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Introduction

Fear is a truly personal emotion which both re-
flects social relations and has influence on them. 
Most often, the consequences of fear take spatial 
forms. Fear has the power to modify spatial re-
alities. Without a spatial dimension, fear would 
be nothing much but a feeling – a state of mind. 
(Koskela, H. 2010, 389).

A multi-scalar/trans-scalar understanding 
of fear has not been completely absent from 
geographical theory (Pain, R. 2009; Abu-Orf, 
H. 2013; Pavoni, A. and Tulumello, S. 2020; 
Tulumello, S. 2020), however, it has not been 
given the attention it deserves – not in the 
international literature, even less so in the 

Central and Eastern European region – and 
definitely has not been utilised in empirical 
research to the extent it has explanatory pow-
er to our globalised world infused with fears. 
By a multi-scalar understanding I refer to ge-
ographical scale as social production or social 
construction following critical geographers, 
who see the relationship between these scales 
as non-hierarchical (Smith, N. 1992; Delaney, 
D. and Leitner, H. 1997; Marston, S.A. 2000).

This paper primarily draws on and com-
bines the theoretical works of critical theorists 
and feminist scholars in particular – includ-
ing Liz Bondi, Rachel Pain, Leslie Kern, Hille 
Koskela –, which led me to understand fear 
as a socially and politically produced emotion 
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that is politically exploited and operates on 
multiple geographical scales. Fear is an every-
day (space-)experience that is produced and 
made sense at the scale of the body, home, 
neighbourhood, city, nation, region, supra-
national unions, at a global scale and beyond.

This review article provides with a theoreti-
cal frame for understanding the socio-spatial 
(re)production of fear across geographical 
scales and the way fear shapes and is shaped 
by space. To do so, this paper draws together 
three interconnected literatures in human 
geography that defines the structure of the 
following sections too. The first section, fol-
lowing the introduction, gives an insight into 
the literature on the geographies of emotions, af-
fects and feelings, suggesting that it is important 
to be conscious about the fact that fear is an 
emotion (and/or an affect and/or a feeling) and 
research dealing with it should not ignore the 
complexities of the production and lived expe-
rience of emotions. The second, focuses on the 
tight connection between fear and ‘Othering’, 
while aiming to conceptualise fear beyond an in-
dividual experience, embedded in socio-political 
relations. Finally, the third section moves to-
wards a multi-scalar understanding of fear. Here, 
the importance of a multi/trans-scalar under-
standing of fear is highlighted, while discuss-
ing the way the “us” versus “them” nexus is 
reimagined at different scales according to 
political convenience. With the latter hoping 
to contribute to the existing literature.

The present paper, thus, draws together a 
multi-scalar/trans-scalar, emotional, spatial, 
and political understandings of fear and sug-
gests that familiar versus unknown or “us” 
versus “them” dichotomies are reimagined at 
all scales (private-public; home-out; domes-
tic-foreign) and concerning discourses jump 
scale according to political interest. They do so 
through Othering, on the one hand, by utilis-
ing a perceived fear of the unknown and on 
the other hand, by the reproducing of the idea 
of imagined communities (Anderson, B. 1983). 

Furthermore, this paper hopes to inspire 
more research in the field of emotional geog-
raphy in general and that of fear in particular 
in Hungary (and more broadly in the CEE 

region), where this sub-field has been un-
derrepresented. Such absence of emotional 
considerations is particularly concerning in 
a region, where emotions have played par-
ticularly important role in the legitimisation 
of decision-making, effecting socio-economic 
and spatial processes and everyday life. 

Geographies of emotions, affects and feelings

The meaning of fear has been often taken for 
granted in (geographical) research, when ad-
dressing fear of crime, fear of violence, fear in 
public space and so on. However, fear as an 
emotion is a lot more complex than to ignore 
the processes behind its production (David-
son, J. et al. 2005). Following the affective or 
emotional turn in social sciences there has 
been an increasing interest in the interna-
tional geographical literature too, to incorpo-
rate discourses on “affect”, “emotion”, “em-
bodiment”, “performance” and “practice” by 
primarily drawing on post-structuralist and 
feminist literature (Thrift, N. 1997; Anderson, 
K. and Smith, S.J. 2001; Davidson, J. and Mil-
ligan, C. 2004; Thrift, N.J. 2008). Affective or 
emotional geography is an interdisciplinary 
subfield of geographical understanding of the 
world focusing on “theoretical and substantive 
considerations of emotion, space, and society” 
(Thien, D. 2017, 1702). While the connection 
between emotions and space and place has ap-
peared in philosophical discussions for a long 
time (Sartre, J.-P. 1962; Smith, M. et al. 2012), 
human geography had been reluctant to ad-
dress such connection, which can be linked to 
its continues self-defence within the wider field 
of geography, where emotion (allegedly op-
posite of reason) is often judged as ambiguous 
and non-scientific (Bondi, L. 2009). Even so, 
primarily with the help of feminist and gender 
scholarship’s critique of dichotomous thinking 
(about emotions/reason), ‘emotional ways of 
knowing’ has enriched geographical research 
(Bondi, L. 2009), humanistic and phenomeno-
logical approaches, with a particular focus on 
feminist, health, social, cultural, critical race, 
and other geographies (Thien, D. 2017).
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Considering word limitations and the focus 
of this paper, the conflicting views on the use 
of the terms, ‘emotion’, ‘affect’ and ‘feeling’ 
will not be discussed here. However, drawing 
on Bondi’s (2009) summary, the most gen-
eral differentiation between these concepts 
is that (1) affect is a feeling/emotion prior to 
cognition and rationality and therefore it is 
hard if impossible to translate it into words. 
In general, it has been used by geographers 
to express the bodily/sensory/unconscious 
experience of space; (2) emotion is something 
more available to thought, definable, ex-
pressible; and (3) those interested in feeling 
are mostly concerned with the bodily sensa-
tion (e.g., touch) and perception. The distinc-
tion between these terms has also been chal-
lenged for a variety of reasons. Among others 
Simonsen, K. (2007) highlights one that is par-
ticularly relevant to this paper. She argues for 
a relational and multi-scalar understanding 
of emotions, focusing on the social practices 
in a system of interconnected geographical 
scales (Simonsen, K. 2007; Pain, R. 2009).

Emotional turn in geography can be linked 
to a number of particular, overlapping 
schools; phenomenology or humanistic ge-
ography, feminist geography, psycho-analytic 
and non-representational geography (Bondi, 
L. 2005; Smith, M. et al. 2009; Blazek, M. 2015). 
Humanistic geography – inspired by phe-
nomenological and existential philosophy –, 
understands the lived world(s) as “perceived 
and produced through our emotionally laden 
activities”, focusing on the “subjective dimen-
sions of human life” and the way people ex-
perience love, fear, hate, and other feelings in 
relation to places and spaces (Smith, M. et al. 
2009, 10–11). Humanistic geography, arguing 
for a more “holistic understanding of the hu-
man experience in the sense of subjectivity” 
in the 1970s played an instrumental role in 
reinstating the importance of subjective human 
experience of the world as a critique of the 
hegemonic objectivist approach to space “in-
formed by the assumptions of neo-classical 
economics, in which human beings are as-
sumed to behave as autonomous, economi-
cally rational actors” (Bondi, L. 2005, 435). 

Feminist geography’s critique of such du-
alism overlaps with the phenomenological 
understanding, but it takes it further, by 
drawing on post-structuralism, generalizing 
the critique of dichotomous approach (of ge-
ographical thought) to the understanding of 
the world in general. Beyond, problematiz-
ing binary oppositions – such as body/mind, 
masculinity/femininity, structure/agency, 
nature/culture, rationality/emotion, objec-
tive/subjective – it has highlighted that such 
pairs are always in a hierarchical relationship 
and always aligned with each other (Timár, 
J. 1993; Massey, D. 1994; Bondi, L. and Rose, 
D. 2003; Timár, J. 2005, 2018). Feminist ge-
ography aims to unsettle these aligned as-
sociations made between masculinity and 
objectivity – leading to the exclusion of emo-
tions from the spaces identified as spaces of 
rationality and masculinity (i.e., spaces of 
production, work, politics, public space, city 
centre) – and between femininity and subjec-
tivity – where spaces of emotions (i.e., spaces 
of reproduction, home, care) assumed to lack 
rationality (McDowell, L. 1983; Bondi, L. 
and Rose, D. 2003; Fenster, T. 2005; Kirmani, 
N. 2015). They argue that such alignment 
result “in oppressive gendered production 
of space” (by Rose, G. [1993] in Blazek, M. 
2015, 1998). Additionally, feminist geogra-
phy brings “a critical awareness of gendering 
emotions”, most typically fear for that matter 
(Valentine, G. 1989; Koskela, H. and Pain, 
R. 2000; Smith, M. et al. 2009, 11). 

Non-representational theory (NRT, later 
also referred to as more-than-representation-
al theory [Lorimer, H. 2005]) argues that hu-
man geography has been bound up with the 
analysis of representation, neglecting practice 
and embodied experiences (Thrift, N. 1999; 
Thrift, N.J. 2008), in fact, according to NRT 
representation should not be the primary ex-
planatory tool of the world. To put simply 
NRT is interested in “what people do and not 
in what people say they do” (Thrift, N. 1997; 
Bondi, L. 2005; Lorimer, H. 2005; Smith, M. 
et al. 2009, 12). As NRT seeks to challenge the 
dominance of cognition in epistemology, it has 
a preference of the term ‘affect’ over ‘emotion’.



Sági, M. Hungarian Geographical Bulletin 71 (2022) (1) 55–65.58

Bondi, L. (2005) complements these ap-
proaches by including a psychoanalytic 
perspective, highlighting the blurry border 
between individual subjectivity and social 
identities. Leading to the next section, psy-
choanalytic approach emphasises emotions’ 
influence on both individual mental health 
as well as on socio-political cohesion that 
shapes “social relations through the media-
tion of the self’s relations to those deemed 
‘other’, drawing and redrawing bounda-
ries between you and me, them and us via 
feelings of attraction, repulsion, and so on” 
(Smith, M. et al. 2009, 12). Such boundaries 
are reinforced through spatial formations – 
borders – defining (who/where is) within 
and without/outside.

Conceptualising fear beyond an individual 
experience from a geographical perspective

As the previous section concluded that emo-
tions are more than individual experiences, 
this section highlights how fear – as an emo-
tion – makes sense in its wider context. In 
fact, fear as a social problem has appeared in 
many subfields of geography, such as those 
linked to urban research, criminology, an-
thropology, gender studies, geo-informatics 
and so on (Koskela, H. 2010). As Koskela, 
H. (2010, 389) writes “as a research topic, 
fear is fascinating”, because it is: individual, 
social, and spatial. Fear and fear of crime, in 
particular – Koskela, H. (2009, 335) argues 
– “is constantly modifying spatial reali-
ties” leading people to take different routes 
or staying at home when its dark outside. 
There have been several ways in which geog-
raphers and spatial theorist have approached 
fear. In fact, more often than being consid-
ered as an emotion, fear is researched as a 
by-product of criminal activities, terrorism, 
or lack of security. There are other ways in 
which these approaches can be categorised, 
but a chronological overview that provides 
insights into ideological differences as well 
is a helpful way to see how different schools 
have transformed over the time and the way 

they defined sources of danger (i.e., Others). 
In particular, Koskela, H. (2009, 2:335) iden-
tifies three overlapping traditions in the ge-
ography of fear. First is a macro scale approach 
linking back to the sociologists of the Chi-
cago School of the 1920s–1930s without much 
emphasis on emotion. The primary focus of 
this tradition is on fear of crime and the way 
it can be mapped in order to paint a picture 
of more fearful areas, cities etc., using cog-
nitive mapping and survey questionnaires. 
Such research has entered a new phase with 
technological and methodological develop-
ment utilising geographic information sys-
tems (GIS), and big data sources, such as 
social media as tools. As Koskela, H. (2009, 
335) notes “a characteristic of this tradition is 
that it recognizes space as a surface”. Macro 
scale approaches, unintentionally, often con-
tribute to the Othering of spaces.

The second category that Koskela identi-
fies comprises of research that focuses on the 
micro scale. This can be more directly linked 
to the above mentioned humanistic, phenom-
enological, and earlier waves of the feminist 
approaches of the 1970s–1990s that are more 
interested in fear as experienced and the way 
it is aroused by “physical forms” and “social 
situations”. Beside the above methods, it also 
uses (in depth) interviews as it aims to devel-
op an understanding of space that is beyond 
a surface (Koskela, H. 2009) or a container. 
Early feminist research on fear, however, 
often ended up reinforcing dichotomies by 
reinforcing vulnerable women and perpetra-
tor Others (Hall, A. 2010). 

The third category, Koskela, H. (2009, 336) 
named as the production of space approach ac-
cording to which “fear cannot be presented 
just as a combination of frightening physical 
structures and social situations but that the 
physical and social dimensions are funda-
mentally intertwined”. Rather than being 
curious with mapping out spaces of fear, 
this approach goes beyond seeing fear as a 
“private problem of an individual” and is 
concerned with the power structure con-
tributing to the social production of fear as 
an emotion (Fenster, T. 2005; Koskela, H. 
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2009). It is therefore pay close attention to 
the processes of ‘Othering’ and in fact argues 
that “if there was no Other there would be 
no reason to be afraid”; that said, “fear has 
an unholy alliance with prejudice, hate and 
anger” (Koskela, H. 2010, 390).

More recent studies have increasingly con-
sidered intersectional approaches leading to 
further unsettle dichotomous approaches to 
fear (i.e., white middle class women as vic-
tims and racialised Others as perpetrators) 
(Rodó-de-Zárate, M. and Baylina, M. 2018), 
as well as Sara Ahmed’s notion of emotion as 
cultural practices, not as psychological states. 
In her interpretation, cultural politics of emo-
tions produce “others” by defining which 
bodies belong within and which bodies 
should be marginalized through representa-
tion and (material) rhetoric (Ahmed, S. 2004). 

Tulumello, S. (2015, 2020) also discuss-
es representation in relation to fear, , but 
through the notion of the landscape of fear 
(or ‘fearscape’ – see also Rashmi, R. and Rai, 
A.K. 2019), based on cultural geography’s 
discourse on landscape as the representation 
of nature/environment. He does so by draw-
ing on the conceptualization of the landscape 
of fear by Tuan, Y. (1979) – “putting psycho-
logical states and tangible environments into 
dialogue” – and its development by Gold 
and Revill – highlighting the political na-
ture behind (Gold, J.R. and Revill, G. 2003) 
– entwined with marginalisation and oth-
ering. Tulumello, S. (2020, 129) highlights 
the central role “distance” plays in the ex-
istence of landscape, writing that landscape 
“exists because of the distance between the 
observer and the observed”. Similarly, fear 
exists through such distances; without actual 
experiences of violence the construction of 
dangerous Others happens as a consequence 
of imagery (representation) and results in 
the shaping of space (Tulumello, S. 2020). 
Tulumello argues for reducing such ‘dis-
tance’, as only by crossing socio-spatial bor-
ders, through proximity and by ‘living the 
space’ can one make sense to its frightfulness 
and potentially unlearn the fear associated 
with certain spaces. This account of fear, not 

only highlights that by the production of dis-
tance, the practice of Othering becomes eas-
ier, but also leads to the conceptualisation of 
fear as trans-scalar (Tulumello, S. 2020, 29). 

Towards a multi-scalar understanding of fear

The previous sections have argued, first, that 
it is important to reflect on the emotional 
qualities of fear and, second, that fear as an 
emotion should be understood through social, 
political, economic, and spatial relations. This 
section places fear in a multi-scalar/trans-sca-
lar frame by drawing on the existing literature 
and by beginning to unfold the arguments of 
the present paper; that is (1) familiar-Other 
dichotomies are reimagined at all scales (pri-
vate-public, home-outside, domestic-foreign, 
etc.) to serve various political interests and (2) 
while fear associated with Others (and Other 
places) is socially and politically reinforced, 
being afraid of familiar people and places 
tend to be “tabooised” and seen irrational.

A more traditional, “methodological” ap-
proach to geographical scale understands ge-
ographical scales as a hierarchical system of 
cities, regions, countries etc. where each layer 
may provide with an aggregated average of 
social, economic, or political information, 
but they hide the difference and inequalities 
within (Latour, B. 1987; Berki, M. 2014). 
Driven from such limitation the concept of 
scale has been objected to theoretical reflec-
tions in human geography, now, for dec-
ades motivating debates across its subfields 
(for examole as discussed by Marston, S.A.  
et al. 2005), primarily focusing on the social 
production/construction of scale (Smith, 
N. 1992; Delaney, D. and Leitner, H. 1997; 
Marston, S.A. 2000). Research by Pain, R. 
(2009) has been fundamental to developing 
such non-hierarchical, multi-/trans-scalar un-
derstanding of fear and particularly impor-
tant in highlighting the problematic nature 
of the idea that fear is produced at a larger – 
global, international, ‘political’ – scale, drip-
ping “down into people’s minds, bodies and 
everyday lives” as passive receivers (Pain, 
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R. 2009, 472). She makes this observation in 
relation to the geopolitics of fear that she ar-
gues – in a paradoxical way – lacks interest 
in emotion itself, reinforcing “a fixation with 
the global as the key scale for analysis” and 
“disempowering identities for its supposed 
subjects” (Pain, R. 2009, 472). Such shortfalls, 
however, have been addressed in subsequent 
research by Pain, R. and of others through re-
search focusing geopolitics and/or planetary 
urbanism leading to a more emotional mul-
ti-/trans-scalar conceptualisation of fear that 
considers Othering as central to the produc-
tion of fear (Abu-Orf, H. 2013; Pain, R. and 
Staeheli, L. 2014; Listerborn, C. 2015; Pain, 
R. 2015; Christian, J. et al. 2016; Pavoni, A. 
and Tulumello, S. 2020; Tulumello, S. 2020). 

Hoping to achieve a trans-scalar (Tulumello, 
S. 2020) approach, thus, not falling into a hier-
archical review of fear at different scales, the 
following paragraphs discuss the intercon-
nected nature of re/production of fear from 
the scale of the body to the to the global scale 
considering the processes of ‘Othering’ as a 
central element. With relying on examples 
primarily from the Hungarian context the fol-
lowing paragraphs address the second goal of 
this paper that is to highlights the importance 
and relevance of a trans-scalar understanding 
of fear in the context of Hungary (and perhaps 
in the region in general).

Trans-scalar production of fear and the re/
production of Othering across scales

Crossing the road due to the fear of passing 
by a stranger at night is beyond an individual 
instinctive reaction. It is a practice informed 
by one’s understanding of their body in a giv-
en cultural, social, political and economic con-
text. Drawing on Susan de Beauvoir’s ‘theory 
of the situation of the women’ and Maurice 
Merleau-Ponty’s ‘theory of the lived body’ 
Young, I.M. (1980, 144) in her paper, “Throw-
ing like a girl: A phenomenology of feminine 
body comportment motility and spatiality” 
argues that a woman as a human existence (as 
a subject) understands her objectification, her 

‘Othered’ status. Young identifies two main 
manifestations of this understanding; the lack 
of confidence and the fear of getting hurt, both 
of which girls acquire throughout their de-
velopment/socialisation, through the learning 
process whereby “a girl comes to understand 
that she is a girl” (Young, I.M. 1980, 154). 

While crossing the road to avoid passing 
by a – potentially gendered, classes, and/or 
racialised Other – stranger at night is seen 
normal, fear within one’s home, among family 
has been marked by taboos, hysteria and/or 
shame. The romanticisation of home has been 
central to western culture and the idea that 
one’s home would not provide with security, 
love and comfort has been long ignored along 
with the diverse meanings ‘home’ may entail 
(Blunt, A. 2005). It is so, as in the general im-
agery, harm comes from Others and happens 
in other spaces (Datta, A. 2016) beyond the 
borders of home. As this paper argues such 
borders define every scale, but with enlarged 
concepts of ‘home’. A multi-scalar under-
standing of home (Blunt, A. et al. 2021) and 
of (domestic) violence in particular has been 
also discussed – in feminist geopolitics – in 
relation to global terrorism and the politics 
of fear emphasising that violence at home is 
overshadowed by the war on terror (Pain, R. 
2014) and the securitization of public spaces. 
This has been conspicuously demonstrated, in 
the case of Hungary, for example, by its’ re-
luctance to ratify the Istanbul Convention that 
stands against violence against women and 
domestic violence. The Istanbul Convention 
was left unsigned by the government fol-
lowing a debate in the European Parliament 
that managed to politicise the content of the 
Convention (Krizsán, A. and Roggeband, 
C. 2021). The argument against the ratifica-
tion was that the Convention uses the “non-
consensual and ambiguous term ‘gender’” 
(Kováts, E. 2020, 91). This (non)action show-
cases the prioritisation of national politics 
over personal experience through an interna-
tional policy used for national political goal.

As opposed to home, the scale of the city, 
and public spaces in particular have been 
considered as dangerous, violent and fear-
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ful spaces (Pavoni, A. and Tulumello, S. 
2020). This notion has been utilised in eve-
ryday and political discourse both to limit 
the movement of women and children as 
well as to justify penal/regulatory policies 
towards those considered as the source of 
danger, reinforcing (urban) fear as inher-
ently gendered phenomena (Bondi, L. and 
Rose, D. 2003; Kern, L. 2007, 2010, 2020). In 
this context, urban Others (e.g., homeless 
people, Roma people, prostitutes) as per-
petrators and white middle-class women as 
victims has been “a ubiquitous topos of pub-
lic representation” even though it is known 
“that sexual violence is more often commit-
ted by acquaintances, (ex-)partners, or rela-
tives” (Hall, A. 2010; Tulumello, S. 2020, 
128). Mostly in western context such issues 
have been addressed through new forms of 
privatisations in urban planning to enable/
empower women through planning and poli-
cies (Beebeejaun, Y. 2009). However, these 
practices (e.g., gated parks) are often in the 
favour of reinforcing traditional gender roles 
(Kern, L. 2010) as well as reinforcing other 
forms of differences and discriminations 
(Koskela, H. and Pain, R. 2000; Lawton, 
C.A. and Kallai, J. 2002; Phillips, D. 2006; 
Beebeejaun, Y. 2009; Koskela, H. 2010). 

While homeless people are generally pic-
tured as sources of fear in the context of ur-
ban violence, when the migration crisis of 
2015 has hit Hungary, a discourse compar-
ing the support given to refugees and local 
homeless by civil organisation has risen. 
Government related media outlets expressed 
their disapproval of helping (with food and 
warm clothes) refugees – deemed danger-
ous – as opposed to supporting ‘our own’ 
poor. Regarding the terror attacks and ter-
rorism discourses of the early 21st century, 
Pain, R. (2009, 436) argues, that “the idea that 
governments are increasingly manufactur-
ing, drawing upon and reproducing fear (at 
least, certain sorts of fears) has become the 
predominant focus of attention.” This has 
been conspicuously demonstrated during the 
arrival and subsequently by the approach to 
non-white migrants (refugees) arriving at the 

Hungarian borders (Feischmidt, M. 2020), 
reproducing narratives that situate (white) 
western populations within the boundaries 
of the Homeland, and dangerous Others 
outside (Pain, R. 2009). However, whether 
the (Central and) Eastern European region is 
part of the club also shift from time to time or 
even more from discourse to discourse lead-
ing to the formation of a variety of suprana-
tional formations, the re-imagination of “im-
agined communities” (Anderson, B. 1983), 
and the liquidity and trans-scalar nature of 
‘home/land’. That is to say, such discourses 
“jump scale” (Smith, N. 1992) easily.

Regional level groupings, such as the un-
ion of the four Visegrad (V4) countries or 
the European Union, allow the definitions 
of different “us” and “them” narratives. As 
Lamour, C. (2021) argues in the case of the 
EU, but just as much relevant in the case of 
the V4 countries the link between populism 
and regionalism and related complex “eco-
nomic power geometries” has reproduced 
and reinforces new forms of regionalism, 
“regional vison”; and has led to new forms 
of “uneven development, socio-spatial po-
larization and a transformation of solidarity 
regulations” (Lamour, C. 2021, 3).

Then there are fears that are beyond any 
forms of borders, organised around fears 
that are often so abstract and far from eve-
ryday personal experiences that can be 
generalised as much as they can develop 
meaning anywhere. Bondi, L. (2009) refers 
to these as “globalised fears”, arguing that 
“local threats” were replaced/combined with 
“global threats” and similarly so, Koskela, 
H. (2010) argues that “local Others” were re-
placed – I would argue – or combined with 
“global Others”. At least so, global Othering 
gained local meanings. 

The multi-scalar nature of fear is further me-
diated by a variety of globalised sources of cul-
ture, information and knowledge, such as in-
ternational news portals, social media, movies, 
and providers such as Netflix. That is to say, 
individual emotions not only reflect experi-
ences re/produced at different scales, but also 
their media representation (Bondi, L. 2009). 
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In fact, media outlets have peculiar effects on 
blending together – and scaling up – fears de-
termined at different scales. Even more, they 
contribute to the globalisation of fears where 
fear loses its “spatial and temporal” terms, 
becoming unpredictable and uncontrollable 
(Beck, U. 2002; Pain, R. 2009). Increasingly so 
in the cases of climate change, immigration 
flows or diseases such as the COVID-19.

Conclusions

The present paper combines and draws on 
the existing literature on multi-scalar/trans-
scalar, emotional, spatial, and political under-
standings of fear (1) to contribute to the lit-
erature by highlighting the way the political 
production of fear can jump across scales, and 
(2) to highlight its relevance in the Hungarian 
(and Central and Eastern European) context. 

I suggest that “familiar” versus “unknown” 
or “us” versus “them” dichotomies are reim-
agined at all scales (private-public; domestic-
foreign) and concerning discourses jump 
scale according to political convenience. Such 
discourses jump scale by the constant defini-
tion and re-definition of Others and imagined 
communities. Fear associated with others and 
other spaces are socially and politically rein-
forced, while being afraid of familiar people or 
spaces is often ‘tabooised’ and seen irrational. 

The affective/emotional turn in geography 
have greatly affected the discipline resulting 
in ground-breaking research and a more nu-
anced understanding of the world. There are 
greatly valuable and inspiring research in 
this field, many noted above. However, often 
there is an argument from researchers from 
the semi-periphery of Europe in particular 
that emotions are out of the horizon of this re-
gion because there are materialities that need 
faster fix. Studies (e.g., on the post-socialist 
transformation in CEE) have shown that there 
are views according to which just like there is 
no time to deal with gender equality (Timár, 
J. 1993), there is no time for emotions either. 
This paper, however, wants to point out that 
there should be time as emotions are not bour-

geois mischiefs, or boredom of the western 
middle class. This paper argues that emotions 
structure political and economic systems at 
every scale, in fact emotions contributes to 
multi-scalar politics – both top-down (e.g., 
in the form of oppression) and bottom-up (in 
the form of resistance). 

There is an important point that has not 
been highlighted in this paper so far that is 
the question of whose fears matter. As Pain, 
R. (2010, 471) writes there are “assumptions 
about the ways in which emotions originate, 
travel, and affect and [i]ronically, geographers 
have sometimes joined in the universalization 
of fear, applying it with a broad brush across a 
flat earth”. This is another argument for more 
relevant research to be conducted in Hungary, 
Central and Eastern Europe and outside of the 
core countries in general. While in the Anglo-
American world geographical research have 
immersed in emotions in the last decade, in 
Hungary barely any geographers have been 
inspired by the concepts of emotion, feeling 
and affect, at most tangentially (Czirfusz, M. 
2014; Fabók, M. and Berki, M. 2018), in rela-
tion to tourism (Michalkó, G. and Rátz, T. 
2008; Irimiás, A. et al. 2021), care migration 
(Németh, K. and Váradi, M.M. 2018), and the 
politics of commemoration (Erőss, Á. 2017). 
From outside of the discipline, probably the 
most relevant reading is a recently published 
book that approaches the geographies of af-
fect through the analysis of contemporary 
literature and visual culture (Györke, Á. and 
Bülgözdi, I. 2020; Sági, M. 2021), but envi-
ronmental psychologists have also actively 
engaged in understanding the relationship 
between emotions and space (Dúll, A. 2022), 
however, with less consideration of the pro-
duction of space. 

‘Fear’ has been somewhat more popu-
lar topic in human geography in Hungary 
(e.g., Molnár, A. 2012; Pődör, A. et al. 2016; 
Jakobi, Á. and Pődör, A. 2020), however, in 
most cases with little attention to its com-
plexities either as an emotion or as a social 
construction, but rather as a consequence of 
crime. I believe that locally specific matters – 
such as debates over (the persistent relevance 
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of) post-socialist cities (Bodnár, J. 2001; 
Grubbauer, M. 2012; Csomós, G. et al. 2020; 
Fabula, Sz. et al. 2021) – would also benefit  
from further exploring non-hierarchical ap-
proaches to scale in general (e.g., Timár, J. 
2004; Czirfusz, M. et al. 2018; Szalai, Á. et al. 
2021) and in relation to emotion and fear in 
particular, while also providing with a com-
parative lens and new perspectives about 
existing knowledge elsewhere (Robinson, J. 
2016) on the multi-scalar production of fear.
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