

Besides debates over how comprehensive a systesoca inclusion should be (whom to include,
how, and for how long), there is also considerablgfusion among policy makers, the general public,
and politicians concerning whether color-blind aloc-conscious approaches are preferable. In
theory, social integration policies are (or oughtoe) color-blind; they target the poor regardless
their skin color or cultural background. Many peopklonging to the Roma minority are poor, and
since the poor are targeted, they would autométitenefit from these policies. At the same time,
successive governments in Hungary have liked tarneraveryone of the efforts they have made to
facilitate the integration of the Roma. This hasantethat certain policy measures and the budgets
attached to them were specifically labeled ‘Rom@gration policies’ without the benefit of clear
goals or budgetary allocations (as the State ADtfite wrote in its report in 2008). Thereforehds
never been entirely clear how much money has dgtbakn spent on the Roma, or how many of
them have actually benefited from these funds.

At the time pre-accession EU funds became avail@bfgromote integration in the labor market and
educational institutions, policy making took a ditint tack. A clear requirement of these funds was
that they had to explicitly target the Roma (thgr&mdorsing a color-conscious approach). This
approach was also carried over to the post-acceg®dod when the National Development Plans
required recipients of public money to specify hibwir programs would specifically affect the Roma.
The state funded ‘Szechenyi Plan for small and mrediized enterprises, for example, was a color
conscious economic policy that targeted the Ronaltiyess EU directives regarding equality in labor
markets. The plan offered financial incentives bosinesses that employed Roma in disadvantaged
regions of Hungary and gave financial support talsend medium size businesses that were started
and run by Roma. An analysis of the program oncplagce, however, suggested that a significant
portion of the plan’s budget was spent on non-R@musinesses that employed Roma only for the
shortest period required, and only in low payingrgmal positions.

It is important to highlight, though, that a cotmnscious approach has not been adopted wholesale i
Hungarian policy making. To the contrary: certaitegration measures continue to be formulated as
color-blind. One of the most crucial issues in tlégard is school segregation. The most important
steps that have been taken to reverse the prodéssémve led to segregation have all used sanil

not ethnic terminology to define the target groupeif preferred terminology is the ‘socially
disadvantaged’). The system today is thus a mixeg] oontaining both color-conscious and color-
blind elements.

Twenty years of ‘state efforts’ to integrate thenRohave therefore not achieved the expected results
as increasing poverty, inequality, and segregagadencies reveal. Until pre-accession funds became
available, successive governments developed mdistibantegration strategies that attempted to
simultaneously address all policy areas (labor etarleducation, housing, health care, social
assistance) in a collective effort to foster ingtigm. Later, when EU funds became available, new
programs were developed specifically targeting Rloena. Nevertheless, it has been argued that the
Roma have benefitted less from these projects tiiammajority society (Kadét-Varré 2010). At the
same time, there is continued social and politiepposition to a number of integration and

25



Jon Fox, Zsuzsa Vidra, Anikd Horvath

desegregation strategies and policies (e.g. sctiestgregation is typically hindered by resistance
from local populations). This also contributes ke tsocio-economic degradation of the Roma in
Hungary.

4.2 (In)Tolerance as institutional and everyday practicthe Roma

The complex processes that have contributed tootigwing exclusion of the Roma are so deeply
embedded both in institutional and everyday prastihat it is almost impossible to disentangle them
and discuss them individually. Most studies thatcti®e labor market discrimination (Kertesi, 2005;
Ladanyi and Szelenyi, 2001, 2002), school discration (Kertesi and Kézdi, 2009), law enforcement
discrimination (Helsinki 2008), and discriminatiomthe social security system (Ferge, 2000, 2003;
Ferge, Tausz and Darvas 2002; Szalai 1992, 200phasize that the reasons for the failure of these
policies are to be found at both macro and micnele and that institutional and individual
discriminatory practices are strongly intertwinééthough there are many studies of these issues, tw
by Julia Szalai (1992, 2005) particularly exemplitye (in)tolerance of the present structures,
demonstrating why the social security system isuited to help Roma families in breaking the
poverty cycle.

Szalai (1992) argues that the long-term impovergtinof the unemployed, pensioners, families with
young children, and the Roma after 1989 was notrtb@table consequence of the transition from a
planned to a market economy, but rather resulteh he ways in which the social security system
was structured and organized during communism amdediately thereafter. In 1990 this system
suddenly lost 27-28% of its operating budget sitvee deficit running departments (the health care
system and the pharmaceutical industry) were imdud its budget. As a consequence, a conflict of
interest arose between the long-term and the teamipompoor, while the two big ‘players’ (the
healthcare system and the drug industry) succeledegpresenting their interests against the intsres
of the ‘small and powerless consumers’ of the d@aaurity system. A second major change occurred
also during the early 1990s: The social securistesy was decentralized and many of its functions
were given over to local self-governments, wheraamty self-governments were thus put in charge
of many issues related to ‘Roma poverty’. New fundstackle these issues, however, were not
allocated to these minority self-governments; thecation of social aid remained the responsibitify
municipalities. These contradictions provided fewpaortunities to redress problems of social
exclusion. Szalai (2005) also shows through ingswei with key social security stakeholders how
many policies were subject to different local iptetations. Thus even well intentioned policies not
infrequently resulted in practices that were disamatory and even racist, with the Roma , the long-
term unemployed, and families with many childrendfiting little if at all. These bureaucrats were
always able to find some law or policy to suppdreit exclusionary decisions. Szalai (2005)
concluded her study by placing the burden of residity for these abuses not only on the state
bureaucrats directly involved, but more widely ogisty as a whole for the overly broad scope df thi
power.
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5. CONCLUDING REMARKS

An overview of the history of Hungarian nation lolimig and of the policy and legislative frameworks
that resulted from different approaches of theestatthis issue has highlighted several important
points. First, it is clear that ethnic/cultural asidic/political interpretations of nationhood irukigary
have existed concomitantly throughout the past yi&dYs of state building, and political elites have
alternated between both to define the nation amddtate policies to protect or assimilate minostie

Second, Hungarian political elites in the past éhdecades have made significant efforts to adopt
minority and human rights frameworks laid out by tRuropean Union and other international

organisations. These obstacles to nationalism wgtmeng enough so that even the radical and
extremist political forces attempted to conformhem.

Third, accession to the European Union has broagbut many significant changes in Hungarian
legislation and has been accompanied by the au#itabf new financial resources, part of which
have reached the targeted minorities. This hasoledhe one hand, to the rise of a policy discoofse
toleration/acceptance and, on the other hand.etantbrovement of certain aspects of the life oSéhe
minorities and immigrants (e.g. lessening of segieg in some school districts at least, and
improved treatment of immigrants and refugees). \Bloite EU has undoubtedly produced successes
in these and other regards, Hungary at the saneehan experienced an alarming rise in the actvitie
and popularity of the radical right. These tendemgaint a rather bleak picture of intolerance
towards the Roma..

The question of the Roma is the most pressing murest tolerance in Hungary today. As such, it

will be the primary (if not at times exclusive) fecof our research. Immigration to Hungary has not
generated the same sort of problems with respettiléoance that the Roma experience. This is in
part because of the small scale of immigration todgéry but also because the majority of these
immigrants are ethnic Hungarians from the neighfgpdountries. Immigration thus does not present
the same sorts of diversity challenges that the &guestion presents. We will thus devote our
energies to concentrating on the Roma questionhen topes of arriving at a more nuanced
understanding of its various complexities and disiams of the problem.
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