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From Liberal Democracy to llliberalism
New Authoritarian Regimes, Hungarian llliberalism
and the Crisis of “Real Existing Liberalism”

BALAZS BOCSKEI

Introduction

The refugee crisis of the summer of 2015 has redetlle imbalance of
Europe and the dissimilarity of the sovereignty aagpts of each state, which
until then have mostly only been revealed by théicat literature of
transitology. Not only has it become clear that, as opposeheanterpretation
of Fukuyama, “history was not over” — meaning tlila¢ral democracy is not
without rivals — but with the redefinition of Ruaai authority in the last few
years, geopolitical realignmeftsand accordingly, changes in European
dependency relationships have started to emergeintiompletion of history is
enhanced which was not considered less existenthbyHungarian public
opinion for a long time, and which underlined wiltie referred essay by Faared
Zakaria in 1997: ,The Rise of llliberal Democracpublished inForeign
Affairs. Zakaria’s writing describes the characteristicé tbe illiberal
democracies in an axiomatic way; however, the opening writing the
discourse resulted in more uncertainty than howhmuas unravelled by it.

The issue has been on the agenda again particblechuse of the halt
and the backlash of the democratization procesdésgt place in the former
Soviet and post-communist areas. In the same waheagoncept of liberal
democracy proves to lack homogeneity, that ofél#h democracy has been

! Thomas Carothers, “The End of the Transition Agra Journal of Democracyvol. 13,

no. 1, 2002, pp. 5-21. See also Jordan Gans-Md8marching for Transitologists:

Contemporary Theories of Post-communist Transitiand the Myth of a Dominant

Paradigm” Post-Soviet Affairsvol. 20, no. 4, 2004, pp. 320-349.

Robert Kagan, “Is Democracy in Decline? The WeightGeopolitics”, Journal of

Democracyvol. 23, no. 1, 2015, pp. 5-10.

3 Fareed Zakaria, “The Rise of llliberal Democradytyreign Affairs vol. 76, no. 6, 1997,
pp. 22-43. Available: https://www.foreignaffairsrofarticles/1997-11-01/rise-illiberal-
democracy. (Downloaded: 3 February 2016.) The stisdys not undertake to interpret the
Hungarian political institutions within the framexkoof an illiberal democracy. The term
"illiberalism” is used as a reference to the prefesal literature.
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established as varying from country to countryagid meaning, as well. The
possible heterogeneity of the concept, thus thesipitisy of a universal
description of the related countries can be seethenthematic issues of the
Journal of Democragya journal comprising of the main Western suppsrté
democracy, which are to be discussed in detail.late

The following research will in many places alludethe contents of the
aforementioned journal related to democratizatiomyever, when presenting
Hungarian illiberalism, it will rely less on thertainologies of Western political
science, instead, it will opt for the ideas of hwWsf and Ivan Krastey
interpreting the 2010 Hungarian regime change asnawer to the crisis of the
“enlightened, rationalized liberalism”. By way aitioduction, it is important to
pinpoint: regarding Hungarian illiberalism, the dmapis is placed on its
description within the aforementioned frameworkhea than on the additional
critical interpretations linked to the regime ofkt6r Orban that transgress the
theoretical framework. The new post-2010 politicadnstellation can be
interpreted with an approach of political histompdalegal theory, within a
distinct terminological (and critical) frameworkytoin this article, 1 only aspire
to introduce a new interpretation.

In my view, without the critical reading of wavesdatheories of
democratization, characteristics related to autioan/populist regimes or
hyphenated democracfesre less intelligible: their social base, the spiag of
the hegemonic political thinking of the post-regimbange Hungary and
responses of the regime to the substantial crisjgst-communist liberalism.
Accordingly, this article is divided into two semtis: in the first segment, the
dilemmas surrounding democracy research and therenadf the new
authoritarian regimes will be analysed; in the secgart, the crisis of
enlightened liberalism will be tackled. In the saseetion, the distinctiveness of
Hungarian illiberalism will be investigated, thers aa conclusion, the
investigation of the post-2010 mainstream politibadking will follow.

Theories of Democracy and Measurement of Democracy

The only thing which is even more difficult thanteienining (the
variedness of) the concept of democracy is decidm¢he criteria by which its

David Ost,Defeat of Solidarity: Anger and Politics in Postaommist Europge Cornell
University Press. Ithaca, NY, 2005.

Ivan Krastev, “The Strange Death of the Liberah€ensus”Journal of Democracy
vol. 18, no. 4, 2007, pp. 56-63.

Wolfgang Merkel, “Embedded and Defective Demoiasic Democratization vol. 11,
no. 5, 2004, pp. 33-58.This approach is conneotttbbries of transitology and democratization,
and focuses on the interpretation of movement leetaatocracy and democracy.
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quality and power are measured. Deciding on a icertheory for an
interpretative background will significantly affettte criteria on the basis of
which the latter two are measured. In pursuancéheftheory of egalitarian
democracy, it is the citizens’ legal, political, agll as the possible greatest
social and economic equality that provide identizalght to the citizens, and
render a regime democrdticThis approach focuses on how particularly
disadvantaged social groups are involved (in dewigsiaking), which due to
their structural situation, could be excluded frahe several processes of
policy-making. According to the theory of participey democracy, not only is
the way of the decision-making the criterion of @enacy, but also to include
the most people in the administration of maftefhe theory of participatory
democracy does not equal the rejection of repratieatsolutions, but it implies
the intensification of social organizations’ accesspolicy-making forums.
Mandate theory belongs to those theories which riEsdemocracy as an
already defined decision-making process. The lald&ms it necessary for the
parties to have programmes since the voters widicsérom the programmes
offered the one standing the closest to them, #lutisorizing the representative
party to implement it. In general, citizens do matke a decision on the basis of
this’. In accordance with the theory of accountabilihey do not or are less
likely to vote by virtue of the given programmesgidg elections; much rather,
they give their opinion about the government’s ciffiicy, they repose their
confidence in a (certain) party by the right ofith@ast) accomplishmerifs
The presupposition of the theory of minimalist denagy is that as long as
neither running for a position, nor the right totevcare restricted, and if
competing for power is regular, the system is tacdmesidered a democracy. In
addition, the theory presumes a two party systeoh the possibility of in-
system change of governmént Eventually, the deliberative theory of
democracy has to be mentioned, according to whéglistbn-making based on
the support of the majority through voting is natisfactory. According to this
theory, the substance of democracy is to establifbe and public debate and
negotiation involving the most actors possible ptio decision-making, the
outcome of which will result in a consensus regagdipolicy-making®
Whichever theoretical direction we choose to comiete Hungarian

Michael Coppedge et. al, “Conceptualizing and Msagu Democracy: A New

Approach”,Perspectives on Politicsol. 9, no. 2, 2011, pp. 247-267.

Carol PatemarRarticipation and Democracy Theqrgamb-Typotex, Cambridge, 1970.

Korosényi Andras, “A demokratikus elitizmus koeszusan tul”,Politikatudomanyi

Szemlevol. 16, no. 4, 2007, pp. 7-28.

10 |bidem

1 Adam Przeworski, “Minimalist Conception of DemaryaA Defence”, in lan Shapiro,
Casiano Hacker-Cordon (eds.pemocracy’s Value Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge, 1999, pp. 23-55.

12 Michael Coppedge et. al, “Conceptualizing and Meag Democracy...cit.”.
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democracy, it could be described as stagnant, #sesteadily declining in
nature in the recent years.

The Organization for Security and Co-operation urdpe (OSCE), as
well as Freedom House, regard the minimalist canespnormative, i.e. the
formal institutional system of democracy, regardititat as an electoral
democracy. This perception, advocated by Josepls Aohumpeter, is based
on the procedural approach of democracy, viz. ithest a political system in
which leaders gain a position by means of competiior others’ votes.
Schumpeter describes this in his work entiti@dpitalism, Socialism and
Democracyas follows:

“Democracy means only that the people have theodppity of accepting or
refusing the men who are to rule them. But sif&y tmight decide this also in entirely
undemocratic ways, we have had to narrow our ilefinby adding a further criterion
identifying the democratic method, viz., free cotitin among would-be leaders for
the vote of the electoraté”

Based on this, post-2010 Hungarian democracy cnba described as
deteriorating; at the same time, by 2015 the widefgrenced Freedom House has
registered a negative shift as well. Many in thengwian public sphere have
argued against the labelling of the recent statés@agnant”, as a result of the
changes to the institution system that have supedyeegarded by them as radical.

Reports of Freedom House focusing on the countfethe former
Eastern Bloc are referenced in the Hungarian pupitere. In this repdtt
Hungary was labelled as a “semi-consolidated deawyty downgraded from
that of “consolidated” or “substantial’. The repsrtating is as follows: the
most efficient country (highest quality of demoa@atalues) is marked with one
point, the worst one (lowest quality of democratatues) with seven points.
Hungary’s result have been constantly deterioraitinthe past seven years; in
the 2015 report, its rate was 3.18 (in 2013: 2i86014: 2.89), therefore, got
into the same category as Bulgaria, Romania anbdi&s¢semi-consolidated
category). The report has rated thirteen counagesonsolidated democracies,
six as hybrid regimes; as compared with the stt8i december 2013, twelve
countries have been downgraded. Further east ofatyrsemi- or completely
substantial regimes could be found. The reportrsetie Viktor Orban’s speech
in 2014, in Bile Tusnad® in which the Prime Minister proposed the question

13 Joseph A. Schumpet&apitalism, Socialism and Democradyoutledge, London, 1994.

 Ibidem pp. 284-285.

15 Freedom House:Nation in Transit 2015 Available: https://freedomhouse.org/
report/nations-transit/nations-transit-2015#.VrJdbDc. (Downloaded: 1 January
2016.)

Prime Minister Viktor Orban’s Speech at the 25thvAayos Summer Free University
and Student CampAvailable: http://www.kormany.hu/en/the-prime-nsiter/the-prime-

16
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of illiberalism. Uniquely, the report only deals thvithe question in two
paragraphs, as if the meaning and the very existehitliberalism were evident
by the Prime Minister's allusion. According to thatest, 2016 report of
Freedom House, Hungary’s aggregate rating is 3WBich is also a
deterioration compared to the year before. Stremmjtly of nationalistic and
intolerant sentiments related to the refugee cuss cited as a reason for the
deterioration of the government's democratic qualiAccording to the
organisation’s justification, the government’s dgans in this field are contrary
to international human rights practices, and undeemthe democratic
functioning of society. Another objection was ttentling of the refugee crisis:
allegedly because of the crisis, an anti-fundandata extension regarding
state of emergency has been implemented. The reakgnperception of
corruption is getting more unfavourable is attrdzito quantitative changes
rather than qualitative onés
In addition to the methodical discussion of medsiita of

democracy?, another question can be raised: that of the @eseh aspects
which explain differences undermined through theasneement of formal
institutions of democracy. Characteristically, enia defined by Western
standardS on the one hand, fail to account for political awbnomic factors
shaping the quality of democracy — despite thag@fsiantly contributing to its
decline. On the other hand, they offer no substantixplanation as to why
there is a constant dissatisfaction in the regielated to the functioning of

minister-s-speeches/prime-minister-viktor-orbarpsesh-at-the-25th-balvanyos-summer-
free-university-and-student-camp. (Downloaded: p5il®2016.)

Freedom House:Nation in Transit 2016 Available: https:/freedomhouse.org/
report/nations-transit/2016/hungary. (DownloadetiApril 2016.)

Judith Kelley, Beth Simmons, “Politics by Numbéndicators as Social Pressure in
International Relations”American Journal of Political Scienceol. 59, no. 1, 2015,
pp. 55-70. Sally Engle Merry, “Measuring the Worlddicators, Human Rights, and
Global Governance'Current Anthropologyvol. 52, no. 3, 2011, pp. 83-95. Problematic
aspects of measurability of democracy include tilwing: definition problems, data
selection and data aggregation.

Several indices are used in the USA and Europedasure the rule of law, democracy
(for example: Bertelsmann Stiftung, World Bank, Woddstice Project or the above
mentioned Freedom House). Debates revolving ardondites and measurability are
often the basis for internal (national) and exte(maernational) fights regarding political
interpretation. The main point of criticism towariéernational and civil organizations
responsible for the creation of the index is, amotigers, that it is their desired political
and economic solutions that serve as a basis ofdtwéng system; it is by that virtue that
countries are preferred and rankings are set upiKE. David, Benedict Kingsbury,
Sally Engle Merry, “Indicators as a Technology dbl&al Governance”|nternational
Law and Justice Working Papers2010/2. Available: http://www.iilj.org/
publications/documents/2010-2.Davis-Kingsbury-Mgrdf. (Downloaded: 15 April
2016.)

17

18

19
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democracy, despite it being consoliddle@he measured democracy does not
reflect, for example, the asynchrony existing betwénstitutions and actors,
neglects social-historical antecedents and comdifi@and renders organicness
and rapidness of democracy’s introduction uninetgile. Thus, as a matter of
fact, several factors have been left out of thdygsical sphere which could have
made the purpose of the comparative method rel@vant

From Transitology to the New Authoritarian States

The paradigm of transitology that proved to be hewgc in Hungary
at the time the regime change and thereafter, didprove to be universal
regarding the third wave of the democratizatiofihe tendency of transitology
mentioned® has been mostly focused on the transition’s intitihal aspects
and the development of democratic institutions lasd emphasis has been laid
on examining political-economic or micro-level fattinal changes. In
pursuance of the statement of transitology, theceored countries, gradually
distancing themselves from the characteristics oflicatorial system, are
entering the stage of democratic transition. Tliedacan be divided into three
sections: political opening, the collapse of thenfer regime, then the new
one’s consolidation. The occurrence of the firdejpendent elections is an
important stage of this, so are the subsequentmsfol' he success of transition
is not affected by the starting positions, althouble process surmises a
functional state, thus the building of the statd #rat of democracy materialize
side by sid&. Every single wave has its own characteristicagfsations,

20 pew Research Center (201€Cpnfidence in Democracy and Capitalism Wanes imesr

Soviet Union Available: http://www.pewglobal.org/2011/12/05/fmence-in-democracy
-and-capitalism-wanes-in-former-soviet-union/1/o{ihloaded: 3 February 2016.)

Shortly before the writing of this essay, theetatranking of a democracy index by the
Economist Intelligence Unit has been publishedwhich Hungary shares its position
with the Philippines, behind Ghana and ahead oh3are. The index is also based on the
combination of the above mentioned democracy teepend is based on such categories
as the electoral system and pluralism, the autonomMGOs, the functioning of the
government, political participation and politicallttre. My aim with the illustration of
the above classification of countries to same “gejwvas to refer to the same uncertainty
I mentioned in the main text in line with the meadility of democracy. Economist
Intelligence Unit: Democracy Index 2015. Democratyan age of anxiety. Available:
http://www.yabiladi.com/img/content/EIU-Democraaydiex-2015.pdf. (Downloaded: 23
February 2016.)

Samuel HuntingonThe Third Wave: Democratization in the Late Twehti€entury
University of Oklahoma Press, Norman, Oklahoma adam, 1991.

Laurence Whiteheademocratization: Theory and Experiené@xford University Press,
Oxford, 2002.

24 Thomas Carothers, “The End of the Transition...cfip. 6-9.

21

22

23
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reversals), although if we regard the waves asgzoenodels (I. wave: 1828-
1926; Il. wave: 1943-1962; Ill. wave: 1974-199%)en it can be stated that
each of them have been followed by a relapse. Bilevhe first and the second
wave reveal several similarities, the third waveurslike. Here, the idea of
highlighting the role of the political actor is ehgsised, which does not neglect
the aspects centring on institutions either. Actwlg, the more and more
prevalent neoinstitutionalism examines the mutuaiecences between actor
and institution. According to this theory, institiis could equally be dependent
or independent variables. In case of the formehiktation of democracy is
defined by occurrence of historical traditions awtial environment (habits,
norm, moral), while in case of the latter, it i® timstitution’s influence on the
actors that is determinatife Herein, | can only allude to the fact that the
analysis of the third wave in the neo-institutiofraime would rather amount to
the more substantial knowledge of the “reversaigice the paradigm of the
transitology (liberalisation, then democratizatifinally, consolidation) has not
reached its terminus. Since liberalization has idexV little basis for the second
stage (democratization), the necessity of libeerhdcracy being established
from below is already questioned at this point,alihigain should only imply
the correction of the methodology of comparativétisal science.
As Petr Kopecky and Claus Offe draw the attentotinis:

“Most researchers of democratization either commmfrthe area of the
comparative political science or proceed from tlain-American or South-European
school of transitology, hence the state’s and evere, the nation’s problems are technically
extraneous to therf”.

It should be emphasized from the aspect of Hungaaiad regional
processes: it has not been instantly recognisddhbabuilding of a state does
not equal the building of a nation, in the same vesythe emergence of
nationalism should not be explained solely as ati@a to the end of the
communist suppression, as the liberation of théonatk spirit and sentiments.
Offe, as early as in the beginning of the ninetigew attention to the fact that
the East-Central European regime changes have eneitlistorical nor
revolutionary models, and one of the distinctiveatfiees of the sudden,
systematic changes is precisely the complete abseindeveloped theoretical
premises and the normative arguments. While thetdeal integrity and
organization of democracies following the Secondrid/&Var, or of South-

25 Michael G. Burton, Richard Gunther, John Higleyntfdduction: Elite Tranformations
and Democratic Regimes”, in John Higley, Richard Genf{eds.)Elites and Democratic
Consolidation in Latin America and Southern Eurogigambridge University Press,
Cambridge, 1992, pp. 1-38.

% petr Kopecky, Claus Offe, “Mire tanit minket a dteburépai irodalom a
demokratizalédasrdl (és viszont)Politikatudomanyi Szemlgol. 9, no. 3-4, 2000, p. 61.
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European and South-American countries mostly reethimaffected — with the
former keeping their population as well — in Easn@€al Europe, certain
countries and the region were accompanied by nmgralocal arguments,
national and ethnic conflicts. The other greatinitsion is that regarding the
former groups of countries, processes of modelibizatvere political and
constitutional in nature, i.e. were related tofttren of governance and the legal
relation between state and society, whereas regarthie latter, the most
important task proved to be the reformation of eroyf’. In Offe’s terms, it is
the “dilemma of the simultaneity” the emergencembich makes East-Central
European regime changes special. A number of issppsared concurrently.
Firstly, territorial questions, i.e. designationdastabilization of borders of the
state and the population. Secondly, the questiodeafocracy, i.e. the period
following the era of the one-party-state, the cotitipa for power between the
parties in a system that is validated in a corstitally limited way, along the
emergence of basic civil rights. Finally, issues avfnership structure and
economy, and political management of the productamd distribution
problem$®. Thus far, it has been accepted in the profesklaesature that the
new democracies of East-Central Europe represembra mature form of the
evolution of democracy, while countries of the pBeviet region have turned
in an authoritarian direction, thus are reckonedormgnthe reversed type,
whereas the Balkan development takes a speciéenmdiary forrfy.

In this field, in relation to Hungary, an altermatican be perceived at
several scientific levels alreafly since Hungary is unequivocally classified
among illiberal democracies. In the opinion of GregEkiert, as a general rule,
economic downturn cannot serve as an exclusive aegtibn to the
strengthening of illiberalism and the increasetsfmobilization; much rather,
strengthening of illiberal tendencies is warrant®d an authoritarian state
occupied by an illiberal partyy All this is strengthened by the
institutionalization of the missing civic awarenetwmracteristic of times after

2T Claus Offe, “Demokratikusan tervezett kapitalis™uA demokraciaelmélet szembesitése a

kelet-kbzép-eurdpai harmas atmenet®fociologiai Szemlgol. 2, no. 1, 1992, pp. 6-7.
Ibidem p. 9.

Agh Attila, “Demokraciakutatas a politikai és lpittitikai elemzés keresztdtjan: a
demokraciak miésége és teljesiképessége”Politikatudomanyi Szemleol. 21, no. 2,
2012, p. 57.

Gregorz Ekiert, “The llliberal Challenge in Postrflmunist Europe: Surprises and
Puzzles”, Taiwan Journal of Democra¢yol. 8, no. 2, 2012, pp. 63-77; Erin K.
Jenne, Cas Mudde, “Hungary’s llliberal Turn: Cant€ders Help?”,Journal of
Democracy vol. 23, no. 3, 2015, pp. 147-155; Krasztev Péten Van Til (eds.)The
Hungarian Patient. Social Opposition to an lllibé@emocracy CEU Press, Budapest —
New York, 2015.

Gregorz Ekiert, “The llliberal Challenge in Postrflmunist Europe: Surprises and
Puzzles”, Taiwan Journal of Democragyol. 8, no. 2, 2012, pp. 63-77.

28
29

30
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the Hungarian regime change, the absence of ciwiet/’s progress; while it is
not rare, that civil society becomes polarized, antiHiberal organizations and
movements appear as part of them. Compared to fRahert Kagan,
geopolitical expert and historian of the Americamodkings Institution,
emphasizes the primacy of geopolitical aspects ha ftrealignment” of
democracies, with which at the same time, rejdasconcept that history has
ended. In pursuance of his statement, the existehtte American hegemony
has played a significant role in the democratizati@aves, in the same way as
authoritarian turns do not supervene independaftiyre retreat of the US, of
the increase of Russia’s and China’s power, ostrengthening of the military,
trading and economic relations to them and themefsure practices used by
them ranging from cultural diplomacy to financinfg\GOs?2,

In the same way as Freedom House's report left ddnition of
illiberalism undefined, uncertainty can be percdiire professional literature as
for the adequate denomination of countries in tipey zone®, that is, those
not having reached a certain point by the third deetization wave, where
transitology had supposed them to arrive at, atithe of the regime changes.
Countries in the grey zone are usually examinedudin the literature of
hyphenated democraciés hyphenated autocracfésor hybrid regime¥. In
general, countries of the grey zone show numereuosodratic features, such as
“sufficient room” for the organization of partieadacivil society, the existence
of a democratic Constitution, the institution ofuéarly held elections, yet the
operation of the system is full of deficits. Thaselude the complete lack of the
articulation of civic interest, the authority’s d&rbry, democratically
unauthorized functioning, the lack of transpareimcgolitical decision-making,
concentration of power, low levels of political iaity and participation, the
“collaboration” of the government and independerstitutions, legitimacy of
the elections, ett'.

Marc F. Plattner, “Is Democracy in DeclineZurnal of Democracyvol. 23, no. 1,

2015, p. 9.

The definitional difficulty is best exemplifietirough the abundance of denominations in

the literature for the grey zone countries. (pemsdemocracy, formal democracy,

electoral democracy, facade democracy, pseudo-desycweak democracy, partial

democracy, illiberal democracy, virtual democracWlikael Wigell, “Mapping

‘Hybrid Regimes’: Regime Types and Concepts in Camfpive Politics”,

Democratizationvol. 15, no. 2, 2008, pp. 230-250.

34 Wolfgang Merkel, “Embedded and Defective Demoiesi cit., pp. 33-58.

35 Andreas SchedlefElectoral Authoritarianism: The Dynamics of Unfr&@mpetition
Boulder, Colo, Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2006.

% Mikael Wigell, “Mapping ‘Hybrid Regimes: Regime Pes and Concepts in
Comparative Politics"Democratizationvol. 15, no. 2, 2008, pp. 230-250.

87 Thomas Carothers, “The End of the Transition...cfip. 9-10.

33
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Ivan Krastev illustrates the paradox of Putin'simeg (and that of
authoritarian states) by the example of Rif8siccording to Krastev, it is not
through repression that “user-friendly” regimes saidate themselves, but by
ensuring a certain degree of freedom. In his opin& state organized in the
same way as Putin’s Russia has no ideology, tha wfecommon weal
presented by Putin lacks all ideological definieneAs opposed to the practice
of the Soviet Union, it does not try to export ibkgyy, furthermore, people can
retain the opportunity to leave the couftryfrhe middle-class that is capable of
being politically mobilized and become part of thsistance, do not hesitate to
use this chance and go abroad — which, similarlyeteeating to the virtual
world, is a way of exit instead of protest. As Keasalludes to the fact as well,
leaving the country because it is not democragioot the same case in terms of
its future, as voting and being involved in colieetaction in the order for the
country to become democratic. Paradoxically, wthe Soviet Union on
grounds of its isolation, intensified its power tiRls Russia is able to conserve
itself with the possibility of exit. Krastev sedsetreason of several post-Soviet
and post-communist “reversals” in something elge:that their citizens regard
their institutions as “managed democraci®s’e. such institutions (for example
the European Union) are in charge of decision-nmakimich have not been
elected by citizens, therefore have no mandatesy Thgard the European
Union as the winning party in a dependency relatiimwith their country, also
one that has its local “attendants”, so they doexperience any change through
elections. At the same time, there shows a growthnti-elitism and in the
support of political forces whose interest liegitting the elite and the people
against each oth®r

In Jacques Rupnik’s opinion, the reason for thegrsttion of
democratization processes is that the modernisgioject within the liberal
paradigm has been reduced to procedural democaadywithout a change of
culture, citizens of states professing an intemest have turned away from

Ivan Krastev, “Paradoxes of the New Authoritaisan’, Journal of Democracyvol. 19,
no. 2, 2011, pp. 5-16.

Idem Democracy Disrupted. The Politics of Global Protddhiversity of Pennsylvania
Press, 2014, pp. 21-23.These user-friendly ategare present in Hungary as well: for
the middle class, that showed inclination to becanvelved at demonstrations, virtual
presence was not the only way of exit. Conservatibthe regime is also reinforced if
protesters opt for actions and ways of demonsgathmt do not have winning the
majority of population over as an aim. In recenargein Hungary, no protest was
followed by institutionalization of the protestetisey did not form organizations, gave up
the intention to seize power. Krastev identifieds tparticular action as “participation
without representation”.

Idem “A Fraying Union”,Journal of Democracywol. 20, no. 4, 2012, pp. 23-30.

On the posters of the government during the cagnpat the referendum aiming to reject
the migrant quota, the following slogan appearéet Brussels know”.
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institutional democrady. Béla Greskovits stated in 1993 that back then,
populism did not gain ground permanently in ecomopulicy, so the political
regular advocacy of economic interests at the esgoef others did not océdr
This would have meant the compensation of losethefegime change which
— as later will be alluded to apropos of David ©shvolved the accumulation
of the anger of “wrathful people”, also, the strémaming of a latent base aiming
for a political turn. Neither the recession nor thational atmosphere has
facilitated the compensation, in addition, desfisedom of political choice
being existent, it was subordinated to the matfeeamnomic urgency, thus
significantly restricted democratic competition. cléeding to Greskovits,
populist parties are required for a populist t@actors displaying the antithesis
between the elite and the people — from the e&008, this has been displayed
by Fidesz (Hung.; acronym for Alliance of Young Deorats), politicizing in
the spirit of “plebeian anti-communisffi? and have started preparing the turn
(back). For this, it was also required that sogebups disadvantaged by
economic reforms discontinue their deferred andumecdative resistance to
them. For this, structural, systematic and politicstitutional changes were
necessary — such as the financial crisis in 20@8tlam lack of leftist legitimacy
in 2006 — at the same time, voting remained theena@t of protest against
economic measures that also caused a social'trisesepting the statement of
Greskovits, according to which, after the regimeargie in the East-Central
European region, control of economic policy andgofitical situations related
to it shows exclusionary features, it can be ackedged that indeed “dual
democracies” have been established, “the equihtod which is based on the
alliance between the state elites and a stratdgicaportant minority of the
opposition, on the political and material compeiasabf that minority and on
the extrusion of the remainiffg Populism, that had been blocked for decades,
would result in an anti-egalitarian consensus betwihe post-communist and
anti-communist counter-elites; the rise of populigmuld be attached to the
crisis of post-communist liberal democraéies

42 Jacques Rupnik, “Is East-Central Europe Backslidifg®n Democracy Fatigue to

Populist Backlash”Journal of Democragwol. 18, no. 4, 2007, pp. 17-25.

Greskovits Béla, “A gazdasagi alkalmazkodas eesit és a kompenzacioEurdpa

F6rum vol. 3, no. 3, 1993, pp. 57-79.

Mike Karoly, “Az antikommunizmuson tal'Kommentéy vol. 9, no. 3, 2014. Available:

http://www.kommentar.info.hu/iras/2014_3/az_antikoomizmuson_tul (Downloaded: 3

September 2015.)

Greskovits Béla, “A tiltakozas és a tlirelem pkét gazdasagtanarél’Kilgazdasag

vol. 40, no. 7-8, 1996, p. 84.

46 Ibidem p. 85.

47 lvan Krastev, “The Strange Death of the Liberan€ensus”Journal of Democragy
vol. 18, no. 4, 2007, pp. 56-63.

43

a4

45

Romanian Political Science Review vol. XVI ¢ no. 3¢ 2016



420 BALAZS BOCSKEI

The Crisis of “Real Existing Liberalism”

Above, | have illustrated authoritarian turns basedthe research of
democracy and new authoritarian systems, explarsatd which mentioned at
the closure of the section lead to another readimayked in the title. In the
following, | will interpret democratic stagnatiorisom the view of existing,
enlightened liberal democracies, through which Il wiscuss the nature of
Hungarian illiberalism. As | have already mentioriadthe introduction, my
examination of its antecedents is less focused i&toVOrban as a person or
the political techniques of the right-wing, muchhex, | will define it as a
response to the paradigm of modernisation and goctfsis of “real existing
liberalism”. Until its major defeat in 2010, buzzss such as “rationalization”,
“rational”’, “responsibility”, “competiveness”, “sbdity”, “professional”,
“West”, among others, were the terms to be commasigd by one side of
post-regime left-liberal elites, and which wereuse over several terms and
repeatedly as descriptive terms to justify theilitips; for the critics of these
words such as “populist”, “Kadarist”, “paternalisthd "irrational” were used
by the other side. These descriptive categorias liné with the strengthening
of the technocratic political perception — havéefilup with normative political
content after the regime change. Among others, assalt, the “populist’
masses’ ability to advocate has constantly weakertedy have been
disadvantaged in the Hungarian recognition systbeir problem mapping has
not gained legitimacy in the leftist-liberal dissive field and political thinking.
This trend of depoliticization is based on thelddenisapprehension, framed by
David Ost, according to which the fundament of deraocy is capitalism itself,
rather than the challenges of capitafSmThe modernized (neo)liberal
perception of terminology and language has led strategy of demobilization
and depoliticization, which resulted in such a distve strategy, in which
discourse in the interest and on behalf of sodialigs in need of the state’s
help was considered populism. While the ideology'mbdernization” as the
decisive thought of the public policy in post-regismn Hungary appears in
scientific and social theory literatures as a daoasbr as a hypothesis, in
Hungarian public discourse, it takes the form staemerif. Thus, the left that
was in power until 2010 has interpreted as artt@reof nationalism, populism
and demagogy the expression and manifestation affiegion of interests
different from the one utilized within liberal disarse. Agnes Gagyi regards

48 David Ost,Defeat of Solidarity: Anger and Politics in Postaoomist Europe Cornell
University Press. Ithaca, NY, 2005.

4 gelpk Miklés, “A modernizaciés konszenzus, mint a remwaltas ideologidja és
kozpolitikaja”, in Antal Attila, Foldes Gyorgy (eds.)Holtpont. Tarsadalomkritikai
tanulmanyok Magyarorszag elmult 25 éstiéNapvilag, Budapest, 2016, pp. 46-76.
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this as the ascetic and formal manifestation of @atic anti-populisii. All
this can be traced in the representation of supd&ficopean values, in the
economic policy that has been reduced to techngceex rationalization,
which is accompanied by the rejection of the réizidion of the welfare state.
In his latest research, Miklos Si#bstates that that “moderate-social democrat”
and “hardcore-neoliberal” representatives of moretion, although in
different ways, could be found around social-dermbparty MSZP and liberal
SZDSZ, although they have never been incorpordthdran sociological or in
political sense. Members of their elite group, éli revolving door of politics
and business”, have filled various positions, sastihat of Prime Minister and
various kinds of ministers, governmental expert$ lsgink managers. As Miklds
Selbk proves it, this group of neo-liberal modernizatioas tried to influence
public authorities concerning public speech anderaiip, in a way that lacked
elected authority. The community of vanguards efitiodernization consensus
based on common interests and values prevailed Itaimously in the
discursive and redistributive dimension of publadigy: in public discourse and
public policy decisions. Representatives of thesemsus have supported each
other in these two spheres. Political and intallacpublic discourse have stood
behind a redistributive and political-economic regj while this latter has
created the conditions for the further dominancmofiernization discoursés
Ost, among others, used the example of the Poliglida®ity to
illustrate how Polish liberals have lost the suppbithe working clasé. By the
designation “liberal”’, Ost meant the former Polisbmmunity that defined
themselves as the “democratic opposition”, who weriavour of the ideas of
economic and political liberalism at the same tiffikey were convinced that
private property and market economy are the bdsglitical franchises, and
that these two can only be materialized togetleat, their conjunction gives the
essence of democracy and development. In Ost'gjtiitsuparties representing
this idea were Polish Freedom Union, Hungarianafltie of Free Democrats
and Czech Civic Democrats Alliance. In Hungarysthroup comprised of
those sharing the political and public policy vienealised by a group of reform
economists and the democratic opposition. It iswshiot only in Poland, but in
post-2010 Hungary as well, that those not havirenljgart of the modernization
paradigm of the regime change, do not accept siernvof society offered them
by the leftist-liberal elites that were the govamparty for twelve years out of
the twenty that is being examined herein. | doin@rpret all this as a rebellion
against liberalism, but as a rejection of “realsérg liberalism”. This latter is a

%0 Gagyi Agnes, “Az antipopulizmus mint a rendszé&asiszimbolikus eleme’Fordulat,

vol. 6, no. 1, 2014, pp. 298-316.

Seldk Miklds, “A modernizacids konszenzus...cit.”.

David Ost,Defeat of Solidarity: Anger and Politics in Postaommist Europge Cornell
University Press. Ithaca, NY, 2005.
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rationalist type of liberalism, which is describéy Tibor Mandi in his
summary about liberal thinking after the regimergf@of 1989 as follows:

“Its political preferences, were presented neitieefgood’ nor ‘desirable’ but
(only) as ‘rational’ and ‘necessary’ alternativébus eliminating the possibility to
choose: voters could dismiss the government bey ttould not dismiss politics. So
what we witness, in his opinion, are not majoréaridemocracy and liberal
constitutionalism, but the conflict between popmiiand liberal rationalism represented
by the European elité®

As | mentioned, according to Ost, the liberal mpaphension stems
from the fact that capitalism itself is considessdthe fundament of democracy,
instead of the challenges of capitaldmThis former reflective thinking
obviously interprets every piece of criticism ofpitalism or reference to the
social expenses of market economy as an attacksigdémocracy. The lower
someone’s status, the more discredited, and the oo will be interpreted as
a crowd addressed “by populism”. Thus, post-198@iddumian elitist political
thinking verified rejections of demands aiming &k tdemocratization of
political representation and at participation, amdfied existent elitist politics
as one being the self-evident, consensual conditidhe West, of Western and
liberal democracy the normalcy of which was justifi through extrinsic
verification of the global power centre.

The lessening of the presence of the state, digatiin of politics,
guestioning and rejection of welfare politics hasl Ito reinterpreting the
position of social groups most in need of statesises and benefits — this
perception — especially during the period intergdrwith a legitimation crisis
after the speech @bszdd® had leaked — was unable to channel and organize
anger, resistance, criticism. In addition, throutle expropriation of the
language of rationality and necessity (cf. the mefaliscourse after 2008)
there was no possibility for the linguistic and ipchl representation of the

% Mandi Tibor, “Politikai gondolkodas”, in Korésénpndras (ed.),A magyar politikai
rendszer — negyedszazad ytdDsiris — MTA Tarsadalomtudomanyi Kutatékdzpont
Politikatudomanyi Intézet, Budapest, 2015, pp. 13-BAn Krastev, “The Strange
Death...cit.”.

5 David Ost,Defeat of Solidarity: Anger and Politics in Postaommist Europe Cornell
University Press. Ithaca, NY, 2005.

% Speech of then-Prime Minister, Ferenc Gyurcsgiwen at a private meeting, one month
after the left won the elections. In it, not onlig dhe argue for future reforms but also
made reference to economic data previously preteuni The speech leaked on 17
September 2006 which was followed by riots. As aulte of austerity measures,
popularity of the governing left plunged alreadydmmmer, after the leak of the speech,
mainly down to its impact — it was obvious that 1eé& could not win the upcoming
elections. Ferenc Gyurcsany remains one of the re@stted politicians ever since.

%6 The discourse of the reform aimed at the suppégesn was rejected not only due to its
language but also because citizens regarded refsraasterity.
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aforementioned social groups. They were considbyekft-liberal politics not
as a group forming according to their own identiiyt as a mass of impatient
people attuned to populism — rhetorically, the cengation of whom may be
the aim of the government, but never in the curpiitical period but in a
more distant futurg.

The difference of the perceptions of politics ise&led in the political
philosophical foundation of democracy. At the moimehthe regime change
and afterwards, Hungarian Democratic Forum (MDRJ dberal Alliance of
Free Democrats (SZDSZ) defined democracy mainiystgutional order, as a
constitutional state supported by democratic stins. In his 2003 book
dealing with the development of Hungarian partiesomg others, Ervin
Csizmadia describes in detail how Fidesz — which atahat time in opposition
to the aforementioned parties, also to the so@aiatratic MSZP — has aspired
to give democracy a different ideological foundat&nce 1998. On the basis
of this, on the one hand, Fidesz refused the Ilgeritd the ideological-political
philosophy of the 80s, the idea of the restriceblution, since they saw it as
the ideology of the elite’s centrist consensus,ciwlghould be exceeded. This is
a recurring notion after 2010 as well, as the negime interprets the upcoming
phase as “the second regime change”.

The substance of this “perfectionist” ideology @nubcracy is that the
“limited revolution®® was processed by the 80s elites, and so demoorasy
include, besides the rehabilitation of the notidmation, the process of elite
change. Thus, continuity can be perceived with netg@ the right-wing
governing after 2010 in this respect as well, beeaas we will see below, the
intention of the second Orban-government’s puldie policy is, at the same
time, the intention to suppress and terminate thegpost-communism and the
intention to distance itself from the precedingitpedl system.

“Illiberalism” after “Liberalism”

The paradigm shift regarding political thinking exeed by Fidesz, the
governing party after 2010, can be described evere imsightfully in the study
of Tibor Mandi, providing an overview of the libénaolitical thinking of the
post-regime change era, and by recalling Andra$igéinyi’s statements about

57 All these could be seen from statements of thiend®Minister as well as from the
explanations by intellectuals and experts of theegoment at the time.

Csizmadia ErvinA politika és az értelmiség. Partok, agytrosztidpbatok Szazadvég,
Budapest, 2003, p. 86.

The expression ,limited revolution” refers to hacacteristic of the Hungarian regime
change, by which continuality with the former regimemained in terms of legality
(Kadar regime), but legitimacy was interrupted.
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the mainstream Hungarian political thinking of 19885. According to the
latter, the features of the era’s political thirkkiare the following: (1) the
normative-emancipatory concept of politics replat®esl traditional concept of
politics, which amounted to the moralizing approaétpolitics; (2) anti-state
and anti-implementation attitude, criticism of tiecessive power of the state;
(3) by introducing a new dimension of separatiop@ivers, propagation of the
branches, radicalization of the separation of pewgl) legal overregulation of
politics leading — through the radicalization oé tboncept of the rule of law —
to the neutralization of concepts of state and comrgood; (5) instead of
political leadership, dominance of the technocratadernizing ideology
favouring the “independent expert” and the “indegemt intellectual”; (6)
concept of the substantive and consensus-oriengadockacy (against the
concept of the one that is procedural and basedhenperception of the
majority); (7) Finally, anti-political orientatioand the myth of civil socief$),
After 2010, the right has broken away from the dlisse of politics
based on human rights as from a legal approactwahdhe marginalization of
“political” and natural sense of justice. Zoltdnl®a S#ics describes this very
phenomenon about the question of the autonomy litfgsoas turning towards
the primacy of politics — which he describes asealistic turn” just as much as
he approves of calling it an “anti-liberal tuth"Through this turn, in many cases
there occurred a split from the transitional poditithinking outlined by Kérdsényi.
At the same time, according to Kordsényi, examingghe level of
Dahl’s polyarchy?, no significant rupture has occurred after 201Mpared to
the institutional system of the regime change oB9%2990. Hungary is
interpreted by him as a democracy the nature optiitical system of which
has significantly changed. He calls it a regimencsithere have occurred
changes in the institutional, procedural structase well as in contefit
Connected to the first type of change, the adoptiba new constitution by
Fidesz can be mentioned, that openly severs tits mumerous regulations of
the previous Constitution. A new electoral systesnimplemented that is

60

Mandi Tibor, “Politikai gondolkodas”, cit., p. 22
61

SZics Zoltan Gabor, “A politika autonémiajatél a pikdit primatusaig”,Szazadvégvol.
20, no. 1, 2015, pp. 116-117.

Robert Dahl created a list of procedural normsréadization of which is necessary to be
able to speak of political democracy — in his usewvords, polyarchy. Dahl's seven
conditions range from control of the governmenttitical decisions by the elected
officials, also, citizens’ right to found partieschadvocacy organizations (which includes
unrestricted freedom of expression and the righihgéiry from independent sources), to
all adult citizens’ right to political participatio— including repeated and fair elections to
eligibility. Robert A. Dahl,Dilemmas of Pluralist Democracyrale University Press,
New Haven, 1982.

Kdroésényi Andras, “A magyar demokréacia harom asak és az Orban-rezsim”, lsem
(ed.),A magyar politikai rendszer.cit., p. 408.
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directed towards majority over proportion, the legygstem is transformed. This
can be traced in the new structure of courts, man® of powers of the
Constitutional Court — thus, strengthening of thienpcy of legislature — and
major transformation and reduction of the ombudssystem. There have been
significant changes in the constitutional structang in the institutions of the
political system as well. But to call it a regintbere need to be changes in
content too. By that, we mean mode of behavioyte stind political thinking of
political actors. The latter can be traced in thmcpice of government
politicians citing the reason of owning a supermigjdmore than two-thirds of
the mandates) when giving the rationale for theeagures — claiming that they
enjoy such degree of support from voters that thegsess the authority to
realize significant political changes. Exercise pafwer, therefore, has been
greatly determined by the authority brought on g two-thirds majority, the
gigantic victory of the right after 2010. Consegtlygngoverning party Fidesz
terminated elite agreements, abandoned legal ahdvlmiral norms from
before 2010. This includes changing the rules efdperation and appointment
of leaders to institutions independent of the gomeent — for instance National
Tax and Customs Administration, National Bank, Gibasonal Court, Office
of the Prosecutor General.

Kdrosényi names three reasons to explain whyeaasof referring to a
new system, he refers to a new regime: (1) thegdmthat have occurred are
smaller than those at the time of the regime charmé bigger than
constitutional or governmental reforms (e.g. a n€anstitution has been
adopted) (2) the alterations starting from 2010cauige strongly attached to the
person of the leader of Fidesz, Viktor Orban and kiyle of political
governance, and to the phenomenon of presidemtimiz, (3) finally, the
system is stable and the apparatus is durable tfeegepeated two-thirds
majority in 2014), but it is questionable how tlegime can be consolidated,
and whether it can have a future but for the pecgdriktor Orbart>. Kérésényi
determines the most important features of the PO%© regime in the
following: conscious drawing of a dividing line beten the pre-2010 period
and the that of the founding of the regime; permarmordinate politics and

54 By presidentialization, we mean the rearrangenwnthe executive branch and its
strengthening within the political system — in dubeli, the emphasized role of the Prime
Minister. Another characteristic of presidentiafiaa is that instead of party governance
it gradually evolves into a presidential kind ofvgmance. Independence of the Prime
Minister — in this case, Orban — of his party pess® the supermajority, intensifies. The
third sign of presidentialization is competitiondapolitics being person-oriented. Jan
Pakulski, Kérésényi Andrastoward Leader DemocragcyAnthem Press, London, New
York, Delhi, 2012.

% Korosényi Andras, “A magyar demokracia...cit.” 409.
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authoritarian governance meth8tsiming at the creation of a central political
spher&”; exceeding the ideology of left and rigfht anti-pluralism and
populism; statisfii and paternalisft charismatic legitimacy, consolidation
difficulties, respectivel{f.

In addition, the intention of the public law polio§ the second Orban-
government is effectively the intention to termmafpost-communism
ultimately’®. Rightist theorists (for example Andras Lanczi,b@aG. Fodor)
closely linked to the government policy, consider period between 1989/1990
and 2010 to be transitory, but also describe i Wit term of post-communism,
according to which, in 1989/90, no rupture occufredt a continuation has
started, which can be detected between communigsincantemporary post-
communismy®. According to the self-interpretation to the Orlségime, indeed,
there was a dividing line, between the start andpemt of the closure of the
transition period.

According to the political right, post-communism aspolitical idea
which means continuous crisis management, alsis, [fublic policy-making
perceived as technocratic managerialism — accoragdny keywords such as
modernization, reform, progress and justice — trat the vision of assertive
“progressive philosophy of histor§’ The Orban-government want to break not
only with the post-communist state, but it also @itm sever the ties with the

% For example: changing the authorities of independagencies that control the state,

limiting access to public information, a governméatusing on conflict and persecution
of enemies, state control of civil society.

By central political sphere, we mean the necgsditin institutional and political situation
where neither the left-liberal opposition not tlalical right (Jobbik) stands a chance to
defeat Fidesz.

Emphasizing national interest and Hungarian \slue political communication,
ideological mode of speech is only discerniblettacking liberalism.

After 2010, the constant presence of the statmgthens in sub-systems of economy and
public policy.

Related to the populism represented by Fidesz|t Zgyedi discusses a borderline,
described by him as paternal populism because ghrdua position is given to the state
in the structuring of social relationships. Eny&dbolt, “Paternalista populizmus a Jobbik
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' Constant confrontations of the Orban regime, &mdhbde of exercising power results in

the understanding of politics as permanently corfiriented, and in which alliances,
whether national or international, are formed esislely on an ad hoc basis.

Kdrosényi Andras, “A magyar demokracia...cit.” 41.0.

Orban: Post-communism should be clodddgyar Nemzetl8 November 2011; Prime
Minister Viktor Orban’s year-end assessment spekghrebruary 2014.

G. Fodor Gabor, Kern Tama#, rendszervaltds valsaga — The Crisis of the Regime
Change Budapest, Szazadvég, Budapest, 2009.

Lanczi Andras, Molnar Attila Karoly, Orban Krigg, Orban Miklés, Magyar
konzervativ tdprengések a posztkommunizmus, elitraktor, Mariabesny-Godolis,
2004; G. Fodor Gabor,ilFész Gabor, Gir6-Szasz Andrdg;, ideoldgiak vége. A Nemzeti
Egylttnikddés Rendszer8zazadvég, Budapest, 2010. May. (Downloaded:y32013.)
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legal overregulation of politics, mentioned beforend the process of
depolitization. In addition, although citizens mawaluate government's
performance they are not capable to decide andyathemselves. Only the
leader is able to do this, the monarch or the Privineister. Based on Tilo
Schabert, Gabor G. Fodor, director of strategy gbeernment-affiliated think
tank (Szazadvé), describes the situation as follows: the politieader is, in
fact, the monarch of the order created by cHadde makes governance
possible by generating chaosmos, that is, ordetenleby chaos, in the mode of
creativity. Extension and invisibility are the keyd the government. The
meaning of the former being

“...anything that is related to the process of gomene, certainly, the process of
governance itself, can be considered a potertiaice of power. This is the main
and most important principle of autocracy. Thiatgy requires the monarch to
expand his political sphere in the widest way dassiand to interpret everything in
terms of power: each event, ideal, personal issdgpaenomenon the monarch touches
becomes political through that. The principle ofigibility demands from the monarch
— and this is one of the principles that is thetmosinconsistent with principles of public
administration and policy management — to rule ty@ernment by mechanisms which
are invisible to the outside world. He can fulfiig requirement most effectively if he
maintains the state of constant confusion, incelgsaxposing his ‘court’ to their
politics of transformation and chang&”

Accordingly, creative governance means to creatdusion, thereby,
uncertainty for the government. The totality of pmrary configurations
emerging from constant uncertainty is consideredegument. The chaos
created by the government results in creativitgativity controls power, and
the monarch rules the chaos of power by buildinpaacy®. This role of the
monarch is occupied by Viktor Orban during his goaacé’,

From the aspect of the issue — bearing in mind ddficult it is to
pinpoint the essence of the Hungarian illiberalteays — on the basis of

http://szazadveg.hu/foundation?l=en

G. Fodor GaboKormanyzas/tud4sSzazadvég, Budapest, 2008, p. 51.

8 |bidem

" Ibidem p. 53.

In comparison with the other governments follogvithe regime change of 1989, the
recent one is the most characterized by lack afsfrarency to the public; despite the
existing governmental structure, it is next to iregible for the public to decipher who the
people in charge of political decisions and polingking are, and what authority they
hold. Regarding both changes to the government angetsonnel policy, with no
substantial explanation provided, the public i$ W&th guesswork. Policy of resources in
Prime Minister Orban’s environment, interpersorad @ower relations, and decisions of
his related to all these issues are unfathomalés €onduct displays a vastly new
perception of technique of power: one centred anirlention to remain undisclosed to
the public.
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Korésényi's statements, it has to be emphasizedathhoritarian governance
as a way of exercising power does not have the saeaming as it had before
the establishment of the authoritarian system: @tws significantly changed
the political system but the authoritarian govensafmethod of exercise of
power) characteristic of the new regime has beguieed within a democratic
system, through an authorization by the voters ttem be withdrawi.
Kordsényi is not the only one to refer to the estise of charismatic legitimacy:
thoughts of Attila Karoly Molnér based on Rousséaegislature inThe Social
Contrac) also depict the intentions and manifestation®xfari?. According to
Molnér, the legislator forms a political communttyough evoking the feeling
of collective pride, does not speak or persuadmrmally, but converts the
thinking of people and mobilizes them to take acttible does not speak the
language of force or intellect, but uses the lagguaf emotions inste8t In his
speeches and public explanations of his policigba® frequently directs his
audience by appealing to their emotions, througmtioes of Hungarian
history, customs, traditions and values. In hisrnatices, he aims at the
construction of a professed Hungarian political oamity; dismissing rights
and duties, his politics is focused on a profeddadgarian experience. If we
project this onto the pre-2010 depolitization trgndctualized on the basis of
Rousseau and Max Weber, we will face an image d&@®mwho has broken
away from liberal consensus. To demonstrate thisnger excerpt by Molnar
should be quoted:

“The legislator of Rousseau and the charismatidddeaof Weber both
question the micro-legitimation of liberal demograc- according to which,
subservience depends on the permission of the ithdils — and instead
emphasizes the religious, non-rational nature evhatracy. In fact, the charismatic
leader can disrupt all status  quos, whatever igteriical age, thus: even in modernity.
This means that history cannot be over. But on thero hand, the charismatic leader
can be attached to democracy, but does not netggseate democracy. [...] Just like
with the case of the legislator, the charismadiader's impacts also come from his
personality [...]. For creating the new meaning -eafer transgressing boundaries and
for giving things sense — courage is needed. [s.pffect is irrational due to these: 1.
he creates a community of followers, re-integratesm, gives them new identity 2.
mobilizes them, expects and gets extraordinary iebed (which is not understandable
from any rational viewpoint, and so with this thitep, he is able to break the status
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From all this, however, the dilemma follows: sinttee regime is
strongly linked to the person of the founder ansl doncept of politics, it is
guestionable how lasting it can be. So far, onBt tmuch can be ascertained
that from 2010, paradigmatic change has occurregoaiitical thinking, the
support of which seems stronger nowadays thenceritf Orban’s politics
predicted before the April of 2014 or the summe2@15.

Conclusion: The Existence of the Orban-Regime

There is a consensus that liberal democracy mdamdgnstitutional
limits which tame political power and the rule afl. In this regard, the pursuit
of evading barriers and according political intent are dominant in Hungary.
In this sense, on the axis of liberal democracie®ie end and authoritarian
regimes on the other, Hungary has moved in theciitre of the latter, but
despite the Prime Minister’s terminology and theertainty resulting from the
universality of the term, in the sense of politisalence, it cannot be stated that
Hungary has arrived in the state of illiberalism.

According to my statement, the democratization tiesotaken for
granted at the time of the regime change and afirelsy are in need of being
corrected, primarily, as a result of the widespreaglect of the political-
economic aspects. The democratization theoriesge@n adequate framework
for certain institutional comparisons, but theyvyado be insufficient for the
understanding of the diversity and stagnation efttansitions. New patterns of
exercise of power in the region strongly coincidéhwihe absence of politics
recognizing the social expense of transitions, witkd the demand for political
leadership and a leader.

According to my hypothesis, requiring further rasba because of the
changes in the Hungarian institutional system &edchange of the paradigm of
political thinking; also, due to the political pdieuities after 2010, the
institutional system conceived by critics of theb@mn regime will more likely
be similar to that of the post-2010 version andpisitical conditions, then to
the one from 1989-2010 that is in need of correctib should also be added
that after “the end of ideologies”, the hegemony mbdernization -
technocracy, nowadays we have again entered thefaggortance of political
sovereignty. The situation is complicated becatiss not only the case of
liberal democracies standing in opposition to arthgan regimes, but
imbalances between European democracies have appearthe agenda as
well. llliberalism, although it is not a desirableroject for after post-
communism, but in Hungary and the countries ofrdgion, elections can be
won by it, without short-term consequences. The &Byts correction is to
understand its current success.
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