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THE POST-WEST OF POST-NATIONS AND THE EAST AS NEW WEST
VIKTOR ORBAN’S VISION FOR EUROPE AND THE CULTURAL GAP IT TRIES
TO EXPLOIT

ABSTRACT: Based on political speeches, the paper summarizes Hungarian Prime Minister Viktor Orbdn’s idea of the ‘Europe
of nations’, the main pillars of the general framework, as well as the modernization context, in which it is recently interpreted. The
paper argues thatt Orban initially pushed for comprehensive reforms of the European Union (EU) structure, but this political
endeavor remained largely unsuccessful, so he has changed strategy and instead of focusing on institutional revisions, he brought
back the sensitive and divisive issue of defining Europeanness. He suggests that the Western framing of Europe’s future is a total
failure, leading to the collapse of the EU and, more generally, of European civilization as a whole. To avoid this cultural catas-
trophe, the Hungarian PM argue, Central and East European nations must preserve their authentic Europeanness, based on
Christianity, traditional values, social homogeneity (i.e., no immigrants), and gender normality (i.e., no LGBTQ ideology). The
paper emphasizes that this shift in Orban’s EU and European discourse was not merely rhetorical, but strategic, as he realized
that there are disagreements between the West and the East as regards to the above-mentioned identity issues, and he tries to
reinterpret this gap as a choice between authentic and destructive Europeanness. The last section of the paper presents a compar-
ative statistical analysis in order to explore whether the described gap really exists or not.
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1. Introduction

The longest-serving leader in the European Union (EU) is Hungarian Prime Minister (PM) Viktor Orban,
who is widely regarded by both politicians and scholars as a vehement critic of European integration — at least
in its current form (Lamour, 2024). It is well-documented that Viktor Orbén started his political career as a
liberal advocate of Hungary’s Euro-Atlantic orientation (Deék, 2013; Kordsényi et al., 2020; Lendvai, 2018;
Povedak, 2014). During his first term as a PM between 1998 and 2002, his majority coalition in parliament
ceremonially ratified Hungary’s accession to NATO, while negotiations for EU membership were progressing
rapidly (Szelényi, 2022). At that time, some critical voices claimed that Orban recklessly accelerated the EU

accession process and failed to deliver in the negotiations (Hettyei, 2017). His strategy was seen as lenient in
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many policy areas affected by the strict harmonization criteria (Bordcz, 2000). After two consecutive terms in
opposition, Orban regained the position of PM in 2010 with a landslide two-thirds majority in the parliament.
Since then, his party has been the ruling power without any real challenger — also due to many institutional
reforms that were heavily criticized by the EU (Stuchlikova, 2015).

In the last 14 years relationship between the EU and Hungary has been deteriorating. Both sides blame
each other for this negative trend. The purpose of this paper is not to provide an overview of this relationship,
or an insight into its hectic turning points and tense dynamics. Instead, it focuses on Viktor Orban’s continu-
ously evolving vision of Europe, as the Hungarian PM has been speaking openly and explicitly about the crisis
of the European integration for some time now (Gulacsi & Kerényi, 2023). Orban believes that the main
problems with the EU cannot be solved in policy context. He emphasizes that the necessary corrections must
go far beyond this level, through a complete de- and reconstruction of supranational polities (institutional
frameworks), as well as politics (modes and techniques of exercising power) (Sadecki, 2022). His structural
vision for the EU was summarized in six points. This concept can be seen as the basic theoretical framework
of the ‘Europe of nations’, which is an emerging, highly ideological framing in the field of European Studies
(Griinhut, 2024). The first section of the paper briefly describes this understanding of the EU.

Although Orbén politically invested a lot in the development of this framework, for some reason he
stopped elaborating more on the details of this structural vision and shifted his narrative focus to more general
European changes. More recently, he has spoken of a ‘modernization trap’ that, in his view, is undermining
Western European societies and distracting the EU from its original goals (Rupnik, 2024). Orban emphasizes
that today Europe is facing with an immense cultural challenge, and the management of this crisis is not only
about the future of the EU, but about European civilization. This paper argues that this narrative shift in
Orban’s EU and European discourse is not rhetorical, but strategic, in the sense that he has realized that both
public mobilization and political alliance-building based on the ideas of structural revision are ineffective. He
had to come up with something more inventive. With this shift, Orban aims to export from the Hungarian
public discourse to European audiences the tried-and-true narrative logic of creating fear, anger, prejudice,
and division (more on this logic and its social ramifications: Bajomi-Lazar, 2019; Barna & Koltai, 2019; Bir6-
Nagy, 2022; Bocskor, 2018; Kiss, 2016). The second chapter elaborates on these aspects.

What made Orbén to rethink his narrative focus and communicative logic? For years he had been advo-
cating for the comprehensive de- and rebuilding of the EU’s institutional framework. In various forums at
home and abroad, he expressed his deep dissatisfaction with the European integration as such, as well as with
its structural mechanisms and long-term goals. After the Brexit, however, he had to admit that he might have

to deal with a Huxit (Hungarian exit) initiative if public opinion about the EU dramatically changes in a neg-
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ative way (Meislova & Szent-lvanyi, 2021). And this was never on his agenda, mainly because of the im-
portance of EU financial resources for the Hungarian economy (Ranschburg & Schlanger, 2024; PC, 2023).
Therefore, Orban introduced the slogan of ‘we don’t need an alternative to Europe, but a European alterna-
tive’ (PM Orban’s State of the Nation Speech, 2024). This was the above-mentioned narrative shift, in which
the Hungarian PM began to deal less with ‘perceptions of Europe’ and more with ‘perceptions of European-
ness’. It is well-documented in the relevant surveys that public perceptions of the EU are generally quite
positive in all Member States, including Hungary (Eurobarometer, 2021; 2022a; 2022b; 2023a; 2023b). Alt-
hough there are real challenges to the EU, like moderate trust towards its institutions, civil disengagement,
democratic deficit, and dissatisfaction with its bureaucratic dysfunctionality, yet citizens still largely identify
themselves with the idea of European commonality and some kind of supranational unity, and they see the
available and potential benefits of further integration. Thus, public perceptions of the EU appear to be both
positive and stable over the years. As a result, Orban has given up challenging these perceptions. Instead, he
has begun to question the meaning of Europeanness, which has been the Achilles’ heel of the EU for decades,
as to the sensitivity of the issue has prevented it from developing a coherent concept of European identity (see,
for example, the failed attempt to draft a constitution for the EU). Thus, Orban changed his narrative focus
and started talking about ‘good’ and ‘bad’ Europeans, of which the first group tries to keep Europe European
on the bases of nation, Christianity, traditional values, anti-immigration, and gender normality, while the sec-
ond group tries to undermine all these fundamental pillars of identity. The last part of the paper, based on data
from the European Social Survey (ESS), shows that while European societies have broadly similar perceptions
of the EU, there is a large gap between the ‘West’ and the ‘East’ in terms of what Orban seeks to define as
identity pillars of Europeanness. The paper argues that this is exactly what Orban tries to exploit politically
when he presents Central and Eastern European countries as ‘authentic Europe’ (cf. Balogh, 2017; Gibelin
2024). Accordingly, the paper has three interrelated aims: (1) to present Orban’s structural vision for the EU
(concept of a ‘Europe of nations’); (2) to point out that the Hungarian PM has recently shifted his EU-related
narratives from institutional aspects to more general civilizational challenges facing Europe; and (3) to em-
phasize, on the basis of empirical results, that this narrative shift reflects real socio-cultural and socio-political
gaps between ‘old democracies’ and ‘new democracies’, or in other words, ‘Western’ and ‘Eastern’ parts of
Europe. The paper suggests that this Orbanian shift should be seen as a new, possibly more influential phase

in his grand strategy of reorganizing the EU.
2. ‘Europe of nations’

Since 2010, Fidesz has held an unbreakable two-thirds majority in the Hungarian parliament, already for

four terms. In the name of illiberalism, successive Orban governments have fundamentally redesigned the
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structure of polities and politics in Hungary (Antal, 2017; Halmai, 2024; Juhész et al. 2015; Kim, 2023; Kreko
& Enyedi, 2018; Rydlinski, 2018). Among other things, a new constitution was promulgated with many pro-
visions that can only be changed by a qualified majority vote, although Fidesz has introduced many amend-
ments to the basic law since its adoption according to its changing political interests (Kordsényi et al., 2020;
Pap, 2018; Suleiman, 2021). Since March 2020, with short interruptions, the country has been under a state of
emergency, previously due to the covid pandemic and more recently due to the conflict in Ukraine, which
allows both the government and the parliament to use special legislative procedures (Petit, 2022). All these
political interventions serve one main prupose: to centralize the relevant rights and competences in one source
of power (Enyedi, 2023). Of course, for this centralization the EU and its supranationalism represent a real
obstacle (Wilkin, 2018). Thus, the deterioration of EU-Hungarian relations was inherently coded into this
power constellation (Fella, 2022). For the Orbanian regime-building (called the Program of National Cooper-
ation) the EU has become an ‘Other’ — an external entity to be blamed and differentiated from (Sata, 2023).
Since 2010, the general perception of the EU by successive Orban governments has taken different forms,
ranging from unstructured EU criticism to more comprehensive EU skepticism and to explicit and elaborated
EU pessimism. In this latter stage, the Orbanian discourse has reframed the EU as an illegitimate empire that
seeks to undermine the only sovereign powers of the integration, namely the nation-states. Based on this un-
derstanding, Orban began develop a structural vision for the EU in order to de- and rebuild it as the ‘Europe
of nations’.

The proposed concept is not new in European political discourse. Since the 1960s it has had a constant
core meaning, according to which the European integration cannot proceed to a stage, where the supranational
entity has more legislative, executive, and judicial powers than the empowering member states (Krol, 1990).
In de Gaulle’s perspective, the ‘Europe of nations’ was a conceptual tool to revive national pride and to
demonstrate to the public that the state is the only political actor capable of resolutely pursuing national inter-
ests in the complexity of international arenas (Cerny, 1980). He therefore used this narrative to vehemently
reject the idea of a ‘European people’ as a social-political basis for supranationalism. And if there are only
French, German, Italian, Dutch, etc. people in Europe, then their forms of cooperation cannot go beyond the
model of intergovernmentalism, i.e. sovereign nations reaching consensus through negotiations among ‘high
political’ (usually government-delegated) representatives. This de Gaulleian ‘Europe of nations’ was also
largely reflected in the Thatcherian understanding (Franklin & Wilke, 1990). However, the two concepts had
one significant difference — de Gaulle wanted to radically reduce the US influence over Western Europe and
fill this power vacuum with French ‘grandeur’ (Cerny, 1980); Thatcher never questioned the special alliance
between the UK and US (George, 1990). So, with respect to the European Community, de Gaulle envisioned

a parallel two-way future — a path of less limited integration in certain policy areas clearly serving French



Online Journal Modelling the New Europe
No. 48 / September 2025
https://neweurope.centre.ubbcluj.ro/

national interests and thus mostly steered by French dominance, and another path of heavily constrained inte-
gration in other areas, which cannot be overruled by supranational actorness or any kind of majority of the
member states (Kolodziej, 1974). Thatcher, on the other hand, preferred to keep the integration limited in all
fields of polities, politics, and policies; her ‘Europe of nations’ was not a concept of integration controlled
from London, but rather a generally loose confederalism (Kavanagh 1987).

The ideas of these two politicians still have a lasting influence. However, since the neo-realist turn in the late
1990s, the framing of the ‘Europe of nations’ has been significantly revised, also because the previous decade,
i.e. the destabilization and collapse of the bipolar world order, was an era of reunification and supranationalism
in Europe. Accordingly, the ‘Europe of nations’ has been reemerged as a call to protect ‘Europe’, i.e. the
European community of nations, European culture and heritage, European social fabrication based on its tra-
ditional values, norms and customs, and European democracy and rule of law, from ‘Europe’ as a hegemon in
the hands of certain global actors. Through this redesigned lens, the ‘Europe of nations’ is proposed as an
‘either-or’ kind of choice between a ‘European’ and a ‘non-European’ project of Europe. Thus, there seems
to be no more ideational common space between this framing and all the other concepts advocating for more
or less advanced supranationalism. For years, this reinterpreted ‘Europe of nations’ was more of an empty
signifier than a real structural vision, until Viktor Orban started to load the framework with content.

In 2018, the Hungarian PM underlined that “Europe will be a Europe of nations, or not at all”! (PM
Orban’s speech 2018) Three years later, at a conference celebrating 30 years of freedom in Hungary since the
change of regime, he gave a speech on the basic principles of his structural vision (PM Orban’s speech 2021).
This was actually the first summary of the ‘Europe of nations’. Already the opening statement explicitly po-
sitions Orban’s idea in contrast to the supranationalism of the EU when he claims that “Brussels’ bureaucrats
want to rebuild the EU as a superstate, however there is no such thing as European demos, only European
nations” (PM Orban’s speech 2021, par. 11). A democratic political structure expects engaged citizens, active
demos — PM Orban said, but the superstate is being built in Europe is without demos, so it lacks legitimacy
and democratic control. In his view, a European superstate would turn into an empire sooner rather than later.
Orban stressed that the master plan of the superstate is fundamentally flawed in that Europe as a whole is not
moving towards a post-national era. On the contrary, this tendency characterizes only a limited number of
West European countries. Accorindg to Orban, these societies are actually on the verge of collapse, or at least
losing their coherence due to an intense crisis of values triggered by immigration and the so-called ‘cancel
culture’. Orban claims that Central and Eastern European nations have realized just in time that following the
path of their Western partners would be a disaster for their own people as well as for the European project.
Therefore, Orban recommended as thesis no. 2 in his aforementioned speech that the ‘ever closer union’ clause

should be deleted from all EU treaties and documents (ibid. par. 12). So, no superstate and no open-ended
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gradual integration — these are the main foundations. As he put it, the EU is “being guided by those who see
integration not as a mean, but as a goal for its own sake. These actors want to override all national interests
and traditional values”. In addition to these principles, Orban put forward a third, namely that the EU is
fundamentally based on the assumption that member states can achieve better economic performance in a
collaborative union than one by one. Thus, without shared economic success, the EU will fall apart. However,
he concluded, Brussels’ bureaucrats are more interested in regulating member states’ economic policies by
supranational statues and decrees than in contributing to their performance. Therefore, he argued, the EU must
identify common economic development as its primary mission (ibid. par. 14). In addition to these three guid-
ing principles, Orban proposed another three theses concerning the legislative, executive, and jurisdictive
competences of the EU (ibid. par. 13, 15, and 16). Regarding the European Commission (EC), he said that it
had illegitimately transformed from the politically impartial position of Guardian of the Treaties into a political
body under the control of hidden networks. The Hungarian PM claimed that the EC outsources important
competencies to biased NGOs (for example, monitoring the implementation of policies, developing of indica-
tors to be met during the execution of strategies and action plans, administering of policy progress, as well as
reporting on the status of democracy, rule of law, and general social-political freedom in the member states)
and then uses its executive powers to blackmail those national governments that are not willing to cooperate
with these actors. According to Orban, this is a clear abuse of power on the part of the EC, and it should be
addressed immediately by taking back these competencies. He believes that the EC should stick to its original
functions of administration and registration under the strict control and supervision of the Council.

Regarding the European Parliament (EP) the Hungarian PM emphasized that it is neither a guarantor
of democracy in the EU (as voter turnout in EU elections is low in all member states; citizens are generally
disengaged from EP debates and procedures; and the EP can mobilize only certain biased NGOs and interest
groups, but not citizens), nor a protagonist in preparing, negotiating and deciding on important common issues.
As Orban summarized, the EP is slow and bureaucratic, has serious deficit problems, and is generally costly.
He therefore recommended that national legislative bodies should send representatives to the European Par-
liament, based on the model of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, and that national par-
liaments should also be given the right to stop supranational legislative processes if they violate national com-
petences. Finally, with regard to the judicial sector, the Hungarian PM urged the creation of a new EU insti-
tution involving the constitutional courts of member states and empowered with the right to protect the national
and constitutional identity of member states.

The main points summarized above clearly show that the Orbanian idea of a ‘Europe of nations’ is
not just another critical reflection on the EU. It does not concern specific policy issues and it also avoids to

merely emphasizing that sovereign nations should reconsider their future outside of the European integration.
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The idea addresses the core foundations of the EU — its basic logics and principles, as well as its general
institutional framework. It wants the EU to disintegrate, but without a path to complete dissolution (Griinhut,
2024). No superstate, not even supranationalism, only limited confederalism with significant powers of con-
trols (checks and balances) in the hands of the member states.

Despite of certain similarities that make the Orbanian understanding of a ‘Europe of nations’ and the
well-conceptualized intergovernmentalist approach comparable, it is important to emphasize the differences
between the two. Orban explicitly wants the elected governments of the member states to be the only relevant
actors in the European system of polities, politics, and policies. Thus, he is against the liberal reading and
interpretation of intergovernmentalism (Moravcsik, 1998), insofar as the Hungarian PM does not seek for
multilevel and multiactor governance. He frames power (authorities, rights, competencies, resources, etc.) in
a zero-sum game — if one actor gains power, others in the constellation must suffer the loss of it. Accordingly,
governments must strive to the centralize power, which also means that in European arenas, nation-states
compete with each other because conflicts arise from their rival national interests. Thus, intergovernmentalism
believes that institutionalized platforms can help national actors, in particular but not exclusively national
governments, to find common interests and create common policies based on them by shaping the perceptions,
intentions, goals, and behaviors of member states (Hoffmann, 1964). Instead, Orban expects European supra-
national entities primarily to consolidate governmental power capacities (by excluding other actors and allo-
cating resources to governments) and to secure the veto mechanism against undesirable policies proposed by
certain rivals (member states or social groups, business actors, NGOs behind them). The following chapter

further elaborates on the background generative logics of this Orbanian approach.
3. West, East, and the future of Europe

Since Orbén’s idea of the ‘Europe of nations’ is a political framing, the process of its elaboration is also
primarily related to political motivations. In other words, the argument of this paper is that after presenting
the main pillars of the concept (principles and structural framework) in 2021, the Hungarian PM deliberately
did not go further with the details of his structural vision for the EU. He simply acknowledged that the public
perception of the EU and its main institutions is quite positive in all member states, including Hungary. More-
over, Orban had to face with serious political costs at the European level, first in the form of heavy criticism
and increasingly obvious isolation, then in a series of punitive measures taken by the EU against Hungary
(Fella, 2022). In the face of these general perceptions and political consequences, Orban had to find a different
ideational approach and narrative focus in order to better mobilize for his political goals.

Apart from the structural and institutional dimensions, the Hungarian PM has started to talk about the

civilizational and modernization crisis of the EU. There is a special platform, the so-called Balvanyos Summer

12



Online Journal Modelling the New Europe
No. 48 / September 2025
https://neweurope.centre.ubbcluj.ro/

Free University and Student Camp, which is an intellectual workshop of the Carpathian Basin held annually
in Baile Tusnad, Romania, where Orban gives long lectures about his perceptions of the European future and
the broader international dynamics. In the summer of 2022, he argued that the decline of Western civilization,
especially in the western part of the European continent, was the main challenge facing the EU (PM Orban’s
speech 2022). He claimed that the West is already a post-West: “[M]igration has split Europe in two — or |
could say that it has split the West in two. One half is a world where European and non-European people live
together. These countries are no longer nations: they are nothing more than a conglomeration of people. |
could also say that it is no longer the Western world, but the post-Western world. And around 2050, the laws
of mathematics will lead to the final demographic shift: cities in this part of the continent — or that part — will
see the proportion of residents of non-European origin rising to over 50 per cent of the total. And here we are
in Central Europe — in the other half of Europe, or of the West. If it were not somewhat confusing, | could say
that the West — let’s say the West in its spiritual sense — has moved to Central Europe: the West is here, and
what is left over there is merely the post-West. A battle is in progress between the two halves of Europe.” (ibid.
par. 11) With regarding to the inner-European or inner-EU conflict about immigration, he declared that “[I]t
is important that we understand that these good people over there in the West, in the post-West, cannot bear
to wake up every morning and find that their days — and indeed their whole lives — are poisoned by the thought
that all is lost. So we do not want to confront them with this day and night. All we ask is that they do not try
to impose on us a fate which we do not see as simply a fate for a nation, but as its nemesis.” (ibid. par. 11)
Orbén said that the inter- and supranationalists of the EU, i.e. those who want a post-national European super-
state, are striving to turn their ideology into a mainstream political narrative according to which Europe is by
its very nature populated by people of mixed race. However, he continues, “[T]his is a historical and semantic
sleight of hand, because it conflates two different things. There is a world in which European people are mixed
together with those arriving from outside Europe. Now that is a mixed-race world. And there is our world,
where people from within Europe mix with one another, move around, work, and relocate. So, for example, in
the Carpathian Basin we are not mixed-race: we are simply a mixture of people living in our own European
homeland. [...] This is why we have always fought: we are willing to mix with one another, but we do not want
to become peoples of mixed-race.” (ibid. par. 12) It was important to quote the Hungarian PM at length on this
issue because migration and the way he interprets it in a civilization framework (cf. Canveren & Akgil Dura-
keay, 2017; Syla, 2023) defines the basic normative background of his idea of a ‘Europe of nations’. His
premise is nothing less than that if the EU and its certain political groups succeed in undermining the nation-
states in Central and Eastern Europe as well, then the result won’t be further integration of European societies
into a union of Europeanness, but a colossal and irreversible destruction of European civilization.

The other main themse of the declining West in Europe is what Orban calls ‘gender madness’ (Fodor,
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2022; Linnamaki, 2022; Renkin, 2023). He believes that in Central and Eastern Europe it is “not an ideological
question, but quite simply the most important question in life” that there are only two genders, male and female
(ibid. par. 13). He suggests that those who wish to see this basic biological fact questioned also seek to desta-
bilize various traditional social values, roles, meanings and references, such as family, fatherhood and moth-
erhood, nation, homeland, and so on. The Hungarian PM stresses that nothing is honored and respected for
this ‘cancel culture’ — neither Europe, nor Europeanness.

In his 2022 speech, Orban explicitly stated that Europe is in a crisis of civilization and modernization,
and that the two main issues in which this cataclysm is manifested are immigration from non-European coun-
tries and gender revisionism (LGBTQ ideology), which is embedded into a broader ‘cancel culture’ revolution.
He claimed that Europe is breaking in two because of the political debate over how to reflect on these chal-
lenges. The ‘old West’ is disappearing — it is already just a post-West of post-nations. Meanwhile, countries
of the ‘old East’ are unwilling to give up their national identities and traditional values, even though the polit-
ical pressure on them to change course is enormous. Accordingly, the ‘old East’ is becoming the ‘new West’.
A year later, PM Orbén admitted at the same forum that the struggle between West/‘post-West” and East/‘new-
West’ is not going well for Central and East Europe. “Another European development in relation to which
Hungarians will need to position themselves in the coming years is the struggle between federalists and sov-
ereigntists. Empire or nations? Here we suffered a serious blow [...], when Brexit caused our British friends
to leave the European Union. This upset the balance between sovereigntists and federalists within the EU.
The earlier configuration was the French and the Germans as federalists on one side, and the British and us
—the V4 [Visegrad4] — on the other. If the British were in the European Union today, we would not even have
to learn terms like ‘rule of law mechanism’, ‘conditionality’ or ‘economic governance’, as they would not
exist. These could only be introduced in the European Union because the British left and we V4 members
could not prevent them — and indeed the V4 was attacked by the federalists. We can all see the result. The
Czechs have basically changed sides, Slovakia is wobbling, and only the Poles and Hungarians are holding
out.” Due to these political circumstances, Orban emphasized that Hungary need to strengthen its cooperation
with countries in the Western Balkan, both with EU member states and third parties (Doménech 2024). Then,
in his 2024 lecture, the Hungarian PM argued that “European policy-making has collapsed. Europe has given
up defending its own interests: all that Europe is doing today is unconditionally following the foreign policy
line of the US Democrats — even at the cost of its own self-destruction. [...] ...the core of the European power
system was the Paris—Berlin axis, which used to be inescapable: it was the core and it was the axis. Since the
war broke out [in Ukraine], a different center and a different axis of power has been established. The Berlin—
Paris axis no longer exists — or if it does, it has become irrelevant and liable to be bypassed. The new power

center and axis comprises London, Warsaw, Kiev/Kyiv, the Baltics and the Scandinavians.” Thus, the
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East/‘new-West’ is divided again because of the conflict in Ukraine, which is challenging Hungary and the
Orban’s foreign and EU policy (cf. Elteté & Szemlér, 2023). However, Orbéan believes that in the foreseeable
future, although certain countries in the East would probably switch to the federalists due to tactical and stra-
tegic interests, however these shifts can at best be temporary, and these countries will always return due to
their social and cultural fabrication. The reason why none of these countries would be able to leave the Eastern
bloc definitively, the Hungarian PM claims, is Christian traditionalism (Lamour, 2022; Téth-Méaté & Ra-
kovics, 2023).Although these societies are less and less religious, but basic social values, horms, customs,
conventions, taboos and rules are still deeply imbued with Christian traditions.

In 2023 Orban said: “[T]he European Union rejects Christian heritagE:\Ramo Publishing\30-08-
25\WIPe, it is managing population replacement through migration, and it is waging an LGBTQ offensive
against family-friendly European nations.” Drawing conclusions from this, he emphasized “...we have to say
that Europe today has created its own political class, which is no longer accountable and no longer has any
Christian or democratic convictions. And we have to say that federalist governance in Europe has led to an
unaccountable empire. We have no other choice. For all our love of Europe, for all that it is ours, we must
fight. Our position is clear: we do not want everyone to share the same faith, and we do not want everyone to
have the same family life or to celebrate the same public holidays; but we insist on having our common home,
our common language, our common public sphere and our common culture...” Therefore, in Orban’s narra-
tive, fight against non-European immigration and gender revisionism (LGBTQ ideology) is not only a fight
for national sovereignty, but also for Christianity. And the latter is the backbone of Western civilization and
thus of Europe (Hill, 2024). In 2024, he declared that abandonment of Christianity, both as a religion and as a
cultural tradition, would be the death of Europe. The Hungarian PM calls this end-scenario the ‘zero religion’.
He describes it as the following: “[Z]ero religion is a state in which faith has long disappeared, but there has
also been the loss of the capacity for Christian tradition to provide us with cultural and moral rules of behavior
that govern our relationship to work, money, family, sexual relations, and the order of priorities in how we
relate to one another. This is what Westerners have lost. | think that this state of zero religion comes about
when same-sex marriage is recognized as an institution with a status equal to that of marriage between men
and women. That is a state of zero religion, in which Christianity no longer provides a moral compass and
guidance. This must be avoided at all costs. And so when we fight for the family, we are not just fighting for
the honor of the family, but for the maintenance of a state in which Christianity at least still provides moral

guidance for our community.”
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4. Perceptions of the European Union and Europeanness

The first chapter of this paper summarized Orban’s vision for Europe, its main principles and institutional
dimensions. The second chapter then briefly outlined the Hungarian PM’s reflections on certain culturally
relevant developments that he claims are dividing European societies into two major blocks. Orban claims
that these cultural dynamics are turning Western Europe into a post-West of post-nations, while the countries
in the East are striving to preserve their nation-state character and thus the core foundations of Western and
European values. Accordingly, in a broader perspective, Orban stresses that Europe is facing a crisis of civi-
lizational and modernization, and that the Western part is already lost. As argued in the introduction, the shift
from EU-relevant structural aspects to more comprehensive and more divisive cultural dimensions was not
only rhetorical but strategic. The Hungarian PM realized that there are no significant differences between
Western and Eastern Europe in terms of relevant social perceptions of the EU. Thus, he would risk becoming
more isolated himself in the European political arena, as there is no exploitable public support for a compre-
hensive structural revision of the EU based solely on institutional criticism. At the same time, however, he
recognized that Western and Eastern societies have large gaps in their understanding of what it means Euro-
peanness.

The following comparative statistical analysis, based on longitudinal data from the European Social Sur-
veys (ESS), aims to provide a broad picture of the relevant social perceptions of the EU and Europeanness in
different European countries along various dimensions. The goal of this investigation is to show whether there
are similarities or dissimilarities across Europe with regard to the relevant social perceptions and, in particular,
whether these specificities reflect the above-described Orbanian logic of West-East gaps in the case of Euro-
peanness. The database in brief. Conducted every two years since 2001, the ESS is an international compara-
tive study that provides broad insights into the demographic characteristics, political and public preferences,
and various social values and attitudes across Europe. Data from the 8", 9", and 10" rounds have been pooled
to account for possible changes in social perceptions. The analysis covers more than 30 countries of Europe
including EU member states (Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Rep., Denmark, Germany,
Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Latvia, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal,
Slovenia, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden), associated partners (officially aiming for membership such as Montene-
gro, North Macedonia, and Serbia), and third parties (Iceland, Norway, United Kingdom, Switzerland, and
Russia). Below, the analysis colors these countries to help distinguish certain groups that are important for
interpretation. Thus, so-called Western ‘old democracies’, including EU members and non-EU-members, are
colored white; Eastern ‘new democracies’ that are EU members are colored light grey; Eastern ‘new democ-

racies’ that aspire to EU membership are colored dark grey, and Russia is colored black.

16



Online Journal Modelling the New Europe
No. 48 / September 2025
https://neweurope.centre.ubbcluj.ro/

The analysis looks at the relevant social perceptions of the EU and Europeanness along several dimen-
sions. In the case of EU perceptions, the dimensions considered are (1) future of the integration; (2) member-
ship; and (3) trust towards the EU. For Europeanness, the dimensions examined are (1) emotional attachment
to Europe/own nation; (2) importance of traditional values; (3) perception of immigration, and (4) LGBTQ
people. The analysis is structured in a simple way. For each dimension, the variables used are described first,
and then a table shows the pooled macro-level mean value in the case of every country. To reiterate, the paper
is only interested in the whether there are relevant spatial patterns in social perceptions across Europe.
Starting with perceptions of the EU, there is an item in the ESS that seeks to explore the respondents’ general
view on European integration and its future. The exact question is as follows: “Now thinking about the Euro-
pean Union, some say the European unification should go further. Others say it has already gone too far.
Using a 010 scale, where 0 means ‘the unification has already gone too far’ and 10 refers to ‘the unification
should go further’, what do you think what number best describes your position?” Interviewers were instructed
to explain to the respondents that unification in this case means more integration, i.e. more federalism or
supranationalism, and not enlargement. Table 1 shows the macro-level means in the selected cases based on

data from ESS8-10. Higher values indicate more integration as a preferred future scenario.

Table 1. Perception of the European integration’s future in selected countries of Europe

More or less integration (0-10)

Spain 6.41

Portugal 6.18

Lithuania 6.01 | Finland 4.95
Germany 5.94 | Estonia 4.93
Poland 5.92 | Slovakia 4.87
Slovenia 5.90 | Austria 4.85
Denmark 5.71 | ltaly 4.84
Bulgaria 5.70 | Sweden 4.83
Belgium 5.46 | Latvia 4.80
Croatia 5.44 | Switzerland 4.76
Cyprus 5.43 | Norway 4.76
Netherlands 5.39 | Hungary 4.72
France 5.26 | Czech R. 4.60
Ireland 5.22 | United Kingdom | 4.59
celand 5,00 | 257

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on data from ESSS, ESS9, and ESS10
Looking at the data presented in Table 1 it can be said that the selected societies are largely ambivalent

on the question of whether the European integration should go further or it has already gone too far. There is
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no country in the sample with a mean value higher than 7.0, but at the same time there is only Russia with a
score lower than 4.0. Looking at the above-mentioned groups of countries, there is no obvious spatial pattern
to be observed, as among the countries with the highest mean values there are Western European old members,
East European new members, as well as an associated partner (N. Macedonia), and in the lower part of the
table there are also countries representing different groups. It may be interesting to note that the non-EU
member Western democracies in the sample (United Kingdom, Norway, and Switzerland) are at the bottom
of the table with two Eastern European countries, Hungary and the Czech Republic.

The dimension of EU membership refers to the social preference whether one’s own country should
remain part of the EU or, if it is not a member, whether it should become one. The exact items in the ESS are
‘Imagine there was a referendum in [your own country] tomorrow about membership of the European Union.
Would you vote for [your own country] to remain member of European Union or leave?’ and ‘Would you vote
for [your own country] to become member of European Union or remain outside?’ These items were only
used in ESS9 and 10, and they were completely omitted from the UK survey. Table 2 shows the percentage

of public support for EU membership.

Table 2. Social perception of the EU membership in selected countries of Europe

To remain in the EU (%) To join the EU (%)
Ireland 88.2 Greece 77.1

Spain 86.8 Finland 75.1

Belgium 85.9 Latvia 73.8

Poland 85.1 Slovakia 73.4 | Iceland

Portugal 84.8 Cyprus 72.6 Norway

Slovenia 81.7 Austria 71.9 11.3
Denmark 80.2 Bulgaria 71.7 | Switzerland
Lithuania 80.0 France 71.7

Croatia 79.8 Slovenia 715

Hungary 79.5 Sweden 715

Germany 79.4 Italy 67.8

Netherlands 79.2 Czech R. 61.8

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on data from ESS9 and ESS10

Looking at Table 2, it can be observed that public support for EU membership in the EU societies is
between 60 and 90%. Thus, in all member states, the majority supports the option of remaining in the EU.
There is no spatial pattern to register among the countries, as there are Western ‘old democracies’ and Eastern
‘new democracies’ at the top and bottom of the ranking. The 61.8% of the Czech Republic is quite low com-

pared to the median of the sample (77%). With regard to the non-EU member states, there are two groups of
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countries to differentiate: on the one hand, with the exception of Serbia, there is significant public support for
membership in countries that explicitly aspire to join the EU, while on the other hand, public support is re-
markably low in ‘traditional outsiders’, such as Switzerland, Norway, and Iceland, which reject the member-
ship for political or economic reasons.

The last dimension in relation to social perceptions of the EU is institutional trust. Among the various
EU institutions, the ESS measures trust towards the European Parliament, since it is a directly elected legisla-
tive body that is supposed to be in close contact with EU citizens. The exact item of the questionnaire is as
follows: ‘Please, tell me on a score of 0—10 how much you personally trust the European Parliament. 0 means
you do not trust it at all, and 10 means you have complete trust in it.” This is a standard item in the ESS, so
Table 3 shows the means of the selected countries based on data from ESS8, 9, and 10. Again, higher scores

indicate more trust.

Table 3. Trust towards the European Parliament in selected countries of Europe

Trust towards the European Parliament (0-10)
Iceland 5.56 | Cyprus 4.41
Norway 541 4.40
Finland 5.39 | Spain 4.37
Lithuania 5.30 | ltaly 4.37
Denmark 5.19 | Slovakia 4.34
Ireland 5.16 | CzechR. 4.32
Netherlands 5.09 | Germany 4.27

|IMontenegro N 5.02 | Austria 4.19
Hungary 4.94 | Poland 4.12
Sweden 4.79 | France 4.09
Belgium 4.76 | Croatia 4.05
Switzerland 4.75 | Slovenia 4.04
Estonia 4.72 | Bulgaria 3.83
Portugal 4.63 | United Kingdom | 3.76
Latvia 4.49 _ 2.92
Greece 4.45

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on data from ESSS, ESS9, and ESS10

To some extent, it is surprising that trust towards the European Parliament (EP) is rather moderate in
all countries surveyed (between 3 and 5.5 on an 11-point scale, with 10 being the highest). Considering that
there are only eight countries in the sample with a mean score of 5 or higher, that three of them are not member
states, and that Iceland and Norway are at the top of the table, it can be said that trust towards the EP is

problematic. Nevertheless, it can be stressed again that there is no significant spatial pattern to be observed
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with regard to the groups of countries.

Having examined the social perceptions of the EU, the second part of the analysis deals with the social per-
ceptions of Europeanness. The first dimension that addresses this phenomenon is the emotional attachment to
Europe/one’s own nation. The ESS uses a series of questions to find out more about the respondents’ emotional
attachment.! They are as follows: (1) ‘How emotionally attached do you feel to [your own country]?’ (2) ‘And
how emotionally attached do you feel to Europe?’? Both items use identical 11-point scales, where 0 means
‘not at all emotionally attached’ and 10 means ‘very emotionally attached’. Thus, higher scores indicate

stronger identification. Table 4 shows the macro-level means from ESS8, 9, and 10.

Table 4. Emotional attachment to Europe/own country in selected countries of Europe

Emotional attachment to Europe (0-10) Emotional attachment to own country (0-10)
Hungary 7.20 | Italy 5.71 Greece 8.72 | Austria 7.86
Denmark 6.72 | Croatia 5.68 Denmark 8.68 | Croatia 7.76
Czech R. 6.53 | Ireland 5.65 | Finland 8.48 | Ireland 7.74
Poland 6.50 | Netherlands 5.64 | Portugal 8.46 | Sweden 7.70
Norway 6.45 | Slovenia 5.62 | Norway 8.29 |IMiontenegros | 7.61 |
Finland 6.38 | Lithuania 551 | Cyprus 8.21 | Latvia 7.54
Spain 6.35 | Estonia 5.39 Bulgaria 8.18 | Slovenia 7.49
Slovakia 6.27 | Montenegro | 539 | Poland 8.18 | Spain 7.47
Portugal 6.19 | Bulgaria 5.35 | Hungary 8.16 7.46
Germany 6.18 | Greece 5.32 Iceland 8.05 | Slovakia 7.45
Sweden 6.06 | Latvia 5.18 | France 7.95 | Germany 7.32
Austria 6.02 | Cyprus 4.88 | Switzerland 7.93 7.14
France 6.01 4.78 | Estonia 7.92 | Netherlands 7.04
Switzerland 5.96 | United Kingdom 470 | CzechR. 7.90 | United Kingdom | 6.82
Iceland 5.84 3.84 Italy 7.89 6.82
Belgium 5.78 HRUEHE! 2.32 Lithuania 7.87 | Belgium 6.73

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on data from ESSS, ESS9, and ESS10

Looking at the data presented in Table 4, it is clear that respondents’ emotional attachment to their
own country is much stronger than their identification with Europe. This is an absolute general trend with any
exception in the sample. The highest scores for attachment to Europe are somewhat similar to the lowest scores
for identification with one’s own country. From the perspective of the argumentation of this paper, of course,

the feeling of closeness to Europe is more interesting, and it is noticeable that, based on data from ESS8-10,

! The notion is defined to the respondents in the sense of ‘identifying with and feeling close to’
2 Respondents were informed that they are asked about attachment to Europe and not specifically to the European Un-
ion.
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the emotional attachment to Europe is the strongest among Hungarians. Moreover, the score of Hungary (7.20)
stands out even from the highest values (Denmark — 6.72; Czech R. — 6.53; Poland — 6.50). It can be said that
the attachment to Europe is quite strong among the countries of the Visegrad4 (V4 — Hungary, Poland, Czech
Rep., and Slovakia), while other societies of the Eastern ‘new democracies’ feel less close to Europe compared
to their Western partners.

In the case of social perceptions of Europeanness, the second dimension to be examined in this study
is the importance of traditional values. In addressing these normative contents, the paper draws on Shalom H.
Schwartz’s model of values. Schwartz defines values as “individual concepts about a trans-situational goal
that express an interest included in a motivational domain valued by the range of importance and that act as
a guiding principle in the life of persons or group” (Schwartz et al. 2012: 664). Thus, values have fundamental
framing capacities that drive people’s cognitive-normative ideas (perceptions and understandings) as well as
their routinized practices and spontaneous actions. According to Schwartz (1992), there are numerous cultur-
ally contextualized values, but there are only ten types with meanings that are fixed and constant regardless
of the given social and cultural environment (Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987). Schwartz claims that these are basic
human values that are fundamental, inherent, and generative in influencing the non-basic values. Among the
basic human values, Schwartz defines three interrelated types that reflect on social conservation (protection
of the social fabrication of cultural patterns, social hierarchies and statuses, etc.) and emphasize the importance
of order, self-restriction, resistance to change, and preservation of the past. These values are tradition, con-
formity, and security. The so-called Schwartz-test has been included in the ESS questionnaire since 2001. It
measures the importance of each of the above-mentioned values by two items. Each item is a description of
an abstract person, and respondents express their identification with these descriptions on a scale of 1-6 (1 —
very much like me; 6 — not like me at all). Table 5 shows the composite mean value of these six items from
three rounds in the selected countries (ESS8, 9, and 10). Lower scores mean that traditional values are more

important for the society in question.
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Table 5. Importance of traditional values in selected countries of Europe

Importance of traditional values (1-6)
Slovenia 2.24 | Belgium 2.67
Cyprus 2.27 | Czech R. 2.71

2.36 | Denmark 2.71

2.37 | Switzerland 2.74
2.37 | Latvia 2.74

2.40 | United Kingdom | 2.81

Spain 2.41 | Finland 2.83
Poland 2.42 | Germany 2.84
Croatia 2.49 | Lithuania 2.84
Slovakia 2.52 | Norway 2.87
Bulgaria 2.53 | Estonia 2.88
Austria 2.58 | Portugal 2.90
Greece 2.62 | France 291
Hungary 2.62 | Netherlands 2.96
Ireland 2.65 | Sweden 3.06
2.66 | Iceland 3.14

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on data from ESSS, ESS9, and ESS10

The data presented in Table 5 suggest that Eastern European societies are more likely to consider the
importance of traditional values than West European ‘old democracies’.® This is especially true for EU mem-
bers and non-members from the Balkan region and, to some extent, for the V4 countries (with the exception
of the Czech Rep.). The Baltic societies (of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania) are much less traditional in their
values than the other Eastern ‘new democracies’. It is also important to note that among the Western countries,
it is mainly the (Roman and Greek) Catholic societies that are in favor of traditional values (only Portugal
deviates from this trend).

Turning to the social perceptions of immigration, the current analysis draws on three interrelated items
from the ESS. These are: (1) ‘Would you say it is generally bad or good for [your own country]’s economy
that people come to live here from other countries?’ (2) ‘Would you say that [your own country]’s cultural
life is generally undermined or enriched by people coming to live here from other countries?’ (3) ‘Is [your
own country] made a worse or a better place to live by people coming to live here from other countries?’ All
of these items use identical 11-points scales, where 0 means ‘Bad for the economy’ in the first question, ‘Cul-

tural life undermined’ in the second, and ‘Worse place to live’ in the third. At the other end, 10 means ‘Good

3 Although the difference between Slovenia’s 2.24 and Iceland’s 3.14 at the other end of the table does not seem so rele-
vant, however, considering the interpretation of Schwartz’s model, even small differences in the preference of certain
values can create drastic variations as regards to the whole structure of social values.
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for the economy’, ‘Cultural life enriched’, and ‘Better place to live’. It is important to note that these items
reflect immigration in general. So, not perceptions of specific groups of immigrants, such as people from
poorer countries, non-Europeans, Africans or Muslims are measured. Table 6 shows the composite mean
scores of these items from three rounds in the selected countries (ESSS8, 9, and 10). Higher scores indicate

more positive perceptions, while lower scores indicate rather negative perceptions.

Table 6. Social perception of immigration in selected countries of Europe

Social perception of immigration (0-10)

Iceland 7.12 Croatia 5.13
Ireland 6.27 Lithuania 5.04
Finland 6.10 Austria 4.90
Switzerland 6.08 Estonia 4.90
Spain 6.06 4.74
United Kingdom 6.04 4.67
Sweden 6.02 Slovenia 4.62
Norway 5.97 Italy 4,52
Portugal 5.90 Bulgaria 4.45
Netherlands 5.81 Cyprus 4.27
Poland 5.76 Greece 4.14
Germany 5.59 Slovakia 3.96
Denmark 5.56 3.91
Belgium 5.51 Czech R. 3.88
Latvia 5.46 Hungary 3.77
France 525 |RCEHN 352

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on data from ESSS, ESS9, and ESS10

According to the results presented above, it can be emphasized that Eastern European countries are
much more opposed to immigration than Western states. Only two Eastern European nations (Poland and
Latvia) are above the sample median (5.15). Social perceptions of immigration are particularly negative in the
EU member states of Hungary, the Czech Rep. and Slovakia.

Finally, the last dimension to be considered as part of the social perception of Europeanness is relat-
edness to LGBTQ people. From the ESS survey the current analysis invokes an absolutely relevant item:
‘Please, say to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statement. Gay men and lesbians should
be free to live their own life as they wish’. Interviewers were instructed to define ‘free to live their own life’
in the sense of ‘entitled to live as gays and lesbians’. The item uses a 5-point scale of 1 — Agree strongly, 2 —
Agree, 3 — Neither agree nor disagree, 4 — Disagree, 5 — Disagree strongly. Table 7 shows the means of the

selected countries from three rounds (ESS8, 9, and 10). Lower mean scores indicate more positive perceptions
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of LGBTQ people, while higher scores indicate rather negative perceptions.

Table 7. Social perception of LGBTQ people in selected countries of Europe

Social perception of LGBTQ people (1-5)

Iceland 1.32 | Greece 2.26
Netherlands 141 Cyprus 2.32
Sweden 1.43 | Slovenia 2.32
Norway 149 | CzechR. 2.38
France 1.52 Poland 2.44
Denmark 1.53 Estonia 2.50
Spain 1.55 Latvia 2.57
Belgium 1.60 | Croatia 2.69
United Kingdom 1.65 | Slovakia 2.76
Germany 1.68 | Bulgaria 2.86
Ireland 1.68 Hungary 2.99
Switzerland 1.74 3.04
Finland 1.78 3.12
Austria 1.83 Lithuania 3.19
Portugal 1.85 3.67
Italy 2.20 ERUESE! 3.98

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on data from ESS8, ESSY, and ESS10

Looking at the data presented in Table 7, it is easy to see that Eastern European societies are much
more intolerant towards the LGBTQ community. Furthermore, the Eastern non-EU members have the most
negative social perceptions of LGBTQ people.

5. Discussion and concluding remarks

The comparative statistical analysis of the present paper has shown that there is no spatial pattern in the
social perceptions of the EU in the selected countries, including member states and non-member states. Of
course, this does not mean that there are no differences at all. It only suggests that these differences cannot be
interpreted in relation to the pre-designed categorization of countries into certain groups, such as Western ‘old
democracies’, Eastern ‘new democracies’ (EU member states and non-members in two separated groups), and
Russia. Regarding perceptions of the EU, it can be said that the majority in all EU societies is in favor of the
membership (in most countries over 70% would vote to remain in the EU), but it is also true for most countries

that citizens are ambivalent about the future prospects of the EU, whether integration should continue, or has
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gone too far. When it comes to trust in the European Parliament, results show that in all countries there is only
moderate or even low level of trust.

Thus, while there are no spatially relevant patterns in relation to social perceptions of the EU, the opposite
is true in the case of Europeanness, as there is a difference between Western ‘old democracies’ and Eastern
‘new democracies’ in terms of the perceived importance of traditional values, not to mention the large gaps in
how these societies think about immigration and LGBTQ people. To be more precise, in the Eastern European
EU member states, as well as in those countries aspiring for membership, traditional values are generally
considered essential, while immigration is framed as a threat (both in terms of welfare and well-being), and
the freedom of LGBTQ people is largely rejected. These latter tendencies are almost entirely absent in Western
‘new democracies’, while traditional values are seen as vital only in Catholic countries. Some might say that
these dimensions have little to do with Europeanness, and that is only the Orbanian twisted prism that tries to
present them as fundamental pillars of identity. Of course, this is a relevant argument, but it does not refute
the empirically explored gaps between West and East in terms of social perceptions of traditional values,
immigration, and LGBTQ people. Thus, whether or not these dimensions are inherently related to European-
ness is merely an academic debate as long as there is a loud and determined political initiative that explicitly
seeks to (re-)frame ‘good’ (original, authentic, historic) and ‘bad’ (destructive, toxic, post-European) Euro-
peanness along these social perceptions.

This is why the current paper emphasizes that Viktor Orban’s shift in communication about the EU and
Europe is not rhetorical but strategic, because it attempts to refocus the discourse on the future of the EU and
Europe through the lens of very sensitive social and cultural disagreements between the West and East. The
notorious push for institutional change in the EU left the Hungarian PM politically isolated. He could not
capitalize on this agenda because ordinary citizens usually do not have strong opinions about EU polities,
politics, and policies — people simply do not care about how the EU works because its decision-making arenas
and mechanisms, as well as the actors who influence the developments there, are too far away from them.
However, people easily understand when they are asked to take a stance on the importance of traditional
values, immigration, and gender revisionism (or LGBTQ ideology). These aspects reflect crucial domains of
self- and collective identification. Traditionalism resists change and uncertainty, while the otherness of others
pressures the self (individual or collective subject) to reflexively and critically define and continually redefine
its own being. There is nothing complicated about interpreting and understanding these challenges as threats.
Thus, when Orban applies this narrative logic and attaches it to the discourse on Europe and Europeanness,
he uses this threat factor to label federalist and supranationalist initiatives on the EU. The Hungarian PM’s
structural criticism of the EU went unheeded by the public, and thus his political isolation in the European

political arena was successful. However, it will probably be much harder to undermine and refute his threat
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narrative about the future of Europe and Europeanness. For there is a real gap between West and East on the
issues of preserving traditional values, dealing with immigration, and tolerating gender revisionism (LGBTQ
ideology).
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