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1 Introduction 

The term ‘Europeanisation’ has made its way into several social science 
disciplines, ranging from law, economics and sociology to political sci-
ence and gender studies. In political science, it has adopted a wide range 
of different meaning that has helped realise its potential for theorising 
European integration to different degrees (see, for instance, Feather-
stone and Radaelli 2003). While some see Europeanisation as a new 
theory, others claim that it is too broad, lacks clarity and is merely a 
‘“catch-all” concept, or a principle for organizing existing theories of 
European integration and (often divergent) empirical findings’ (Forest 
and Lombardo 2012, 1). Nevertheless, this concept has been very influ-
ential and has ‘definitely contributed to changing the lenses through 
wich European integration is analysed’ (ibid.). 

Political scientists have conceived of Europeanisation primarily as a 
top-down process where changes emanate from the EU onto national 
policy-making. In other words, they ask: What happens ‘when Europe 
hits home’ (Börzel and Risse 2000, 2007)? Robert Ladrech’s classical 
definition is an excellent example of this rather narrow approach: 
‘Europeanization is then understood as the change within a member state whose 
motivating logic is tied to a EU policy or decision-making process. The prime con-
cern of any Europeanization research agenda is therefore establishing the causal 
link, thereby validating the impact of the EU on domestic change.’ (Ladrech 2010, 
2) 

In political science, Europeanisation has become a key approach, par-
ticularly as research on the European Union has shifted from the field 
of international relations to comparative politics (Ladrech 2010, 8f.). 
By contrast, political sociologists have developed a bottom-up view of 
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Europeanisation as processes of social construction, contestation and 
collective action. Moreover, sociologists have advanced a horizontal 
conception thinking of Europeanisation in terms of transnationalisation 
from national societies towards a Pan-European society (Mau 2015). 
Over time, the original ‘basic definition [of top-down effects] has be-
come more complex and full-bodied’ (Saurugger 2014, 123) by inte-
grating the various perspectives of bottom-up and top-down, uploading 
and downloading, horizontal and vertical effects. 

In the field of gender studies, the EU-related research agenda has 
engaged all three conceptions of Europeanisation. Each of them has 
been probed extensively for exploring this interdisciplinary research 
field. Their common aim can be summarised by the following key ques-
tion: Assuming that gender equality is a constitutive norm for the EU, 
what are the mechanisms for, conditions of and challenges to incorpo-
rating it into domestic practices? In other words, what does it take to 
empower gender equality in the actual ways of ‘doing Europe’? 

This chapter argues that gendered approaches to Europeanisation 
have made significant contributions to the field of Europeanisation re-
search in three respects: 
(1) First, normatively speaking, gender equality features as one of the 
most essential shared values on which 20th century European women’s 
and men’s social identities have been constructed. Moreover, equal 
treatment, equal opportunities and non-discrimination have become 
fundamental norms which set Europeanness decisively apart from those 
pre- and anti-modern cultures that exacerbate gender-role differences to 
justify power hierarchies between men and women. However, in 21st 
century Europe these norms are now under challenge, as indicated by 
the religious fundamentalist struggles against Western modernity in the 
terrorist attacks in Paris and elsewhere. 
(2) Second, analytical knowledge about the patterns and dynamics of 
empowering gender equality norms in societal practice can help to un-
derstand the preconditions and constraints of Europeanisation in a more 
nuanced, gender-sensitive way. On the one hand, gendered analytical 
theorising sheds light on the ways in which socio-cultural and discur-
sive contexts matter in making EU norms work in social practice. It also 
explores the conditions under which Europeanisation can build unity 
amidst the variety of member states. On the other hand, gender-sensi-
tive analyses aim at uncovering some of the less visible dynamics – 
hidden layers of social identities – driving challenges against gender 
equality in key areas of contemporary multi-cultural Europe in times of 
economic crisis, rising social inequality and austerity policy (Perrons 
2015). 
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(3) Finally, critical gender analyses of Europeanisation provide original 
practical-theoretical devices for the future of the EU that ultimately de-
pends on whether and how EU leaders succeed in closing the gap be-
tween rhetoric and reality. For instance, gendered Europeanisation anal-
yses provide lessons for reconstituting ‘gender democracy’ (Galligan 
2012), proposing how to define the future gender equality policy 
agenda, how to frame clear ‘visions for gender equality’ (Bettio and 
Sansonetti 2015), and how to renew the focus on gender equality gov-
ernance and communication as tools for stakeholder mobilisation and 
participation (Kantola 2015; Liebert 2015). 
This chapter starts with a brief section defining the concept of Europe-
anisation in general and from a gender perspective in particular. The 
second part presents three stages and strands of gendered Europeanisa-
tion research, conceived as top-down, bottom-up and horizontal pro-
cesses and mechanisms, each with specific conditions, constraints and 
challenges. The concluding section outlines the challenges of the EU’s 
external and internal crises and discusses a range of original proposi-
tions regarding visions for the future of gender equality in an updated 
Europeanisation framework. 

2 Reconfiguring Europeanisation through gender lenses: 
towards a gender-sensitive conceptual framework 

This section proceeds in five steps: It starts by presenting the three 
stages and strands of Europeanisation research and subsequently maps 
alternative approaches for explaining Europeanisation. Then it turns to 
the theoretical underpinnings of gendered approaches to Europeanisa-
tion and, moreover, presents empirical findings from gender analyses 
of Europeanisation. Finally, a gender-sensitive framework for analys-
ing Europeanisation is summarised, reconfiguring top-down, bottom-
up and horizontal mechanisms and highlighting relevant contextual 
conditions, constraints, and challenges. 

2.1 Strands of Europeanisation research 

In political science, a number of concepts, types of processes, and ex-
planatory mechanisms were developed for analysing Europeanisation 
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(cf. Saurugger 2014, 123-144). Generally, these have not paid much at-
tention to gender equality policies (for an exception cf. Caporaso and 
Jupille 2001), to gender politics or sex differences in EU support (for 
an exception see Nelson and Guth 2000). Gender research on Europe-
anisation has developed mostly in parallel with the former, both reflect-
ing in their own ways the different generations of Europeanisation re-
search. The gender-neutral and the gendered research agendas alike 
have evolved along the different stages of Europeanisation, starting (1) 
with the ‘permissive consensus’ from the Rome Treaty to the signing 
of the Treaty of Maastricht (1958-1991); followed (2) by the increas-
ingly ‘constraining dissensus’ among mass publics (Hooghe and Marks 
2009) that became visible after the Treaty of Maastricht, in the Consti-
tutional Treaty failures in France and the Netherlands and in the 2014 
European Parliamentary elections; and leading (3) to the most recent 
stage of ‘experimental governance’ (Dawson et al. 2015) by which the 
EU seeks to cope with the unprecedented dynamics of multiple crises, 
from the international financial crisis (2007/2008) and the Euro-debt, 
economic and social crises (since 2010) over Eastern neighbourhood 
policy failure in Ukraine (2014/2015) to the refugee movement and the 
security crisis in the wake of terrorist attacks in Paris in November 
2015. 

Over these five decades, the nature of Europeanisation – and Euro-
peanisation research – has changed profoundly. Ignored by most main-
stream research, the processes of politicisation of the enlarging EU and 
Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) and the emerging patterns of 
public EU support and opposition have proved to be persistently gen-
dered, yet with gender differences strongly varying across member 
states. As the account of gender analyses of Europeanisation provided 
below will demonstrate, changing modes of governance and widening 
arenas of Europeanisation do matter for the rhetoric and reality of how 
gender equality norms have taken roots in Europeans’ practices: 
(1) Supported by the ‘permissive consensus’ assumption until 1990, the 
top-down approach to Europeanisation worked best for exploring the 
pressures on EU member states to correct misfits between European and 
domestic norms and structures by implementing legislative reforms do-
mestically. According to this perspective, EU-induced transformative 
change at the domestic level would help reconfigure member states’ 
public policies in employment and other sectors, would reshape the pat-
terns of domestic politics, and might even promote constitutional and 
institutional reforms. The mechanisms employed by the EU might vary, 
ranging from material incentives to legal and financial sanctions, but 
member states’ compliance with EU norms – mediated by domestic in-
stitutions – would follow mostly the rationalist logic of consequence 
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(Green Cowles et al. 2001). This approach conceives European norms 
as an independent variable that explains national adaptation. An exam-
ple is Caporaso and Jupille’s (2001) study on the effects of the transpo-
sition of the Equal Pay Directive in France and the UK which illustrates, 
by referring to historical institutionalism, how domestic institutions im-
pact on the path of norm adaptation. Widening the scope from EU mem-
bers to also include candidate states, Schimmelfennig has explored ‘ac-
cession conditionality’ as a key mechanism to explain Europeanisation 
outside the EU (Schimmelfennig 2010). 
(2) By contrast, the research agenda on the effects of the ‘constraining 
dissensus’ (or Euroscepticism) for explaining EU-induced domestic 
change has shifted the exclusive focus on top-down processes to include 
bottom-up Europeanisation. Moreover, this has also involved a shift 
from rational choice to social constructivist approaches, and from hard 
institutional mechanisms to softer discursive mechanisms of communi-
cation, contestation and learning in response to EU policies, politics and 
treaty reforms. Instead of putting compliance by and convergence 
across EU member states centre stage, the sociological-constructivist 
Europeanisation research agenda posits the centrality of national public 
spheres for understanding advances, constraints and – arguably – rever-
sals of Europeanisation (see also Lombardo and Forest 2012). 
(3) Finally, research on EU responses to the multiple crises of the 21st 
century is focused on new modes of ‘experimental governance’ aimed 
at strengthening the EU, but at the same time identifies strains that put 
Europeanisation to a new test. The EU’s search for more effective 
mechanisms of Europeanisation aimed at crisis management and pre-
vention does not only affect EU, Euro-member states and candidate 
states but even transcends the European neighbourhood. It involves a 
growing range of policy domains from common monetary, macroeco-
nomic and banking union and an overhaul of the Common European 
Asylum System to a joint European Security and Defence Policy. Ar-
guably, due to international financial market dynamics and the EU’s 
adoption of ‘hard’ conditionality (Schimmelfennig 2015) and unac-
countable agencies (e.g. ‘Troika’, IMF, ESM), income inequality, so-
cial exclusion and antagonistic political divisions within the EU have 
deepened. As a result, public support for renationalisation has strength-
ened at the national and EU level. Paradoxically, the magnitude of the 
external and internal challenges to European integration has led to an 
unprecedented internal backlash against Europeanisation. 
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2.2 The complexities of Europeanisation: explaining 
convergence amidst diversity 

Political scientists have conceived Europeanisation as a top-down pro-
cess conducive to convergence and promoting homogeneity across 
member states. Therefore, allegedly, ‘a European dimension becomes 
an embedded feature which frames politics and policy within the Euro-
pean states’ (Wallace 2000, 370). European level institutional arrange-
ments promote an ‘incremental process of re-orienting the direction and 
shape of … national politics and policy making’ (Ladrech, cit. in Börzel 
and Risse 2000, 1; see also Green Cowles et al. 2001, 3). 

Europeanisation measured by its national level outcomes in terms of 
convergence differs, on the one hand, from globalisation since the EU’s 
regulatory frameworks are deeply embedded in regionally condensed 
forms of institutionalisation that do not find an equivalent at the global 
scale. On the other hand, one should abstain from projecting finality 
onto Europeanisation. Researchers of the first generation of European-
isation studies have found that the effects of European norms can incre-
mentally enhance government and administrative adaptation to Euro-
pean regulations (cf. Hanf and Soetendorp 1998). Yet, under the head-
ing of ‘differential Europe’ (Windhoff-Heritier 2001), a number of au-
thors have argued that convergence towards shared regulatory frame-
works does not require uniformity, nor does it imply an ‘inexorable ero-
sion of the domestic’ and a ‘displacing’ or ‘overriding’ of member 
state’s internal processes (Wallace 2000, 371; Maurer and Monar 2000; 
Maurer and Wessels 2001). On the contrary, gender studies confirm the 
persistence of the variety of gender regimes in EU member states, 
where ‘convergence’ towards shared EU gender equality norms is not 
necessarily incompatible with cross- and subnational diversity. 

Let us now turn to the question of how a mechanisms-based ap-
proach accounts for these different patterns and dynamics of Europe-
anisation. In search of driving forces, comparative Europeanisation re-
search begins with three questions (Börzel and Risse 2000): First, how 
do impacts of European norms, policies and institutions vary across 
states, subsystems and sectors? Second, what are the necessary and the 
sufficient conditions that account for domestic changes? And, third, are 
the effects of Europeanisation conducive to convergence or divergence? 
In response to these questions, researchers have offered alternative 
‘logics’, ‘approaches’ or ‘images’, each with causal claims regarding 
the forces that are supposed to drive – or block – the dynamics of ‘do-
mestic change’, ‘compliance’, ‘implementation’ or ‘norm empower-
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ment’. Here, Europeanisation is conceived as a process that can be de-
composed into elementary pieces among which the relations can then 
be analysed. From this perspective, Europeanisation is driven by a chain 
of interactive causal mechanisms. An alternative conception encom-
passes a sociological-constructivist and discursive component (see 
Lombardo and Forest 2012) as well as an institutionalist perspective 
(see Forest and Lombardo 2012, 5f.; Haastrup and Kenny in this vol-
ume). The former emphasises norms and communicative processes of 
‘norm diffusion’, understood as ‘domestic empowerment of European 
norms’ (Checkel 2001, 180). This second generation of Europeanisa-
tion research is better suited for dialogue with gender analysts than the 
first generation, as it has the requisite cultural sensitivity for capturing 
context-dependent differences in outcomes and the variable meanings 
they may adopt. For instance, as social anthropologists have argued, 
Europeanisation may be ‘a politically explosive’ and ‘accelerated pro-
cess and a set of effects that are redefining forms of identification with 
territory and people’, conducive to ‘fundamentally reorganizing territo-
riality and peoplehood’ and therefore to ultimately transform ‘the two 
principles that have shaped modern European order’ (Borneman and 
Fowler 1997, 489). 

In an attempt to bring these first and second generation strands to-
gether, a mechanisms-based analytical framework for theorising Euro-
peanisation has been conceived (Liebert 2003a). In this framework, so-
cial change is defined as an association between two macro-states, for 
instance of a gender regime, one preceding and one following. To ex-
plain regime change, the framework helps to reconstruct the transitions 
between the two regime states by specifying the social mechanisms that 
generate their association (Hedström and Swedberg 1998, 1). More spe-
cifically, according to this approach, processes of change result from a 
chain of transitions from the macro-level to the micro-level and back to 
the macro-level again, operated by three different types of mechanisms 
(Tilly and Goodin 2006, 14ff.): 
(1) ‘Environmental mechanisms’ mean externally generated influences 
on conditions affecting social life (Tilly and Goodin 2006, 16). They 
link macro-level social, political and institutional structures, events or 
states to the reality of individual (collective) actors, by shaping their 
opportunities and constraints, perceptions, beliefs, desires, identities 
and interests (Hedström and Swedberg 1998, 23). 
(2) ‘Cognitive mechanisms’ operate ‘through alterations of individual 
and collective perceptions’ (Tilly and Goodin 2006, 16). They operate 
at the micro-level, explaining ‘how a specific combination of individual 
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desires, beliefs, and action opportunities generate a specific action’ 
(Hedström and Swedberg 1998, 23). 
(3) Finally, ‘relational mechanisms’ alter connections among people, 
groups, and interpersonal networks (Tilly and Goodin 2006, 16). They 
explain ‘how individual actions are transformed into some kind of col-
lective outcome, be it intended or unintended’ (Hedström and Swedberg 
1998, 23). Different kinds of transformation mechanisms can be mod-
elled by game theory, by neoclassical market models, exchange-net-
work models or coalition theories. 
Yet, the growing differentiation and complexity of the research field 
has made cumulative research on Europeanisation become increasingly 
difficult. A comprehensive explanatory framework for Europeanisation 
research that would integrate and contrast these competing explanatory 
approaches has been consistently lacking in social and political science. 
The following three sections turn to gender approaches aimed at filling 
this lacuna by a theoretically founded gender-sensitive empirical-ana-
lytical framework. 

2.3 Social theoretical preconditions for gendering 
Europeanisation 

Regarding the Europeanisation of gender equality norms, rationalist ap-
proaches entertain different ideas than constructivist approaches about 
the crucial conditions and mechanisms. The feminist debate on the new 
challenges to gender, democracy and welfare states that the European 
and international contexts pose has opened up fruitful dialogue with the 
field that rationalism, constructivism and reflectivism have spanned 
(Christiansen et al. 1999, 531f.). For instance, liberal-pragmatic ap-
proaches are valuable for their interest in explaining the ‘role of 
women’s agency in politics’ and the conditions for a ‘politics of em-
powerment and inclusion’. Postmodern strands of feminism, on the 
other hand, reject such rationalist approaches as not sufficiently reflect-
ing on the ‘formation of political identities based upon particularities 
cross class, cross gender, and cross ethnicity’, and, in particular, call for 
‘reflecting on gender equality in an EU mirror’ (Hobson 2000). Cover-
ing a middle-ground, feminist-constructivist approaches have recon-
structed normative constructions of gender in ‘the global politics of 
home-based work’ and in the context of changing western welfare states 
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(Prügl 1999), analysing the tensions between formal politics and every-
day life politics, such as in cross-border transitions of citizenship and 
between the local, the national and the transnational. 

For developing this research agenda, gender and feminist theorising 
has brought rational as well as social-constructivist ideas into the study 
of gender politics in Europeanisation. Feminist constructivists (see 
Locher and Prügl 2001), in particular, have started from an ‘ontology 
of becoming’ by conceiving the transnational political world as a social 
world, and political processes as constructions of gender that are in turn 
enabled by gender constructions. Such constructions are malleable. As 
feminist constructivists argue, state institutions expend considerable ef-
fort to construct, maintain or change gender roles, identities and prac-
tices located in particular socio-historical contexts; yet, despite these 
efforts, gender roles look remarkably persistent throughout history and 
across cultures. Feminist constructivists are therefore interested in ex-
ploring changing meanings of gender and policy in postnational domes-
tic politics that are embedded in the EU and exposed to an international 
environment (see also Lombardo in this volume). Such investigations 
sensitise us to the normative and cognitive dimensions that are involved 
in the empowerment of gender equality norms, but that rationalist ac-
counts leave unnoticed. For instance, gender analyses of Europeanisa-
tion highlight intense controversies about the meanings of ‘mother’ and 
‘father’ and collisions between ‘maternalist’ vs. ‘egalitarian’ gender 
norms. They question measures of ‘inequality’ and assessments of 
‘problem pressure’ advanced by positivist approaches as supposedly 
‘objective’, since these are always dependant on researchers’ ‘different 
standpoints’ (Hartsock 1998). Multiple meanings of the measure itself – 
the norm of equality – have become the object of contrasting interpre-
tations (Verloo 2007). Hence, for capturing inter- and cross-cultural di-
mensions of norm-interpretation and empowerment, social constructiv-
ism offers an important conceptual toolkit. 

Summarising the various rational-institutionalist and constructivist 
as well as feminist ideas about the driving forces of these processes, 
Table 1 provides an overview of Europeanisation mechanisms, includ-
ing examples for environmental, framing and political interaction 
causal assumptions found in the literature on Europeanisation and in-
ternationalisation. Several propositions can be derived from this table: 
(1) Firstly, taken together, all three types of governance, of cognitive 
and of interaction mechanisms interact in terms of the hardware and the 
software of Europeanisation; in other words, they operate as the neces-
sary and sufficient conditions to explain why policy agency succeeds or 
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fails to promote EU policy at the domestic level, whether on issues per-
taining to community and new regulatory policies, to multilevel gov-
ernance, open coordination or intense intergovernmentalism. 
(2) Secondly, Europeanisation will work through the diffusion of shared 
policy frames by a variety of different domestic paths. Depending on 
domestic contextual specificities, policy convergence can be a result of 
primarily rationalist, constructivist or gendered mechanisms. Each of 
these logics suggests a different configuration or chain of social mech-
anisms to explain transitions from an initially diverging domestic situ-
ation to greater convergence within European frameworks. 
(3) Thirdly, in these chains, political interaction mechanisms are a suf-
ficient condition to account for domestic change. Policy innovation de-
pends on how ‘advocacy coalitions’ interact with stake-holders of the 
status quo. The question, then, is whether and how – depending on pol-
icy and problem framing – competition, cooperation/association or hi-
erarchy/subordination will dominate, affect the balance of power re-
sources and the processes of interest aggregation and intermediation. 
Table 1: Europeanisation mechanisms 

 Rational-institutionalist 
approach 

Social-constructivist 
approach 

Environmental 
mechanisms	

Legal compliance mechanisms: 
� Legal enforcement 
� Institutional monitoring 
� Public/social pressure 

Framing policy: 
� Directives 
� Benchmarking 

Cognitive 
mechanisms	

Spillover 
Rational choice 

Learning (simple, complex): 
� Cognitive heuristics, bias 
� Modelling 
� Cognitive dissonance 
� Conversion 
� Creativity (innovation) 

Interaction 
mechanisms	

Veto players 
Policy advocacy coalitions 
Multilevel action coordination: 
� ‘Boomerang’ 
� ‘Velvet triangles’ 
� Contentious collective 

action 

Political discourses: 
� Norm entrepreneurs 
� Epistemic communities 
� Strategic framing 
� Persuasion 
� Frame-reflection 

Source: Liebert 2003b, 31. 

The following section will survey comparative empirical-analytical stud-
ies of how gender equality policy is being Europeanised to provide some 
examples and empirical evidence to illustrate for these theoretical claims. 



157 

2.4 Gendered mechanisms at work in Europeanisation 

Whereas rational-institutionalist approaches to Europeanisation high-
light legal enforcement, incentives and constraints to explain domestic 
alignments with supranational norms, social constructivists by contrast 
entertain cognitive ideas about norm-transmission, internalisation, so-
cialisation and learning to understand attitudinal transformation and 
conversion. Feminist researchers bridge the gap between both, ration-
alist and constructivist accounts, emphasising a broad range of ideas 
from gender-sensitising ‘harder’ provisions, such as ‘gender-quota’ 
built into institutions, to ‘softer’ devices, such as anti-sexist codes of 
conduct and ‘methodologies’ of gender-mainstreaming (Mazey 2001). 
The following provides selected findings from gendered and feminist 
Europeanisation research: 
(1) Compliance Mechanisms: Compliance is the outcome of a social 
influence that leads to changes in an actor’s overt behaviour in the di-
rection intended by the source of the influence, through controlling and 
monitoring the recipients’ behaviour. This may or may not lead to atti-
tude change, in contrast to ‘forced compliance’ of an actor induced to 
advocate publicly a position that is contrary to his or her attitudes. EU-
researchers make a distinction between different legal and institutional 
types of compliance mechanisms. First, under the Court of Justice of 
the European Union’s (CJEU) doctrine of supremacy of EU law regard-
ing direct and indirect effect, Stone Sweet and Brunell (1998) have the-
orised the ‘constitutionalisation of the treaties’, emphasising citizens’ 
recourse to the CJEU as a mechanism to promote legislative compliance 
by member states. Second, the European Commission, as the institution 
responsible for ensuring that treaty provisions and decisions are 
properly transposed, can set infringement procedures in motion. Third, 
there are strong mechanisms for monitoring in place that can shape the 
will of both state and non-state actors towards complying with interna-
tional and European norms. EU decision-makers can choose among 
various policy modes – market correcting, positive integration policies; 
market-making, negative integration policies; or ‘framing policies’ – 
each based on different mechanisms to drive Europeanisation (Knill and 
Lehmkuhl 1999, 8). In their comparative study of member state com-
pliance with EC social policy directives, Falkner and Treib also include 
the Pregnnt Workers Directive (1985) and the Parental Leave Directive 
(1996). As a result, they have clustered EU member states in ‘three 
worlds of compliance’ – those who ‘observe the law’, those falling into 
the ‘world of domestic politics’, those who are part of the ‘world of 
transposition neglect’ if not of the ‘world of dead letters’ (Falkner and 
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Treib 2008). However, Lombardo and Forest (2012, 7) criticise this 
study for classifying European Central Eastern and Eastern member 
states too indiscriminately as a ‘world of dead letters’ and for not 
providing a more nuanced account of the implementation of EU norms. 
On this latter dimension of the domestic gender politics of Europeani-
sation, Liebert (2003a) provides in-depth insights into the complexities 
of implementation as an interplay of institutional, cognitive and inter-
action mechanisms. This is the first systematically comparative study 
of how six old member states implemented all ten EC Gender Equality 
Directives (1975-2000). Rather than lumping member states together in 
static ‘worlds of compliance’, this research aims to highlight ‘gendered 
patterns of Europeanisation’. Here, the implementation record of a 
member state depends on five factors: the domestic gender regime; 
whether domestic gender equality cases are brought to the European 
Court of Justice; how mass publics view gender equality; how gender 
issues are framed; and the strength of women’s institutional agency 
(Liebert 2003c, 278). The comparative studies are designed to shed 
light on the interplay of supranational and domestic mechanisms, ex-
ploring national parliamentary debates, judicial proceeding and mass 
media discourses to understand whether and why the implementation 
of EC gender directives works out better in some domestic constella-
tions than in others. ‘Strategic framing of gender issues’, ‘policy dis-
courses’ and ‘multilevel action coordination’ are pivotal parts of these 
stories of how gender equality norms have been put in practice. 
(2) Strategic Framing and Frame Reflection: The frame concept has 
become relevant for understanding discursively constructed problem 
definitions, the structuring of alternative solutions, and the shaping of 
individual and collective preferences. While the idea of ‘framing’ refers 
to the mental structures and appreciations by which people construct 
their worlds, the concept of ‘re-framing’ or ‘frame-shifts’ captures how 
policy problem-setting frames change over time (Rein and Schon 1991, 
267). Assuming that policy controversies are ‘inherently subject to multi-
perspectival accounts’, ‘frame-reflective discourse’ helps participants 
to reflect on the frame conflicts inherent in their controversies and to 
explore potentials for their resolution. In this context, 
‘frame critical policy analysis is a strategy to enhance frame-reflective policy dis-
course by identifying the taken-for-granted assumptions that underlie understand-
ings and actions in a problematic policy situation’ (ibid., 265-267). 

For instance, sociologist Barbara Hobson uses a frame-reflective metho-
dology to analyse the EU’s impact on the gendering of citizenship 
through the contrasting cases of Sweden and Ireland (Hobson 2000). 
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(3) Feminist Policy Discourse: Theoretically speaking, discourse im-
plies ‘a dialectical relationship between a particular discursive event 
and situation(s), institution(s) and social structure(s)’, as Ruth Wodak 
sets out. Here discourse is meant to constitute ‘the social identities of 
and relationships between people and groups of people’; more specifi-
cally, a discourse is ‘constitutive both in the sense that it helps sustain 
and reproduce the social status quo, and in the sense that it contributes 
to transforming it’ (Wodak, cit. in Titscher et al. 2000, 25f.). Policy 
discourses consist of the communicative interactions of individuals, in-
terest groups, social movements and institutions ‘through which prob-
lematic situations are converted to policy problems, agendas are set, 
decisions are made, and actions are taken’ (Rein and Schon 1991, 263). 
However, we should not reduce political discourse to the sum of politi-
cal actors’ public accounts of the polity’s purposes, goals and ideals, 
since its pervasive effects are ‘to explain political events, to justify po-
litical actions, to develop political identities, to reshape and/or reinter-
pret political history, and, all in all, to frame the national political dis-
cussion’ (Schmidt 2000). Compared to other forms of political interac-
tion in decision-making – such as bargaining and negotiation – political 
discourse relies on, discusses and questions validity criteria with the 
aim of producing consensus among participants (Titscher et al. 2000). 
Feminist discourse analysis aims at uncovering the power-related ef-
fects of political discourse. Apart from promoting norms, defining prob-
lems, forming preferences and resolving policy controversy, political 
discourses, through feminist lenses, are understood as mechanisms for 
shaping social identity, political agency and, ultimately, emancipatory 
change. In her contribution to feminist discourse theory, Nancy Fraser 
assesses the ‘uses and abuses’ of discourse theory for feminist politics 
from the assumption that discourse analysis should, above all, serve to 
understand the conditions and the prospects for emancipatory social 
change and progressive political practice. This involves the following 
questions (Fraser 1992, 51f.; cf. Hobson and Lindholm 1997): 
� How are social identities fashioned and, in particular, how are 

women’s collective identities altered over time?2 
� How, under conditions of inequality, are power resources deployed 

and social groups formed and unformed into social agents for change? 
� How is the cultural hegemony of dominant groups in society secured? 

 
2  Nancy Fraser’s concept of identity comprises ‘complex, shifting, discursively con-

structed social identities’ that provide ‘an alternative to reified, essentialist con-
ceptions of gender identity on one hand, and simple negations and dispersals of 
identity, on the other’ (Fraser 1992, 68). 
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(4) Multilevel Action Coordination: Policy networks for multilevel ac-
tion coordination are particularly well-suited to the multilevel mode of 
European governance and policy-making. Their combination with ‘ad-
vocacy’ reflects the resource problems that under-represented groups 
face. ‘Multilevel action coordination’ (Helfferich and Kolb 2001) de-
scribes an interaction logic and form of cooperation that requires neither 
a collective identity nor group solidarity as prerequisites on which 
agency formation is based. Advocates of weaker or under-represented 
social groups do not usually enjoy positions of political power or au-
thority, nor do they suffer or benefit directly from the impacts of the 
policies in question. But activists identify and acknowledge one another 
as advocates of a non-represented or under-represented group who are 
moved to act in a common or public interest. Hence, the shared percep-
tion of their structural minority position enhances individual resolve as 
well as mutual trust which are both necessary for successfully coordi-
nated action. The boomerang mechanism is arguably one of the most 
innovative ideas brought into transnational politics by advocacy net-
works to coordinate action at multiple levels. According to this pattern, 
State A blocks redress to organisations within it; these organisations 
activate a transnational network whose members pressure their own 
states and (if relevant) a third-party organisation, which in turn pres-
sures State A (Keck and Sikkink 1998, 13). This pattern of coordinated 
action depicts a particularly efficient technique to coordinate scarce ac-
tion resources from two levels and to target them towards a common 
goal (cf. Zippel 2006). 

2.5 Analysing the gendered logics of Europeanisation 

Competing (ideal type) logics conceptualise very different stories at 
work in Europeanisation. Rationalists emphasise institutional opportu-
nities and constraints with an eye on individual preferences and power 
resources, on assumption of rationally calculated, self-interested, action 
and political dynamics that result from competitive interaction and elec-
toral politics. On the other hand, constructivists and feminists empha-
sise the independent effect of framing. 
Gender approaches to Europeanisation help to close the gap left by 
these competing views of Europeanisation. For instance, a gendered 
framework proposed previously (Liebert 2003a) links the literature on 
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‘social mechanisms’3 with social theory, to bring together institutional, 
behavioural and cognitive elements that account for Europeanisation in 
the domestic politics of gender equality. Thus, Liebert argues that gen-
dered processes explain the outcomes of the interplay between macro-
structural and micro-discursive and cognitive processes in the dynamics 
of Europeanisation. Figure 1 illustrates the social theoretical assump-
tions on which her framework is based. Forest and Lombardo have 
praised Liebert’s contribution for broadening 
‘the study of Europeanization to include the analysis of institutions, frames, and 
interactions, which had never before been jointly explored from a gender perspec-
tive. Moreover, by not fixing one particular ideal type of Europeanization to one 
specific country, it avoids a normative and static assessment of performance in 
compliance to EU norms that … does not necessarily derive from actual quality 
performance but rather from the relative power position of a state’ (Forest and 
Lombardo 2012, 9). 

Figure 1: Two logics of Europeanisation – a mechanisms-based model 

This inventory of causal mechanisms promoting Europeanisation (see 
Table 2) does not claim to be exhaustive but to illustrate selectively the 
different categories of mechanisms that are at play. This model of 
Europeanisation suggests that these processes are contingent and may 

 
3  Jon Elster defines mechanisms as ‘frequently occurring and easily recognisable 

causal patterns that are triggered under generally unknown conditions or with in-
determinate consequences’ (Elster, cit. in Tarrow 1999, 10). ‘Social mechanisms’ 
are ‘repeatedly operating causal chains which in social systems trigger expecta-
tions and through these expectations further causal chains, so that small causes can 
have large effects, while the failure of a social mechanism can have further impli-
cations beyond its own effect’ (Luhmann 1994, 425; translation U.L.). 

Source: Liebert 2003b, 29. 
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follow diverse logics, depending on the social construction of links be-
tween historical ‘paths’ and domestic patterns through contingent 
mechanisms to new transnational frames. Depending on which specific 
concatenations and causal chains operate on these processes in specific 
historical and geographical cases, different domestic paths towards Eu-
ropeanisation will emerge. 
Table 2: Causal mechanisms of Europeanisation 

Necessary 
conditions 

Sufficient conditions: causal mechanisms Dependent 
variable 

Domestic 
divergence from 
EU norms 

1. Environmental
mechanisms 

2. Cognitive 
mechanisms 

3. Interaction 
mechanisms 

Domestic 
convergence/ 
divergence with 
EU norms 

� core values 
� conceptual 
� instrumental 

� legal 
enforcement 
� institutional 

opportunities 
and constraints 
� domestic public 

pressure 

� elite 
� stubbornness 
� compliance 
� domestication 
� innovation 

� domestic 
advocacy 
coalitions 
� multilevel 

networks 
� strategic 

framing 

� timing 
� quality 
� efficiency of 

implementation 

Source: Liebert 2003b, 38. 

By contrast, Lombardo and Forest (2012, 1) depart from the assump-
tions that Europeanisation and gender studies ‘have much to offer each 
other, and if they joined forces they could help improve the understand-
ing of the complex processes of policy change in Europe’. The authors 
argue in favour of a pluralistic approach that builds in particular on so-
ciological and discursive concepts which focus on actor-oriented, cog-
nitive and soft mechanism of Europeanisation (ibid., 11). Such an ap-
proach would draw on feminist literature on discursive politics and pol-
icy-making, and adopt an integrated and broad understanding of Euro-
peanisation as a dynamic, vertical and horizontal as well as multi-di-
mensional process. It would also draw on institutional, discursive and 
interactional factors. Furthermore, given the rise of a gender regime at 
the UN level, multilevel analysis needs to be broadened to also incor-
porate external factors (for a discussion of multilevel governance see 
Abels in this volume). Yet, as these factors pertain to gender equality, 
they are always discursively constructed and contested in specific ways 
and within a given institutional context. This warrants an analysis of 
these discursive and interactional mechanisms ‘to depict a more com-
plex picture of the EU’s impact on policy change’ (Lombardo and For-
est 2012, 13). In so doing, this gendered Europeanisation approach em-
phasises the processes of framing and thus contributes to the theoretical 
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as well as methodological development of discursive institutionalism in 
EU studies and beyond. This approach is characterised by (1) an interest 
in the meaning and contestation of discourse; (2) recognising inten-
tional and unintentional discursive influences; (3) specific methodolo-
gies (especially ‘Critical Framing Analysis’); and (4) the interaction be-
tween the cognitive and interactive dimension of discourse and its in-
stitutional context (ibid., 19). 

In order to further explore the complex puzzles of Europeanisation 
in the field of gender equality, the next section discusses the anomalies 
that have emerged in the context of the EU’s crises. The question of 
whether and how the general framework and the varying approaches 
developed so far need to be revised in order to cope with the novel chal-
lenges is at the centre of this section. 

3 Up- or downgrading Europeanisation? Critical gender 
analyses in times of crisis 

The present, recent past and near future of the EU is marked by multiple 
crises that present the theoretical paradigm and research agenda of gen-
dering Europeanisation with new challenges. These threats also pertain 
to other theories of European integration, but, arguably, they particu-
larly question the achievements of gender equality through Europeani-
sation. More specifically, the ongoing monetary, structural economic 
and social crisis, high unemployment and social inequalities – exacer-
bated by terrorist threats to internal security and polarising political 
conflict about the refugee movement – have been promoting divergence 
rather than convergence among the EU’s (and Eurozone) member 
states. Even if gender studies of Europeanisation have not been prem-
ised on convergence towards EU-norms – but rather supported the ‘dif-
ferential Europe’ view – the impacts of the crises and of EU crisis man-
agement have exacerbated the EU’s structural heterogeneity. This has 
called the pre-crisis constellation of gender equality norms and prac-
tices in the EU into question. Moreover, it has led to new levels of po-
litical contention about Europeanisation. Will the EU’s crises under-
mine the agenda of gendered Europeanisation research – and make 
them fall apart? Or can this theoretical paradigm be expected to cope 
with the new anomalies and contribute to overcome the current crises? 
There are at least three cross-cutting challenges to EU gender equality 
research: 
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(1) The first challenge is the strikingly ‘gender-blind’ nature of the pub-
lic debates that take issue with the financial crisis and its societal im-
pacts, but without highlighting the problem of gender disparities (see 
also Wöhl in this volume). While the unequal distributional conse-
quences of Troika programmes have become key topics of debate in 
debtor states (such as Ireland, Greece, Portugal, Cyprus) as well as in 
creditor states (for instance, Germany), issues of gender inequality and 
discrimination have not received much attention in the context of the 
Eurozone crisis. This is surprising since – in contrast to the Europe 2020 
targets – progress towards the equality of women and men in the EU 
evidently has stalled or even regressed as a consequence of the crisis. 
(2) The second challenge for future gender equality research lies in the 
new constraints the EMU has introduced through reforms for building 
the ‘genuine economic and monetary union’ (Van Rompuy 2012; 
Juncker et al. 2015). This new governance regime for the Eurozone has 
made the rule of austerity (Fiscal Compact) compulsory and signifi-
cantly strengthened the EU’s tools for the fiscal surveillance of the 
member states (‘European Semester’). The new rules and tools pro-
foundly change how the risks, benefits and costs of financial and eco-
nomic processes will be distributed among the citizens of the Eurozone 
within and across the member states. However, these rules do not take 
advantage of the tried-and-tested toolkit for gender equality. 
(3) A third and final challenge to EU gender policy researchers stems 
from the unprecedented drop of popular support for EU institutions, the 
mobilisation of anti-EU sentiment among citizens and the empower-
ment of organised actors working for the renationalisation of EU com-
petences. These trends are also marked by the continuation of gender 
gaps in public EU support. Taken together, they further enhance gender 
equality gaps instead of reducing them among the EU’s 28 member 
states. 
Prior to the 2008 financial crisis, the soft conditionality of the ‘Growth 
and Stability Pact’ strengthened macro-economic convergence among 
the member states of the Eurozone only to a limited degree. It changed 
domestic political equilibria in favour of the business community and 
central banks. The winners from monetary stability and from the nar-
rowing spread of bond yields have helped promote European market 
and banking integration. We also know that due to the lack of fiscal and 
economic integration of EMU, this was much less the case in terms of 
fiscal discipline, economic competitiveness and state institutional re-
forms. After the Euro-debt crisis broke in 2010, the dynamics of frag-
mentation and divergent Europeanisation have been further aggravated. 
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Aimed at bringing the Eurozone member states closer together, Euro-
zone leaders have adopted ‘hard’ rules and sanctioning tools in order to 
more effectively coordinate, supervise and monitor the financial, fiscal, 
economic and social policies of the member states. Given the varying 
costs and benefits of EMU reforms for different member states and so-
cial constituencies, disagreements within and among them have inten-
sified. Moreover, Eurozone countries in sovereign debt crisis and under 
a financial assistance program have had to comply with the external 
controls and direct interventions exercised by EU and IMF institutions. 
These differential transformative impacts of Europeanisation in some 
respects have brought some program countries back on an economic 
growth track (Ireland), in others they have not (for instance Greece) and 
have thus led to further divergence with respect to other member states. 
This has fuelled politicisation and mass mobilisation, mobilised Euro-
sceptic and anti-European sentiment, and has empowered radical left – 
as well as right – wing parties and, in some cases, even contributed to 
the divisions among member states, such as Germany and Greece. 

From a gender perspective, structuralist approaches to adjustment and 
reforms in response to the financial crisis cannot account for the signifi-
cant variations of policies and outcomes that have emerged both over 
time and cross-nationally (Vertova 2014; Perrons 2015). Whereas the 
rule-based legal conception of EMU governance is blind to communica-
tive, discursive and symbolic mechanisms and their impacts, a compre-
hensively gendered Europeanisation framework is more sensitive to the 
underlying dynamics leading to socially regressive impacts of the Euro-
zone’s crisis management. It can expose how gendered social identities 
are being re-articulated in the dominant narratives about the Euro-crisis. 

To tackle issues of gender equality in the future, it is important that 
the EU builds on the significant advances it has made by Europeanising 
gender policies in the past. The principle of equality is prominently en-
shrined in the EU Treaties. Equality between women and men and non-
discrimination are amongst the most fundamental values, rights and 
principles of the peoples of Europe. They are shared on the basis of their 
constitutional traditions and the international obligations of their states. 
Recognised by the successive European Community treaties and by the 
Treaty on European Union, they became objectives for innovative pol-
icy-making in the EU’s multi-layered system. At the supranational 
level, the EU’s Charter of Fundamental Rights (2000) reaffirms the 
rights to non-discrimination and equality between women and men, on 
which the EU under the Treaty of Lisbon (2009) now relies. Moreover, 
over the past four decades, an extensive body of gender equality direc-
tives has gained teeth in the member states, driven by the evolving case 
law of the European Court of Justice (see Guth in this volume). 
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In relation to current practices, however, the EU appears to have ad-
vanced little more than halfway towards gender equality. As the Euro-
pean Institute for Gender Equality put it in its Gender Equality Index 
Report: ‘Despite 50 years of gender equality policies and actions at the 
European level, member states have not yet managed to overcome gen-
der gaps, thus, there is a need for further efforts.’ (EIGE 2013, 2) In 
fact, in the context of the crisis, gender-sensitive statistical data col-
lected on each EU member state reveal the persistence of gender gaps 
in six core domains: work, health, money, knowledge, time and power. 
There are also two cross-cutting domains: intersecting inequalities and 
violence; and the influence of macroeconomic policies on gender ine-
quality, a lower female than male labour force participation rate and 
unpaid care work. 

The International Monetary Fund (IMF), World Bank and other in-
ternational organisations have recently prioritised women and girls. The 
best IMF gender-focused report to date4 synthesises a market-based, in-
strumentalist gender-approach that embraces ‘gender equality as smart 
economics’ and upholds women’s employment as an instrument to 
boost economic growth. NGO gender-equality advocates argue that this 
is a problematic one-dimensional approach, because it does not simul-
taneously promote women’s and men’s equal human rights as the only 
way to overcome persistent patriarchal patterns. Economists question-
ing human rights-based proposals warn that the upgrading of EU pow-
ers and resources would put too heavy a burden on companies and na-
tional economies. 

4 Conclusion: Lessons for the future of gender and 
Europeanisation research 

In conclusion, a number of theoretical and practical lessons can be 
drawn for the future of gender and Europeanisation research. First of 
all, Europeanisation studies can benefit from gender approaches for 
conceptualisation, theory-building and methodology. As several gener-
ations of Europeanisation research have illustrated, ‘Europeanization is 
not a new theory, but provides interesting ways to engage with existing 
theories of international politics, theories of the policy-process and the-
ories of governance’ (Radaelli and Exadaktylos 2010, 189). The gender 

 
4  See staff discussion note ‘Women, work, and the economy: macroeconomic gains 

from gender equity’ (WWE). 
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perspective on Europeanisation is particularly fruitful in this regard and 
can contribute to our theoretical and methodological toolbox in a num-
ber of ways: 
(1) First, gender research has manifold experience in doing multi-level 
analysis and is particularly strong when it comes to theorising policy-
making as a multi-dimensional, multi-directional and multi-faceted pro-
cess deeply penetrated by power relations. 
(2) Second, a large part of gender studies has a strong focus on the con-
struction of meaning and discursive methodologies, which is paramount 
for scrutinising the differential impacts of EU politics at domestic level. 
(3) Third, given the development of gender norms at the international 
level, gender studies in Europeanisation are aware of the problem of 
external causal factors that operate as intervening variables in the pro-
cesses of norm diffusion and policy implementation. 
Therefore, ‘mainstream’ Europeanisation studies would have much to 
gain by engaging in dialogue and exchange with gender research in 
terms of empirical-analytical refinement and theoretical innovations. 
Gender approaches to Europeanisation research, in turn, could benefit 
from taking in concepts, theories and findings from international and 
European political economy, to redress the neglect of structural con-
straints and conflicts that are needed for complementing the valuable 
focus on discourses and agency. 

Moreover, gender approaches to Europeanisation research provide 
lessons on how to make gender equality work despite the double pres-
sures of fiscal consolidation and market enhancing structural reforms 
on the one hand, and the present anti-feminist, anti-modern tide of Eu-
roscepticism on the other hand. More specifically, what is needed are 
mechanisms to mobilise key stakeholders such as companies, social 
partners and civil society in ways that help re-build citizens’ trust in the 
EU. Currently, there are deficits in three realms: (1) gender awareness, 
competence and capacity-building; (2) policy-relevant knowledge 
about the gender impacts of EMU; and (3) opportunities for citizen par-
ticipation in EU gender policy. 

Hence, what can critical gender analyses of Europeanisation advise 
EU policy-makers to do differently in the future? The EU should de-
velop an approach which differs from that of the IMF, the World Bank 
and other economic organisations in three respects: 
(1) First, it should not instrumentalise gender equality by reducing gen-
der inequalities and biases as well as discrimination against women to 
their impact on women’s contribution to measured economic activity 
and the enhancement of macro-economic performance. 
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(2) Second, it should fully endorse the rights-based approach to gender 
equality, which emphasises gender equality as an intrinsically desirable 
good. It should develop this through quality-of-life indicators for as-
sessing the contribution and consequences of EU macro-economic pol-
icies on gender equality, women’s economic empowerment and their 
overall well-being (see Eurostat for data since 2011). If the starting 
point is the human and fundamental rights’ obligations of EU member 
states, women must have equal access to both tangible and intangible 
resources to the same extent as men, so that they can maximise their 
choices and options in society. To date, the inter-linkages between the 
EU’s management of the crisis and EMU-related lending, economic and 
financial surveillance, policy advice and gender equality have not been 
sufficiently explored. The Union must discuss the adverse impacts of 
its monetary, fiscal and structural adjustment policies on gender equal-
ity and women’s empowerment, assessing how fiscal and monetary pol-
icy influence the poverty dynamics underlying the link between 
women, paid work and unpaid reproductive work. 
(3) Third, the EU must also engage with European and – as a global 
actor – international rules for transnational corporations that enhance 
their compliance with national tax systems. This is a necessary precon-
dition for fiscally weak member states to generate more tax revenues to 
spend on social policies, including gender priorities. 
A number of small-scale innovations could help tackle these deficits. 
For this purpose, the following propositions can be derived from past 
gender equality and Europeanisation research: 
(1) ‘Stakeholder capacity-building’ requires knowledge-based instru-
ments for the education of citizens, civil society actors, social partners 
and think tanks who share an interest in the field of gender equality. 
Educational tools target, for instance, better gender awareness and un-
derstanding of the ‘intersectionality’ of gender, class, race, religion and 
other sources of inequality (see Lombardo in this volume). They are 
needed to fight ‘financial illiteracy’, especially among women. They 
provide competences for gender-impact assessment that civil society 
actors can use to hold national governments or supranational agencies 
to account. And, importantly, they help these actors to monitor the ‘gen-
der responsibility’ of private companies (so far missing in Corporate 
Social Responsibility frameworks), beyond quotas to ensure a certain 
proportion of female members on company boards. They also provide 
competences for negotiating fundamental religious conflict and toler-
ance regarding appropriate gender roles. 
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(2) ‘Gender mainstreaming’ provides the tools for merging gender-im-
pact assessment procedures into the governance architecture for EMU. 
For instance, to gender mainstream the ‘European Semester’, the Euro-
pean Commission will incorporate gender equality benchmarks into its 
framework for setting up ‘country-specific recommendations’ (CSR). 
The way national governments implement CSR provisions regarding 
gender equality should be monitored by the European and national par-
liaments. The extent to which the ‘European Semester’ – and EMU in 
general – effectively engages with gender equality issues at the domes-
tic level will change the EMU’s governance mode. It will reshape the 
current, predominantly bureaucratic, expertise-based and market-bi-
ased mode of governance into a model of socially innovative govern-
ance, at the service of the European citizens, mediated by the Commis-
sion in the framework of the European parliamentary system. 
(3) An additional set of tools would be required for citizens who want 
to participate directly in EU gender equality policy. This could happen, 
for instance, at the local or regional level by citizens applying for and 
using EU Structural Funds to promote gender equality. Such tools could 
make use of the new social networks and the technologies for multi-
layered e-Governance; for transparency, coordination and cooperation. 
For example, on-line forums allow for project discussion and coordina-
tion or online mechanisms for the submission of proposals for projects 
funded by the EU. 
To advance an innovative, socially responsive and participatory ap-
proach to governance in the field of gender equalities in Europe, the 
Commission as well as the member states will need to upgrade their 
existing tool kit. In addition, gender equality policy-making will need 
‘velvet triangles’ (Woodward 2004) with roots in the Commission, the 
European Parliament, the Council of the EU and in NGOs to reach out 
into other programmes – such as education and lifelong learning (Eras-
musPlus; Action Jean Monnet); Corporate Social Responsibility; the 
European ‘digital market’; and, foremost, EMU. All these fields con-
tribute to shaping the challenges and boosting or constraining the equal-
ity of women and men in times of financial crisis and austerity. 
Ultimately, these different tools need to be integrated into a coherent 
narrative of Europeanisation focused on the value of gender equality 
that can be publicly communicated, identified and endorsed by citizens. 
In so far as this approach to the governance of gender equality differs 
from top-down bureaucratic and economic market-oriented modes, it 
will be innovative and labelled as a form of ‘participatory Europeanisa-
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tion’. Such reforms might bring the EU closer to its gendered constitu-
encies, by mobilising key stakeholders such as companies, social part-
ners and civil society. 

Discussion questions 

� How do different strands of Europeanisation studies relate to gender 
studies? 

� Which mechanisms of Europeanisation seem to be more useful for 
gendered analysis and for gender equality? 

� What is the specific contribution of gendered Europeanisation stud-
ies to the research field on and the theoretical concept of European-
isation? 

� How does a gendered Europeanisation approach need to adapt itself 
to the persistent crisis? 
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