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Abstract 

In this study first I will demonstrate how difficult it is to enact a regulation consid-

ering the tension between the right of free speech and the right to human dignity and 

what the arguments are for a milder and for a stricter regulation. Secondly I will high-

light a new challenge, the regulation of online hate speech. Following that I will in-

troduce the Hungarian legislation system, which regulates hate speech on several 

stages, in different branches of law. These laws have different culpability conditions, 

but also include controversial elements. At the last section I will analyse the appear-

ance of hate speech, similarities and differences in Hungary and Japan. As a conclu-

sion I could suggest that despite all differences the manifestation hatred and stereo-

types against discriminated groups are universal. 

Keywords: hate speech; human rights; right of free speech; right to human dignity; 
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Introduction 

Discrimination and hate speech1 present perennial challenges for modern demo-

cratic societies; Hungary is no exception. In recent years hateful utterances are being 

directed with increasing frequency especially against Roma people. Japan too strug-

gles with a similar problem at present; the increasing manifestation of hatred against 

ethnic minorities has come to the attention of the United Nations. The Japanese gov-

ernment has been encouraged to enact legislation against hate speech as part of prepa-

rations for the 2020 Olympic Games.  

In this study I will introduce legal and moral arguments for and against the regula-

tion of hate speech, including online hate speech, a new challenge for law-makers. 

Following that I will introduce the Hungarian legislation system concerning hate 

                                                 
1 However there is no universal definition of hate speech I use it as a term “covering all forms of ex-
pression which spread, incite, promote or justify racial hatred, xenophobia, anti-Semitism or other 
forms of hatred based on intolerance, including: intolerance expressed by aggressive nationalism and 
ethnocentrism, discrimination and hostility against minorities, migrants and people of immigrant origin” 
(CECM Recommendation 1997 p. 107.) 
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speech. Finally I will analyse the appearance of hate speech in Hungary and by that I 

would display some common features of hate speech in Hungary and in Japan. 

 

Polemics around regulation of hate speech  

Regulation of hate speech is one of the most controversial jurisprudential questions. 

Not only in those states where the government intends to enact official regulation, but 

also in countries with long-time established hate speech laws – such as Germany, the 

United States or Hungary – debates about modifying or tightening regulation arise 

from time to time, especially after particular racist incidents. The basis of these dis-

courses are not that hate speech should be regulated or not, but how to do this and 

what price can be acceptable for regulation in a democratic society. This is because 

when introducing legislation to curb hate speech we are forced to choose between two 

basic human rights: the right of free speech and the right to human dignity. In this sec-

tion I will review the different arguments concerning this complex issue.  

 

The first approach prefers a milder regulation in order to protect the right of free 

speech from any abuse. They propose to follow the ‘clear and present danger’ princi-

ple, first articulated by Oliver Wendell Holmes in 1919 in the United States.2 Accord-

ing to this principle an utterance cannot be banned on the basis of its content, its vul-

garity or because it is insulting, offensive or scandalous etc.; it can be restricted only 

on the basis of its direct effect on listeners who as a result of the utterance are incited 

to engage in illegal behaviour. It is not required that these illegal actions should be 

carried out; in 1969 Supreme Court Justice Brennan articulated that it is enough that 

an utterance is ’directed to inciting or producing imminent lawless action and is likely 

to incite or produce such action.’ (Brandenburg v. Ohio 1969)3 In this manner not a 

particular or a particular kind of utterance is restricted but the act of spreading hate 

and instigating other people. This is a principle followed by most countries’ regula-

tion, including Hungary. 

                                                 
2 Supreme Court Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes’s decision was a landmark in the history of regulating 
hate speech. He articulated first that the right of free speech can be limited, but prohibition of any 
statement is allowed to use only ‘in such circumstances a to create a clear and present danger’ and 
maintained that ’the character of every act depends upon the circumstances in which it is done.’ 
Schenck v. United States (1919) 
3 The process when a court has to decide whether a statement includes immanent lawless action(s) or 
not often called after this case as ’Brandenburg-test.’ 
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The arguments behind the “clear and present danger” principle are based on the 

right of free speech. The UN’s Universal Declaration of Human Rights declares, ‘eve-

ryone has the right to freedom of opinion and expression,’ (Article 19) and interpreta-

tions of this section assert that this indicates the right to participate in public discours-

es and to express his/her opinion even if it is insulting, offensive, incorrect, untrue, 

stereotypical or immoral. (Halmai & Tóth, 2008, pp. 431432)) 

Protecting the right of free speech is a main interest of every democracy, because a 

democratic society could get strengthened and remain strong through open democratic 

discourses. Discussing alternative opinions contributes to solve problems; the differ-

ent views should confront and battle on the free marketplace of ideas. So in a democ-

racy unpleasant and extreme opinions should also appear in order to either get cleared 

through open debates or get rejected. The individuals should be able to discuss such 

views that are inconsistent with democracy, that do not share the idea of equal human 

dignity, because a democratic, plural society is characterized by critics that should be 

tolerated and managed. That is why many experts hold that hate speech is a necessary 

evil in a democracy, either we want to have the right of free speech with its every 

consequence or we have to completely reject it. (Molnár, 2003) 

Content-neutrality is also important because there are no objective measurements 

of dangerous, extreme or offensive content. On the one hand every statement, even 

the most innocent ones could be construed as insulting depending on the sensitivity of 

a listener therefore individuals’ own sensibility should not be seen as grounds for re-

stricting free speech. (Koltay, 2010) Such an interpretation of free speech serves to 

guarantee the neutrality of the state; if a state or a government starts decide which 

statements are acceptable and which are out of bounds it could easily get on the ‘slip-

pery slope’ and label any other content undesirable. (Sajó, 2005, p. 38) Moreover, 

content-based regulation of free speech is open to abuse; after all the state is not com-

petent to make choices or to take sides in ideological disputes. Furthermore there is a 

paradox in connection with content-based regulation: it is more likely to abuse regula-

tion when the problem of hate speech seems to be really dangerous in a country and 

this danger urges to regulate it in a content-based way. Because if the major part of a 

society does not condemn spreading hate, then it is quite possible that the arbitrary 

use of restriction will also remain unopposed. (Molnár, 2008, p. 40) Besides it is also 

for content-neutrality that hate speech often appears encoded. 
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What concerns the implements of controlling hate speech, representatives of this 

approach highlight that criminal law is considered as ‘ultima ratio,’ it should not be 

used if it can be avoided. They prefer to employ other branches of law (e.g. media 

law) or implements beyond the law system, such as education or an official standing 

out for minorities and against hate speech. They argue that unreasonable restriction 

could easily become contra-productive (Baker, 2008, pp. 19-20): prosecutions could 

help the haters to become famous or a martyrs; forcing the extremist groups into ille-

gality tends to radicalize them and last but not least restriction only covers the actual 

problem and does not support to stop the hatred behind hate speech.   

 

On the other hand there are more and more people who think that tightening the 

regulation up would be an appropriate answer to the increasing hatred against minori-

ties. According to this approach a strict, probably even content-based regulation 

should be enacted in order to protect the right of human dignity. They assert that a 

state should never let that anybody would offend or even question the citizens’ equal 

human dignity and the right of free speech does not cover such utterances that are 

considered to be hate speech. They argue that hate speech is not simply insulting or 

offensive but it strengthens prejudices and consolidates the defencelessness of minori-

ties (Sajó, 2005, p. 168), therefore accepting it as an opinion protected by the right of 

free speech increases its toleration by the society which provides a ground for vio-

lence and exclusion towards minorities. (M. Tóth & Tordai, 2013b) In addition the 

unconcealed aim of hate speech is to intimidate minorities and by that reduce them to 

silence and prevent the equal access to the right of free speech. (Barát, 2008, pp. 107-

108) 

Those who support this view do not believe that an extensive restriction would en-

danger the open, democratic discourse. According to them hate speech is not worthy 

of protection (by the right of free speech) because it does not belong to the reasonable 

social debates; it is not conducive to democratic discourse; moreover, it seeks to cir-

cumvent democratic ‘rules’ (Baker, 2008, p. 6). They assert that basic values of de-

mocracy (including equal human dignity which is offended by hate speech) are such 

issues that should not be argued at all; besides there are representatives of this ap-

proach who even consider hate speech as ‘an empty, solely affective, emotion-based 

utterance that does not contain any opinion.’ (Tilk, 2005, p. 14) 
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Moral commitment against hate speech in forms of laws would also be widely sup-

ported in this view, because such a symbolic gesture given by the state would mark 

out the boundaries of social norms and show that the democracy is able to defend it-

self. (M. Tóth & Tordai, 2013a) It is often emphasized that the aim of restriction is 

definitely not to make the society ‘better’ or more tolerant; the law is not an adequate 

implement for this; but it could influence conventions, yield moral compensation for 

the aggrieved party and it would be dissuasive such as any other legal sanctions.   

Finally historical responsibility is also a common argument for strict regulation. 

Several minorities were exposed significant persecution throughout history and after 

all it is no wonder that they become more sensitive towards any manifestation of ha-

tred; that is why we the majority should take any insults against them more seriously. 

Particular utterances, even ones that seem innocent out of context, could be much 

more humiliating for a persecuted minority, because hate speech, even without explic-

it appeal for violence, could be the basis of genocides not so long ago. (Kirs, 2013) 

 

New challenge: regulation of online hate speech 

If this problem would not be complex enough, regulation of online hate speech 

definitely poses even greater challenges. 

The Internet provides yields a perfect vehicle for radical groups. Under the protec-

tion of anonymity people tend to become aggressive and find it easy to degrade some-

body or some group, humiliating them or questioning their human dignity. It is easy, 

cheap and fast to reach an audience, which could be much greater than in real life and 

could become international at any time. Even in case of obvious violation of law the 

perpetrators can easily evade prosecution: it is extremely difficult to define and prove 

who or what is the source of a particular insulting utterance, not to mention the issue 

of jurisdiction: who is responsible for particular content, the uploader or the web host-

ing service?  It often occurs that the source of an utterance and the insulted party are 

divided in space and/or time, they could live in a separated culture, country or even 

continent. Which country is or should be authorized to start a prosecution: the country 

where the content was uploaded or the country where the insult took its effect? Radi-

cal groups love to make use of this legal shortcoming; they rent servers and buy do-

mains not in their target- or homeland but somewhere else where the authorities can-

not reach them.  
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These characteristics would call for a strict regulation concerning online hate 

speech; however there are also good reasons why we should abstain from strict re-

strictions. The Internet is considered the most democratic medium, the absolute ideal 

of ‘the free marketplace of ideas,’ where arguments and counter-arguments are equal-

ly available and accessible, where anybody can equally practice the right of free 

speech regardless of social, economical status. For the very reason of anonymity it is 

not so easy to reduce somebody into silence by intimidation like in real life. The In-

ternet makes it possible and encourages marginal groups to organize themselves and 

give utterance to their interests. Furthermore the Internet is a so-called ‘pull-type me-

dium,’ which means that the user has to take active steps to reach the information, 

contrary to the television’s or public speech’s passive recipient; therefore ‘captured 

audience’ does not exist in the online world. (Bayer, 2003) We also have to take the 

contra-productivity into consideration: restriction of anything in the online world 

leads to immediate mystification, banning a website just makes it more popular.  

 
One possible solution: hate speech regulation in Hungary 

The Hungarian legislation system regulates hate speech on several stages. First of 

all The Fundamental Law of Hungary (the current constitution) guarantees the basic 

human right to human dignity and to the freedom of speech (Article II. and IX.) in 

accordance with the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Decisions of the Consti-

tutional Court of Hungary are also an important source of law in connection with hu-

man rights. Here I have to note that in 2013 the Hungarian Parliament overruled all of 

the former decisions published by the Constitutional Court but despite of this ques-

tionable move declarations have a great effect on interpretation and application of 

laws and the Constitutional Court’s decisions are widely considered as valid.  

The Constitutional Court’s decisions about hate speech proclaim that ‘announcing 

rancorous content is allowed (due to the right of free speech) but instigating, inciting 

people is prohibited’ (CC 1992) adhering in essence to the clear and present danger 

rule. These documents also maintain that ‘the right of free speech refers to every 

statement regardless of its way, style, moral or social value and in most of the cases of 

its truth value, too.’ (CC 1994) 

On that account incitement is prohibited by criminal law:  

‘Any person who before the public at large incites hatred against: 
a) the Hungarian nation; 
b) any national, ethnic, racial or religious group; or 
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c) certain societal groups, in particular on the grounds of disability, gender identity or 
sexual orientation; 
is guilty of a felony punishable by imprisonment not exceeding three years.’ (Criminal 
Code Section 332.) 

In this section a) is a quite questionable point because regulation of hate speech is de-

signed to protect minorities, not the majority of a society. However criminal prosecu-

tions because of incitements are very rare in Hungary and in the last 25 years only in 

two cases were found somebody guilty4; instead of that it is quite usual that the sus-

pects (who often become also violent) are charged with public nuisance, which is 

much easier to prove on courts. Furthermore this regulation is coupled with a content-

based restriction about a special case of hate speech, the open denial of Nazi or Com-

munist crimes:  

‘Any person who denies before the public at large the crime of genocide and other 
crimes committed against humanity by Nazi and Communist regimes, or expresses any 
doubt or implies that it is insignificant, or attempts to justify them is guilty of felony 
punishable by imprisonment not exceeding three years.’ (Criminal Code Section 
333) 

The first ruling on the basis of this section was handed down in January 2015; an arti-

cle was banned from the most famous Hungarian radical website named kuruc.info 

(Index 2015). As I mentioned before content-based regulation is controversial on its 

own, so it is not surprising that this decision was also questioned, even one of the 

most significant human rights organisations (TASZ) has offered legal advice and de-

fence for the website despite its obviously anti-Semitic and racist content. (TASZ 

2015) 

Hate speech is also regulated in the media law: 

‘(1) The media content may not incite hatred against any nation, community, national, 
ethnic, linguistic or other minority or any majority as well as any church or religious 
group.  
(2) The media content may not exclude any nation, community, national, ethnic, lin-
guistic and other minority or any majority as well as any church or religious group.’ 
(Press Law Article 17)  

This parallel regulation is necessary; first of all because the media law mentions ex-

clusion besides incitement, which is a milder condition; therefore it can happen that a 

particular utterance would be protected by the right of free speech, but could not be 

mediated due to the media’s significant opinion-shaping ability. This also manifests in 

practice; a way more proceedings start and finish with judgements (mostly with penal-

                                                 
4 The first was Albert Szabó in 1998 (BH1998. 521.) and the other one was Tamás Polgár in 2013 

(TASZ 2013) 
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ty) in this field than in the branch of criminal law. Secondly, in case of violation of 

the media law not the courts but the Media Authority is authorized to start a proceed-

ing; and not the individual who personally said the hateful statement would be penal-

ized but the responsible editor of the media content in question. At third – as I men-

tioned it before – criminal law is an ultima ratio-implement, it should be avoided to 

use if there are other possible options.  

Last year a third legal option was enacted in the branch of civil law:  

‘(5) Any member of a community shall be entitled to enforce his personality rights in 
the event of any false and malicious statement made in public at large for being part of 
the Hungarian nation or of a national, ethnic, racial or religious group, which is rec-
ognized as an essential part of his personality, manifested in a conduct constituting a 
serious violation in an attempt to damage that community’s reputation, by bringing ac-
tion within a thirty-day preclusive period. All members of the community shall be enti-
tled to invoke all sanctions for violations of personality rights, with the exception of 
laying claim to the financial advantage achieved.’ (Civil Code Section 2:54) 

This is a highly controversial provision; it was widely opposed by experts to enact it 

(Gárdos-Orosz & Pap, 2014) partly because of the questionable option that a member 

of a group would start a civil proceeding in the name of a whole offended group; but 

mostly because of the obvious rupture with the clear and present danger rule; this 

paragraph seems to be based on the sensitivity of individuals.  

 

Appearance of hate speech  

Knowing these detailed legal options and that Hungary has a 25-year history of regu-

lation of discriminatory utterances it is quite unexpected that nowadays hate speech is a 

common phenomenon, which is becoming more and more mainstream and obviously 

more dangerous. In this section I would like to take a look at the similar elements of 

hate speech in Hungary and Japan. For a better understanding first I will shortly deline-

ate the situation of the main targets of hate speech in Hungary and in Japan: the Roma, 

the Jewish and the Korean minority, after that I will highlight some of the common fea-

tures of hate speech in the two countries. 

Hungary’s population is 10 million, from that 11,000 people considered themselves 

as a person of Jewish religion in 2011 (Census 2011), but approximately 100,000 peo-

ple have stronger or weaker connections to the Jewish community through ancestry. 

(Sebők, 2013) Usually the target of hateful utterances is even wider: everybody who has 

or assumed to have Jewish origins. According to the Anti-Defamation League’s recent 

study 41% of the Hungarian adult population proved to be anti-Semitic. (ADL Glob-
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al100) More than half of the Hungarian society shares the historical stereotypes like 

Jews are immoral, unloyal to their host country and want to control the world by their 

enormous financial power. Discrimination towards them usually does not manifest in 

practice but more often in statements that propose exclusion and moderating the ‘Jewish 

power.’ 

Roma people have been living in Hungary for hundreds of years and they are the 

largest ethnic minority. It is difficult to estimate the exact number of this population; 

many people hide his/her identity because of the fear of discrimination, official reports 

talk about 250,000-300,000 people (Census 2011) depending on which aspect(s) of 

identity (e.g.: mother tongue, language used in everyday life, cultural connections) 

is/are asked about, but according to sociological surveys even more than 500,000 Roma 

people live in Hungary. (Kemény, Janky, & Lengyel, 2004, pp.14-15.) Despite the ex-

istence of several dialects of Roma language it is rarely used, the mother tongue of most 

of the Roma people is Hungarian. The Roma culture and traditions are poorly known by 

the society. A great part of the Roma people live in poor living conditions, in highly 

deprived areas and the unemployment rate is extremely high among them. Because of 

the poor conditions and constant stigmatization only a few Roma people could get into 

the higher education and only very few of them could get a job with high social prestige. 

(Policy Solutions, 2012) Discrimination towards Roma people is highly extensive; it 

manifests in the field of education, employment, renting issues, the practice of police 

and authorities (racial profiling), as well as in the everyday life. According to a repre-

sentative survey (Monori & Kozma, 2010) more than 80% of the Hungarian society 

have prejudices and share stereotypes in connection with Roma people. 

In Japan the main target of hatred are ethnic Koreans (Zainichi Koreans). Japan’s 

population is 127 million and approximately 500,000 Korean permanent residents live 

in the country (Statistics Japan, 2013), but the whole Korean population in Japan could 

be 1 million including those who have Japanese nationality. (LAZAK, 2014, p. 4.) 

Zainichi Koreans face discrimination in their everyday life, for example we can find 

‘Japanese Only’ signs in shops, at football games or in real estate advertisements, 

(IMADR, 2014a, p. 12.) but they also experience systematic official exclusion, for 

example from the National Pension Scheme. (LAZAK, 2014, pp. 8-13.) 

These stereotypes, which are connected to Roma people, show a great correspond-

ence with the Japanese stereotypes connected to the Korean minority. The ‘gipsies’ 

(‘gipsy’ is a fairly degrading name for Roma people) are associated with squalor, un-
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employment and criminality, they are said to be lazy who are living from social benefits. 

They are regarded as some parasitical immigrant group, which fundamentally differs 

from the host society, threats it sometimes even physically and steals their goods literal-

ly as well as theoretically by abusing the welfare system and not working or paying tax-

es.  

We can also find parallel traits in emerging extremist groups. The Hungarian far-

right, anti-Semitic and racist group, Magyar Gárda / Hungarian Guard5 (which is 

strongly connected to the far-right political party, Jobbik) get strengthened at the same 

time when the Japanese Citizens (Zaitokukai) become a significant movement around 

2007. Both groups used the Internet and the social media, including blogs as a crucial 

implement to reach their target group. 

For a further analysis of similarities it is handful to use the UN CERD’s indicator list 

(UN Decision 2005), which is originally served to reveal crucial components of mas-

sive racial discrimination, because the existence of these factors known to be important 

components of situations leading to conflict and even genocide; but now it can help us 

show similarities in manifestation of discrimination. 

                                                 
5 For further reading about the Hungarian Guard and about its hereditary, the New Hungarian Guard I 
can recommend the Athena Institute’s description. (Athena Institute 2014)  
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Indicators Hungary Japan 
(UN Report 2014) 

1. Lack of a legislative framework and institutions to prevent 
racial discrimination and provide recourse to victims of dis-
crimination. 

 x 

2. Systematic official denial of the existence of particular 
distinct groups.  x 

3. The systematic exclusion - in law or in fact - of groups 
from positions of power, employment in State institutions 
and key professions such as teaching, the judiciary and the 
police. 

x x 

4. Compulsory identification against the will of members of 
particular groups, including the use of identity cards indicat-
ing ethnicity. 

x x 

5. Grossly biased versions of historical events in school text-
books and other educational materials as well as celebration 
of historical events that exacerbate tensions between groups 
and peoples. 

 x 

6. Policies of forced removal of children belonging to ethnic 
minorities with the purpose of complete assimilation.   

7. Policies of segregation, direct and indirect, for example 
separate schools and housing areas. x  

8. Systematic and widespread use and acceptance of speech 
or propaganda promoting hatred and/or inciting violence 
against minority groups, particularly in the media. 

x x 

9. Grave statements by political leaders/prominent people 
that express support for affirmation of superiority of a race or 
an ethnic group, dehumanize and demonize minorities, or 
condone or justify violence against a minority. 

x x 

10. Violence or severe restrictions targeting minority groups 
perceived to have traditionally maintained a prominent posi-
tion, for example as business elites or in political life and 
State institutions. 

  

11. Serious patterns of individual attacks on members of mi-
norities by private citizens, which appear to be principally 
motivated by the victims’ membership of that group. 

x x 

12. Development and organization of militia groups and/or 
extreme political groups based on a racist platform. x x 

13. Significant flows of refugees and internally displaced 
persons, especially when those concerned belong to specific 
ethnic or religious groups. 

  

14. Significant disparities in socio-economic indicators evi-
dencing a pattern of serious racial discrimination x x 

15. Policies aimed at the prevention of delivery of essential 
services or assistance, including obstruction of aid delivery 
or access to food, water, sanitation or essential medical sup-
plies in certain regions or targeting specific groups. 
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We could see that Hungary has a very detailed legislative framework, which lacks 

in Japan (Indicator 1). According to these indicators there are two other signs that do 

not appear in Hungary, but lead to problems in Japan. The Korean minority in Japan 

is almost invisible, many of the residents use Japanese names to avoid discrimination 

and the situation of the Japanese Koreans is hardly taught in education (Indicator 2). 

(UN Report 2014. p. 17.) This phenomenon is strongly connected to the biased parts 

of history teaching (Indicator 5), all historical textbooks are screened by the state (UN 

Report 2014. p. 18.) and governmental attempts have taken place to suppress state-

ments in Japanese history textbooks regarding to the ‘comfort women,’ who were suf-

fered from sexual exploitation during World War II in Japan. (Johnston, 2015) 

Patterns of segregated education often appear in Hungary (Kertesi & Kézdi, 2009), 

sometimes coupled with segregation of whole villages or segregated areas, ‘ghettos’ 

of a settlement (Indicator 7). (Kopasz, 2004; Kertesi & Kézdi 2014). 

From the similarities of the two countries I have already mentioned poverty and 

pauperization of the Roma people (Indicator 14), their exclusion from key professions 

(Indicator 3) as a result of poverty and discrimination. (Policy Solutions, 2012) The 

situation of the Japanese Koreans is not better, many of them experience exclusion 

from particular employment opportunities, especially those, who do not have 

Japanese nationality, for example they are not eligible to become national public 

servants or they can only teach in secondary postitions (Indicator 3). (UN Report 

2014 p. 18.) Furthermore according to the Japanese national census of 2010, the 

unemployment rate is higher among them than in the whole society (Indicator 14). 

(citated by UN Report 2014 p. 20.) The development of the militaristic Magyar Gárda 

and the Japanese Zaitokukai has also been mentioned before (Indicator 12). Identifi-

cation somebody as a ‘gipsy’ who has a darker skin colour or a ‘gipsy name’ is an 

everyday practice and often the basis of discrimination, while in Japan anybody could 

easily be identified as an ‘alien’ by not having Japanese name (Indicator 4).   

In Japan we can find popular printed newspapers where hate speech flourishes and 

also a large number of discriminatory comments posted to websites that are supposed 

to have Korean contributors. (IMADR, 2014a, pp. 10-11.) The social acceptance of 

hate speech in Hungary is remarkably high; the second popular party is the radical 

party Jobbik, there are a bunch of extremist news sites and the mainstream media also 

often use such framing and editing techniques that consolidate stereotypes (Indicator 

8). (Bernáth & Messing, 2012) This acceptance is partly based on that the mainstream 
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politics is not better anymore; mainstream politicians allude Roma people as parasite, 

criminal groups, the absolutely non-acceptable, stereotypical term of ‘gipsy-

criminality’ could take a root in everyday politics and nobody gets surprised when 

time to time a governmental party politician proposes segregated education for Roma 

children or defends those schools where segregated education was established (Indi-

cator 9). (Index, 2013) Public officials in Japan do not abstain either from discrimina-

tory utterances, there are several examples of relativizing the suffering of ‘comfort 

women.’  (IMADR, 2014b pp. 11-13. ) 

Finally, in Hungary an extremely shocking hate crime was also committed (Indica-

tor 11): in series of attacks in 2008-2009 radicals, who are strongly connected to the 

Magyar Gárda, murdered six Roma people, including a 5-year old child.6 In Japan we 

could mention a less serious case when in 2009 Japanese people, including members 

of the movement Zaitokukai, attacked a Korean primary school and shouted inflam-

matory statements. A few weeks later Zaitokukai members and other people also car-

ried out a demonstration around the school. The school has filed a complaint and four 

perpetrators were arrested and prosecuted, but it is more important that it is the very 

first judgment by Japanese court in which an act of hate speech was recognized as ra-

cial discrimination. (IMADR, 2014a, pp. 7-8.) 

 

Conclusion  

It is needless to say that further research would be expedient for a more proper un-

derstanding of the background and motivations of these cases and to deepen the com-

parative analysis between the two countries. But as a conclusion of this analysis and as 

a potential starting point of further studies I would suggest that in spite of all differ-

ences such as the legislative environment, the socio-cultural milieu and the target of 

hatred; the manifestation of this hatred and the stereotypes against the discriminated 

groups are universal. This assumption seems more convincing if I consider that a 

former study of mine on this topic concluded that the stereotypes mentioned above are 

very similar that are applied to the immigrant groups in Norwegian society.  

                                                 
6 In this case in 2013 the court on the first instance sentenced three of the defendants for life imprison-
ment and the fourth defendant for a 13-year long prison, but they all have appealed. The judgement is 
not available until it becomes legally binding, and the trial on the second instance starts only in April 
2015.  
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I also think that regulation of hate speech is an extraordinary complex issue; but 

Hungary’s example could show that it is not enough to enact appropriate laws to control 

hate speech, it is at least as important to make these rules observed and also to recog-

nize and to deal with the source of the problem: take action against stereotypes.  
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