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In recent years, RRP has been gaining influence in 
Europe.1 Radical right populist parties (RRPPs) 
have been studied extensively, not least as a re-
sult of their controversial and contested ideas 
and policy programmes. RRPPs are well-known 
for their high-profile stance on immigration and 
further characterised by their authoritarian val-
ues and penchant for law and order.2 Despite 
abundant literature on the aforementioned char-
acteristics, research rarely seems to focus on the 
relationship between RRP and gender, and more 
specifically their opposition to gender equality.3 
This is remarkable, as it is precisely this dimension 
that has traditionally been important for the ide-
ological profile of these parties. In his influential 
study Herbert Kitschelt even argues that gender 
issues are a characteristic feature of the ideology 
and electoral appeal of RRPPs.4 In the scarce 
number of studies that does focus on their gender 
dimension they are generally depicted as being 
conservative, placing a strong emphasis on family 
values and traditional gender roles.5 

 
 

a In the GIES Honours Papers, students who wrote an exceptional master’s dissertation under the supervision of 
a member of the GIES get the opportunity to present their main argument or findings in a concise paper. 

In this regard, it is unsurprising that RRPPs em-
body the main opposition to progressive, gender-
equal policies in different countries, at different 
levels of governance.6 Due to this opposition, 
gender equality initiatives are increasingly con-
tested, posing a direct threat to gender equality 
progress. Furthermore, this evolution is not lim-
ited to the national level, as the European Parlia-
ment (EP) – which usually characterises itself as a 
strong supporter of gender equality – now hosts 
a significant number of RRP politicians. During the 
current ninth parliamentary term, the number of 
Members of the European Parliament (MEPs) 
contesting gender equality has surged to over 
30%, which is double that of the previous term.7 

While RRP opposition to gender equality is not a 
recent phenomenon, the context in which it man-
ifests has undergone significant changes. The 
Covid-19 crisis exacerbated existing gender ine-
qualities and was furthermore accompanied by a 
substantial increase in gender-based violence.8 In 
light of these developments, the importance and 
necessity of the EU’s fight against gender 
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inequality have become more evident than ever. 
Additionally, research that scrutinizes opposition 
to gender equality has gained even greater im-
portance.  

The goal of this paper is to analyse RRP opposition 
to gender equality in the EP. Specifically, the fo-
cus lies on the opposition within the debates sur-
rounding the Council of Europe's convention on 
preventing and combating violence against 
women and domestic violence, also known as the 
Istanbul Convention. The Istanbul Convention 
serves as a valuable case for our research, as 
strong opposition to it led to the politicisation of 
gender. On one hand it was hailed by feminist ac-
tors as a major tool in the fight against violence 
against women, but on the other hand it became 
the main target of RRP opposition to gender 
equality in Europe.9 Furthermore, in the post-
Covid-19 pandemic, in the aftermath of an such 
an increase in gender-based violence, the Con-
vention – and especially opposition to it – is highly 
relevant. 

This paper specifically takes an interest in how 
RRP MEP’s frame the Istanbul Convention in their 
opposition to gender equality. Therefore, the 
central question of this paper is as follows: “How 
do radical right populist MEP’s frame the Istanbul 
Convention in the EP in their opposition to gender 
equality?”. To be able to provide an answer to the 
central research question the methodology of a 
frame analysis will be employed.  

The structure of this paper is as follows. First, the 
conceptualisation of “radical right populism” and 
“gender” within the context of this paper is clari-
fied. Following that, insights into the Istanbul 
Convention and its politicisation are provided. 
Next, before conducting our analysis, we eluci-
date the methodology of a frame analysis. Finally, 
the conclusion sheds light on the outcomes de-
rived from our frame analysis. 

Radical right populism and gender 

The aim of our research is to gain a better under-
standing of the relationship of RRP towards gen-
der, as well as their opposition to gender equality. 
First of all, a clear conceptualisation of both 

radical-right populism and gender in the context 
of this paper is required. 

Radical right populism 

An influential definition of populism is that of Cas 
Mudde, who defines populism as “an ideology 
that considers society to be ultimately separated 
into two homogenous and antagonistic groups: 
“the pure people” and “the corrupt elite,” and ar-
gues that politics should be an expression of the 
volonté générale (general will) of the people”.10 It 
is characterised by a strong opposition against 
both elitism and pluralism. Elitism is hereby de-
picted as the ’mirror-image’ of populism, as it is 
said to share the same worldview, but unlike pop-
ulism sees “the elite” as pure and “the people” as 
corrupt.11 Consequently, it advocates for politics 
as the embodiment of the opinions and values of 
the elite. Pluralism sharply contrasts with this, as 
it believes that society consists of diverse hetero-
genous groups and that politics should be based 
on compromises between these groups.12 

One defining characteristic of RRPPs, in turn, is 
the central role played by authoritarianism and 
nativism. In this context, authoritarianism should 
not be understood as undemocratic, authoritar-
ian regimes, but rather as "the belief in a strictly 
ordered society, where failure to comply with au-
thority should be severely punished".13 Nativism 
on the other hand consists of a combination of 
nationalism and xenophobia, whereby a mono-
cultural state hostile to foreign influences is advo-
cated.14 It furthermore seeks to protect the indig-
enous population, seen as “pure” and “natural” 
from the threats that immigrants would pose.  

RRPPs thus (at least) possess the characteristics 
of nativism, authoritarianism and populism. Indi-
vidual parties may additionally exhibit separate 
characteristics, but the aforementioned charac-
teristics will invariably be part of their ideological 
core.15 

Gender 

In everyday usage to this day, different meanings 
are attributed to the term gender. In doing so, 
gender and sex are often used interchangeably, 
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which is incorrect. The term gender was originally 
even created by feminists to distinguish the bio-
logical difference between the sexes from the so-
cial construction associated with it. Harriet Brad-
ley’s definition of gender provides us with a bet-
ter understanding of the interpretation of the 
term within feminist circles. It reads as follows: 
“Gender refers to the varied and complex ar-
rangements between men and women, encom-
passing the organization of reproduction, the sex-
ual divisions of labour and cultural definitions of 
femininity and masculinity”.16 

The discrepancy between the original meaning of 
the contemporary interpretations can partly be 
explained by the fact that gender is what Glover 
describes as a “busy term”, by which he means 
that it is used very often and widely, in a lot of 
different contexts. 17 The widespread usage in di-
verse contexts has led to a constantly evolving 
meaning that is not fixed. In this context, the term 
is vulnerable to what Emily Henderson defines as 
“definitional politics”.18 The objective hereby is 
not to obtain a ‘correct’, accurate or comprehen-
sive definition of the term; instead, the focus lies 
on making the term more or less inclusive or fem-
inist.19 

In the context of this paper, gender will be ap-
proached as a contested concept that has no 'cor-
rect', fixed meaning and can be redefined. This al-
lows us to explore the ways in which the term 
manifests in RRPPs. Furthermore, we pay atten-
tion to the fact that gender can be used in a stra-
tegic way, with the intention of promoting or op-
posing a particular way of thinking. 

The Istanbul Convention: an unprecedented 
politicisation of gender 

The Istanbul Convention has been described as 
the most comprehensive international and legally 
binding text of its kind.20 The Convention came 
into being in 2011, within the context of the 
Council of Europe. In terms of content, it 

 
 

b At the time of writing the EU had not yet ratified the Istanbul Convention. However, on 28th June 2023 the EU 
ratified the Istanbul Convention, which then entered into force on 1st October 2023. 

embodies the most recent feminist findings in the 
fight against violence against women. However, 
simultaneously, these ground-breaking achieve-
ments in the field are confronted with - and pos-
sibly overshadowed by - a thorough contestation 
of the concept of gender itself.21 In this context, 
the Convention quickly became the subject of de-
bate, being labelled as "gender ideology" and 
consequently a threat to the traditional gender 
roles in society.22 

As of 2016, all EU-member states had signed the 
Convention, in spite of clear signs of prior opposi-
tion.23 Primarily social movements and churches 
across Europe voiced their concerns.24 Initially, 
their actions appeared ineffective, as the signing 
of the Convention was not jeopardised. Never-
theless, it should be noted that the signing of an 
international treaty holds rather symbolic value, 
as a country merely signifies its intention to com-
ply with the treaty. However, without ratification, 
it does not impose any binding obligations.25 

The ratification process – which makes the Con-
vention binding – on the other hand, would 
quickly prove to be more challenging. As a result, 
at the time of writing, the Convention has only 
been ratified by 21 out of the 27 member states.b 
The six member states that have not yet ratified 
it are Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Lat-
via, Lithuania and Slovakia. This time, the same 
actors that embodied opposition against the sign-
ing of the Convention, were successful in obtain-
ing their objective. Research on the national level 
identifies two prominent framings in opposition 
against the Convention. The Convention promot-
ing gender ideology and acting as violation of sov-
ereignty. 

Framing of the Istanbul Convention as a promo-
tor of gender ideology 

In opposing the Convention, a substantial group 
of opponents substantiate their restraints by ar-
guing that it would promote the destructive 
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“gender ideology”. Kuhar and Paternotte clarify 
that the term gender ideology was initially coined 
to oppose women’s rights and LGBT activism, as 
well as to challenge essentialist and naturalistic 
assumptions about gender.26 It is used to criticise 
gender by depicting it as an ideology that rejects 
the reality of sexual differences. The term is par-
ticularly prevalent within the context of the anti-
gender movement, which in recent years has 
been gaining support in Europe.27 

In this context, the Convention was demonised by 
the anti-gender movement as being the Trojan 
horse of gender ideology, ultimately aiming to en-
shrine these ideas into law.28 Particularly the Con-
vention’s definition of gender as a social con-
struct is argued to threaten the strict divide be-
tween the biological sexes and furthermore com-
promise familiar social gender roles.29 It should 
be noted that the anti-gender movement’s oppo-
sition is not aimed at violence against women – 
the core issue of the Convention – but rather sees 
the Convention’s ratification as a gateway for the 
decay of traditional values.30 

Framing of the Istanbul Convention as a viola-
tion of sovereignty  

In the literature on national opposition against 
the Convention, another prominent framing 
emerges – one that essentially accuses the Con-
vention of being a violation of sovereignty. Based 
on this framing, the banning of its ratification is 
portrayed as necessary to protect national sover-
eignty. It is hereby emphasised that sovereignty 
rejects interference and strengthens the posi-
tions of states as being autonomous entities 
within the transnational system.31 By associating 
the Convention with this norm, even going so far 
as to label it a violation against it, opponents 
make it virtually impossible for defenders of the 
Convention to counter these arguments without 
the risk of undermining the foundations of the 
transnational system.32 

Concretely, the Convention is framed as some-
thing “foreign”, imposed from “above”.33 To this 
point, references are also made to the EU as a for-
eign power that imposes its will on to member-
states with the intention of weakening them as 

nations and destroying their traditions.34 In other 
words, reluctance to ratify the Convention is fur-
ther fuelled by a Eurosceptic attitude towards the 
EU.  

Methodology and data selection 

Framing  

As mentioned earlier, the research question of 
this paper is addressed by conducting a frame 
analysis. Robert Entman defines framing as “the 
process of culling a few elements of perceived re-
ality and assembling a narrative that highlights 
connections among them to promote a particular 
interpretation”.35 In short, framing entails the de-
liberative selection of elements and the influence 
over their interpretation. Actors construct frames 
as part of an agenda that aims to change prob-
lematic situations. The process of framing in-
volves constructing a diagnosis, identifying the 
problem in addition to its cause. It is followed by 
a prognosis, which highlights the solution to the 
problem – or at least a plan or strategy.36 

The analysis of actors advocating for or against a 
specific social goal relies on various conceptual 
tools, one of which is the frames they use to give 
meaning to reality, allocate blame and propose 
courses of action.37 By mapping these frames, we 
gain the ability to scrutinize opposition strategies 
of RRP MEPs. Our objective is to comprehend 
how they construct a discourse to oppose the Is-
tanbul Convention. Specifically, they construct 
this with the intent of mobilizing their supporters 
and countering their opponents, defining the 
boundaries between the elite and the people, and 
establishing the boundaries for what is feasible in 
terms of policy.38 

Data selection 

The data that is analysed, consists out of interven-
tions of RRP MEPs in the debates on the Conven-
tion in the EP, during the 8th (2014-2019) and 9th 
parliamentary term (2019-2024). Respectively, 
interventions from MEPs from the Europe of Na-
tions and Freedom (ENF)-, and Europe of Free-
dom and Direct Democracy (EFDD)-fraction as 
well as interventions from MEPs from the Identity 
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and Democracy (ID)-fraction were analysed. 
These fractions all exhibit the defining character-
istics of nativism, authoritarianism and populism, 
which are central to RRP.39 

A total of nine debates was analysed: four took 
place during the 8th parliamentary term, and five 
during the 9th parliamentary term. Given the in-
depth nature of our frame analysis, this is a suffi-
cient and desirable number of debates. 

RRP framings of the Istanbul Convention in 
the EP 

The analysis is divided into two parts: a deductive 
and an inductive part. The former considers the 
two already existing frames of the Convention on 
the national level that were discussed above. 
Here, the aim is to explore the extent to which 
these perspectives are mirrored in debates within 
the EP. The inductive analysis on the other hand, 
examines which new RRP framings of the Conven-
tion are expressed within the context of the EP.   

Deductive frame analysis 

Research at the national level identifies two fram-
ings of the Istanbul Convention. These are the 
framings "The Istanbul Convention as promoter 
of gender ideology" and "The Istanbul Convention 
as a violation of sovereignty". Employing a deduc-
tive framing analysis allows for a comparison be-
tween these framings in the EP and the national 
level. 

The Istanbul Convention as promotor of gender 
ideology 

In analysing the debates departing from the fram-
ing of the Convention as a promotor of gender 
ideology, we specifically sought for references to 
"gender ideology." In doing so, it quickly became 
clear that this gender ideology was portrayed 
both as a particularly harmful ideology, as well as 
a part of the elitist agenda. 

Most of the RRP MEPs begin their intervention by 
expressing their support for the fight against vio-
lence against women. However, they do so be-
fore immediately afterwards expressing their op-
position to the Convention. For example, MEP 

Annika Bruna first states that "violence against 
women is a scourge that we must all fight against. 
She then continues: 

However, this just cause is being abused to im-
pose the Istanbul Convention, which certainly 
deals with violence against women, but also in-
tends to impose a harmful ideology. The conven-
tion aims to include gender theory in curricula at 
all levels of education, thereby imposing frivolous 
theories that have nothing to do with women's 
rights.40 

There is a clear recognition of the need to combat 
violence against women, which is the precise is-
sue that the Convention aims to address. Never-
theless, strong opposition against the Convention 
is expressed. It is obvious that the focus here is 
not on the objective of the Convention, but rather 
on the fact that it would seek to impose a harmful 
ideology - or gender ideology. This ideology 
would have a different goal, which has nothing to 
do with women's rights.  

While it is true that the Convention clearly estab-
lishes a link between gender and violence against 
women, its definition of gender is often attacked 
without proper citation. Consequently, the defini-
tion is labelled, among other things, as "gender 
nonsense”41, "gender madness”42 and "feminist 
propaganda”43, without any substantive reading 
supporting this claim.  

Furthermore, RRP MEPs eagerly refer to gender 
ideology in relation to the supposedly elitist 
agenda of which it is allegedly part. MEP Jörg 
Meuthen says the following about this: 

Therefore, the Istanbul Convention is completely 
superfluous. It is a politically correct pretext to 
deepen the absurd gender ideology and nothing 
else. The Istanbul Convention is rightly met with 
rejection and mistrust. That's why the Council of 
Europe is even thinking about using taxpayers' 
money to print lots of colorful brochures to gloss 
over the gender nonsense. The Istanbul Conven-
tion is the wrong instrument in the hands of the 
wrong people.44 

It is hereby implied that the Council of Europe is 
an elitist project that seeks to push through a 
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particular agenda and does so with taxpayer 
money, paid by the pure people. The Convention 
is not only said to be a wrongful instrument, it 
would also be in the hands of the wrong people, 
namely the elite. RRP MEP’s here present them-
selves as the true defenders of the interests of the 
people.  

Figure 1: “The Istanbul Convention as promotor of the de-
structive gender ideology” 

 

The Istanbul Convention as a violation of sover-
eignty  

On the national level, opponents of the Conven-
tion additionally frame it to be in violation with 
national sovereignty. They portray the EU as a for-
eign power imposing its agenda on member 
states, aiming to weaken them as nations. As the 
debates that were analysed are situated within 
the context of the EP, it is interesting to examine 
whether such a hostile attitude towards the EU is 
equally expressed here.  

When analysing the debates for this framing, we 
specifically searched for the mentioning of "sov-
ereignty" and "national laws”. 

Violation of sovereignty based on the principle 
of subsidiarity 

During the debates, several RRP MEPs implicitly 
refer to the principle of subsidiarity in their oppo-
sition to the Convention. This principle rules out 
EU intervention when an issue can be dealt with 
effectively by the member states themselves, at 
central, regional or local level. According to RRP 
MEPs the EU’s ratification of the Convention 
would be illegitimate, as it would be a breach of 
this principle. MEP Nicolas Bay says the following 
regarding this matter:  

Although the aim of this resolution is laudable, I 
believe that the European Union has no diplo-
matic legitimacy to ratify such a convention, 
which it would impose on the Member States, 
who should be the ones to decide. The European 
Union would once again be overstepping its rights 
and undermining the sovereignty of States, which 
is why I voted against the resolution.45 

Here, the EU’s ratification of the Convention is 
not considered problematic based on its content. 
Instead, the Convention’s aim is described as 
“laudable”, again implying that the issue of vio-
lence against women requires attention and sup-
port. The problem is located elsewhere: in a lack 
of power and therefore legitimacy for the EU to 
ratify the Convention. 

As stated above, the EU's ratification is not only 
depicted as illegitimate, but furthermore as a vio-
lation of the member states’ sovereignty. MEP 
Steeve Briois goes as far as to describe it as "a 
new attack on the sovereignty of the member 
states”46 and MEP Jean-François Jalkh as "a treaty 
that, as usual, undermines the sovereignty of the 
member states”47. This discourse clearly conveys 
the idea that the EU is constantly violating the 
member states’ sovereignty.  
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Figure 2: “the Istanbul Convention as violation of 

 

Inductive frame analysis 

The following part of the analysis will be con-
ducted inductively. Based on the data it will be ex-
amined which new RRP framings of the Conven-
tion, that have not yet previously been explored 
in the existing literature. First and foremost, the 
debates will be reviewed with the following ques-
tion in mind: “In what way is the Istanbul Conven-
tion presented as a problem?”. Once an answer 
to this question is formulated, the follow-up 
question “What is the cause of this problem?” is 
posed. Based on these questions, the diagnostic 
framing of the Convention is then deconstructed. 
Subsequently, the prognostic framing – that ad-
dresses the solutions being put forward – is dis-
sected.  

In doing so we were able to find and deconstruct 
the following two framings: “The Istanbul Con-
vention as ineffective” and “The EU’s ratification 
of the Istanbul Convention as incompatible with 
European migration policy”. The deconstruction 
process allows us to identify the opposition 

strategies and furthermore allows us to catego-
rize the opposition as direct or indirect opposition 
to gender equality.  

The Istanbul Convention as ineffective  

On multiple occasions during the debates, RRP 
MEP’s openly question the Convention’s effec-
tiveness. To this end, MEP Christine Anderson 
cites studies that would deny its effectiveness:  

In Sweden, the National Council on Crime Preven-
tion reported that the number of people killed in 
domestic violence doubled between 2017 and 
2018. Belgian Interior Minister Pieter De Crem 
also denounced an increase in domestic violence 
during the same period, in other words before vic-
tims were locked in with their abusive partners be-
cause of confinement measures. Sweden and Bel-
gium have ratified the Istanbul Convention, as 
well as Turkey, the country where it was adopted 
and where the rate of femicide is skyrocketing! 
This makes me want to ask you the following 
question: is there really an added value to this in-
strument?48 

In emphasizing the Convention’s alleged ineffec-
tiveness, RRP MEPs on the other hand fail – or do 
not bother – to formulate an alternative that 
would, unlike the Convention, guarantee the pro-
tection of women. Instead, the solution that they 
offer is simply the non-ratification of the Conven-
tion. The fact that the Convention’s ultimate ob-
jective, namely fighting violence against women, 
would no longer be pursued, does not seem to be 
taken into consideration. MEP Silvia Sardone, 
however, criticizes the Convention’s perceived 
lack of effectiveness precisely due to the im-
portance of this goal. She articulates this as fol-
lows:  

This is not the way to fight violence and abuse. 
Words are no longer enough to combat the subju-
gation of women. We need more resources to de-
nounce it, we need more certainty about punish-
ment. In short, I would say less pro-sexist feminist 
propaganda and more facts.49 

This statement implies that "mere words" are not 
enough to achieve the goal of the Istanbul Con-
vention. Referring to a legally binding as the 
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Convention as if it were nothing more than "mere 
words" not only questions its legitimacy, but 
seeks to undermine it entirely. 

Then follows a call for additional resources to ad-
dress the issue of violence against women. The 
Convention – dismissed as mere feminist propa-
ganda – is depicted as inadequate and therefore 
unable to achieve its objective. However, both 
the specific resources required and the facts that 
are deemed necessary are not specified. RRP here 
merely presents itself as an ally in the fight against 
violence against women, while notably remaining 
very vague about the actions needed to tackle 
this. 

Figure 3: “the Istanbul Convention as ineffective” 

 

The Istanbul Convention as incompatible with 
European migration policy 

Throughout the debates concerning the Istanbul 
Convention, immigration seems to be a recurrent 
theme. RRP MEPs are quick to establish a connec-
tion between violence against women in Europe, 
and immigration into the continent. MEP Jörg 
Meuthen specifically addresses Commissioner 
Frans Timmermans on this matter:  

Commissioner Timmermans, please do not com-
plain about violence against women in the EU. 
You are one of the key players who, with your pol-
icies, even massively promote violence against 
women. With your absurd migration policy, you 
are actively bringing droves of young men from 
foreign cultures into the EU, men who despise 
women and are often prepared to commit mas-
sive violence against women. More hypocrisy was 
rare, Commissioner.50 

Being labelled “absurd”, a clear dissatisfaction 
with the EU’s migration policy is expressed. More-
over, this policy is accused of being responsible 
for the (increasing) violence towards women in 
the European context. This is the case, as it would 
encourage the arrival of young men from foreign 
cultures, men that are attributed the characteris-
tic of “despising women”. 

The EU - embodied by Commissioner Frans Tim-
mermans – in this regard, is accused of being hyp-
ocritical. It is implied that Commissioner Timmer-
mans - or the EU - would have no right to "com-
plain" about violence against women within the 
EU. As a result, insisting on the EU's ratification of 
the Convention is put forward as inappropriate: 
after all, without the EU and its migration policy 
there would be no issue of violence against 
women in Europe. Therefore, the solution that is 
implied is not to ratify the Convention, but rather 
to adjust the EU’s migration policy. 

It quickly becomes clear that when referring to 
migrants and "foreign cultures," the primary fo-
cus is on male migrants of Muslim background. 
MEP Janice Atkinson is particularly direct in this 
regard:  

The truth is that by letting millions of young mi-
grant men with Muslim backgrounds into our 
countries, we have submitted our women to these 
attacks. It is a form of terrorism. No more cover-
ups, no more mitigating circumstances, no more 
political correctness. Like President Trump, I 
would like more scrutiny of those you are letting 
in.51 

Without any doubt our nuance, the perpetrators 
of violence against women are hereby identified 
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as “young migrant men of Muslim background”. 
By using an us versus them rhetoric polarization 
is deliberately being encouraged. Migrant men 
are constructed as the “other”, characterised by 
a hostile attitude towards gender equality and 
consequently a threat to “our” women. In reality, 
RRP MEPs try to conceal their own opposition 
against gender equality with anti-immigration ar-
guments. 

However, further analysis reveals that the atti-
tude of RRP MEPs towards gender equality in re-
lation to immigration is ambiguous. This, as they 
employ gender equality arguments to accentuate 
what they perceive as an incompatibility of Islam 
in the West. Regarding Turkey’s withdrawal of the 
Convention, MEP Susanna Ceccardi states the fol-
lowing:  

For women, for European values, for freedom, we 
say it again: Turkey is not Europe.52 

Turkey’s withdrawal of the Convention – here 
presented as the embodiment of gender equality 
– would demonstrate a “lack of European values”. 
Based on this lacking, MEP Gilles Lebreton even 
calls for a halt of Turkey’s accession process to the 
EU:  

By withdrawing from this treaty, Turkey is turning 
away from gender equality, an essential value of 
European civilization. We must draw the conse-
quences and permanently halt Turkey's accession 
process to the European Union.53 

In relation to Turkey gender equality is recognized 
as an essential value of European civilization. 
Whereas RRP MEPs themselves express both di-
rect and indirect opposition to the EU’s ratifica-
tion, when Turkey does the exact same, they 
claim it to be a violation of the European values. 
It appears that RRP MEPs solely adopt a positive 
stance toward gender equality in relation to im-
migration or a non-Western context. Conse-
quently, their advocacy for gender equality in this 
context should be viewed as merely instrumental, 
serving as part of their broader anti-immigration 
agenda.  

Figure 4: “the Istanbul Convention as incompatible with 
European migration policy” 

 

Conclusion 

Ultimately, a total of four framings of RRP fram-
ings of the Istanbul Conventions in the EP 
emerged. According to the first framing, which 
depicts the Convention as a promotor of gender 
ideology, it imposes a harmful ideology that de-
nies nature and furthermore is part of the elitist 
agenda. This can and should be framed within the 
authoritarian and populist dimensions of RRP. Au-
thoritarianism is expressed here in the preference 
of the “natural” order which opposes the social 
construction that is gender. Portraying the Con-
vention as part of the EU’s elitist agenda clearly 
corresponds to RRP’s populist dimension, as this 
gives them the opportunity to present them-
selves as the true defenders of the people. This 
framing was identified as direct opposition to 
gender equality, as it directly calls for the rejec-
tion of the Istanbul Convention. This finding 
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contradicts previous studies claiming that gender 
equality is so widely accepted within the EU that 
opposition to it is almost exclusively indirect.54 

The second framing sees the Convention as a vio-
lation of sovereignty and essentially embodies 
opposition to it with Eurosceptic arguments. It 
emphasizes that the EU’s ratification of the Con-
vention would be “yet another” example of the 
EU overstepping its legal boundaries. Opposition 
is primarily directed to further EU-integration, ra-
ther than gender equality. This finding is con-
sistent with Mudde’s observation, namely that 
the majority of RRPP’s do not oppose the basic 
principles of the EU, but rather the direction the 
EU is headed.55 Nonetheless, the consequence of 
this resistance is that it reduces the support for 
gender equality debates at the European level, 
with negative implication for the EU’s fight for 
gender equality.  

The third and fourth framing were analysed in-
ductively and are therefore unique for the con-
text of the EP. The third framing portrays the Con-
vention as ineffective and reveals that RRP MEPs 
also position themselves as outspoken advocates 
for gender equality, primarily to conceal their un-
derlying opposition to it. The Convention is 
hereby rejected as it is deemed insufficient and 
unable to reach its objective. In reality, by failing 

to propose a viable alternative, they delibera-
tively block an initiative that benefits gender 
equality.  

The fourth and final framing claims that the Con-
vention is incompatible with European migration 
policy. RRP MEP’s leverage their opposition to im-
migration to reinforce their stance against gender 
equality. By attributing violence against women 
in Europe solely to male immigrants, especially 
Muslims, they position gender equality as a fun-
damental value of European civilization and state 
that it is incompatible with non-Western cultures.  

The analysis establishes that RRP’s attitude to-
wards gender equality is rather ambiguous. De-
pending on the context, their stance on the mat-
ter can both be conservative and progressive. 
However, their progressive, pro-gender stance 
appears to be merely instrumental, serving as 
support to other positions such as anti-immigra-
tion, or as a disguise for opposition against gen-
der equality. Furthermore, the analysis shows 
that RRP opposition to gender equality is deliv-
ered both direct and indirectly (and therefore 
more subtle). In this regard, this paper offers a 
deeper insight into the specific ways of expressing 
opposition, which is essential for the purpose of 
undermining it.
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