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Introduction 

TÁRKI’s ongoing research –titled as the “Analysis of the refugee crisis in Hungary with a 

special focus on the public opinion and the role of the organisations working in the field”— is 

carried out between September 2015 and January 2016. The aim of our research is twofold: 

(1)  to explore and assess changes in the majority’s attitudes towards asylum-seekers, 

refugees on the one hand and labour migration on the other, based on two waves of 

data collections (based on two waves of data collection in October 2015 and January 

2016);  

(2)  to analyse the development and the role of the organisations working in the field. 

The focus is placed on those – mostly non-governmental – organisations that have 

been taking an active role in helping asylum-seekers in Hungary, but the role of 

international and governmental organisations will also be examined. 

 

In the present report, the preliminary results of the survey carried out in October 2015 are 

summarised, completed by relevant pieces of international survey results that have recently 

been published (the European Parliament’s recent survey1). A number of Appendices are 

added to the report containing complementary information to our research findings. 

As a result of our ongoing research, the changes in the attitudes of the Hungarian adult 

population will be reflected through the two waves of quantitative research terminated in 

January 2016. The interview-based qualitative research completed with a focused media 

analysis will enable us to gather systematic information on the development of the “new-

born” NGOs working in the field, as well as to have a deeper insight into the division of the 

tasks and responsibilities among the organisations working in the Hungarian refugee system. 

The results of the qualitative research and a final analysis on the survey results will be 

available in February 2016.   

                                                 
1Between 19 and 29 September 2015, the European Parliament’ survey (Parlemeter 2015) was carried out in 
the 28 EU Member States by TNS opinion. The first part of the survey is dedicated to migration and the 
economic and social situation, as the EU context has been dominated both by the recent wave of migration and 
the consequences ensuing from it. The first results of the data analysis are available at  
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_STU%282015%29570419 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_STU%282015%29570419
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1. Xenophobia in contemporary Hungary: basic trends and the Socio-

demographic background  

From a comparative perspective the level of xenophobia in Hungary (just like in most other 

Eastern and Southern countries) have always been above the European average (illustrated 

by the „heat map” —the darker the colour the higher the level of prejudice and welfare 

chauvinism — on the basis of ESS data from 2012. (See map in Appendix 1) 

According to the time series of TÁRKI’s xenophobia data (Figure 1), after 2012 previously 

(between 2002 and 2011) rather stable levels of xenophobia have significantly risen in 2012 

and remained high since then. 

Figure 1: The proportion of xenophobes, „thinkers”2, and xenophiles in Hungary, 1992–
2015 (%) 
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Source: TÁRKI Omnibus, 1992–2015. 

In 2015 the level of xenophobia was 41%, very close or equal to the all time highest levels in 

1995, 2001, and 2012. Figure 2, however, shows that the three surveys in 2015 indicate a 

fast decreasing trend of xenophobia. 

Figure 2: The proportion of xenophobes, “thinkers”, and xenophiles in Hungary in 2015 (%) 

                                                 
2 We call “thinkers” those respondents who select the item: ”it depends…”, i.e. they express a need for more 
information before making their decision, and are inclined to evaluate the pros and the cons. 
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Source: TÁRKI Omnibus, 2015.  

While in April the level of xenophobia was 46% (reaching an all time highest level) by July it 

decreased to 39% (the level of xenophobia in 2014), and by October a further and significant 

decrease occurred (to the level of xenophobia in 2013). Since the same decreasing trend 

characterizes the number of xenophiles, the period between April and October 2015 

contains a significant increase in the proportion of “thinkers”. 

The extremely high level of xenophobia did not come as a surprise since in early 2015 the 

government launched a widespread and strong anti-migration campaign which included the 

scapegoating of migrants for the Paris terror attack in January (see also Bernát-Messing, 

20153), followed by the national consultation and poster campaigns4. Appendix 2 and 3 

illustrate the main messages, i.e. immigration and terrorism walk hand in hand, the migrants 

are likely to cause job losses for the native population and increase the level of crime.   

Since the anti-migration campaign has been on since April (and is still on) and large masses 

of migrants started to cross Hungary, we assumed further increase of xenophobia. The 

simultaneous decrease of xenophobia and xenophilia after April 2015 therefore needs an 

explanation. Our tentative assumption is that since migrants in large numbers crossed the 

border on a daily basis after May 2015, and both this flow and the government’s as well as 

                                                 
3 Gábor Bernáth and Vera Messing: Bedarálva. A menekültekkel kapcsolatos kormányzati kampány és a tőle 
független megszólalás terepei. Médiakutató 2015 tél (XVI évf. 3 szám) www.mediakutato.hu 
4The preparation of the national consultation campaign started already in March and the results were issued in 

July. The poster campaign started in June 2015 

http://www.mediakutato.hu/
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the civil society’s reactions to it became highly visible in the media, the population realized 

that choosing the xenophobic item is not a realistic option anymore, and xenophilia is even 

less so. Moreover, the ongoing policy actions and the debates following them also gave 

ammunition for the “thinkers” whose proportion consequently has increased at the expense 

of the two extreme alternatives5.    

 

The socio-demographic basis of xenophobes and xenophiles 

As to the socio-demographic composition of groups with higher and lower levels of 

xenophobia and xenophilia see Figure 3 and 4: Party preferences, place of residence, age 

and level of education play an important role in both xenophobic and xenophilic attitudes. 

Figure 3 Social groups with significantly higher and lower proportion of xenophobes in 
October 2015 
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Based on Figure 3 we can state that while Jobbik voters are heavily, FIDESZ voters are 

moderately overrepresented; at the same time MSZP voters are under-represented among 

xenophobes. 

                                                 
5 This hypothesis is reinforced by the data from the European Parliament’ survey 2015 (Appendix 5), which 
shows that in September social distance based xenophobia and policy sensitive ”thinking” both simultaneously 
characterize the Hungarian public opinion. 
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While those living in the Southern- or Northern Great Plain are more likely, those living in 

county seats are much more likely to be xenophobes; at the same time those living in the 

Northern part of Hungary are less likely to be xenophobes. 

The level of education and age also play and important role in forming xenophobic or 

xenophilic attitudes. While those who are less educated, especially people with elementary 

school education, are more likely to become xenophobic, those with college degrees are less 

likely to become xenophobic. 

Figure 4 Social groups with significantly higher and lower proportion of xenophiles in 
October 2015 
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The proportion of xenophiles was very low in October 2015. Those living in Western 

Transdanubia, over 67 years old, go to church regularly, and living in cities (but not in 

Budapest) are more likely to become xenophiles. 

Figure 5 shows the attitudes towards the selected migrant groups among the “thinkers” in 

the order of how welcomed they are. 
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Figure 5 The attitudes towards the selected migrant groups among “thinkers”, in the order 
of how welcomed they are (October 2015, N=549, %) 
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As always, attitudes towards ethnic Hungarians are much more welcoming compared to 

other nationalities. What is surprising is that welcoming attitudes towards the Syrians are 

significantly higher compared to the other groups, indicating that Hungarians do think about 

these issues hard.  In relation to the rest of the listed groups the level of welcoming attitude 

is almost the same, varying between 16 and 21 per cent. The most rejected group is the 

Albans from Kosovo in line with the government’s communication defining this group as 

“illegal economic migrants”. (A fictive group “the Pirezians” is added to this list as a 

benchmark in order to measure xenophobic attitudes towards a non existing group. 

Apparently most of the respondents realized that this group does not exist at all; that might 

be why the proportion of those willing to decide about this group was considerably lower.) 

The proportion of latent xenophobes (defined as rejecting at least seven out of the eight 

groups listed in Figure 5) was 26% among the “thinkers.” If we add this proportion to the 

proportion of the open xenophobes the value of cumulative xenophobia is 51% in the total 

population (N=9186). 

Figures 6 and 7 show the distribution of open, latent, cumulative form of xenophobia by age 

group and level of education.  

                                                 
6 Without those who refuse to answer or do not know the answer. 
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Figure 6: The open, the latent and the cumulative form of xenophobia by age groups 
(October 2015, %)  
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As far as the open and latent forms of xenophobia are concerned, there is no linear 

correspondence between age and xenophobia. Open form of xenophobia is the highest 

among the age-group of 38-47 years, whilst the latent form of xenophobia is the highest in 

the youngest age-cohort (those less than 27 years old.)    

Regarding the cumulative form of xenophobia we can state that the older respondents are 

the lower the level of cumulative xenophobia is up to 68 years of age. The 68 years or older 

age-group has the same level of xenophobia as those in the 48 - 57 year-olds age-group. 

Figure 7: The open, the latent and the cumulative form of xenophobia by the level of 
education (October 2015, %)  
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Level of education does not have a linear effect on any examined form of xenophobia. While 

the open form of xenophobia was the highest among those whose highest level of education 
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is elementary school; the latent form as well as the cumulative forms of xenophobia was the 

highest among those whose highest level of education is high school.  

Those who with college degrees are the least likely to harbour any kind of xenophobic 

attitudes. 

2. Reasons for flight: does it make a difference?  

Figure 8 shows attitudes towards different reasons for flight, in the order of how welcomed 

a given group is. It is clear that respondents make a clear distinction between those who 

leave their country due to war or civil war, or have fled due to hunger or natural 

catastrophe, or with the aim of family reunion on the one hand (with an acceptance rate of 

50 per cent), and on the other hand those claiming asylum for other reasons (such as being 

part of an oppressed ethnic, national or religious minority), whose level of acceptance is 

lower (around 30 per cent). With those who have to leave their home country due to lack of 

work the great majority of the Hungarian adult population is not welcoming at all, in line 

with the Hungarian Government’s as well as the European Union’s current asylum policy.   

Figure 8 Attitudes towards different reasons for flight, in order of being welcomed. From 
among the asylum seekers, should Hungary admit those…? (N=1003 in per cent) (October 
2015 %) 
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The list of items was partly based on a German representative survey conducted in 

September 20157. Comparing the welcoming attitudes by the different reasons for flight we 

found the same ranking in both countries, but the level of admittance was much higher for 

all reasons for flight in Germany than in Hungary. For example while 96% of German society 

would approve of the admittance of asylum seekers who arrive from (civil) wars, this 

proportion was only 56% in Hungary. The comparative results can be found in Appendix 7. 

With a so-called index we measured the average number of the rejected reasons for flight, 

by selected socio-demographic indicators, excluding the reason of lack of work, as it is not a 

legitimate basis for an asylum claim. Based on the average in the analysis presented in Table 

6.1 (Appendix 6), we have a profile on people more welcoming as well as on those less 

welcoming towards the different reasons for flight.  We found correspondences similar to 

those in the case of xenophobic attitudes, meaning that—out of the examined socio-

demographic predictors—level of education, place of residence (both type of settlement as 

well as region), and party preference all play a significant role in welcoming attitudes 

(gender and age did not have a statistically significant effect). 

What should be highlighted here is the reverse effect of the two types of personal contacts 

measured by the survey. While those who met some kind of migrants (asylum seekers, 

refugees or migrants) in the past 12 months reject a significantly higher number of reasons, 

those who personally know migrants tend to be more welcoming. (Figure 9 and 10) 

                                                 
7  Representative survey on 1500 adults (those eligible to vote in Germany). ARD-Deutschland Trend: Results 
are available in English at: http://imgur.com/a/r74wg 
 
 
 

http://imgur.com/a/r74wg
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Figure 9 Level of refusal by „encounter” (average on the 0-7 index) 
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Figure 10 Level of refusal by personal acquaintance (average on the 0-7 index) 
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It has to be mentioned however that the proportion of those who personally know migrants 

was very low (3% of the sample), while the proportion of those who met some kind of 

migrants in the past 12 months was surprisingly high (24%), suggesting that people 

understand this question in a special way8.  

 

                                                 
8 Presumably those who only “saw” or “passed by” migrants in the past year answered “yes” to this question. 
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3. Public opinion on labour migration to Hungary; level of admittance by 

type of professions, family types and countries of origin  

By adding a set of questions on the attitudes towards labour migration, our aim was to 

assess if there are different attitudes towards labour migrants and asylum seekers. To 

ensure that respondents were aware of the difference between the two terms, we added a 

short introductory paragraph before the questions on labour migration (See questionnaire in 

Appendix 8)  

As it is shown in Figures 11-13, respondents had to give their opinion on specific professions, 

family statuses, combined with age groups and nationalities. In the prepared lists different 

types of jobs—requiring higher and lower levels of qualification in the different sectors of 

the labour market—as well as different family types combined with age groups were 

included in order to check whether Hungarians have different attitudes towards these 

specific groups of people.  We consciously added nationalities within and outside of the 

European Union on the one hand, and countries from more, as well as less developed 

regions of the world. 

The figures below are presented in the order of rejection. In the top of the lists are those 

professions, family types and nationalities that are the most welcome by the Hungarian 

adult population and in the bottom of the list are the least welcome groups. 

Apparently the two professions in the health sector are the most welcome: roughly two 

thirds of Hungarians would accept at least some of the foreign doctors and nurses who 

would come to work in Hungary. Around every second respondent would let foreign skilled 

workers, programmers, teachers and cooks work in Hungary, and less than 4 out of 10 

respondents would allow at least some of the traders to settle down in Hungary. Cleaners 

and unskilled workers are the least welcome professions, with only one third of the 

respondents allowing at least some of them to work in Hungary. (Figure 11) 
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Figure 11 Attitudes towards labour migration by profession. Should Hungary support the 
settling down of a foreign worker if he or she is…? (N=1003 in per 
cent)
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As far as family types are concerned Hungarians seem to be much more welcoming towards 

families: while around two third of the respondents would allow at least some of the families 

with 2-3 or even more children to settle in Hungary, single men and retired couples are the 

least welcome: only 44-45% of the respondents would allow at least some of them to work 

in Hungary. (Figure 12)  

Figure 12 Attitudes towards labour migration by family type. Should Hungary support the 
settling down of foreign worker if he or she is…? (in per cent)  
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Observing the data presented in Figure 13 we can see huge differences between 

nationalities arriving from the “western world”, from Europe or from the United States, and 

those from Asia or Africa. What might be interesting is that right after Europeans and 

Americans—with a welcoming attitude of 50 to 61% of the respondents—the Syrians seem 

to be the most welcome, as 45% of the respondents would support allowing them to settle 

down. The rest of the listed groups—Chinese, Israelis, Turks, Sub-Saharan Africans and 

Pakistanis—are only welcome by three or four out of ten respondents, even though it was 

emphasised that they are coming to work in Hungary. 

Figure 13 Attitudes towards labour migration by country of origin. Should Hungary support 
the settling down of foreign worker if he or she is… ? (N=1003 in per cent)  
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To sum up, it has to be emphasised that the difference in the welcoming attitudes assessed 

by family type showed the least variance (between 44-60% would accept at least some of 

them) compared to the difference caused by different professions (varying between 30 and 

65%) or nationalities (varying between 31 and 61%). 

The data shown in Figure 14 confirm what we have already described above based on the 

Parlamentee and ESS data: the Hungarian adult population is not in favour of labour 

migration.  
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Figure 14: Attitudes towards immigration: from general, economic and cultural 
perspectives9 (in per cent) 
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Although on the one hand the current demographic trends (aging population and low 

fertility levels) and on the other the significant emigration of Hungarians in recent years10 

effect certain sectors dramatically (e.g. the health sector), the overwhelming majority of the 

Hungarian adult population does not consider immigration advantageous at all. Opinions are 

rather explicit on the issue, with extremely low levels of non-respondents both with regards 

to the “general” and the “economic” aspects. Regarding the “cultural” aspect, both the 

proportion of those who consider this effect (rather) advantageous and those who do not 

answer are somewhat higher, suggesting that these questions are not that relevant or too 

abstract for some of the respondents. 

                                                 
9 These questions were measured on a four degree scale, where 4 meant “very advantageous” 3 “rather 
advantageous”, 2 “rather disadvantageous” 1 “very disadvantageous.” In our analysis we added together 
categories of 1 and 2, as well as 3 and 4, due to the extremely low values found on the positive end of the 
scale: only 1% of the respondents said that immigration is very advantageous generally, or from economic or 
cultural perspectives.  
10 Based on the estimation of the SEEMIG project, approximately 350,000 Hungarians have emigrated from 
Hungary since 1989, most of them are of active age. The average level of education of the emigrants is 
significantly higher compared to those who stayed in Hungary, which means the threat of brain drain is a 
significant phenomenon in intra EU migration. See more on the results on the project website: 
http://seemig.eu/ 
 

http://seemig.eu/
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4. Attitudes towards asylum-seekers from the warzones –comparative 

approach in the Visegrad countries  

With regards to the refugee crisis one of the key questions is where all these people are 

coming from and why? Public opinion has always been interested knowing why refugees 

have left their country of origin: is it because they have well-founded grounds, such as fear 

of persecution on account of their race, religion, nationality, or membership in a particular 

social group or political opinion. Usually people are more tolerant toward asylum-seekers 

who are escaping from war-zones, as they can be considered as extremely deprived persons. 

Examining public opinion in the Visegrad countries (Slovakia, Czech Republic, Poland, 

Hungary) it can be seen that only a small proportion of respondents would admit refugees 

from war-zones and let them settle down in these countries. 

Figure 15 shows that Slovakians are the most rejecting: twice as many of them (63 percent) 

responded with “we should not admit refugees” than in Poland (32 percent). The Hungarian 

public opinion is closer to the Polish one. 

Figure 15 In your opinion, should [your country] admit asylum seekers from countries 
affected by military conflicts? (%)  

2

4

6

7

30

40

50

58

63

50

38

32

5

6

6

3

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

Slovakia

Czech Republic

Poland

Hungary

Yes, we should admit them and let
them settle here

Yes, we should admit them until  they
are able to return to their country of
origin
No, we should not admit refugees

Don't know

 
Source: (CEORG) August-Ocotber2015.  

 

We analysed the Hungarian data more deeply in order to measure in which social groups we 

are more likely to find people with an accepting attitude (Figure 16.) Not surprisingly, level of 

education, age, type of settlement and region are the most important predicting factors. The 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Country
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Citizenship
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Persecution
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higher the level of education, the higher the proportion of people with an accepting attitude, 

namely supporters of settling down refugees arriving from war-zones. 

When compare to the country average in the total sample (7%) within the oldest group (77 

years old or older) the proportion of those with an accepting attitude is more than two times 

higher (18%). Region and type of settlement play a special role, especially in Budapest (5%), 

where the refugee crisis was critical during the summer of 2015: within respondents from 

Budapest an accepting attitude is lower (5%) than the country average. 

Figure 16 Social groups with significantly higher and lower proportions of supporters of 
settling down refugees arriving from war zones (%)  

 
 
 
In Figure 17 we can see that respondents from Southern Trans-Danubia are overrepresented  

among those who would provide temporary asylum (76%) and the younger groups are the 

less likely to support this idea (52%). 
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Figure 17 Social groups with significantly higher and lower proportion of supporters of 
providing only temporary asylum for refugees arriving from war zones (%)  

 
 
When we separately analyse the rejecting respondents based on their social backgrounds, 

we find that beside region, age and type of settlement (which significantly impacts positive 

attitudes as well), political party preference also plays an important role in forming a 

rejecting attitude (Figure 18).  While Jobbik voters is a group with a significantly higher (46%) 

proportion of supporters of “not giving them asylum to them at all”, MSZP voters is a group 

with a significantly lower (21%) proportion of these supporters. The proportion of people 

with a rejecting attitude is significantly higher among people living in Northern Hungary 

(43%), on the Southern Great Plains, and in county seats (41%-41%) as well.  
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Figure 18 Social groups with significantly higher and lower proportions of supporters of 
“not giving them asylum at all” (%)  

 
 
It is widely known that people with higher levels of education are usually more likely to 

accept ethnic groups different from their own and social diversity in general. In the left side 

of Figure 19 this association is confirmed: in general, in the total sample the higher people’s 

level of education is the lower the proportion of those who would not give anybody asylum. 

On the right side of the figure the same connection can be found but only for inhabitants of 

Budapest: mainly because of Budapest’s above mentioned special situation in the refugee 

crisis we cannot see this “basic” connection in terms of level of education and being 

accepting of refugees. The figure shows that among people with the highest level of 

education in Budapest the proportion of those with rejecting attitudes is two times higher 

(29%) than in the total sample (14%). Furthermore, there are much more uncertain 

respondents with a college degree in Budapest (35%) than countrywide (18%). 

Usually living in bigger cities (especially in county seats and in Budapest) means that one is 

more likely to meet people from different groups and backgrounds, more likely to live in 
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better conditions, and more likely to be confident in their lives in general. With regards to 

asylum-seekers from the war-zones this association is not fulfilled. 

Figure 19 Opinions on giving asylum to asylum seekers from countries affected by military 
conflicts by education in Budapest and in the total sample (%)  
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5. Fear, scapegoating and welfare chauvinism 

Scapegoating and rejecting the idea of “open society” are central elements of xenophobia. 

The different aspects—general and more specific—elements of fear connected to asylum- 

seekers and migrants are also worth analysing in today’s Europe, especially in light of the 

recent terror attacks worldwide.11  

Welfare chauvinism refers to the concept according to which welfare benefits should be 

restricted to certain groups, particularly to the natives of a country, as opposed to 

immigrants.12 The idea of “welfare services should be restricted to our own” has a great 

impact on public opinion and on asylum policy as well. In the present survey a set of items 

has been developed in order to measure the different elements of fear, as well as the 

perceived threat according to which immigrants, asylum seekers, and refugees pose a 

serious danger to the country’s welfare system and culture.  

In Table 1 we grouped the eight statements that were used in all Visegrad countries to 

measure levels of fear and welfare chauvinism in relation to immigration during August and 

October 2015.  

                                                 
11 It has to be emphasised, however, that the fieldwork was carried out before the Paris terror attack in all the 
examined countries. 
12 The term was first used by Jørgen Goul Andersen and Tor Bjørklund in Denmark and Norway in the 1990s.  
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Table 1: Elements of fear and welfare chauvinism13  

 

Elements of fear Elements of welfare 
chauvinism and cultural 
threat 

Rather abstract Rather specific 

Interacting with immigrants 
makes me uneasy 

Immigrants cause an 
increase in crimes 

Immigrants take jobs from 
people who are already here 

Immigration in our country is 
out of control 

I worry that immigrants may 
spread unusual diseases 

With increased immigration I 
fear that our way of life will 
change for the worse 

 I am afraid that in case of 
war or political tension 
immigrants will be loyal to 
their country of origin 

I am afraid that our own 
culture will be lost with the 
increase in immigration 

 
Figure 20 shows the different levels of fear in the examined four countries,  

Figure 20: The different levels of fear in the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Poland and Hungary; 
the proportion of those who ‘totally’ or ‘rather’ agree that… (N=cca 1000)  (in percent) 
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13 In recent empiric research not only the economic aspect of welfare chauvinism has been assessed but its 
social and cultural aspects as well. See for example the development of the DEREX index on right wing 
extremism more information on this can be found at: http://derexindex.eu/. In this broader context therefore 
all together three items were aimed to assess the attitudes on welfare chauvinism and the perceived cultural 
threat. 
 

http://derexindex.eu/
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Apparently the level of fear was very high in all examined countries, and it was not in close 

connection to the number of asylum seekers present in the country at the time of the 

fieldwork. The only exception to some extent is Poland, where the level of fear, especially in 

response to the statement “interaction with refugees makes me uneasy”, was considerably 

lower. 

Levels of fear were significantly higher in Slovakia and in the Czech Republic than in Hungary, 

except for one item related to the control of immigration. In Hungary—where the presence 

of asylum seekers and refugees was significant all throughout the summer—every second 

respondent agreed that “immigration in our country is out of control,” whereas this number 

was 44% in the Czech Republic, 33% in Poland, and 24% in Slovakia. 

The proportion of those agreeing with the two more specific fears—the one connected to 

the increase in crimes and the other to the spread of diseases—varied to a large extent by 

country. The statement connected to the threat of disloyalty in case of war or political 

tension was approved by roughly two third of the respondents, except in Poland. 

The level of welfare chauvinism was assessed from an economic, cultural and social 

perspective. (See the specific items and the rankings by country in Figure 21) 

Figure 21 The level of the different aspects of welfare chauvinism in the Visegrad 
countries: the proportion of those who ‘totally’ or ‘rather’ agree that … (per cent) 
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The level of fear connected to welfare chauvinism was the highest in the Czech Republic and 

the lowest in Poland. The data from Slovakia and Hungary show almost the same results.  

The ranking of the different aspects is the same in all countries except for Poland: while the 

threat connected to the way of life (social aspect) was perceived to be the largest, the threat 

connected to labour shortage (economic aspect) was the lowest in Hungary, Slovakia and the 

Czech Republic as well. (This might be surprising, as it seems to be somewhat inconsistent 

with the distribution of the answers on the perception of the effects of the different aspects 

of immigration presented in Figure 14).  

In Figure 22 and 23 the most important predictors of the level of fear and welfare 

chauvinism perceived in Hungary are summarised, focusing on the two most threatening 

statements based on the rankings shown in Figure 20 and 2114.  

Figure 22: The most important predictors of fear concerning immigrants’ disloyalty in case 
of war or political tension; (N=763) (in percent) 
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14 Based on a six-degree-scale, where 6 meant “I strongly agree” and 1 “I strongly disagree”, we compared 
those who “strongly agree” or “agree” (category of 5 and 6) with those who “somewhat disagree”, “disagree” 
or “strongly disagree” (categories of 1 to 3). Those—roughly one fifth of the respondents—who “somewhat 
agreed” with those items were excluded consciously from the analysis, due to the skewed distribution of the 
answers (i.e.  the overwhelming majority of the respondents “totally” or “somewhat agreed” with all items on 
fears and welfare chauvinism); and our aim was to concentrate on the group that perceive fear and welfare 
chauvinism the most as presumably they are the ones who are the most  receptive to xenophobic views and 
ideas. 
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Figure 23: The most important predictors of the social aspect of welfare chauvinism; the 
proportion of those who ‘totally’ or ‘rather’ agree that “with increased immigration I fear 
that our way of life will change for the worse” (N=761) (in percent) 
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Comparing the two figures, apparently place of residence (both by region and type of 

settlement), party preference, as well as personal contact with refugees, asylum seekers or 

migrants, has a significant effect on the level of fear and welfare chauvinism, whereas the 

gender and the subjectively perceived financial situation of the respondents do not play a 

significant role in these attitudes. (It has to be mentioned, however, that gender had an 

effect on anxiety: Female respondents tend to be more anxious while interacting with 

refugees).  

A lower level of education (elementary or trade school) increased the level of fear, while a 

high level of education (at least college) decreased the level of the perceived threat 

concerning immigrants’ disloyalty in case of war or political tension. 

Quite surprisingly we did not find the respondents’ evaluation of the financial situation of 

their own household to be a strong predictor of their level of fear and welfare chauvinism; 

however, their evaluation of Hungary’s present and future economic prospects we found to 

be a strong predictor. 

Regarding party preferences, we can state that FIDESZ and Jobbik voters are 

overrepresented among those who perceive a threat to their way of living, while MSZP 

voters are underrepresented. Those who live in Northern Hungary and Southern Trans-
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Danubia more likely to perceive threat to their way of living and agree with the statement 

that point to welfare chauvinism, whilst those who live in Western Trans-Danubia are more 

likely not to think about migrants as a threat to their lifestyle or being disloyal to Hungary. 

Finally, we can state that having come into personal contact with any kind of migrants 

decreases significantly both the level of fear and welfare chauvinism. (Meeting with 

refugees, asylum seekers or migrants in the past 12 months did not effect significantly the 

attitudes towards the examined two statements.)  

To sum up we can state that party preferences, place of residence (both place of residence 

and type of settlement) and the level of education play an important role in all examined 

forms of xenophobic attitudes, including the level of fear and welfare chauvinism. Further 

analysis should be carried out to tackle and specify the partial effects of the different socio-

economic predictors. 

6. Public opinion on the refugee crisis related to policies and the 

perceived roles of the different stakeholders  

A set of simple questions concerning immigration policies was incorporated into the 

questionnaire, and we also asked the respondents to decide which governmental or non 

governmental actors’ primary responsibility it is to provide certain facilities and services for 

asylum seekers, refugees and migrants crossing or staying in Hungary. (Figure 24-26) 

Figure 24 shows the different statements in order of public approval. The overwhelming 

majority of the respondents agreed that those who are not eligible for refugee status should 

be sent home directly, as well as that border control must be strengthened in the European 

Union. One question on the perceived threat were also incorporated into this question 

block: 85% said that they are scared of too many refugees coming to Europe. (In contrast the 

proportion who those scared by the amount of refugees coming into Germany was only 38% 

in Germany in the beginning of September 2015.) Those who supported the idea that private 

citizens should help refugees on the local level was much higher in Germany (95%) than in 

Hungary (61%).15 

                                                 
15 Comparative data on Hungary and Germany is presented in Appendix 7. 
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Figure 24 Attitudes towards immigration policies (the proportion of those who (rather) 
agree16, in per cent) 
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The proportion of those who agreed with the quota system proposed by the EU—according 

to which Hungary must admit the number of refugees matching her abilities—was relatively 

high in September 2015 and has increased since then. According to the results of Publicus 

37% agreed with the quota system in September, and every second respondent supported 

the idea in October.  

On the other hand the proportion of those agreeing with the statement: “Our borders must 

be defended from asylum-seekers even by the use of weapons, if necessary” also increased 

between mid-September and mid-October from 41% to 58%. Comparing this data, it has to 

be borne in mind, however, that the fieldwork of the Publicus survey was carried out just  

before the so called “attack on Röszke.”18 

                                                 
16  The proportion of those who “somewhat agreed”, “agreed” or “strongly agreed” is shown together. 
17 See the English summary at: http://www.publicus.hu/blog/refugee_crisis_hungary_a_divided_country/ 
18 16 September 2015. 

http://www.publicus.hu/blog/refugee_crisis_hungary_a_divided_country/
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Comparing the answers to the question with regards to the basic services that should be 

provided to asylum seekers and refugees typically only crossing Hungary (Figure 25) and the 

question referring to the ones staying—who should therefore be integrated into Hungary—

(Figure 25) we found two important differences.  

Figure 25 Whose responsibility is it primarily to provide…for the asylum seekers and 
refugees staying in Hungary? (in per cent)  

 
* “Else” was not shown to the respondents as a possible answer category 
 
Figure 26 Whose responsibility is it primarily to provide… for refugees and immigrants who 
settled down in Hungary? (in per cent) 

 
* “Else” was not shown to the respondents as a possible answer category 

 
Comparing the values related to the different actors in both figures it is obvious that most of 

the respondents think that providing help to the migrants is primarily the role of the 

government: people seem to be more certain about that in case of basic needs than in case 

of the integration-related items, except for the question on education. 
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Comparing the values of “no one’s task”, it seems that people are willing to provide more 

help towards “basic survival” (e.g. food, shelter, general information and health care) than 

providing integration services such as finding an appropriate job, flat, or learning Hungarian. 

It might also be connected to the issue—as also emphasised by some of the expert 

interviewees—that it is much easier and less costly to provide basic services to those on 

their way to Western Europe than integrating people who want to settle down in Hungary. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: Data derived from European Social Surveys (2012 and 2014-2015) 

Map 1.1 The „heat map” of prejudice and welfare chauvinism in Europe in 2012 

 

 

Source : http ://derexindex.eu/chart.php 

 

http://derexindex.eu/chart.php
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 Appendix 2 The cover page of the national consultation 
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Appendix 3 The questions of the national consultation 
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Appendix 4 Two posters of the poster campaign (June 2015) 
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Appendix 5: Selected results of the Eurobarometer survey (September 2015) 

 

Figure 5.1: The proportion of those who consider immigration as one of the main 
challenges of the EU and its Member States 

 

 

Figure 5.2 “Fear-driven” attitudes No 1 – The proportion of those who agree with the 
statement that „economy migrants outside the EU” 

 

 

  



 37 

Figure 5.3 “Fear-driven” attitudes No 2 – The proportion of those who agree that “the 
economy needs migrants from the EU” 

  

 

Figure 5.4 “Fear-driven” attitudes No 3 – The proportion of those who agree that “EU 
migrants increase the cultural diversity”  

 

 

 

Figure 5.5: Migration policy-oriented attitudes No 1 – The proportion of those who agree 
that “More decisions should be done at EU level” 
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Figure 5.6: Migration policy-oriented attitudes No 2 – The proportion of those who agree 
that “More financial support should be given for border control” 

 

 

Figure 5.7: Migration policy-oriented attitudes No 3 – The proportion of those who agree 

that „Binding quotas should be used to distribute migrants” 
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Figure 5.8: Migration policy-oriented attitudes No 4 – The proportion of those who agree 
that “The asylum seekers should be better distributed”  

 

 

Source of Figures 5.1-5.8: 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/pdf/eurobarometre/2015/2015parlemeter/eb84_1_synthese_analy
tique_partie_1_migration_en.pdf 

 
 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/pdf/eurobarometre/2015/2015parlemeter/eb84_1_synthese_analytique_partie_1_migration_en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/pdf/eurobarometre/2015/2015parlemeter/eb84_1_synthese_analytique_partie_1_migration_en.pdf
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Appendix 6: Complementary data from TÁRKI Omnibus survey (October 2015) 

Table 6.1 The number of rejected reasons for flight, by selected socio-demographic 
indicators (average)  

 

  average N 
st 
deviation 

Level of education 

Elementary school at most 4,36 140 2,63 

Trade school 4,53 220 2,47 

High school 4,17 266 2,69 

College degree 3,64 107 2,59 

Total 4,237 733 2,61 

Sign (F probe)  0, 032 

Type of settlement 

county seat 5,17 117 2,07 

City 4,26 253 2,64 

Town 3,81 217 2,69 

Budapest 4,10 146 2,63 

Total 4,24 733 2,61 

Sign (F probe)  0,000 

Personal contact  

Personally know asylum-seeker, refugee or migrant 1,67 24,00 2,20 

Do not know Personally know asylum-seeker, refugee or migrant 4,32 709,00 2,58 

Total 4,24 733,00 2,61 

Sign (F probe)  0,000 

Have met asylum-seeker, refugee or migrant in Hungary in the past 12 month? 

Yes, have met 4,74 200 2,65 

Have not met 4,05 532 2,57 

Total 4,24 732 2,61 

Sign (F probe)  0,001 

Region 

Central Hungary 4,14 244 2,68 

Central Trans-Danubia 4,54 65 2,78 

Western Trans-Danubia 3,62 76 2,71 

Southern Trans-Danubia 4,62 63 2,17 

Northern Hungary 4,93 86 2,28 

Northern Great Plain 3,81 104 2,58 

Southern Great Plain 4,36 95 2,66 

Total 4,24 733 2,61 

  0,014 

Party preference 

FIDESZ  voters 4,88 225 2,40 

MSZP voters 3,28 58 2,71 

Jobbik voters 4,66 104 2,43 

Total 4,27 441 2,61 

* only those indicators are presented which effect was significant on a 0.05 level 
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Appendix 7: Comparative results in Germany and Hungary 

 
Figure 7.1 Attitudes towards different reasons for flight, by the order of welcoming 
attitude Iin Germany (N=1500) and in Hungary (N=1003) in per cent 
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Figure 7.2 Attitudes towards selected statements on the refugee crisis in Germany 
(N=1500) and in Hungary (N=1003) in per cent 
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Appendix 8: Attitudes towards asylum seekers, refugees and migrants 

(Questionnaire block incorporated in TÁRKI OMNIBUS October 2015)  

 
 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Questionnaire 

Attitudes towards migrants, asylum seekers and refugees  
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Introduction: 

In 2015 many refugees and asylum seekers arrived to Hungary and Europe. There is an ongoing 

discussion whether Hungary and Europe should accept asylum seekers or not. People’s opinion varies 

a lot with regards to the question if Hungary should provide asylum or not to certain group of asylum 

seekers. 

 

1. What do you think? Should Hungary accept … 

1  –  all asylum seekers 

2  –  none of them, or 

3  –  some of them? 

 

9  –  Don’t know (DK) X  – 

 

 

2. What do you think? Should Hungary accept …? 

 Yes No DK  

a. Syrians? 1 2 9 X 

b. Afghans? 1 2 9 X 

c. Iraqis? 1 2 9 X 

d. Albans from Kosovo? 1 2 9 X 

e. Hungarians from Ukraine? 1 2 9 X 

f. Pakistanis? 1 2 9 X 

g. Somalis? 1 2 9 X 

h. Pirezians? 1 2 9 X 

 

GO TO Q3  

ROTATE! 
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FROM ALL RESPONDENTS! 

3. In your opinion, should Hungary admit asylum-seekers from countries affected by military 

conflicts? PLEASE USE CARD 19 

 

1 – Yes, we should admit them and let them settle here  

2 – Yes, we should admit them until they are able to return to their country of origin 

3 – No, we should not admit refugees 

 

9  –  DK X  –   

 

4. A large number of asylum-seekers from Middle East and North Africa came mostly to the 

Southern European countries, which are unable to manage such a number of refugees. In 

your opinion, should Hungary admit some of those refugees coming to the EU? 20 

 

1 – Definitely yes,  

2 – Rather yes,  

3 – rather no, or  

4 – Definitely mo? 

 9  –  DK X  –   

 

                                                 
19 CEORG (Central European Opinion Research Group)19 survey that asks standard questions regularly to 
explore attitudes towards specific asylum-seeker groups in the Visegrad countries (the Czech Republic, 
Hungary, Slovakia and Poland). Fieldwork of this questionnaire has been carried out between August and 
October 2015. 
20 CEORG question asked also in the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Poland 
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5.  In your opinion, should Hungary admit asylum-seekers … 21 

 Yes No DK  

a. who left their country due to war or civil war? 1 2 9 X 

b. who have left their country due to the Islam 

State? 1 2 9 X 

c. who have left their country, due to lack of work 1 2 9 X 

d. who have fled due to hunger or natural 

catastrophes 1 2 9 X 

e. who are being persecuted due to different 

political activity? 1 2 9 X 

f. who are being persecuted due to their religion? 1 2 9 X 

g. who are being persecuted due to their ethnic or 

national origin? 1 2 9 X 

h. who arrived to Hungary with the aim of family 

reunion (part of the family lives in Hungary 

already) 
1 2 9 X 

                                                 
21 Source of questions:  ARD-Deutschland Trend survey, summary on the result of survey carried out in 
September is available in English at: http://imgur.com/a/r74wg 

ROTATE! 

http://imgur.com/a/r74wg
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6. Providing certain services for those asylum seekers and refugees arriving to Hungary is done 

in different areas. In your opinion whose responsibility is it primarily to provide…for those 

arrive to Hungary? PLEASE USE CARD 

 government 
or local 

governments 

NGOs churches and 
humanitarian 
organisations 

private 
persons 

No one Else DK  

a. … general 

information  (e.g. 

to navigate their 

ways in 

Hungary))? 

4 3 2 1 0 7 9 X 

b. … basic needs 

(food, shelter and 

clothing))? 

4 3 2 1 0 7 9 X 

c. …transportation 

facilities? 
4 3 2 1 0 7 9 X 

d. …providing 

health care? 
4 3 2 1 0 7 9 X 

 

7. Providing services and facilities for acknowledged refugees to Hungary is done in different 

areas.  In your opinion whose responsibility is it primarily to provide…for refugees and 

immigrants who settled down in Hungary? PLEASE USE CARD 

 

 government 
or local 

governments 

NGOs churches and 
humanitarian 
organisations 

private 
persons 

No one Else DK  

a. ..the possibility of 

participation in the 

Hungarian education 

4 3 2 1 0 7 9 X 

b. ..Hungarian lessons? 4 3 2 1 0 7 9 X 

c. …training for labour 

market integration? 
4 3 2 1 0 7 9 X 

d. …help in finding 

appropriate flat? 
4 3 2 1 0 7 9 X 

e. …general help in 

finding a job? 
4 3 2 1 0 7 9 X 

 

8. Do you know personally any migrant, refugee or asylum-seeker? 

 

1 – Yes 

2 – No 

9  –  DK        X  –   
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9. Have you met any migrant, refugee or asylum-seeker in the last 12 month? 

 

1 – Yes 

2 – No 

               9  –  DK        X  –   

 

10. Do you agree or disagree with the following statements? PLEASE USE CARD! 

 

 
Agree 

strongl
y 

Agree 
Agree 

somewhat 
Disagree 

somewhat 
Disagree 

Disagree 
strongly 

 

a. I think it is good that 
private persons get 
involved locally for 
refugees**. 

6 5 4 3 2 1 DK X 

b. It scares me that this 
many refugees 
come to Europe** 

6 5 4 3 2 1 DK X 

c. Hungary must admit 
the number of 
refugees that match 
her abilities 

d.  * 

6 5 4 3 2 1 DK X 

e. Our borders must be 
defended from 
asylum-seekers 
even by the use of 
weapons, if 
necessary*. 

6 5 4 3 2 1 DK X 

f. We must be stricter 
in sending home 
those who are not 
"real refugees" 
(those who not 
eligible for refugee 
status) 

6 5 4 3 2 1 DK X 

g. Border control must 
become stricter in 
the European Union 

6 5 4 3 2 1 DK X 

*Source of the questions Publicus survey, asked in 10-14 September 201522 

** Source of questions:  ARD-Deutschland Trend survey (September, 2015) 

                                                 
22 See the English summary at: http://www.publicus.hu/blog/refugee_crisis_hungary_a_divided_country/ 
 

http://www.publicus.hu/blog/refugee_crisis_hungary_a_divided_country/
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INTRODUCTION TO LABOUR MIGRATION: 

Finally I am going to ask you about foreigners who do not seek for refuge but would like to settle 

down and work in Hungary. There is an ongoing discussion whether Hungary should support the 

settling down of foreigners or not. People’s opinion varies a lot with regards to the question if 

Hungary should let migrants settle down in Hungary with the aim of work or should not. 

 

11. First I am going to list you different professions. Do you think Hungary should support the settling 
down of a foreign worker if he or she is … PLEASE USE CARD! 

ROTATE Yes, by all means Some of them No way DK  

a. a skilled worker?  3 2 1 9 X 

b. an unskilled worker?  3 2 1 9 X 

c. a programmer? 3 2 1 9 X 

d. a nurse 3 2 1 9 X 

e. a doctor? 3 2 1 9 X 

f. a teacher? 3 2 1 9 X 

g. a trader? 3 2 1 9 X 

h. a cook? 3 2 1 9 X 

i. a cleaner ? 3 2 1 9 X 

 

12. Now I am going to list you different family statuses and life situations. Do you think Hungary 
should support the settling down of a foreign worker if he or she is … PLEASE USE CARD! 

ROTATE Yes, by all 
means 

Some of them No way DK  

a. single man? 3 2 1 9 X 

b. single women? 3 2 1 9 X 

c. Young couple? 3 2 1 9 x 

d. family with maximum of 2 

children? 
3 2 1 9 X 

e. family with at least 3 

children? 
3 2 1 9 X 

f. retired couple? 3 2 1 9 X 
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13. Now I am going to list you different nationalities. Do you think Hungary should support the 
settling down of a foreign worker if he or she is … PLEASE USE CARD! 

 

ROTATE Yes, by all 
means 

Some of them No way DK  

a. American 3 2 1 9 X 

b. Sub-Saharan Africa (from 

Ghana, Ivory Coast, Nigeria, 

Eritrea, Somalia)? 

3 2 1 9 X 

c. Israeli? 3 2 1 9 X 

d. Chinese? 3 2 1 9 X 

e. Polish? 3 2 1 9 X 

f. Pakistani? 3 2 1 9 X 

g. Spanish? 3 2 1 9 X 

h. Syrian? 3 2 1 9 X 

i. Turkish? 3 2 1 9 X 

 

14. Do you think immigration it is rather advantageous or disadvantageous for Hungary: 

generally?  

…and from an economic perspective? 

…and from a cultural perspective? 

 advantageous to 
a larger extent 

Rather advan-
tageous 

Rather 
disadvan-
tageous 

Disadvantageous 
to a larger extent 

DK  

a. Generally 4 3 2 1 9 X 

b. From an economic 

perspective 
4 3 2 1 9 X 

c. From a cultural 

perspective 
4 3 2 1 9 X 
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15. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?23 

 

 
Agree 

strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
somewhat 

Disagree 
somewhat 

Disagree 
Disagree 

strongly 
 

Immigration in our 
country is out of 
control 

6 5 4 3 2 1 DK X 

Immigrants cause 
increase in crimes 

6 5 4 3 2 1 DK X 

Immigrants take jobs 
from people who are 
here already 

6 5 4 3 2 1 DK X 

Interacting with 
immigrants makes me 
uneasy 

6 5 4 3 2 1 DK X 

I worry that immigrants 
may spread unusual 
diseases 

6 5 4 3 2 1 DK X 

I am afraid that in case 
of war or political 
tension immigrants will 
be loyal to their 
country of origin 

6 5 4 3 2 1 DK X 

With increased 
immigration I fear that 
our way of life will 
change for the worse 

6 5 4 3 2 1 DK X 

I doubt that 
immigrants will put the 
interest of our country 
first 

6 5 4 3 2 1 DK X 

I am afraid that our 
own culture will be lost 
with increase in 
immigration 

6 5 4 3 2 1 DK X 

 

                                                 
23 CEORG questions; asked also in the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Poland 


