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Abstract 
 
The examination of political personalisation has recently come to the fore in the international literature as a 
result of the general finding that politicians increasingly highlight their own personality instead of political 
groups, i.e. politics is becoming increasingly person-centred (Rahat–Kenig 2018; Szabó 2020, 2021, 2022a, 
2022b). The study reflects on this issue by adopting the background assumptions of functional pragmatics, 
interpreting the phenomenon of personalisation within the scope of social deixis (Tátrai 2017). It is a linguistic 
tool for the social construction of power relations created within the framework of public discourses, which 
is created primarily using first-person linguistic forms (Ballagó 2024; Liu 2022). However, it is not only the ratio 
of 1Sg and 1Pl that is decisive, but it is also important what function person-marking forms fulfil in the dis-
course, determined by the context: for example, in the case of 1Pl, at what distance are the persons who can 
be interpreted as a group from the speaker (cf. Szabó 2022a, 2022b), and with 1Sg, to what extent forms 
appear in a discourse-organizing, metapragmatic function. The investigation is based on four Hungarian 
state-of-the-nation speeches, 10 years apart from the same two leading political actors. After the transcription 
and annotation, the analysis identified the functions of the person-marking utterances based on the context, 
and distinguished gradualism accordingly. The main research question was the following: To what extent do 
first-person singular and first-person plural person markers compare to each other in these Hungarian politi-
cians’ state-of-the-nation addresses over the interval of roughly 10 years? The qualitative examination carried 
out with detailed analysis shows that the level of personalisation is relatively low in all four speeches, and no 
growth can be detected over time. This can be explained by the speech genre as a genre-specific characteristic. 
 
Keywords: political personalisation, functional pragmatics, social deixis, first-person singular and first-person 
plural elements, state-of-the-nation speeches 
 
 
1. Introduction 

Recent years have seen an upsurge of interest in the study of political personalisation in both Hun-
garian and international research. One reason behind this is the recognition that political personali-
ties, rather than political groups, increasingly receive the spotlight of attention in the public sphere, 
i.e. that politics is becoming increasingly person-centric (Rahat–Kenig 2018; Szabó 2020, 2021, 
2022a, 2022b). Adopting the background assumptions of functional pragmatics (Versucheren 
1999; Tátrai 2017), the paper engages with this ongoing academic discourse by interpreting per-
sonalisation, primarily by first-person linguistic forms, in the context of social deixis as a linguistic 
device for the social construal of power relations created through public discourses. The empirical 
basis of the study consists of four state-of-the-nation speeches, two each with in interval of 10 
years from two leading Hungarian political actors. The state-of-the-nation speeches were anno-
tated for 1SG and 1PL forms. The subsequent analysis of person-marking utterances then pro-
ceeded to identify functions in a context-sensitive manner. 

First, within the theoretical background assumptions (2.), I discuss political communication in 
general and political personalisation in particular, then turn to the issue of social deixis, focusing 
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primarily on the functioning of the first-person singular and plural. Next, I put the material and method 
(3.), and the research questions (4.) into focus. Then I present the results, analysing in detail the 
realisations of one of the speeches, making the methodology of the analysis explicit, and finally 
comparing the data of the individual speeches (5.). The study concludes with a summary (6.).1 
 

2. Theoretical background 
 
2.1. Political communication and political personalisation 

Political communication is a complex and dynamic process, wherein political actors and the public 
exchange verbal or written messages and information of various political content through various 
media platforms. Mazzoleni’s brief definition of political communication is the following: ”...the ex-
change and confrontation of content of public interest and political content created by the political 
system and citizens-voters” (2002: 28). Although the practice of political communication dates to 
ancient times — it was already present in the political systems and decision-making processes of 
ancient Greece and the Roman Empire — its definition and analysis as an academic discipline be-
gan mainly in the mid-20th century, after World War II. Mazzoleni, who characterises political com-
munication as a process (public-dialogue model), emphasises that different approaches cannot 
fully cover the complexity of political communication (2002: 28). The purpose of political commu-
nication is to influence people’s thinking, opinions, and behaviour (to inform, persuade, manipulate, 
control, exercise power, etc.), so it fundamentally requires political publicity, and its actors are the 
political system, the media, and the electorate. These forms of communication include speeches, 
election campaigns, political advertisements, press conferences, political debates, and interactive 
platforms offered by social media. A characteristic feature of political communication today is its 
two-way nature, which means that not only do political actors have the opportunity to convey their 
messages to the public, but the public also follows and responds to them, with public opinion feed-
back also forming part of this increasingly dynamic communication process. 

The issue of political personalisation is essentially a part of political communication. When 
considering political personalisation as a political science issue, there are several interpretations 
of the phenomenon in the literature. On the one hand, political personalisation can be a process 
whereby the leader emerges from the ranks of party politicians and begins to represent the party 
in the eyes of the electorate (cf. Papp 2013: 37–38). On the other hand, personalisation can also 
refer to the expression of the phenomenon whereby individual politicians develop a personal image 
that distinguishes them from their party or from other politicians in their party (cf. Karvonen 2004; 
Papp 2013: 38). It is therefore a process whereby political leaders are becoming increasingly domi-
nant in political discourse and in the minds of the electorate, and as a result, individual political 
personalities are becoming more influential in the functioning of the political system, thus increasing 
the role of individual leaders in political decision-making and communication processes (cf. Farkas–
Bene 2020). The focus on the individual rather than on political groups is becoming more visible in 
politicians’ messages, i.e. politics is becoming increasingly person-centred (Rahat–Kenig 2018; 
Szabó 2020, 2021, 2022a, 2022b; Horváth 2023). 

The literature links the personalisation of politics to three main phenomena: 1. the individuali-
sation of society, 2. mediatisation and 3. the changing functioning of political parties (cf. Szabó 
2022a). Individualisation is a phenomenon whereby both politicians and voters increasingly define 
themselves as individuals rather than as members of a group, and this also influences their elec-
toral preferences (cf. Rahat–Kenig 2018). Mediatisation refers to the fact that politics is increasingly 
dependent on the media and its influence (cf. Mazzoleni–Schulz 1999; Merkovity 2008), with social 
media platforms playing an increasingly important role in this regard in the first half of the 21st 

century. The popularity of social media also represents a new platform in the sense that it can 
capture the attention of large numbers of voters directly and continuously (cf. Merkovity 2018). The 

 
1 The study is a further developed version of my analysis published in Hungarian (Laczkó 2025). 
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consequences of individualisation and mediatisation are that political parties and individual politi-
cians are adopting increasingly personalised communication strategies, thus reinforcing the per-
son-centredness of politics. 

There are several factors behind the phenomenon of political personalisation (cf. Szabó–Burai 
2019), including: 

 
• The rise of the role of individual political leaders. 
• In parallel, the relative decline in the role of political parties. 
• The rise of emotional components and the personalisation of political communication also 

play an important role. 
 
The personalisation of political discourse thus refers to the phenomenon of increasingly personal 
content and information in the discourses, either through the primacy of the individual over the 
group or through the increasing private content shared by politicians in public life. 
 

2.2. Social deixis  

The phenomenon of political personalisation also has linguistic implications. The linguistic approach 
to the study is based on the theoretical framework of functional social pragmatics, which characterises 
the phenomenon of personalisation as an intersubjective direction of attention that interprets linguis-
tic activity as an essentially intersubjective action (cf. Tátrai 2017). Personal construing, according 
to this view, is the intersubjective sociocultural relation of the speaker to his or her discourse part-
ner, i.e. the speaker makes his utterance accessible by making it linguistically reflective from his 
own sociocultural situation, i.e., from his interpersonal positioning in relation to his discourse part-
ner (cf. Ballagó 2024). In this framework, personalisation can be understood as being graded in the 
way in which the intersubjective sociocultural relation of the speaker to his discourse partner is 
construed. As part of this, political personalisation examines this issue in the context of the shaping 
of social relations, interpreting it as a linguistic tool for the social construction of power relations 
in public discourse. It is worth examining this phenomenon essentially from the point of view of 
deixis, and particularly of social deixis, since the question of personalisation is profiled through the 
first-person singular and plural elements in deictic operation (cf. Liu 2022; Szabó 2022a, 2022b). 

According to the functional social pragmatic approach, deixis is a comprehensive term for the 
linguistic operations that designate context-dependent reference points (Brisard 2021: 344–358) 
from the physical and social world of the intersubjective context of shared attention (cf. Tomasello 
2001; Croft 2009) for the observation and understanding of the spatial, temporal and socio-cultural 
relations of the so-called referential scene (Tátrai 2017: 899–1058, 2022: 19–52). Context in this 
framework is understood as an intersubjective set of relations in a dynamic process of meaning 
forming, which includes the physical world of the discourse (space and time), the social world of the 
discourse, and the mental world of its participants (cf. Tátrai 2017: 929–931). The operation of 
social deixis thus asserts the roles of the participants in a speech event through person deixis, 
anchoring them in the discourse world essentially through person marking, as well as the socio-
cultural attitudes of the participants, which is interpreted as social attitude deixis (Tátrai 2017: 
972–974, 2025: 62–65). 

The first-person singular is the central element of person deixis, the fundamental point of interper-
sonal orientation of the context-dependent vantage point, the deictic marker of the speaker. The first-
person singular makes the speaker objectified. An event or thing is constructed objectively from the 
speaker’s point of view when it is made observable as an object of attention through linguistic expres-
sions, i.e., it reflects on itself as the constructor of discourse, meaning that the speaker becomes 
linguistically explicable through personal designation (cf. Langacker 2006, 2008; Kugler 2013, 2015). 
The objectivised construction of the speaker is based on the ability of the self to understand and 
linguistically represent itself (make itself observable to others) (cf. Tolcsvai Nagy 2012: 103). 
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The first-person plural denotes heterogeneous plurality, with the central element being the “I”. 
It metonymically constructs the speaker and/or the recipient as a group, as well as the 3rd person 
actor(s) outside the joint attentional scene and is also suitable for marking attitude by deictic pro-
jection (see Tátrai 2017: 976–980; Laczkó 2021a). Accordingly, inclusive, exclusive and virtual uses 
can be distinguished. In the inclusive use, the first-person plural includes the recipient in addition 
to the speaker, as well as an additional third person actor or actors. The exclusive use does not 
include the recipient; it constructs the third person actor or actors as a group with the speaker (cf. 
Laczkó–Tátrai 2015). Virtual use, on the other hand, is a case of deictic projection, i.e. a shift of the 
perspective, whose three central patterns can be identified as follows: the first person plural (1) 
instead of the first person singular, (2) instead of the second person singular, (3) instead of the 
third person is closely related to attitude marking (cf. Laczkó 2024; also Versucheren 1999; Tátrai 
2017, 2025). Accordingly, the first-person plural is either metonymically construed as referring to a 
group with the speaker and the other persons, or it is used virtually, to indicate responsibility, soli-
darity, and identification. 
 

3. Material and method 

To examine political personalisation, I analysed four state-of-the-nation speeches given by two 
Hungarian political figures as case studies: 
 

1. Ferenc Gyurcsány 2012 (1 hour 25 minutes, 6455 words) 
2. Ferenc Gyurcsány 2022 (41 minutes, 4179 words) 
3. Viktor Orbán 2010 (49 minutes, 5349 words) 
4. Viktor Orbán 2023 (50 minutes, 4521) 
(Sources: YouTube, Indavideo, Facebook) 

 
The state-of-the-nation speech was introduced in Hungary by Viktor Orbán in 1999 following the 
American patterns.2 In the 26 years since then, it has become an important political event and an 
essential form of political communication. It is a tool for leading politicians to summarise the politi-
cal, economic and social events of the previous year and to present future and goals of the political 
party. These speeches offer an opportunity for political leaders to address the people directly, to 
assess their own work, to reflect on events, to express their attitudes, to formulate their views and 
to outline future possibilities. The protagonist of these events is a politician who is considered in 
political communication literature as a leader or messiah-type “actor” (cf. Kiss 2019: 65–115), a 
person who is treated as a charismatic person by his “followers”, and at the time of the speeches 
in Hungary, the Prime Minister and Ferenc Gyurcsány were such leader-type politicians.3 

My aim was to compare two speeches each of the two leading political actors at the time of 
the speeches, in terms of the implementation and extent of personalisation. This gives the oppor-
tunity to see, on the one hand, whether the practice of personalisation has changed in relation to 
the politician in question and, on the other hand, to compare the speeches of the two actors in this 
respect. 

The texts of the speeches were transcribed into separate Word documents. First and second 
person marking constructions and linguistic forms of addresses were annotated separately in each 
speech. The table shows the distribution of the data. 

 
2 Cf. https://mediakutato.hu/cikk/2022_03_osz_tel/05_orban_aldozatai.pdf 
3 Viktor Orbán has been Prime Minister of Hungary since 2010 and is still a well-known figure in international 
politics. Ferenc Gyucsány was Prime Minister of Hungary between 2004 and 2009 and became part of the 
opposition in 2010. From 2007 to 2009, he was president of the Hungarian Socialist Party, and from 2010, he 
was president and faction leader of his party’s Democratic Coalition Platform, which became the Democratic 
Coalition party in 2011 under his leadership, until his resignation in 2025. During this time, he became an 
iconic figure of the left-wing opposition, so the ruling power construed him as their main enemy. 
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 Gyurcsány 2012 Gyurcsány 2022 Orbán 2010 Orbán 2023 

Sg1. 128 112 85 32 

Pl1. 166 154 190 244 

Sg2. 3 1 3 17 

Pl2. 3 0 0 1 

Forms of addresses 18 39 49 38 

Table 1. The distribution of the data 
 
I have 1283 linguistic data in total. Of these, now the focus of the analysis is on the first-person 
singular and the first-person plural forms,4 for a total of 1111 data. The analysis is qualitative; I use 
numerical data only to show the tendencies. 
 

4. Research questions and hypotheses 

Q1. What is the proportion of the Sg1 and Pl1 elements in the speeches of the two politicians in 
relation to each other and over a period of about 10 years? 

Q2. How does the use of these person-marking elements in the texts show the personalisation and 
the identification attitude of the two politicians compared to each other and over a period of 
about 10 years? 

H1. In all four speeches, the first-person plural numerically outnumbers the first-person singular 
due to the genre of the state-of-the-nation speech, primarily constructing the leader and his 
party as a community, reporting on the events, actions and achievements of the year. 

H2. Over time, the personalisation of the speeches intensifies, as both politicians have remained in 
the same position over the years, and this is also reflected in the pattern of Sg1 and Pl1 elements. 

 

5. Results 

In the presentation of the results, I detail the analytical methodology developed, focusing on Ferenc 
Gyurcsány’s 2012 speech. The analysis was the same for all four state-of-the-nation speeches. 

Among the elements indicating the first person anchoring, the first person singular can be 
approached in terms of political personification from the aspect that the representation of the “I” 
signifies a kind of commitment to the message conveyed by the politician (Beard 2000; Szabó 2022a), 
i.e. it can signify a kind of real or apparent assumption of responsibility with regard to the topic, the 
content, and the opinion. On the other hand, the first-person plural can indicate that the politician 
is speaking on behalf of a group, and that he or she is showing authority, but also communion with 
the group (cf. Pennycook 1994; Szabó 2022a). It therefore means that the politician is a member 
of the group and has the right to speak on behalf of the group. 
 

5.1. First-person singular 

The proportion of the first-person singular and plural forms in the speech is as follows: 128 Sg1 
and 166 Pl1 elements were annotated. The difference between singular and plural forms is only 38. 
If we only consider the high number of singular forms, it seems that in this speech the speaker is 
strongly constructing himself as an individual. To confirm this, however, it is necessary to analyse 

 
4 In Hungarian, person is marked by personal pronouns and inflectional suffixes. Inflectional suffixes appear 
in verbal constructions and possessive structures in agreement with personal pronouns. As a result, pronoun 
elements do not necessarily appear in the subject and possessor positions. During the analysis, if both the 
pronoun and the inflectional suffix appeared within a single construction in the sentence, I counted them as 
one. For example: én vezetem az országot (‘I am leading the country’), az én országom (‘my country’). 
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the discursive role of the first-person singular. First person forms typically occur in verb structures 
and possessive structures. 

The possessive structures (11) appear in the speech in two functions. Roughly half of them 
(5) are found at the point in the text where the speaker uses the moral example of his own family, 
evoking positive emotions in the listeners. 

 
(1) Hányszor és hányszor hallottuk, hallottuk szüleinktől, én magam is édesanyámtól, édes-

apámtól, hogy hát fiam az élet ilyen, de majd legalább neked jobb lesz. Én anyám azt szokta 
mondani, hogy azért gürcöl, hogy nektek jobb legyen, és gyanítom, hogy a szülők nagy több-
sége ezt mondja. Hogy odaadnám a szemem világát is értetek, gyerekeinkért, unokáinkért, 
ami egy fantasztikus dolog. 

ʽHow many times and how many times we heard from our parents, and I from my mother 
and father, that this is life, my son, but at least it will be better for you. My mother used to 
tell me that she works hard so that it will be better for you, and I suspect that most parents 
say the same.’ 

 
This point of the speech can be considered as highly personalised, since the politician is giving an 
insight into his own personal sphere, sharing personal content. The other possessive structures of 
the text, however, have a much more reflective function on the discourse. 
 

(2) és akkor most ezen a ponton a példázataim a Magyarországon meghatározó szerepben 
lévő keresztény egyházakhoz fognak szólni 
ʽand now at this point my examples will be addressed to the Christian churches that are 
dominant in Hungary’ 
 

(3) Profán a példa. Nem is a magam találmánya, bár a múlt héten egy éjszakai parlamenti 
vitában már használtam. 

ʽThe example is profane. It is not one of my own inventions, although I used it in a late-
night parliamentary debate last week.’ 
 

In the examples, the speaker is clearly reflecting on his own speech activity. In example (2) the 
speaker reflects on the use of parables in his speech, and in example (3) he reflects on the fact that 
the example given is not his own. It can therefore be seen that the speaker only highlights himself 
in possessive constructions in a single section of the text, and even then, as an example and in a 
positive context. 

In the case of the verbal constructions, there are two instances where the speaker uses the 
first-person singular while addressing the audience directly, and this is not accompanied by a speech 
act of greeting or saying goodbye. 

 
(4) De ezernyi részlet (még itt vagyok), minden bizonnyal lehetett volna arról tárgyalni… 

ʽBut with thousands of details (I'm still here), it certainly could have been discussed…’ 
 

(5) Nézek körbe ebben a teremben, és látok olyan tanárnőt, akinek Budapesten nincsen mun-
kája másfél évben, másfél éve... 

ʽI am looking around this hall and I can see a teacher who hasn’t had a job in Budapest for 
a year and a half…’ 

 
In (4), the speaker is interrupted by a listener, that is why the speaker interrupts his speech and 
addresses the listener directly. After the interruption, he leaves the sentence unfinished and restarts 
what he was saying. Although oratorical speech as a genre presupposes one-way direct 
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communication, in this case the speaker breaks off his speech due to the disruptive factor and 
responds to the interrupter. In (5), he deictically includes the specific place and someone in the 
audience, while elaborately construing his visual perception with the verbs look and see. 

The first-person singular verb constructions in the speech have a metapragmatic function in 
the highest proportion (as we have seen, examples 2 and 3 from the possessive adjective examples 
can also be included here). The concept of metapragmatic awareness refers to the reflexive atti-
tude of discourse participants towards linguistic activity and the dynamic meaning-construction 
that takes place within it (see Versucheren 1999; Tátrai 2017: 1045–1053). The speakers can re-
flect on their own, the other’s, or other third persons’ speaking and receptive activities, and they can 
also reflect on the ongoing discourse and its organisation. All this means that participants can 
relate reflexively to various linguistic representations and the associated social cognitive pro-
cesses and sociocultural expectations. Metapragmatic awareness has observable linguistic traces, 
which we call metapragmatic signals. However, metapragmatic awareness does not simply mean 
the use of linguistic signals, but rather the participants’ varying degrees of reflexive attitude to-
wards their shared linguistic activity, the dynamic meaning-construction to which the speaker 
draws attention with these signals (cf. Laczkó 2021b). 

In this speech, constructions that refer to the speaker’s speech activity predominate, and these 
appear with verb constructions that represent saying in a relatively highly elaborated way. 

 
(6) Mindamiről eddig beszéltem, lényegében meghatározza mindazt, ami Magyarországon az 

elmúlt 2 évben történt és történik. 

ʽEverything I have said so far essentially defines everything that has happened and is hap-
pening in Hungary in the last 2 years.’ 
 

(7) Arról nem is beszélek, hogy a szóban forgó nemzetközi vállalat ottani első számú vezetője, 
Magyarország egyik korábbi miniszterelnöke, az olyan valaki csöngetett be a magyar mi-
niszterelnökhöz, aki, ha úgy tetszik, kollégája. 

ʽI’m not even talking about the fact that the number one executive of the international com-
pany in question there, one of Hungary’s former prime ministers, is the person who rang the 
bell to the present Hungarian prime minister, who is, if you like, a colleague of his.’ 
 

(8) Nem mondom én azt, hogy szótlanul kell nézni, hogyha egy nagy nemzetközi áruházlánc 
visszaél hatalmával. 

ʽI am not saying that we should stand by and watch a large international supermarket chain 
abuse its power.’ 
 

(9) Csendesen és visszafogottan mondom, hogy ezt egy alávaló dolognak gondolom. 

ʽI say quietly and reservedly that I think it is a despicable thing to do.’ 
 

(10) Én e kormányzati ciklus egyik legpusztítóbb, legellentmondásosabb, nem akarok ennél 
brutálisabb jelzőt használni, intézkedéssorozatát abban látom… 

ʽI see one of the most destructive, controversial, and I will not use a more brutal adjective, 
series of measures of this government’s term of office as…’ 

 
The most used verbs are say and talk/speak in first-person singular. In example (6), the past tense 
verb form (beszéltem ‘I have said’) reflects on what the speaker has said previously, with a discourse-
deictic, anaphoric pronoun (eddig ‘so far’), while in example (7), the reflection is directed at the 
current discourse in a specifically negative form. The verb mondom (‘I am saying’) in example (8) 
is also in the negative form, with the personal pronoun én (‘I’) appearing after the verb, while in 
example (9), the manner of the speech activity is elaborated: csendesen és visszafogottan (‘quietly 
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and reservedly’). In example (10), the speaker also elaborates on linguistic construal as the object 
of reflection. 

Equally numerous are the first-person singular forms that refer to the speaker's perception, 
opinion, thinking, these are mainly the so-called cognitive verbs. 

 
(11) Képtelen vagyok megérteni. 

ʽI am unable to understand.’ 
 

(12) én azt gondolom, azonosak a jogok, azonosak a kötelességek, azonos a felelősség 

ʽI think the rights are the same, the duties are the same, the responsibilities are the same’ 
 

(13) Nem érti, nem érti, mert ő még, úgy látom, hogy mindig azt hiszi, hogy a politikai hatalom 
birtokában fel lehet morzsolni a köztársaságpárti Magyarországot 

ʽHe doesn't understand, he doesn’t understand, because he still thinks, as I see, that with 
political power the republican Hungary can be broken up’ 
 

(14) Gyanítom, abban több volt a mi hibánk, mint az ő erénye. 
ʽI suspect that it was our fault and not his virtue.’ 
 

(15) Nem tudom, hogy ők hogyan gondolják. 
ʽI don't know how they think about it.’ 

 
The primary function of these verb constructions is therefore to organise the discourse. They are 
mainly characteristic of spoken conversations and not of written, edited texts. In this speech, their 
presence is not justified by the speaker's desire to put himself into focus or to share personal con-
tent, but by the fact that he speaks freely. This is partly related to the fact that a significant propor-
tion of the verbs are in the present tense (105 out of 117). In addition, verbal constructions also 
include speech acts in which the first-person singular is very unobtrusive, as they are practised, 
everyday forms, such as for example thank you very much. In comparison, the number of construc-
tions in which the speaker is foregrounded is very low. For example: 
 

(16) Én egyébként nagyon szeretem a monokróm festészetet. 

ʽI really like monochrome painting.’ 
 

(17) Nem akarok cinikus lenni, de bár így lenne, amennyire ismerem őt, hát ennek nincsen 
nagy valószínűsége. 
ʽI don’t want to be cynical, but even if I did, as far as I know him, it’s not very likely.’ 

 
In (16) he talks about his own individual taste, and in (17) he talks about his own knowledge of 
Prime Minister Viktor Orbán, so this shows the foregrounding of his own cognitive functioning. 
 

5.2. First-person plural 

Among the first-person plural forms in the speech, there are 127 verbal and 39 possessive construc-
tions. Compared to the singular data, it is also striking that the speaker uses possessive structures 
to a greater extent in the plural, and this is obviously because speech constructs possessive rela-
tions from the perspective of group formation, especially from the perspective of the nation or the 
party as a group, rather than from his own more subjective perspective. 
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(18) Könnyű lenne a dolgunk, ha csak azon kell törni a fejünket, hogy előbb-utóbb politikai 
vereséget kellene mérni Orbán kormányára. 

ʽOur task would be easier if we only had to trouble our heads with the fact that sooner or 
later Orbán’s government should be politically defeated.’ 

 
(19) Még mielőtt azt hinnék jobb oldali kritikusaink, hogy ez valami magyar blődli… 

ʽBefore our right-wing critics think that this is some Hungarian blunder...’ 
 

(20) Ez a Magyarország azt gondolja, hogy bár közösek vagyunk történelmünkben, kultúránk-
ban, nyelvünkben 

ʽHungarian people think that although we share history, culture, language… [lit. our history, 
our culture, our language]’ 

 
In example (18), the first-person plural possessive construction reflects the attitude of the party as 
a group, metonymically reflecting the mental functioning of this group, in example (19) it concep-
tualises the political group opposing the party. And in example (20), it is clearly about the nation as 
a group, thus representing a broader set than the previous ones. 

In verb constructions, the speaker uses less discourse organising elements than in the first-
person singular; he rather displays events, opinions and attitudes related to the group (examples 
(21)–(23)): 

 
(21) majdnem 20 évvel ezelőtt 1992-ben megrepedt az addig egységesnek, egésznek és erősnek 

hitt köztársaságpárti politikai közösség, megjelent valami új, egy régi-új gondolat, egy régi-új 
eszme vagy olyasmi, amivel azt hittük, hogy már leszámoltunk, vagy túl vagyunk rajta. 

ʽAlmost 20 years ago in 1992, the republican political community, which had been thought 
to be united, whole and strong, was shattered, something new, an old-new idea, an old-new 
thought or something came which we thought we had dealt with, or we had overcome.’ 

 
(22) mi magunkat köztársaságpárti hazafiaknak, köztársaságpárti magyaroknak tartjuk. 

ʽWe consider ourselves republican patriots, republican Hungarians.’ 
 

(23) Mi 2010 után azért küzdtünk, küzdöttünk, hogy Magyarországon legyen egy erős, nagy, 
balközép demokratikus politikánk. 

ʽAfter 2010, we fought and fought to have a strong, big, centre-left democratic politics in 
Hungary.’ 

 
(24) Nem mondom el mindazt, amiben egyetértünk, és hát majdnem mindenben egyetértünk 

mi itt ebben a teremben legalábbis. 

ʽI will not tell you everything we agree on, and we agree on almost everything, at least in 
this hall.’ 

 
Example (24) shows that the first-person plural is used as a metapragmatic signal: first the speaker 
uses the verb agree in a more general sense, then he addresses the people in the room directly 
(gesturally pointing to the place of the speech event), thus involving them in the discourse. The 
ratio of present and past tense verb usage also confirms that first-person plural forms occur more 
frequently to describe events rather than as a metapragmatic device: of the 106 cases in which the 
first-person plural is the primary figure (trajector, see Langacker 2008; Tolcsvai Nagy 2017a, 2017b), 
40 occurrences appear in the past tense, representing past events and opinions. 
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Lilla Petronella Szabó (2022a) developed a radial model based on the centre-periphery schema, 
which illustrates the relative distance of the first-person plural from the speaker, which is in the 
centre, and shows the metonymic grouping characteristics of the first-person plural (see Figure 1). 
The model uses the starting point of Rees (1984), who, based on English personal pronouns, analysed 
the metaphorical near-far relationships according to their role in political communication, starting 
from the central deictic function of I and the group-forming property of WE (heterogeneous majority). 

 

 

Figure 1. The relative distance of the first-person plural from the speaker (based on Szabó 2022a) 
 
The categories in the diagram can be used in a first-person plural function in political communica-
tion. This classification could be applied to the speech text with only minor additions. The family 
as a set, which is the group closest to the speaker, does not appear in the speech. However, the 
categories WEParty, (56 occurrences), WENation (33) and WEHumanity (16) are found in greater numbers, 
the order also indicating the distance from the speaker: party is the group of people who share a 
political identity with the speaker, nation is the group of the citizens of Hungary, and humanity is 
the most common set. A further category appearing in the speech is the WELeft-wing (34), which can 
be placed between party and nation in a metaphorical near-distance relation, a group of people who 
share the same political views, which also has several occurrences in the speech and must be 
separated from the categories of party and nation, since it includes a part of the nation, but is a 
larger set than the party, which it includes. In addition, the purely inclusive use in the speech, when the 
speaker directly understands the listeners in the plural, occurs twice, and the virtual plural, when 
the speaker constructs himself as plural (5 times), can be identified. 
 

(25) WEParty: Sokszor gondoltuk, hogy ehhez nagyon sokat kell változnia korábbi pártunknak, 
a szocialista pártnak. Ugyan mi magunk is részei voltunk, részesei voltunk a párt múltjá-
nak, tévedésének is. 

ʽWe have often thought that our former party, the Socialist Party, would have to change a 
lot to achieve this. We ourselves were part of it, we were part of its past, also of its mis-
takes.’ 
 

(26) WELeft-wing: A barakkon belül lehet, hogy ő [Orbán Viktor] azt gondolja, hogy mi szuverének 
vagyunk, mi meg úgy látjuk, hogy magunkra maradtak, magunkra hagyottak 

ʽWithin the barrack, he [Viktor Orbán] may think that we are sovereign, but we see our-
selves as being left alone, abandoned’ 
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(27) WENation: Ez a Magyarország azt gondolja, hogy bár közösek vagyunk történelmünkben, 
kultúránkban, nyelvünkben, és létezik, a határon túl is átnyúlik a magyar nemzeti közös-
ség, de nem éri be ennyivel, ki kívánja terjeszteni politikai fennhatóságát. 

ʽHungarian people thinks that although we share a common history, culture and language, 
and that there is a Hungarian national community extending beyond our borders, it is not 
satisfied with just that, it wants to extend its political sovereignty.’ 
 

(28) WEGeneral: Magyarország Európa negyedik, ötödik legiparosodottabb országa, ha azt te-
kintjük az iparosodás mércéjének, hogy közös nemzeti jövedelmüknek hány százalékát 
állítja elő az ipari termelés. 
ʽHungary is the fourth or fifth most industrialised country in Europe, if we take industrialisa-
tion as a measure of the percentage of their combined national income that is generated 
by industrial production.’ 

 
(29) Inclusive: egyetértünk mi itt ebben a teremben legalábbis. 

‘We in this room at least agree…’ 
 

(30) Virtual: és őszintén szólva, hogy ez tetszik-e Orbán Viktornak, vagy nem, mi erre teszünk 
rá. [Nevetés, taps.] És barátaim, van egy dolog, amiről ritkábban beszélünk, és szeretnék 
róla egy pár mondatot szólni. 

ʽHonestly, whether Viktor Orbán likes it or not, we don’t care. [Laughter, applause.] And my 
friends, there’s one thing that we talk about less often, and I’d like to say a few sentences 
about it.’ 

 
The reference of the sets could not always be clearly determined during the analysis, not even in 
the thematic context. The reason for this is that, for example, the left wing and the party group are 
more difficult to separate, in many cases both options proved to be relevant, or the reference was 
dependent on a certain interpretation. For this reason, the analysis was performed by two annota-
tors, and where there was no agreement, categorisation was based on the most likely interpreta-
tion. The figures show that the focus is on the WEParty. This is mainly because the most important 
event of the past year for the speaker was clearly the formation of his new party. After the party as 
a group, the left-wing and the nation appear in roughly equal numbers, and this can be explained by 
the fact that in the first half of the speech the speaker focuses on the political division of the country 
in relation to different issues. 
 

5.3. Comparison 

I followed the same analysis method as above for all four speeches, so that they can be compared. 
Since the lengths of the speeches are not equal, I have normalised the data, divided the total num-
ber of occurrences by the word length of the texts. I use these data in the table later. 
 

5.3.1. Gyurcsány’s speeches 

In the 2012 text, the first-person singular indicator was 0.020 and the first-person plural indicator 
was 0.025 (128 and 166 data points per 6,455 words). In the 2022 speech, which contains 4,179 
words, these figures are as follows: first-person singular = 0.026 (112 data points in total), first-
person plural = 0.036 (154 data points in total). Comparing the speeches from 2012 and 2022, we 
can see that the use of the first-person singular has increased slightly but not significantly, and its 
function is quite similar: the speaker uses these forms as metapragmatic signals when reflecting 
mainly on his own speech activity. In contrast, the use of the first-person plural increases in latter 
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speech, and the analysis shows that the referentiality of the first-person plural is different. The 2012 
speech follows the pattern established in the literature more closely, with references to the party, 
the left-wing, the nation, and humanity, among which the party reference dominates. In the second 
speech the category of the party is further divided, the opposition coalition which formed at the 
time and mavericks in general. The categories of party and nation completely dominate the speech; 
we can find first-person plural forms with general meaning only in metapragmatic reflections. The 
reason for this is probably that the speech also functioned as a campaign text before the election; 
therefore, the politician is obviously reflecting primarily on the category of party over everything 
else. To explain the increase of the first-person plural, further fine-grained analyses would be 
needed, as well as the examination of additional state-of-the-nation speeches of the period between 
the two speeches. Regarding the presence of personal content in the speech, it can be stated that 
the reference to family does not appear in the first-person plural in the speeches, and the reference 
to personal content occurs 7 times in the 2012 speech, and only 4 times in the 2022 speech. 
Examples from the 2022 speech: 
 

(31) Legvégül, legvégül, amikor átsétálok ide, gyalog jöttem. Kabát nélkül, remélem, nem fáz-
tam meg. Megállítanak az utcán mindig. 

ʽFinally, finally, when I walk over here, I came on foot. Without a coat, I hope I didn't catch 
a cold. They always stop me on the street.’ 

 
(32) én azt hiszem, hogy a nézőink többségénél én jobban ismerem ezt az ellenzéket 

ʽI think that I know this opposition better than most of our viewers’ 
 
In example (31), the speaker shares stories of a highly personal nature before the speech, while in 
example (32), the cognitive verb explicitly indicates the actor’s mental state in relation to the oppo-
sition. 
 

5.3.2. Orbán’s speeches 

In the 2010 text, the first-person singular indicator was 0.015 and the first-person plural indicator 
was 0.035 (based on 5,349 words). In the 2023 speech, these figures are as follows: first-person 
singular = 0.007, first-person plural = 0.053 (based on 4,521 words). The indicators of the two texts 
show that the use of the first-person singular has significantly decreased, while its function is com-
pletely similar in the two speeches: the speaker uses these forms either as metapragmatic signals 
when reflecting on his own speech activity or mental state, or they appear as speech acts. There is 
also data when he talks about himself. The decreasing number is probably explained, in addition to 
the unchanged functions, by the fact that the text of the speech was structured, written on paper, 
which the speaker used during the speech. Thus, in this case there is no need to use a great number 
of metapragmatic signals, and they even decreased over time, the texts use rhetorical devices 
much more. These metapragmatic reflections mainly appear in the introductory part of the speech, 
for example in the 2023 speech: 
 

(33) Mégis inkább rövidebbre fogom, mert egy hosszú politikai előadás alatt az embernek 
még az élettől is elmegy a kedve, márpedig nem azért jöttünk össze, hogy elmenjen, ha-
nem éppen, hogy megjöjjön az életkedvünk, és ezzel fejest is ugrottam a mondandóm 
közepébe. 

ʽHowever, I will keep it short, because a long political speech can make people lose their 
zest for life, and we did not come together to lose our zest for life, but rather to gain it, and 
with that, I jumped right into the middle of what I wanted to say.’ 

 



24 KRISZTINA LACZKÓ   

 

In addition, the proportion of first-person plural forms increases significantly, which probably reflects 
a conscious effort by the speaker. The increase in the use of first-person plural is particularly striking 
in the 2nd speech, although the reference of the first-person plural does not fundamentally change, 
the focus is on the party and the nation, the nation/Hungarians category has got the highest num-
ber. Compared to the previous one, due to the Russo-Ukrainian war, a different group appears here, 
the European Union, which appears as an enemy in the speech. We can assume that by the begin-
ning of the 2020s, the state-of-the-nation speech has already become a conventional political rhe-
torical genre, for which certain formal criteria have also been developed. 

Regarding the appearance of personal content in the speeches, the family set cannot be found 
in the first-person plural, while the first-person singular appears 18 times in the first speech and 
only 8 times in the latter one, meaning that its usage rate typically decreases in parallel with the 
increase in the first-person plural. This also indicates the development and practice of the genre 
characteristics of the speech. Some examples from the two speeches: 
 

(34) Forgolódom a nemzetközi politikában, és gyakran eszembe jut a régi magyar sláger. 

ʽI am involved in international politics, and I often think of an old Hungarian hit song.’ 
 

(35) Ahogy édesanyám mondaná: Kisfiam, ez nem kívánságműsor, és igaza van. 
ʽAs my mother would say: “My son, this is not a request show,” and she is right.’ 

 
(36) 17 éves koromban nem gondoltam volna, hogy 30 évvel később egy Emerson Lake and 

Palmer dal jelenthet nekem bármit. 

ʽAt the age of 17, I would never have thought that 30 years later, a song by Emerson Lake 
and Palmer would mean anything to me.’ 

 
(37) Már jó ideje mindenki, akivel találkozom, és minden, amit látok, hallok, tapasztalok Magyar-

országon, azt mondja, üzeni, sőt kiáltja, változtass. Ez az üzenet nekem és mindannyiunk-
nak szól. 

ʽFor quite a long time now, everyone I meet and everything I can see, hear, and experience 
in Hungary has been telling me, sending me a message, even shouting at me: change. 
This message is for me and for all of us.’ 

 
(38) Gyermekkoromban a kertajtót, de sokszor még a ház ajtaját se zártuk be, vagy egyszerűen 

a lábtörlő alá tettük a kulcsot, sőt amikor még lakótelepi panelházban laktam, ott sem 
voltak sem berácsozva, sem bevasalva az ajtók. 

ʽWhen I was a child, we didn't even lock the garden gate, and often didn't even lock the 
front door, or simply put the key under the doormat. In fact, when I lived in an apartment 
block, the doors weren’t even barred or bolted.’ 

 
Concerning the use of person-marking elements, a genre-specific characteristic can be seen in the 
increase of the first-person plural. Due to its heterogeneity, first-person plural is the most suitable 
form to express attitude, identification, and identity towards both the audience and other persons 
and groups, and even to influence and manipulate those belonging to the group. 
 

5.3.3. Comparison of the two actors 

The diagram shows the proportion of the personalisation in the four speeches (Figure 2).  
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Figure 2. The proportion of the personalisation in the 4 speeches 
 
The most first-person singular forms were used by Ferenc Gyurcsány in 2022, and the most first-
person plural forms were used by Viktor Orbán in 2023. The fewest first-person singular forms are 
found in Viktor Orbán’s latter speech, and the fewest are found in Ferenc Gyurcsány’s first speech. 
In the case of the two Gyurcsány speeches, the use of the first-person in both numbers visibly in-
creases, while in Viktor Orbán’s the singular forms decrease, while the plural forms increase signifi-
cantly. Some of the international literature on personalisation draws conclusions from sheer num-
bers regarding the extent to which the speaker puts himself forward, shares personal content, and 
the extent to which the texts under study can be considered personalized. However, sheer numbers 
alone are not sufficient for this. If we only took this into account, Gyurcsány’s speeches would seem 
more strongly personalised, but detailed analysis made it clear that because he spoke freely, many 
more spoken language elements appeared in his text, and some of these are first-person singular 
metapragmatic signals and reflect on the speech activity. Table 2 summarises the percentage of 
first-person singular anchoring elements of the speeches that have personal content, i.e., that play 
a significant role in the personalised construal of the given text. 
 

 
The proportion of personal reference 

in all first-person singular forms 
The proportion of first-person singular 

forms in all first-person forms 

Gyurcsány 2012 7/128 – 5% 128/294 – 43% 

Gyurcsány 2022 4/112 – 3,5% 112/266 – 42% 

Orbán 2010 18/85 – 21% 85/275 – 31% 

Orbán 2023 8/32 – 25% 32/276 – 11,5% 

Table 2. Proportions of personal references 
 
The proportion of personal references is shown as a percentage, based on the number of first-
person forms relating to personal content and the total number of first-person singular forms. In 
the other column, for the sake of consistency, I have also given the total number of first-person 
singular forms and the total number of first-person forms, i.e. the combined proportion of singular 
and plural forms, also expressed as a percentage. According to this, despite the smaller number of 
first-person singular forms, Viktor Orbán has a stronger degree of personalisation, referring to 
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himself and to personal content in more cases than the other actor who uses much more first-
person singular forms, even if this number is not high, but especially in comparison to the first-person 
plural. 
 

6. Summary 

The study addressed the issue of political personalisation by applying the assumptions of func-
tional pragmatics. Within the operation of social deixis, it interpreted the phenomenon of personali-
sation as a linguistic tool for the social construction of power relations created in the context of 
public discourse, which is fundamentally achieved using first-person linguistic forms. In order to 
truly measure the degree of personalisation, it is not only the mere ratio of singular and plural first-
person forms that is relevant, but also the question of what function the personal pronouns perform 
in the discourse, as determined by the context: how far away from the speaker the persons are who 
can be interpreted as a group constructed by the first-person plural, or to what extent the first-
person singular forms appear in a discourse organising, metapragmatic function, and to what extent 
they actually refer to personal content. The study is based on four state-of-the-nation speeches 
delivered at 10-year intervals by the same two political actors. After transcribing and annotating 
the speeches, I identified the functions of the personal pronouns in the context and distinguished 
between degrees of intensity. The analysis showed that the personalisation of the speeches is not 
strong; first-person singular forms appear much more in a metapragmatic function, expressing 
reflections on the speech activity or the speaker’s mental activity. Proportionally, these forms 
decrease in the texts of the two actors, with a difference of nearly 10 years between them. In the 
case of the heterogeneous first-person plural, reference to the family closest to the speaker in a 
metaphorical sense could not be identified, although the proportion of first-person plural usage 
increased during the period under review.  

The qualitative analysis of the speeches confirmed that the quantitative analysis of first-person 
singular and plural linguistic elements can be misleading, and a fine-grained analysis is essential. 
The fact that Gyurcsány’s speeches contain numerically more first-person singular forms does not 
in itself translate into a higher degree of personalisation, so it is important to examine function. 
Orbán’s speeches are more personalised, while the other actor’s first-person singular constructions 
are tools of metapragmatic awareness, discourse organising elements characteristic of spoken 
language. 

The first of my two hypotheses was fulfilled. In all four speeches, the first-person plural forms 
numerically outnumbered the first-person singular ones, due to the genre of the state-of-the-nation 
speeches, primarily constructing the leader and his party as a community, reporting on the events, 
actions, and achievements of the given year. However, the second hypothesis was not fulfilled: the 
emphasis on the speaker’s person did not increase over time, despite the fact that both politician 
remained in the same position over the years in the examined period, and in fact, it showed a 
decreasing trend in both cases, and in parallel, the share of first-person plural forms with varying 
references increased. This may well be considered as a feature of the genre that has developed 
and become traditional over time. 
 
 

Speeches available online 
 
Gyurcsány Ferenc 2012. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1EdiBJkZsFI  

Gyurcsány Ferenc 2023. https://www.facebook.com/watch/live/?ref=watch_permalink&v=6572100690433635 
Orbán Viktor 2010. https://index.hu/video/2010/02/05/orban_viktor_teljes_evertekelo_beszede/ 
Orbán Viktor 2022. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ic25DgzE2DI  
 

 
5 The link to the speech is no longer available; it has been deleted from the site. 
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