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Abstract
The migration crisis of Europe in 2015 exposed many deficiencies in the migration policy system of the
European Union. The Member States of the European Union were unable to provide a harmonized
response to the crisis at hand, as all prioritized their diverging national interests. In order to answer the
many calls for policy reform, the European Commission released an Agenda on Migration that aimed at
the construction of a common approach. However, the policy reform is yet to be completed. The recently
appointed European Commission led by von der Leyen is, therefore, currently working on the
development of a New Pact on Migration and Asylum that aspires to harmonize the European migration
policy. Many studies have examined the factors that obstruct the harmonization of European migration
policy, and most of them point towards the effects of national interests and politics on supranational
negotiations. However, this strand of research directs limited attention to the role of discourse on the
construction of a common and harmonized European response to migration. This study aimed to
contribute to the literature on the factors that obstruct the harmonization of European migration policy
by accounting for role that discourse plays in these processes.
To exemplify the role of discourse in the harmonization of European migration policy, the research
uncovered the Dutch hegemonic discourse on migration and established the extent to which that
discourse challenges or supports the harmonization of European migration policy via the proposed
policy reform of the European Union. It firstly deduced from the literature four discourses on migration
that compete in the domain of migration politics: the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse on migration. By examining the discourses reproduced by Dutch media, publics, and policy
actors, this study then found that the security discourse on migration has achieved hegemony in the
Netherlands. The analysis of the discourses adopted by the European actors that are currently involved
with the development of the New Pact on Migration and Asylum exposed the ongoing discursive
struggle within the European Union. The study then compared the Dutch hegemonic discourse on
migration with the discourses of these various European actors and revealed that the discursive relation
between the Netherlands and the European Union would be most supportive if the discourse of the
European Commission is reflected dominantly in the finalized proposal for migration policy reform.
The discursive relation would be most challenging if the proposal reflects the discourse of Vice President
Schinas in ‘Promoting Our European Way of Life’ to the greatest extent. These findings indicate that
discourse is an important factor that either challenges or supports the harmonization of European
migration policy via the proposed policy reform of the European Union, and policymakers should take
this role of discourse into consideration for the development of the New Pact on Migration and Asylum.
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List of abbreviations of Dutch political parties in the Second Chamber1
Abbreviation
• VVD
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

PVV
CDA
D66
GL
SP
PvdA
CU
PvdD
50PLUS
SGP
DENK
FvD

Full name
Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en
Democratie
Partij voor de Vrijheid
Christen Democratisch Appèl
Democraten 66
GroenLinks
Socialistische Partij
Partij voor de Arbeid
ChristenUnie
Partij voor de Dieren
Staatkundig Gereformeerde Partij
Forum voor Democratie

Translation
People's Party for Freedom and
Democracy
Freedom Party
Christian Democratic Alliance
Democrats 66
GreenLeft
Socialist Party
Labour Party
ChristianUnion
Party for Animals
Reformed Political Party
Forum for Democracy

1

The abbreviations of some of the political parties (such as VVD or PvdA) and the full names of other parties
(such as GroenLinks or Partij voor de Dieren) are more commonly used. Throughout the report and specifically
in chapter 6, the most common names will be applied. These names are underlined in the list.
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Chapter 1 – Introduction
1.1 Problem statement
In the summer of 2015, Europe experienced a dramatic influx of migrants, which sparked intense debate
on how to deal with pre-existing deficiencies and limitations in the migration policy system of the
European Union (EU or Union) (Greenhill, 2016; Metcalfe-Hough, 2015). Some scholars suggested that
the crisis was years in the making and that it resulted from the many incomplete agreements aimed at
promoting EU integration and co-operation (Jones et al., 2016; Scipioni, 2018). These previous
agreements, such as the Maastricht Treaty or Dublin Convention, achieved little solidarity due to the
diverging interest of EU Member States (Scipioni, 2018). States with long histories of migration (e.g.
France or Germany) preferred weak monitoring and sanctioning measures, while those with only recent
histories of migration (e.g. Italy or Greece) were willing to sign up for strict EU arrangements. Rather
than advancing profound harmonization, the agreements settled for the bare minimum, and this proved
unsustainable in the migration crisis of 2015 (Scipioni, 2018). Chaos ensued and the continuous
polarized debate between Member States stressed the urgent need for reform (Hatton, 2017; MetcalfeHough, 2015). The European Commission (2015, p. 2) addressed these calls for reform by releasing an
Agenda on Migration that urged for a “new, more European approach”. It followed the logic proposed
time and again by various scholars to profoundly harmonize policy in order to form a common and
effective European response to migration issues (see e.g. Greenhill, 2016; Hatton, 2017; Hollifield et
al., 2014). Now, more than four years later, the policy reform is yet to be completed and Europe is still
in need of a common approach (European Commission, 2019a; Metcalfe-Hough, 2015; Scipioni, 2018).
The newly appointed European Commission is therefore charged with the daunting task to create a New
Pact on Migration and Asylum (von der Leyen, 2019c).
A variety of scholars have examined the ways in which national interests hinder the construction of a
common European migration policy. According to Givens and Luedtke (2004), the harmonization of
European migration policy is hindered by national interests that dictate the position of Member States
during negotiations at the European level. Buonfino (2004) also argues that domestic concerns have a
determining impact on European policymaking. Individual Member States, Greenhill (2016) states,
prioritize their national interests, thereby influencing the harmonization processes on the European level.
As such, divergent domestic preferences enter the policy-making of the European Union, thereby
limiting its aim to harmonize policies (Givens & Luedtke, 2004). However, most of these studies mainly
focus on how the position of Member States during supranational negotiations is dictated by domestic
interests and politics. The role of discourse on the harmonization of EU migration policies has, so far,
received limited attention. This study aims to contribute to the academic debate on the factors that
obstruct the harmonization of migration policies on the European level by examining the potential
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discursive struggle between the Union and its Member States. It takes the Netherlands as a typical case
for many other European countries that experienced a rise in popularity of populist political parties and
anti-migration movements (Geddes & Scholten, 2016; Krzyżanowski et al., 2018).
According to Jørgensen and Phillips (2002 p. 7), there are various ways of “talking about and
understanding the social world”, which are represented by particular discourses that are “in a constant
struggle with one other to achieve hegemony”. Hegemony is achieved when one discourse becomes
dominant. This discursive struggle for hegemony is also visible in the domain of national and European
migration politics, as different ways to perceive migration (e.g. as economic potential or as social threat)
compete to become dominant (Amelina, 2017; Buonfino, 2004). Four discourses are particularly shown
to be competing for hegemony: the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse. The
discourse on migration that achieves national hegemony will influence the position of a Member State
during supranational negotiations (Buonfino, 2004). Despite this important role, discourse received
limited attention in the research on factors that obstruct the harmonization of Eu migration policies. This
study therefore poses the following central research question: ‘What – if any – is the hegemonic Dutch
discourse on migration and to what extent does it challenge or support the harmonization of European
migration policy via the proposed policy reform of the European Union?’. Once the relation between
the Dutch and European discourse on migration is exposed, it becomes clear to what extent the national
discourse supports or challenges the harmonization of European migration policies via the proposed
policy reform. This insight could provide policymakers with an understanding of the potential
obstructing or assisting factors of the relationship between the national and European discourse on
migration. An examination of the discourses articulated on the national and supranational levels will
help to understand the political struggle that influences the harmonization of European migration policy.

1.2 Societal and scientific relevance
The relevance of this research is both societal and scientific. The societal relevance of this study lies in
its potential contribution to the development of the New Pact on Migration and Asylum with which the
European Union is currently involved. The study will provide insights on the relation between the Dutch
perspective on migration and the European policy reform that is aimed at harmonizing migration
policies. It gives an understanding to the discursive processes that potentially obstruct the harmonization
of EU migration policies via the current policy reform. Once the relation between the Dutch and
European discourse on migration is exposed, it becomes clear if the national discourse supports or
challenges the harmonization intended with the European policy reform. Moreover, this study will
contribute to the academic debate on the obstructing factors in the relation between Member States and
the European Union. As will be discussed in the theoretical section, many scholars have examined what
factors hinder the creation of a common European policy. These studies mainly focus on the national
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interests and politics that dictate Member States’ position during supranational negotiations. They do,
however, not account for the role of discourse on the harmonization of EU migration policies. An
examination of the Dutch and European discourse on migration aims to fill this knowledge gap.

1.3 Research aim and questions
1.3.1 Research aim and objectives
The objective of this research is to contribute to the harmonization of European migration policy via the
proposed New Pact on Migration and Asylum, by providing insights on the discursive relation between
the Dutch perspective on migration and the proposed policy reform of the European Union. Hence, the
purpose of this linguistic and comparative study will be to discover how the discursive practice of the
Netherlands on issues of migration relates to the discourse adopted to describe the proposed policy
reform of the European Union. This will help policymakers understand if the national perspective on
migration will challenge or support the harmonization of European migration policies via the New Pact
on Migration and Asylum. This purpose is achieved by means of the following objectives:
1. To delineate the various discourses on migration that compete in the domain of migration
politics and to operationalize these discourses in the form of an analytical lens for the rest of
this study.
2. To ascertain what – if any – discourse on migration has become hegemonic in the Netherlands,
by unravelling the discursive struggle on migration within the interplay of Dutch mass media,
public opinion and policy.
3. To describe the extent in which the various discourses on migration are reflected in the
articulated intentions for the proposed migration policy reform of the European Union.
4. To determine how the Dutch discourse on migration relates to the discourse reflected in the
descriptions of the proposed policy reform of the European Union, and to ascertain to what
extent this relation is challenging or supporting the harmonization of European migration
policies via the proposed policy reform of the European Union.

1.3.2 Main research question and sub-questions
With these objectives in mind, the following central research question has to be answered:
‘What – if any – is the hegemonic Dutch discourse on migration and to what extent does it challenge or
support the harmonization of European migration policy via the proposed policy reform of the European
Union?’
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The sub-questions that contribute to finding an answer to this central research question are as follows:
1. What – if any – is the hegemonic discourse on migration in the Netherlands, as demonstrated
by the interplay of Dutch mass media, public opinion and policy?
a. To what extent are the various discourses on migration reproduced by Dutch mass
media?
b. To what extent are the various discourses on migration reflected in Dutch public
opinion?
c. To what extent are the various discourses on migration reproduced in policy
articulations of Dutch migration politics?
2. To what extent are the various discourses on migration reproduced in the articulated intentions
for the proposed policy reform of the European Union?
3. How does the Dutch (hegemonic) discourse on migration relate to the discourse adopted for the
proposed European migration policy reform?

Chapter 2 – Theoretical framework and analytical lens
This chapter discusses the theories that form the basis of this research. It also describes the analytical
lens on the four discourses on migration that was constructed to answer the study’s research questions.
In order to establish the Dutch and European discourse on migration and to examine the relation between
them, four discourses were identified (security, liberal, humanitarian and economic). As will be
explained in methodological chapter 3, this classification was deduced from literature study. One of the
aims of this chapter is to delineate and operationalize the discourses and their frames, in order to
construct an analytical lens that can be used to answer the other research questions of this study. A
second aim is to link a variety of theories to this analytical lens, as to relate its usefulness to the academic
debate. The literature review presented in the following section gives an understanding of the current
debates on European migration politics and highlights the potential of a discourse approach in this field
of study. Thereafter, section 2.2 elaborates on theories on discourse. It includes a subsection on the
production of a hegemonic discourse through the interplay of media, publics and policy, and on the
applicability of frames. The operationalization of the discourses on migration will then be discussed in
section 2.3. Finally, section 2.4 addresses a theory on two-level games.
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2.1 Literature review
In recent years, the academic study of migration has slowly established itself in the realm of political
science (Helbling et al., 2017; Hollifield & Wong, 2013). The rapid increase in the influx of migrants
contributed to the increased scholarly interest in the topic. Many researchers addressed the question of
the harmonization of policies of the European Union that are aimed at the management and control of
migration. A few years ago, Lavenex (2001) already examined how Member States wanted to preserve
national control over issues of migration and explained how their surge for sovereignty obstructed
European migration policy harmonization. Other studies on policy harmonization and supranational
negotiations have also paid attention to deciphering the obstructing effects in negotiations between
Member States and the European Union about the creation of a common response to migration (Carmel
et al., 2011; Geddes & Scholten, 2016; Givens & Luedtke, 2004; Patrick Richard Ireland, 2004).
However, limited attention is given to the constructive characteristics of language and to the role of
discourse in supranational negotiations aimed at harmonizing European migration policy.
Givens and Luedtke (2004), for instance, describe how factors on the national level shape the positions
of Member States during negotiations on the supranational level, thereby restricting efforts to construct
a common European Union migration policy. This national resistance to the development of a common
response to migration is partly explained by the high political salience of migration. Political salience
refers to the politization of an issue such as migration, resulting in the mobilization of a large part of the
electorate against the harmonization of European migration policy (Givens & Luedtke, 2004). In similar
vein, Geddes and Scholten (2016) describe how European Member States and the social organization
within their borders are meaningful for the production of a European response to migration. They state
that institutional, social and economic factors within countries determine the stance that Member States
take regarding issues of migration. These studies make profound contributions to the literature on twolevel games (Putnam, 1988). They provide well-substantiated and empirical examples on the manner in
which national factors cause effects on the international level. Moreover, they shed light on how national
determinants obstruct the creation of a common European migration policy. These insights are
particularly relevant for the current attempts by the European Union to reform and harmonize its
migration policy.
However, an examination of the effects of competing discourses on the harmonization of European
migration policy seems to be missing. In their book, Geddes and Scholten (2016) introduce the readers
to the topic of European migration policy by shortly discussing how the migration crisis of 2015 came
with a diverging range of perspectives. According to them, the massive influx of migrants increased
awareness amongst some for “the tragic effects of conflict and economic inequalities that underpin much
international migration”, while for others it demonstrated the “need for much greater effort to secure the
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borders of the [states of the European Union] in the face of what were seen as unmanageable flows and
threats to security” (Geddes & Scholten, 2016 p. 1-2). Even though they thus acknowledge the existence
of various discourses on migration – namely that of the humanitarian and the security discourse – no
further attention is directed to their influence on the attempts of the European Union to harmonize its
migration policy. Carmel et al. (2011) also implicitly mention the existence of competing discourses on
migration. They refer, for example, to the economic discourse by describing how a rise in unemployment
mobilizes the electorate against the development of a common European policy. They do not, however,
delve deeper into the direct effects of those discourses on the harmonization of European migration
policy.
This research aims to fill that gap in literature. It will do so by exemplifying how differences between
the hegemonic discourse on migration of the Netherlands and that of the European Union might obstruct
the harmonization of migration policy at the supranational level. It thereby draws on theories about: (1)
discourse analysis, frames and the potential of media, publics and policy actors to produce a hegemonic
discourse, and (2) two-level games and supranational negotiations. The following section discusses the
first, and section 2.3 will delineate and operationalize the four predefined discourses on migration. This
will form the analytical lens of this study. Section 2.4 will elaborate on the theory on two-level games.

2.2 Theories on discourse analysis
The literature review demonstrated that many of the studies that have focused on the national
determinants obstructing the development of a common European migration policy do not account for
the constructive characteristics of language. However, insights on the discursive relationship between
Member States and the European Union are particularly relevant for the current attempts of the Union
to reform and harmonize its migration policy. Both the position of the Netherlands on issues of migration
and its relation to the policy reform of the European Union can be examined with the concept of
discourse. This study is, accordingly, based on Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe’s discourse theory,
combined with insights from Norman Fairclough’s approach to critical discourse analysis. Both theories
take as their starting point the structuralist and poststructuralist claim that language not only reflects but
also constructs reality (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002). The physical world exists, but it is only through the
linguistic structures of discourse that it obtains meaning. Hence, this study considers discourse as
constitutive of policymaking at the European level and adopts a discourse analysis to examine the
relation between the Netherlands and the European Union during the development of the Union’s
proposal for migration policy reform. Its analytical focus corresponds with discourse theory as well, as
this study examines “general, overarching patterns” and aims “at a more abstract mapping of the
discourses that circulate in society at a particular moment in time [and] within a specific social
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domain”(Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002 p. 20). However, this research incorporates Fairclough’s concept
of ‘order of discourse’ to better demarcate the discursive struggle on the political terrain of migration.
Central to Laclau and Mouffe’s discourse theory is the notion of discursive struggle: competing
definitions are always struggling to become hegemonic, so meaning is never fully fixed but always
contested (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002). Meaning is, however, always partly fixed and discourses
function to exclude those meanings that limit the construction of a unity of meaning. The ‘field of
discursivity’, then, denotes all potential constructions of meaning other than that specific construction
of meaning that belongs to one particular discourse (Laclau & Mouffe, 2014 p. 111). It refers to any
construction of meaning that is outside the specific discourse. This means, for example, that the medical
field of discursivity also includes constructions of meaning related to the discourse of football. The two
are not related, but as the field of discursivity includes all meanings that are excluded by the medical
discourse, it also includes meanings that are part of the discourse of football (see also Jørgensen &
Phillips, 2002 p. 27). In other words, the medical field of discursivity is limitless as it includes every
meaning that is not related to the medical discourse. Here, this study follows Jørgensen and Phillips
(2002) suggestion to incorporate Fairclough’s concept ‘order of discourse’. While the field of
discursivity consists of “all possible, excluded constructions of meaning”, the order of discourse
demarcates this to “a limited range of discourses which struggle in the same terrain” (Jørgensen &
Phillips, 2002 p. 27). The order of discourse is thus more specific as it includes only those competing
discourses that can be found in the same domain (e.g. only alternative and Western medicine or only
‘Pink Pearl’ and ‘Arkansas Black’ apples). It is “the configuration of all the discourse types which are
used within […] a social field (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002 p. 67)”. So, the medical order of discourse
could include the competing discourses of, for example, alternative and Western medicine and would
exclude the discourse of football.
Although the concept ‘order of discourse’ is derived from Fairclough’s critical discourse analysis, it can
still be examined with the use of Laclau and Mouffe’s discourse theory. The concepts ‘antagonism’ and
‘hegemony’ are relevant to describe the open struggle between various discourses within a specific field
and the prevalence of one discourse over others, respectively (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002). Antagonism
occurs when different constructions of meaning mutually exclude each other and thereby undermine the
fixation of meaning by one discourse over another. Hegemony, then, is achieved when one discourse
comes to dominate all others and overpowers the discursive field (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002). By
dominating all other discourses, the pre-existing antagonism is dissolved. This study focusses on the
antagonism and potential hegemony that occurs within the field of migration. It examines the struggle
that occurs between the security, liberal, economic and humanitarian discourse on migration. Section
2.3 will discuss the delineation of these four discourses on migration and presents the analytical lens
that help to operationalize their frames in order to answer the research questions of this study. By only
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focusing on the struggle between these discourses, this study limits itself to the order of discourse
belonging to the field of migration. It examines the antagonism within this order of discourse to conclude
if hegemony is achieved, and, if so, by what discourse on migration. Hence, the discursive theory of
Laclau and Mouffe as well as the critical discourse analysis of Fairclough prove relevant for this study.

2.2.1 Theories on hegemony and framing
As was discussed previously, one of the aims of this research is to examine if hegemony is achieved by
one of the discourses on migration that compete in the domain of Dutch migration politics. To determine
the Dutch hegemonic discourse on migration that influences the harmonization of European migration
policy, this study will follow the logic of Buonfino (2004) on the interplay between mass media, public
opinion and policy. According to Buonfino (2004 p. 35), media are able to reinforce public opinion in
an attempt to “pressurize governments to modify policies”. The media can highlight aspects of public
opinion and increase certain societal concerns, thereby reinforcing a particular perspective circulating
among society. If this reinforcement produces a “common sense view (or ‘collective will’)”, media are
then able to “demand for the government to ‘do something about it’” (Buonfino, 2004 p. 32). This is
what Habermas calls ‘opinion-management’: the exploitation of public opinion by media in order to
demand change from the government. By addressing and reflecting societal concerns, media thus have
the ability to create an effect so strong as to induce political action (Buonfino, 2004). If the discourse
produced by the interaction between media and public is adopted in policymaking, the discourse
becomes hegemonic. It, then, dictates the position of the Netherlands on issues related to migration,
affecting supranational negotiations as well.
According to Baum and Potter (2008), more and more scholars are in agreement about the
interdependence between media, political actors and the public. They argue that citizens’ opinions and
mass media have a key influence on policy outcomes. Buonfino (2004) clarifies this relationship by
describing how media and the public can create a ‘common voice’ that is strong enough to enforce
political agents to act accordingly. Cockerill (2002) exemplifies this influence in his study on the effect
of media and public opinion on the water supply policies in Albuquerque, New Mexico. The article by
Simon and Jerit (2007) also illustrates the influence of media and society on policy with the example of
how the government-media-public interaction shaped policy debates on partial-birth abortion in the
United States. These and other studies all explain the effect of media and society on policymaking and
make use of a great variety of examples to support their arguments. As the influential relationship is
well documented and heavily researched, it is safe to assume that media and public opinion have an
important influence on policy outcomes. Hence, this study will use Buonfino’s (2004) theory on the
interplay between media, public opinion and government in the background of answering the first sub-

11

question: ‘What – if any – is the hegemonic discourse on migration in the Netherlands, as demonstrated
by the interplay of Dutch mass media, public opinion and policy?’.
Interesting here is also the influential relation between media and publics. It is true, as Lind (2013 p. 1)
states, that “ours is a mediated society; much of what we know about, care about, and think is important
is based on what we see in the media”. Media matter: everything that is presented in media, every
message that media conveys, affects society. According to McCombs (2002 p. 2), “what we know about
the world is largely based on what the media decide to tell us”. The influence of media on society, then,
consists of two effects that are commonly known as agenda setting and framing. Agenda setting is the
power of media to determine the ‘objects’ of public concern (Kiousis et al., 2006). Media attention for
particular objects (e.g. events, actors or issues like migration) results in an increased public concern for
those same objects. An issue that receives much media attention will become salient in the public agenda
as well (De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2006). The agenda setting role of media thus directs the focus of
public attention to specific issues like migration. Objects that are prominent on the media agenda
strongly influence public priorities (McCombs, 2002). However, the influence of media on society is
not limited to this initial step of setting the public’s agenda. Not only do media direct attention to
particular objects, they also ascribe ‘attributes’ (e.g. meaning or characteristics) to these objects. The
influence of media on those attributes is the second media effects, also known as framing.
According to Entman (1993 p. 52), framing involves the selection of “some aspects of a perceived
reality” and the act of making these aspects “more salient in a communicating text, in such a way as to
promote a particular problem definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation and/or treatment
recommendation for the item described”. Frames adopted in media pass on to affect society’s perception
on these aspects of reality, and the public’s interpretation of objects described by media depends on
which of its attributes are highlighted (De Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2006; Simon & Jerit, 2007). As
such, frames indicate the advocacy of particular perspectives and opinions, thereby encouraging specific
interpretations of the objects that are discussed in a text (Pan & Kosicki, 1993). To determine how an
object is framed, is to determine the ground rules for public deliberation. The attention that media gives
to some attributes of an object and that is denied others, shapes how the public perceives an object
(McCombs, 2002). Setting the agenda determines with what society is concerned (the object), while
framing dictates what these concerns are about (the attributes). In short, McCombs (2002 p. 8)
summarizes: “Influencing the focus of public attention is a powerful role, but, arguably, influencing the
agenda of attributes for an issue or political figure is the epitome of political power”. The influence of
media on public opinion is thus twofold: media determine the objects of public concern (agenda setting)
and media dictate the attributes assigned to these objects (framing).
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Framing and frames are specifically relevant in a study that conducts discourse analyses. Similar to
frames, a discourse is also considered as a “particular way of talking about and understanding the world
(or an aspect of the world)” (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002 p. 1). Frames, then, are those signifying
elements within a text that relate to a particular discourse. They indicate and conceptualize segments of
a text as part of a specific discourse type (Pan & Kosicki, 1993). Frames form the core of the larger unit
of discourse. As stated by Gamson and Modigliani (1994 p. 376), a frame is “a central organizing idea
or story line that provides meaning”, thereby pointing to “the essence of an issue” of which a discourse
is about. In the section 2.3, the four discourses on migration (security, liberal, humanitarian and
economic) that have been deduced during a preliminary literature study, are each operationalized
according to the manner in which they frame issues related to migration. The clarification of specific
elements and frames provides the analytical lens for the rest of the research.
The theory on the potential of media, publics and policy to produce a hegemonic discourse and the
theory on the influential relation between media and public opinion are useful in the examination of the
Dutch discourse in migration. They explain when and how a discourse has achieved hegemony. This
occurs, according to Buonfino (2004), if the media discourse on migration in reflected in public opinion
to such an extent that the government has to include it in its policy articulations as well. However, this
study will not test this causal relation between the three actors. Rather, it will examine the extent to
which the various discourse on migration are reproduced by each of these actors and it will compare the
results to see if the interplay between media, publics and policies indicate one hegemonic discourse on
migration. The theory on the interplay between these three actors thus points towards three useful
indicators for the measurement of the hegemony of the Dutch discourse on migration. It helps to answer
the first sub-question ‘What – if any – is the hegemonic discourse on migration in the Netherlands, as
demonstrated by the interplay of Dutch mass media, public opinion and policy?’ If the discourse adopted
by media, publics and policies overlap, it is possible to speak of a hegemonic discourse on migration.

2.3 Analytical lens: four discourses on migration and their frames
Four discourses that are likely to be competing in the domain of migration politics were deduced from
the preliminary literature review: the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse on
migration. This section will describe the frames of and relations between the various discourses. An
inductive discourse analysis delineated and operationalized the discourses by classifying their frames
with the help of a coding scheme. This breakdown is adopted as the analytical lens of the rest of the
research, and as it forms the basis for answering the rest of study’s research questions, it is included in
this theoretical chapter. Methodological section 3.1 sets out the methods of data collection and analysis
that derived the results that will now be discussed. In section 2.3.1 till 2.3.4, the frames belonging to
each of the discourses will be discussed. These sections will each include a table that gives an overview
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of the frames of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourses on migration. In these
tables, some frames are in italic. This indicates that these frames are relatively less frequently used than
the frames written normally. Each section begins with an overview of the initial insights derived from
the deductive literature study. It will then present the table that operationalizes the discourse’s frames.
An elaboration on the interpretation of these frames and a discussion on some points of interests will
follow next. Finally, section 2.3.5 will expand on the relations between the security, liberal, economic
and humanitarian discourse on migration.

2.3.1 Security discourse
Buonfino (2004 p. 25) describes the security discourse on migration as “a vision based on security and
control”. The discourse emphasizes the need to control the supposed threat that migration poses, and it
ultimately tries to comfort society. According to Ceyhan and Tsoukala (2002, p. 22), it is a “discourse
of fear and proliferation of dangers with reference to the scenarios of chaos, disorder, and clash of
civilizations”. Migration is accordingly perceived as a serious problem for society, and the security
discourse contributes to the construction of a politics of fear with related restrictive policies (Ceyhan &
Tsoukala, 2002). Public fears center around the idea of the dangerous ‘other’, the suspect migrant who
disturbs the stability within society. Migrants are thus perceived as the ‘enemies’ that need to be
controlled, they are a risk for the internal security of receiving states (Amelina, 2017; Buonfino, 2004;
Ceyhan & Tsoukala, 2002; Huysmans, 2000). An important element of the security discourse on
migration is then also the presentation of migrants as ‘them’ and society as ‘us’ (Buonfino, 2004). It is
up to political agents to protect society from the dangers related to migration (Huysmans, 2000). The
link between migration and threat that is constructed by the security discourse on migration thus stresses
the need for control. The nodal point of the security discourse are boundaries, identity, stability and the
necessity to control migration flows (Buonfino, 2004). These elements were also unveiled during the
discourse analysis, as illustrated by the table of security codes below.
Code groups
Description of migration as

Codes
challenge/problem, threat, illegal, natural phenomena, war phenomena
disease, unwanted

Description of migrants as

active/subjects, passive/objects, criminals, illegal/irregular, threat,
them/other/different, foreigners/outsiders, undesired
enemies, terrorists, harmful/useless, non-adaptable, non-mergeable,
unwilling, distant/unpersonal description

Description of political
agents as

hard/tough, safeguarding internal affairs, neutral
rescuing agent, ethical, capable, experts, powerful, damaging/not doing well,
failing, hunters, murderers, importing migrants

Description of society as

homogeneous/unity, us/citizens, insecure/endangered
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friends, individuals, passive/objects
Description of receiving
state as

fortress, invaded by migrants, host, receiving, swamped/overwhelmed,
protective, safe haven for society, not a nation of migrants

Focus on

public fears, crime, control, security, sovereignty, policy effectiveness,
society, internal/national, stability, unity, identity, boundaries/territory,
ethnicity of migrants
culture, history/tradition, health, well-being, protection, safety, terrorism,
number of migrants

Attitude towards migrants
and/or migration

hard/tough, hostile, oppose, mistrust, negative, racist

Description of effect of
migration

increasing crime, installing fear
decreasing safety, decreasing welfare, increasing chaos, disturbing society,
transforming society

Description of actual
response to migration

close up/restrict/limit, control, selective, fight against, protect society, comfort
society
disregarding (human) rights, racist, exclude migrants, save migrants, mitigate
migration, reject migration, prevent migration, out of control

Description of preferred
response to migration

close up/restrict/limit, control, selective, fight against, protect society, comfort
society, preserve society, response needed
exclude migrants, combat, mitigate migration, reduce migration, intervene,
punish offenders

Justification by political
agents for their response to
migration

respond to threat, respond to public fears, counter-criminality, humanitarian,
necessary/inevitable
compensate for negative effects of migration, preserve society, protecting
society, protecting migrants, beneficial for migrants, counterterrorism,
effective policy

Table 1: Codes belonging to the security discourse on migration

Indeed, many negative overtones are presented by the codes that belong to the security discourse of
migration. Migration is described as a challenge or problem for society, posing a threat to internal safety
and stability. The need to control the inflow of migrants is often and explicitly articulated. Surprisingly,
this focus on control is more often articulated as a preferred response to migration, rather than an actual
response. The discourse analysis found more frames expressing the need for control than frames
expressing the achievement of control. Not only do societal actors and the media communicate the
perceived need for governments to control migration, so do political agents themselves as well.
Migration is mostly described as a danger that still has to be controlled – thereby justifying potential
restrictive measures – instead of being described as already under control. Joppke (2009 p. 272) even
describes how the U.S. Select Commission of Immigration and Refugee Policy stated that migration
policy “was ‘out of control’, and that the containment of illegal immigration had to be the first step in
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regaining control”. This stronger link between the preferred response to migration and control (rather
than between the actual response and control) indicates a fine balance between presenting migration as
threat in order to stress the importance of restrictive measures and assuring the public that migration is
something that can be controlled. Here, it is also interesting that one of the common ways to describe
immigration in the security discourse is in terms related to natural phenomena. “Flows of foreigners”
(Buonfino, 2004 p. 48) and “waves of illegal migrants” (Ceyhan & Tsoukala, 2002 p. 34) are just two
of the many ways in which migration is described as a naturally occurring phenomenon. The inherent
uncontrollability and overwhelming element of natural events seems irreconcilable with the preference
for control over migration, yet both are elements of the security discourse.

2.3.2 Liberal discourse
The liberal discourse incorporates notions of (human) rights and freedom (of movement) when
discussing migration (Lavenex, 2001). It is foremost concerned with the individual person and his or
her fundamental rights. The liberal perspective on migration aims “to ‘respect’ and ‘protect’ the dignity
of the individual” by “limiting state sovereignty [by focusing on] individual rights” (Joppke, 2009 p.
284). It is inclusive in its attitude towards migrants, and considers all migrants, irrespective of their
ethnicity, status or origin, as welcome (Acosta Arcarazo & Freier, 2015). As such, it embodies a
universality of rights and mobility. This universalistic expression within the liberal discourse also limits
the selective procedures of entry legislation. As Joppke (2009 p. 270) argues, it “prohibits the political
elites in liberal states from addressing the ethnic or racial composition of migrants”. The liberal
discourse on migration thus mellows the state with its moral considerations and affects policy with legal
constraints. According to Hollifield (1992), the liberal discourse accepts unregulated mobility of
workers within the economic sphere, prioritizes rights and the rule of law, and considers the individual
person as the primary unit for migration policymaking. The discourse thus argues for an expansionary
and inclusive vision on migration (Joppke, 2009) and for the opening-up of laws on entry (de Haas et
al., 2016). Hence, as Helbling and Kalkum (2018 p. 1785) encapsulate, the discourse “liberalizes the
rights and freedoms of immigrants”. This focus on mobility, the individual person and his or her rights
and freedoms was uncovered in the discourse analysis as well and is captured with the liberal codes in
the table below.
Code groups
Description of migration as

Codes
-

Description of migrants as

desired/wanted/welcome
individuals

Description of political
agents as

committed to (human) rights, obliged/indebted toward migrants
importing migrants, leading, superior, moral, passive
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Description of society as

-

Description of receiving
state as

nation of migrants

Focus on

mobility, freedom (of movement), rights/law, individuals, human rights,
humanity, migrants, values/norms/moral, external/international, international
relations
institutions, democracy, human beings, equality/equity

Attitude towards migrants
and/or migration

against discrimination/racism, against restrictiveness
against criminalization, generous, supportive, tolerant, proud

Description of effect of
migration

-

Description of actual
response to migration

open up, enlarge, universal/for all (migrants), ensure (human) rights, accept,
progressive/innovative
limit power of the state, inadequate/insufficient

Description of preferred
response to migration

open up/enlarge, universal/for all (migrants), ensure (human) rights
progressive/innovative, solidarity, humane

Justification by political
agents for their response to
migration

increasing (European) integration, set an example

Table 2: Codes belonging to the liberal discourse on migration

The discourse analysis additionally mapped a lack of liberal codes on descriptions of migration, its
effects and descriptions of society. These absences can be explained by the discourse’s focus on
individuals, freedom of mobility, and the universality of (human) rights. It assumes a universalistic
notion on the lives of human beings. An artificial separation between migrants and society based on
their value and importance is therefore unattainable. Hence, migrants can only be regarded as individuals
that are welcome and desired. Another explanation can account for the lack of frames about the society
of the receiving state. As the table shows, society is not described as a homogenous group (like in the
security discourse) or as mere taxpayers (as the economic discourse does). This lack of liberal frames
on society might be due to the discourse’s focus on universality. Migrating individuals are equal to other
individuals in society, a separate categorization for the two code groups is therefore not needed.
Moreover, the discourse also focusses on the international sphere and international relations. It does not
articulate a particular interest in the national society. Again, this is due to the notion on universality and
regard for individuals rather than society as a whole. These nodal points of the liberal discourse prevent
selective migration regimes and foster the welcoming of migrants. The respect for the rule of law and
the importance of fundamental freedoms for all individuals direct the discourse towards acceptance of
migration. There is no need to articulate descriptions of migration and its effects, as there is no other
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way but to accept it. The stance against restrictiveness and discrimination is just a natural consequence
of the discourse’s high regard for universality, individuals, rights and freedoms. Acceptance and opening
up are the only responses to migration that are possible. So, the discourse analysis revealed how the
liberal discourse obliges an open attitude towards migration due to its respect and commitment to
individuals’ fundamental rights and freedoms.

2.3.3 Humanitarian discourse
According to Buonfino (2004), the humanitarian discourse on migration is articulated around the nodal
points of humanitarian assistance, human rights and protection of migrants. It presents migrants as
suffering victims that are in need of protection, thereby demonstrating feelings of compassion for the
difficulties in the migrants’ lives (Long, 2013). The humanitarian representations of migrants and their
unfortunate situation is often “evoked in emotional [and] personal treatment of the story” (Horsti, 2012
p. 299). This demonstrates a concern for the difficult conditions of individual persons. It links humanity
with sympathy and compassion (Pallister-Wilkins, 2015). The humanitarian discourse is also concerned
with saving migrants and demonstrates a commitment to the protection of the individual and to human
life. However, Long (2013 p. 21) states that the discourse gives primacy to “refugees as objects of
humanitarian concern first”. This separation between ‘migrants’ and ‘refugees’ limits the universalistic
notion of assistance for all who are in need, and provides states with the opportunity to apply restrictive
measures (Long, 2013). Moreover, according to Pallister-Wilkins (2015), the humanitarian discourse on
migration differs between various contrasting views on migrants: migrants are either seen as a risk or at
risk, as imposing a threat or in need of a rescuing agent. Migrants are therefore usually presented as
either threats or victims, also depending on their legal status as ‘migrant’ or ‘refugee’, of which the
former constitutes a risk to society and the latter is seen as at risk (Horsti, 2012). These varying
humanitarian perspectives on migration are not fully represented in the table below. In the final section
of this chapter that discusses the relations between the four discourses on migration, it becomes clear
how the security discourse at times incorporates humanitarian notions to legitimize restrictive actions
and how that relates to the humanitarian presentation of migrants as a risk.
Code groups
Description of migration as

Codes
humanitarian emergency

Description of migrants as

victims, experiencing hardship/suffering, emotional/personal description,
defenseless/dependent/desperate, individuals, refugees
active/subjects, heroes

Description of political
agents as

responsible, committed to (human) rights, obliged/indebted toward migrants
ethical, humane, inhumane, hunters, murderers
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Description of society as

-

Description of receiving
state as

fortress, nation of migrants, safe haven for migrants

Focus on

human rights, humanity, migrants, refugees, life/lives, protection,
norms/values/moral
fairness, peace

Attitude towards migrants
and/or migration

against discrimination/racism, compassion/sympathy

Description of effect of
migration

-

Description of actual
response to migration

ensure (human) rights, limit power of the state
inhumane, protect migrants

Description of preferred
response to migration

protect migrants, save migrants, assist/help migrants

Justification by political
agents for their response to
migration

humanitarian, saving lives of migrants

Table 3: Codes belonging to the humanitarian discourse on migration

The discourse analysis assembled a more detailed impression of the humanitarian discourse that still
strongly followed Buonfino's (2004) conceptualization. It mostly included codes relating to human
rights, representing migrants as victims and individuals, and focusing on (saving) lives and protection.
Conspicuous by their absence are the humanitarian descriptions of society and of the perceived effects
of migration. An explanation for a lack of these codes is that the humanitarian discourse gives most
attention to migrants and refugees, instead of incorporating an inward focus on society. This is clarified
by the strong presence of the word ‘migrant’ in the code scheme. The articulations around migrants are,
as Horsti (2012) suggested, often in strong emotional language. Acosta Arcarazo and Freier (2015)
describe, for example, how Argentinian president Néstor Kirchner communicated his personal
experience as being the son of a migrant (and thus the son of a persecuted victim) to the electorate in
order to affirm the humanitarian focus of his political agenda. Interesting here is that the preferred act
on migration is more commonly described as protecting and saving migrants. The more neutral
description of providing assistance for migrants is less frequently used. It could be that those who adopt
the humanitarian discourse on migration depend on the feelings of compassion and sympathy in order
to attach others to the discourse’s conviction that migrants deserve help. Therefore, the people that use
emotional language and that focuses on personal stories of individuals, might try to evoke an emotional
response from their audience. As such, it seems that the humanitarian discourse on migration prefers
emotionally loaded articulations rather than trying to be ‘objective’. It emphasizes the moral obligation
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towards migrants, and the need to help and protect the lives of all human beings. The examination
discussed in the following chapters on the discourses of media and political agents will further test this
assumption.

2.3.4 Economic discourse
According to Amelina (2017), those who regard migration as an economic issue look at it from the
perspective of a cost-benefit analysist. The economic discourse on migration therefore includes terms
related to both the cost-side as well as the benefit-side of migration. Its descriptions of migration range
from “beneficial for the economy” to “security risk” (Scheel, 2017 in Amelina, 2017 p. 21). Where some
might regard migrants as “economic-benefit seekers” (Ceyhan & Tsoukala, 2002 p. 23), others take into
account “the benefits of immigration (such as cheap labor)” (Joppke, 2009 p. 270). The economic
discourse on migration includes these two contrasting economic perspectives on migration. It either
focusses on the economic value of migrants, or on the threat migration poses to the interests of working
citizens (de Haas et al., 2016). Correspondingly, those who adopt an economic discourse might see
migration as maximizing the benefits of the domestic economy (Freeman & Kessler, 2008), while others
are inclined to oppose entry of migrants due to the perceived effect of enhanced competition on the
domestic labor market (Roos & Zaun, 2014). However, both positions are “based on the idea of
migration as ‘flexible mobility’, emphasizing the idea of migrant as a worker” (Androvičová, 2013 p.
9). This foreign labor force is then regarded as either beneficial or threatening for the economy of the
receiving country. The discourse analysis also revealed the inclusion of these contrasting perspectives
on migration within the economic discourse, as illustrated by the (sometimes contradictory) codes in the
table below.
Code groups
Description of migration as

Codes
beneficial/useful, needed/necessary

Description of migrants as

beneficial/useful, active/subjects, exploiting/seeking benefit, labor force,
foreigners/outsiders
stealing jobs, costly, too many

Description of political
agents as

fragile, importing migrants

Description of society as

affected, sustaining migrants, taxpayers

Description of receiving
state as

magnet for migrants
invaded by migrants

Focus on

economy/employment, competition/limited good, stability,
external/international
migrants’ skills, well-being
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Attitude towards migrants
and/or migration

oppose
hostile, resentment

Description of effect of
migration

increasing competition, unemployment, increasing costs
beneficial for the economy, beneficial for society, decreasing the economy,
negative

Description of actual
response to migration

open up/enlarge

Description of preferred
response to migration

import migrants, selective

Justification by political
agents for their response to
migration

beneficial for the economy
increasing tourism

Table 4: Codes belonging to the economic discourse on migration

First of all, the discourse analysis of 16 different academic articles indicated that some of frames about
similar aspects of migration only represent either the positive or negative perspectives on migration, as
illustrated by code groups ‘Description of migration as’ and ‘Attitude towards migrants and/or
migration’ in table 5 above. Moreover, it found that notions about the beneficial effects of migration for
the economy and society originate mostly from academics, rather than from media or politicians.
Whereas the writers of the articles sometimes included parts of their examination on the perspectives on
migration of the media, political agents and/or societal actors, the viewpoint that migration might have
beneficial effects belonged only to the writers themselves. The description of migration as beneficial
stemmed just a mere two times from actors other than the scholars. The more dominant descriptions
about the effects of migration as increasing competition, unemployment and costs, on the other hand,
were derived from the perspectives of both media and political agents. Ceyhan and Tsoukala (2002 p.
24), for example, describe how politicians and media often link migration to “unemployment, the rise
of the informal economy, [and] the crisis of the welfare state” before continuing with their own idea
that “the supporters of these theses overlook the fact that the influx of such a cheap and easily exploitable
labor force allows the achievement of certain short-term economic goals, such as reduction of production
costs, increase of exports, and the economic survival or even the development of many firms”. While,
the discourse analysis on media texts (chapter 4) and policy articulations (chapter 6) has to confirm of
confute this discovery, it seems to indicate that the interpretation of the effects of migration as beneficial
belongs mostly to academics and is not shared amongst other societal and political actors, while the idea
that migration increases competition and unemployment is often produced in articulations of both the
media and political agents. The same holds, albeit to a somewhat lesser extent, for the descriptions of
migrants as beneficial or useful and exploiting or seeking benefit, respectively.
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2.3.5 Relations between discourses
The examination of the discourses on migration not only lay bare the different contents of the security,
liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse, it also exposed the interconnectedness between the
various discourses. This section will highlight some of these relations. To begin with, the humanitarian
discourse partly overlaps with the liberal discourse on migration. Both are focused on the individual and
his or her human rights. The dedication to the universality of rights and freedoms that belongs to the
liberal discourse ensures a devotion to all human lives. Therefore, some codes that are part of the
humanitarian discourse are used by the liberal discourse as well. Here, one might think of the preferred
act on migration as protecting migrants and the attitude of sympathy and compassion. The humanitarian
discourse also incorporates some liberal codes, such as a focus on international relations (due to the
international agreements on human rights) and the importance of universally protecting lives. Other
codes simply belong to both discourses at the same time. One of these codes is the description of the
actual policy or response related to migration as ensuring (human) rights, another is the discourses’
focus on humanity. Surprisingly, this focus on humanity is sometimes articulated by the security
discourse as well. Moreover, the security discourse uses humanitarian reasons as justification for its
restrictive actions. The discourse even goes as far as suggesting that its restrictive measures are for the
benefit of migrants. Horsti (2012 p. 304), for example, illustrates how the political agent FRONTEX
describes its operations at the European borders as “positive actions, which are also for the benefit of
the migrants” by preventing the “dangerous journeys” of “unaccompanied minors” who are “at risk”.
This explains why the humanitarian discourse sometimes incorporates the security representations of
migrants as a risk and at risk, which was discussed before. These contrasting representations are tactfully
interchanged by the security discourse to either justify agents’ restrictive actions or to strengthen public
fears.
The economic discourse often supports either the security discourse or the liberal one. It was already
demonstrated that the perspective of migrants as exploiting and seeking benefit was mostly adopted by
media, societal actors and political agents. The idea that migration was beneficial for the economy and
society came from academics. The first example shows how the economic discourse can function in
support of the security discourse, while the latter illustrates a supportive articulation for the liberal
discourse on migration. This support for the liberal discourse is interesting, as the economic discourse
on migration demonstrates an inclination towards selective migration regimes. It focusses on the skills
of migrants and their potential for the labor market. As such, it does not take into account the
universalistic notion that is so strongly embedded within the liberal discourse on migration. The relation
between the economic and liberal discourse is therefore one-sided. The liberal discourse does not
demonstrate adaptations of the selective economic codes, as it gives a high priority to the universality
of individuals’ rights and freedoms. Contrary to this one-sided relationship, the relationship between the
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economic and the security discourse can be considered mutual. On the one hand, some economic codes
are seen as supportive of the security discourse. On the other hand, the security discourse also
incorporates some economic articulations on migration. Its focus on public fears is often articulated
around the fear of competition and the limited good. The security discourse also uses the economic
description on the effect of migration as increasing unemployment. It thus makes use of the economic
discourse to strengthen the acceptance of its own views on migration.
In conclusion, the exploration of the interconnectedness between the four discourses on migration
derived some interesting results. Both the humanitarian and economic discourse occasionally seem to
support the security or liberal discourse on migration. Moreover, the liberal discourse and the
humanitarian discourse partly overlap due to their commitment to human rights and regard for humanity.
Lastly, the security discourse incorporates humanitarian and economic articulations to justify its
proposed actions and to strengthen its position. Chapter 4, 5 and 6 will demonstrate how these relations
are reflected in the discourses adopted by media actors, public opinion and political agents.

2.4 A theory on two-level games
As is described above, and as da Conceição-Heldt and Mello (2017) argue, domestic politics is strongly
linked to supranational negotiations. Buonfino (2004) also explains how Member States’ interest and
hegemonic discourse influence migration policymaking at the European level. Government
representatives are bargaining with each other, bringing their national interests and preferences to the
table. Putnam (1988) argues that these national causes with supranational effects can be conceived as
part of a two-level game. In this two-level game, government representatives are pressured by national
actors to “pursue their interests” and “adopt favorable policies”, while they simultaneously seek to
minimize “the adverse consequences of foreign developments” (Putnam, 1988, p. 434). As such,
national negotiators are caught in between two ‘game boards’, engaging with domestic politics and
supranational politics at the same time. National factors thus influence supranational negotiations, and
vice versa (Putnam, 1988). It is futile to determine the actual causal relation between the two, as both
clearly influence one another. But more interesting is to see when and how these relations occur
(Putnam, 1988 p. 427). The entry-point of this study is therefore the development of the New Pact on
Migration and Asylum by the European Union, in which domestic politics play an important role. The
theory on two level games is relevant for Europe’s development of the New Pact on Migration and
Asylum, as it explains how national factors are brought to the arena of supranational policymaking and
thereby affect the harmonization of European migration policy. In order to exemplify the two-level
games that are being played during the development of the European Union’s policy reform, this study
will focus on the Netherlands as typical case for other European countries. The following chapter
justifies this case selection.
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Chapter 3 – Methodology
3.1 Underlying assumptions of the research
The previous chapter explained that this research assumes the structuralist and poststructuralist claim
that language not only reflects but also constructs reality. Language has constructive characteristics.
This entails that discourse is constitutive of policymaking at the European level as well. An examination
of the linguistic structures of discourse will help to generate meaning of that physical world. This study
therefore adopts discourse analysis in order to examine the potential obstructing or supporting factors
in the relation between the Netherlands and the European Union on the harmonization of European
migration policy. This chapters lists the methods of data collection and analysis that were used to answer
the main research question: ‘What – if any – is the hegemonic Dutch discourse on migration and to what
extent does it challenge or support the harmonization of European migration policy via the proposed
policy reform of the European Union?’. Section 3.2 till 3.6 elaborate on the methods used to put together
the elements that constitute an answer to this central research question. They also account for the scope
and limitations of these methods of data collection and analysis. The case selection of the Netherlands
is first shortly explained.
As was mentioned before, this study examines the Netherlands as typical case for other European
countries. Like many other countries in Europe (such as Austria, France, Greece, Hungary, Italy, and
Sweden), the Netherlands has experienced an expansion of anti-migration movements. Support for
populist political parties that openly oppose migration has strongly increased (Geddes & Scholten, 2016;
Krzyżanowski et al., 2018). This occurred in a time in which Europe stood on the receiving end of
drastic mass movement. Even now the numbers of incoming migrants have receded, many scholars still
advocate for a common, European response (Hatton, 2015, 2017; Metcalfe-Hough, 2015; Scipioni,
2018). The rise in anti-migration sentiment opposes the development of such a policy (Geddes &
Scholten, 2016). An examination of these obstructing effects is therefore relevant, especially with the
current migration policy reform of the European Union in mind. Hence, this research focuses on the
Netherlands to exemplify the two-level game played during European negotiations. It represents many
other European countries in which migration is increasingly opposed. The study aims to demonstrate
the importance of discourse for the establishment of the Dutch position on migration matters, and
subsequently its influence on harmonizing European migration policy.

3.2 Preliminary research: an analytical lens of the four predefined discourses on
migration and their frames

24

In this section, the methods of data collection and analysis that were used during the preliminary research
on the delineation and operationalization of the various discourses on migration (security, liberal,
humanitarian and economic) are addressed. The respective frames of and relations between the various
discourses on migration that compete in the domain of migration politics forms this study’s analytical
lens and can be found in theoretical section 2.3. Two methods were used to construct this lens: a
deductive literature study and an inductive discourse analysis on the frames from these discourses.
Section 3.1.1 considers the collection of academic articles that were used for the literature study and the
discourse analysis. Thereafter, section 3.1.2 elaborates on the methods applied for the examination of
these academic articles. Section 3.1.3 concludes with a discussion on the scope and limitations of these
methods of data collection and analysis.

3.2.1 Data collection: selection of academic texts on the four discourses on migration
This section describes the collection of relevant texts for the deductive literature study and inductive
discourse analysis. The aim of the deductive literature study was to identify and generate a first
understanding of the various discourses on migration and how their frames relate to each other.
Knowledge that was previously acquired through reading a great variety of texts on migration policies
hinted that the various discourses on migration competing for hegemony could be classified in four
categories: the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse. Many of the articles (e.g.
(Buonfino (2004); Ceyhan and Tsoukala (2002); Lavenex (2001)) from which these insights were
derived, had been encountered during the initial research phase that was aimed at finding a thesis topic
related to the migration policy reform of the EU. This identification of this classification structured the
search for other relevant texts on the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse on
migration. Table 6 below gives an overview of these articles. The 18 articles that are presented in table
6 either explicitly address one or more of the four discourses on migration, or implicitly apply some of
the frames belonging the security, liberal, humanitarian or economic discourse on migration. They were
collected through entering various search terms into the online search engines of the library of
Wageningen University and of Google Scholar. These search terms were improved and expanded via
trial and error, and ultimately included:
•

discourse OR perspective on migration;

•

security OR liberal OR humanitarian OR economic discourse (on migration);

•

security OR liberal OR humanitarian OR economic perspective (on migration), and;

•

security OR liberal OR humanitarian OR economic policy (on migration).

The thousands of hits were sorted on relevance and articles from the first 8 pages that had been cited by
a minimum of 20 scholars were further examined in order to select the most relevant ones. Of these
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articles, those that (in)explicitly describe or apply the various discourses on migration were selected for
the deductive literature study. This information was gathered via a quick scan of the article’s title, subheadings, and abstract. The 18 articles that were ultimately selected (see table 5) all identify the security,
liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse on migration and provide a solid basis from which to
generate a first understanding of the frames of and relations between the four discourses on migration.
Literature study
Acosta Arcarazo & Freier (2015): Turning the Immigration Policy Paradox Upside
Down? Populist Liberalism and Discursive Gaps in South America
Amelina (2017): After the Reflexive Turn in Migration Studies: Towards the Doing
Migration Approach
Androvičová (2013): Immigration in current political discourse - The case of Slovakia
within the European Union
Buonfino (2004): Between unity and plurality: the politicization and securitization of
the discourse of immigration in Europe
Ceyhan & Tsoukala (2002): The securitization of migration in western societies:
Ambivalent discourses and policies
de Haas et al. (2016): Growing Restrictiveness or Changing Selection? The Nature and
Evolution of Migration Policies
Freeman & Kessler (2008): Political economy and migration policy
Helbling & Kalkum (2018): Migration policy trends in OECD countries
Hollifield (1992): Migration and international relations: cooperation and control in the
European Community
Horsti (2012): Humanitarian Discourse Legitimating Migration Control: FRONTEX
Public Communication
Huysmans (2000): The European Union and the securitization of migration
Ibrahim (2005): The securitization of migration: A racial discourse
Patrick R. Ireland (1991): Facing the True ‘Fortress Europe’: Immigrant and Politics in
the EC
Joppke (2009): Why Liberal States Accept Unwanted Immigration
Lavenex (2001): Migration and the EU's new eastern border: Between realism and
liberalism
Long (2013): When refugees stopped being migrants: Movement, labor and
humanitarian protection
Pallister-Wilkins (2015): The humanitarian politics of European border policing:
Frontex and border police in evros
Roos & Zaun (2014): Norms Matter! the role of international norms in EU policies on
asylum and immigration

Discourse analysis
✔
✔

✘
✔
✔
✔

✘
✘
✔
✔
✔

✘
✘
✔
✔
✔
✔

✘

Table 5: Selection of academic articles for the deductive literature study and inductive discourse analysis on the frames of
and relation between the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse on migration

Table 6 also indicates which of these articles were used for the inductive discourse analysis. The aim of
the inductive discourse analysis was to create an analytical lens for the rest of this study, by classifying
and operationalizing the frames belonging to the four discourses on migration and by constructing the
coding scheme for the rest of the research. As a discourse analysis is very time-consuming, it was
necessary to downsize the number of academic articles. This was based on the relevance of the articles,
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on the amount of text dedicated to or incorporating frames of the four discourses, and on the diversity
of frames described or applied. These aspects were identified during the reading of the texts for the
deductive literature study. The articles that only inexplicitly refer to one of the discourses in just a few
sentences were excluded. A total of 12 of the articles with the largest amount of text dedicated to or
incorporating frames of (one of) the discourses were ultimately selected for the discourse analysis that
delineated and operationalized the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse on migration,
of which the results have been presented in theoretical section 2.3.

3.2.2 Data analysis: deductive literature study and inductive discourse analysis
From the literature study on 18 articles, a first idea of the frames belonging to the security, liberal,
humanitarian and economic discourse on migration was deduced. The articles gave some first insights
on the specific nodal points of each discourse. Laclau and Mouffe describe nodal points as important
concepts around which the other elements belonging to the discourse are ordered. As such, the other
elements “acquire their meaning from their relationship to the nodal point” (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002
p. 26). The literature study found, for example, that the nodal points control, fear, and threat belong to
the security discourse. The liberal discourse centers around the nodal points rights, the individual, and
freedoms. The literature study also gave a first impression about the nodal points that are defined
differently by different discourses, so that a struggle around the fixation of meaning arises. Laclau and
Mouffe describe these elements of ongoing struggle between different discourses as ‘floating signifiers’
(Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002). The acquired insights about the floating signifiers helped in the formation
of a hierarchical coding scheme, which was the product of the discourse analysis of 12 of the articles.
The discourse analysis with the software ATLAS.ti constructed the coding schemes that formed the
analytical lens on the security, liberal, economic and humanitarian discourse on migration. The literature
study generated a first understanding of the classification of frames belonging to the four discourses,
and the discourse analysis via ATLAS.ti operationalized these frames. This software has also been used
for the analysis of Dutch newspapers and Dutch and European policy articulations (see chapter 4, 6 and
7). According to Paulus and Lester (2016), ATLAS.ti is a computer-assisted qualitative data analysis
software that helps discourse analysts with various tasks. In the beginning of the research, it serves to
efficiently manage data with the help of document families and quotations (Paulus & Lester, 2016).
During the first phase of initially exploring data in order to narrow focus, ATLAS.ti helps with its word
frequency analysis, text search and the auto-code feature. Quotations serve to flexibly conduct
‘unmotivated looking’ (Paulus & Lester, 2016). This means that an initial understanding of the data is
captured in textual segments, without categorizing or labelling it. For the intensive examination of texts,
and for finding the main focus, the coding feature proves useful for line by line analysis. Adding memos
keeps the linguistic research in its context while also providing the possibility to rework the analysis for
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the findings sections of the final thesis report (Paulus & Lester, 2016). Moreover, visual representations
by ways of the network view and hyperlinking are useful for further close analysis. Lastly, the query
tool helps to discover, illustrate and explore relationships between discursive features (Paulus & Lester,
2016). Hence, ATLAS.ti makes the completion of various tasks of discourse analysis easier, transparent,
reflexive, accurate and organized.
The program ATLAS.ti was used for the discourse analysis on the smaller selection of 12 out of 18
articles. It served to construct the hierarchical coding scheme on the four discourses on migration. In
these documents, sections of texts (called ‘quotations’) were created in ATLAS.ti and named after one
of the discourses to which their content referred. The insights derived from the literature study of 18
articles on the contents of the various discourses formed the basis around which this naming-process
was structured. The created quotations made up the units for further analysis and coding in ATLAS.ti.
The construction of these quotations was part of what Paulus and Lester (2016) call ‘unmotivated
looking’. This can be described as an initial step and way in for micro-analysis of data. The next step
that Paulus and Lester (2016) describe is narrowing the analytic focus by ways of coding. For this, the
suggestions on creating a coding scheme by Friese (2019) were followed. The quotations were linked
with freely created codes, including codes of abstract terms as well as codes referring to descriptive
concepts. After the first round of coding, some strongly related descriptive codes were merged into one
abstract and conceptual code. Abstract codes linked to a relatively big proportion of quotations were
split into sub-categories. Friese (2019) argues that this ‘cleaning up’ creates more structure to an initial
exploration. Both the cycles of initial coding and of ordering codes were repeated until a refined and
exhaustive code structure was formed. Finally, the code groups presented in table 6 below were created,
including also the floating signifiers initially identified by the literature study.
Groups
Description of migration as

Definition
Includes frames that give a description of migration

Description of migrants as

Includes frames that give a description of (a group of) migrants

Description of political
agents as

Includes frames that give a description of the political actors involved with
(issues of) migration

Description of society as

Includes frames that give a description of the society of the ‘receiving’ state

Description of receiving
state as

Includes frames that give a description of the ‘receiving’ state

Focus on

Includes important concepts that are highlighted in the text

Attitude towards migrants
and/or migration

Includes frames that give a description of the attitude that media, societal or
political actors hold towards migrants and/or migration
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Description of effect of
migration

Includes frames that give a description of the perceived effects of migration

Description of actual
response to migration

Includes frames that give a description of the actual policy or response related
to migration

Description of preferred
response to migration

Includes frames that give a description of the preferred policy or response
related to migration

Justification by political
agents for their response to
migration

Includes frames that give a description of the justification provided by
political agents for their policy or response related to migration

Table 6: Coding scheme of the code groups and definitions of the frames that they include

These groups were used to structure the many codes capturing various frames on issues of migration.
The group Description of migration as, for example, included the codes danger/risk/threat and
humanitarian emergency. In order to determine what codes belonged to which discourse, the quotations
that were linked with the codes were counted. Codes that were overwhelmingly or only linked to
quotations named after one particular discourse, were considered part of that discourse on migration.
The code danger/risk/threat was only linked to security quotations and the code humanitarian
emergency to humanitarian quotations, and they were correspondingly classified. As discourses can
‘borrow’ from one another, some codes are part of two or more discourses. The discussion of the
classification of codes into the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse has been
presented in the theoretical section 2.3.
Next to the code groups that are presented in table 6, six codes were created that were used to indicate
whose perspective was represented in each quotation. All documents that were analyzed were written
by academics. So, quotations representing their own perspective were coded with the code @
academic(s). However, the writers sometimes included the perspectives of the (groups of) people that
they had examined. Therefore, the codes @ activists, @ media actor(s), @ economic actor(s), @
political actor(s) and @ societal actor(s) were created as well. These codes were linked to quotations
in order to indicate whose perspective was represented by the writer. This proved relevant, as a
description of political agents as importing migrants can have different connotations when uttered by
societal actors or political actors themselves. As the articles all included the perspectives of various
(groups of) people, and as most included descriptions of different discourses on migration, it was not
possible to manage them solely with the creation of document families and quotations – as Paulus and
Lester (2016) suggest. However, the names of the quotations structured the data by indicating which
data segment belonged to which discourse, and the linkage with @ codes indicated whose perspective
was represented.

29

3.2.3 Scope and limitations
The selection of academic articles for the literature study and discourse analysis was limited in one
substantial manner. During the process of gathering the data, it proved difficult to find texts that
explicitly named the liberal and economic discourse on migration. Most articles only implicitly describe
or apply frames belonging to these two discourses on migration, rather than unambiguously mentioning
the liberal and economic discourse. This means that the description of these two discourses was usually
not obviously worded by the writers, but rather implied in the context of their articles. The search for
articles that were explicitly about the liberal and/or economic discourse therefore derived little results,
and the selection was extended to also include articles in which the frames belonging to these discourses
were implied. Fortunately, the selection of academic text that is presented in table 5 derived a
comprehensive understanding of all of the discourses on migration, including the liberal and economic
discourse. Even though the examination of the frames belonging to the liberal and economic discourse
proved less straightforward, the discourse analysis of the articles still derives sufficient results to
delineate and operationalize the frames belonging to each of the four discourses on migration. See
theoretical section 2.3 on the constructed analytical lens.

3.3 Media discourse on migration in the Netherlands
This section will address the methods of data collection and analysis that were used to find an answer
to the question: ‘To what extent are the various discourses on migration reproduced by Dutch mass
media?’. Section 3.3.1 describes the method associated with corpus linguistics that was used to collect
relevant newspaper articles on migration. Section 3.3.2 elaborates on the methods used for the analysis
of this data. Section 3.3.3 closes with a discussion of the scope and limitations of these methods.

3.3.1 Data collection: selection of newspapers and newspaper articles
According to Schafraad et al. (2013), the newspapers in the Netherlands still carry traces of religious
and/or political orientations. In order to formulate conclusions that are generalizable for the Dutch media
discourse on migration, the study had to be inclusive in the data used for the discourse analysis. Hence,
the selection of newspapers for examination was based on the newspapers’ religious and/or political
orientation (derived from euro|topics (n.d.); Leruth et al. (2017); Pettit (2020); Rough Guides (n.d.) as
well as their nationwide reach (acquired from NOM Dashboard (2020). The table below presents these
respective elements for the five national newspapers that were selected from a total of nine. De Telegraaf
has the second largest nationwide reach, with 7,7% of the Dutch population over 13 years old reading it
(NOM Dashboard, 2020). It is generally perceived as having a populist, right-wing alignment. The most
widely read newspaper in the Netherlands is Algemeen Dagblad, which reaches 8,2% of the Dutch
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population over 13 years old (NOM Dashboard, 2020). It is regarded as a right-leaning broadsheet, with
various local and one national edition that are distributed on a daily basis. The progressively liberal NRC
Handelsblad maintains the most neutral stance of all newspapers and is perceived as offering highquality content. Trouw is also regarded as a quality newspaper. Its political orientation is center-of-left
and the paper deals with religious and social issues. Of the five newspapers, Trouw comes last in terms
of nationwide reach (NOM Dashboard, 2020). The most left-wing newspaper in the Netherlands is the
quality daily De Volkskrant, which has the third largest reach in the Netherlands (NOM Dashboard,
2020).
Newspaper

Religious/political orientation2

Nationwide reach3

De Telegraaf

Right, populist

7,7%

Algemeen Dagblad

Centre right, right

8,2%

NRC Handelsblad

Neutral, progressive liberal

2,8%

Trouw

Centre left, religious

2,3%

De Volkskrant

Left, progressive

4,8%

Table 7: The religious and/or political orientation and readership market share of five selected Dutch newspapers

From these five national newspapers, specific articles had to be collected to examine the extent to which
the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse on migration are reproduced by Dutch media.
These articles were selected on the condition that they contained words strongly related to migration.
To this end, the query option from the online newspaper database of Nexis Uni was used. In order to
formulate the best possible query and to select the most relevant search terms, the steps associated with
corpus linguistics that were described by Gabrielatos (2007) were followed. This method strives to
compile a corpus that is complete, but that does not contain ‘noise’ due to the inclusion of irrelevant
texts. Seven steps are to be taken in order to do so, see table 7 below.
Main steps taken for query formulation
1. Selection of a minimum of two core query terms based on a clear definition of the content of the
corpus to be compiled.
migratie OR migrant* (translation: migration or migrant*)4
2.

Creation of a (sample) corpus using the core query terms linked by the Boolean operator ‘OR’.

2

Sources: euro|topics (n.d.); Leruth et al. (2017); Pettit (2020); Rough Guides (n.d.)
Source: NOM Dashboard (2020)
4
OR is a connector that helps to find texts that contain either or both of the words or phrases linked by OR. The
asterisk (*) is a wildcard that helps to find texts that contain the root word (e.g. refugee) and texts that contain
words made by adding letters to the end of the root word (e.g. refugees).
3
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A query in Nexis Uni with the search terms migratie OR migrant* and limited to the dates 12/01/2019
– 05/15/2020 derived a total of 1112 articles from the five national newspapers.
3.

Calculation of the baseline score using QTR.
QTR means query term relevance and is calculated as follows: CQ&T / T (Gabrielatos, 2007 p. 14)
CQ&T = The number of texts returned by the query ‘core query AND candidate term’
T = The number of texts returned by a query containing only the candidate term
Calculation of query term relevance (QTR) of core query term migratie when migrant* would be the
core query term:
CQ&T = migratie AND migrant* = 148
T = migratie = 456
QTR = 0,325
Calculation of query term relevance (QTR) of core query term migrant* when migratie would be the
core query term:
CQ&T = migrant* AND migratie = 148
T = migratie = 803
QTR = 0,184
à Baseline score (B) = QTR 0,184

4.

Keyword analysis using an appropriate reference corpus (if available).
A reference corpus was constructed. A reference corpus provides a basis to which the specialized
corpus can be compared (Gabrielatos, 2007).Where the specialized corpus represents a particular subset of language (in this case the language that is used in newspaper articles describe issues of
migration), the reference corpus represents the main language to which that sub-set belongs (here the
general language applied in all newspaper articles). Nexis Uni was used to collect articles from the
five national newspapers from 12/01/2019 – 05/15/2020. As Nexis Uni requires the use of a search
term, and in order to derive articles that were not specifically linked to a particular topic, the selected
search term was de (translation: the). According to the SoNaR-project of the Dutch Language Institute,
de is the most common word in the Dutch language (IVDNT, 2015). From the months December till
April 1000 articles were collected, and from May 500 articles, resulting in a reference corpus of 5500
articles. The software program AntConc compared this reference corpus of 5500 articles with the
specialized corpus derived from the query migratie OR migrant* , which contained 1112 articles. In
doing so, AntConc highlighted the keywords of the specialized corpus, which indicated the ‘aboutness’
of the texts in the specialized corpus (Gabrielatos, 2007). From these keywords, some candidate query
terms were selected, see step 5.

5.

Selection of candidate query terms among the (high-ranking) keywords, as well as through
introspection. Selection of clearly irrelevant terms.
13 candidate query terms were selected on initial knowledge of the topic, as well as ‘keyness’ and
common sense: vluchteling*, asielzoeker*, grens, arbeidsmigrant*, immigratie, opvang, grenzen,
samenleving, bevolking, achtergrond, buitenland*, geweld, economische
Following Gabrielatos (2007 p. 16), the terms dvd, guitar, and lemon were selected as clearly irrelevant
terms.

6.

Calculation of RQTR for the candidate and irrelevant terms.
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RQTR means ‘relative query term relevance’ and is calculated as follows: ((QTR-B) * 100) / B when
the query term relevance (QTR) of the candidate terms is lower than the baseline (B), or; ((QTR-B) *
100) / (1-B) when the query term relevance (QTR) of the candidate terms is higher than the baseline
(B) (Gabrielatos, 2007 p. 20-21). As a reminder, baseline score (B) was set at QTR 0,184 and query
term relevance (QTR) is calculated with CQ&T / T (see step 3). These calculations derived the
following results:
- vluchteling*: QTR = 0,264 à RQTR = +9,8
- asielzoeker*: QTR = 0,342 à RQTR = +19,4
- grens: QTR = 0,091 à RQTR = -50,5
- arbeidsmigrant*: QTR = 0,400 à RQTR = +26,5
- immigratie: QTR = 0,321 à RQTR = +16,8
- opvang: QTR = 0,162 à RQTR = -11,6
- grenzen: QTR = 0,106 à RQTR = -42,1
- samenleving: QTR = 0,061 à RQTR = -66,8
- bevolking: QTR = 0,071 à RQTR = -61,4
- achtergrond: QTR = 0,078 à RQTR = -57,4
- buitenland*: QTR = 0,047 à RQTR = -74,3
- geweld: QTR = 0,067 à RQTR = -63,4
- economische: QTR = 0,056 à RQTR = -69,8
- dvd : QTR = 0,0,008 à RQTR = -95,7
- gitaar: QTR = 0 à RQTR = -100
- limoen: QTR = 0 à RQTR = -100
7.

Examination of RQTR scores for final decision.
The interpretation of the results from step 6 is as follows:
+100 means full relevance of the candidate term as it is always found in the articles of the corpus, and;
-100 means no relevance of the candidate term as it is never found in the articles of the corpus
(Gabrielatos, 2007 p. 21).
à Final decision on selection of relevant query terms: migratie OR migrant* OR vluchteling* OR
asielzoeker* OR arbeidsmigrant* OR immigratie (translation: migration OR migrant* OR refugee*
OR asylum seeker* OR migrant worker* OR immigration)

Table 8: Summary of main steps taken for query formulation, adopted from Gabrielatos (2007, p. 32) and applied to this
research

As a result, the following search terms were selected for the query in Nexis Uni:
migratie OR migrant* OR vluchteling* OR asielzoeker* OR arbeidsmigrant* OR immigratie
(translation: migration OR migrant* OR refugee* OR asylum seeker* OR migrant worker* OR
immigration)
Next to these terms, the search was limited by focusing on the time period from the 1st of December to
the 15th of May 2020. This study is interested in the discourse on migration used by Dutch media since
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the appointment of the European Commission led by Von der Leyen, which happened on the 1st of
December in 2019. Therefore, the search in Nexis Uni was restricted to only include articles from this
date to the 15th of May 2020. The query with these search terms and time period derived a total of 2612
results. The final corpus that was constructed for the discourse analysis of Dutch media consists of the
sum of numbers of articles selected from each newspaper, presented in the table below. The specialized
corpus takes into account the newspaper’s respective nationwide reach in order to correctly represent
the readership of each newspaper. Unfortunately, Algemeen Dagblad had only a total of 307 articles that
were derived with the selected query terms. Due to this limited number of articles on migration from
Algemeen Dagblad, not all 2612 articles could be included. The 307 articles from Algemeen Dagblad
had to be set as 31,7% in order for the corpus to reflect the nationwide reach of the newspaper. The total
of the corpus was then calculated as follows: 307 articles = 31,7% of the corpus à 307 / 31,7 = 1% à
307 / 31,7 * 100 = 100%. The total of the corpus thus contained 307 / 37,7 * 100 = 969 articles. With
this 969 set as 100%, the other numbers as presented in table 9 below were calculated. This selection of
articles thus reflects both the nationwide reach and the diverging political and/or religious orientations
that Dutch newspapers contain.
Newspaper
De Telegraaf
Algemeen Dagblad
NRC Handelsblad
Trouw
De Volkskrant
Total

Nationwide reach in percentage
Of whole of NL Of five selected
7,7%
29,8%
8,2%
31,7%
2,8%
10,8%
2,3%
8,9%
4,8%
18,6%
25,8%
99,8%5

Number of articles selected for
the specialized corpus
288
307
105
86
180
966

Table 9: The number of articles selected from each newspaper for the construction of the specialized corpus, based on their
respective market share

However, for the close discourse analysis on Dutch media, this large amount of data had to be narrowed
down. This study employed a systematic downsizing mechanism that would ensure the selection of the
most relevant articles. Often, scholars suggest to select articles from periods of time in which the
research topic received unprecedented high attention (see e.g. KhosraviNik et al., 2012 for the
methodology of this downsizing mechanism). These periods of great media attention are named ‘spikes’.
However, the data is then also restricted to only those articles “pertaining to the issues […] which are
linked to the events causing the spikes” (KhosraviNik et al., 2012 p. 286). As this study aims to
determine the general Dutch media discourse on migration, it seemed unwise to only focus on specific
events that received great attention from media. The articles concerning these specific events are likely
to sketch an exceptional portrait rather than a general idea about the Dutch media discourse on migration.
5

The rounding of numbers resulted in a total of 99,8% instead of 100%. This also accounts for a selection of 966
articles instead of 968 articles.
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For that reason, the first 10% of the articles of each of the newspapers were selected, thereby only
including those articles that are most strongly related to the previously defined query terms. This resulted
in a total of 98 articles. As described above, the query terms were deliberately selected because of their
strong relation to the topic of migration. Hence, the articles that are most firmly linked to these query
terms are most relevant for close discourse analysis. Table 10 below presents the number of articles
from each newspaper that were selected.
Newspaper

Number of articles selected for
the specialized corpus

Number of articles selected for
close discourse analysis

De Telegraaf
Algemeen Dagblad
NRC Handelsblad
Trouw
De Volkskrant
Total

288
307
105
86
180
966

29
31
11
9
18
986

Table 10: The number of articles selected from each newspaper for close discourse analysis

3.3.2 Data analysis: discourse analysis of newspaper articles
The 98 selected articles on migration were examined in order to determine the Dutch media discourse
on migration. This was done by ways of discourse analysis with the help of the software ATLAS.ti. The
coding schemes that classified the codes into the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse
on migration (see tables 1 till 4 in theoretical section 2.3) were used for the coding of the 98 articles.
Quotations entailing textual segments that included specific frames on migration were linked with the
codes that best captured these frames. If needed, new codes were created to complement the previously
constructed coding schemes. Previously acquired knowledge on the contents and frames of the four
discourses on migration was used to determine to which discourse(s) these newly created codes
belonged. All of the articles from the five Dutch newspapers were coded in this manner, thereby
unraveling and identifying the various frames on migration that the articles reproduced. After the coding,
the articles from each of the newspapers were organized into separate document groups (the 29 articles
from De Telegraaf into a first group, the 31 from Algemeen Dagblad into a second, and so on). These
groups were used to establish the extent to which the four discourses on migration were reproduced by
each of the five Dutch newspapers. The following four steps describe how this was done for each of the
newspapers, using De Telegraaf as an example:

6

Adding up the 10% of the numbers from the specialized corpus (29+31+11+9+18 = 98) resulted in a total of 98
instead of the 97 that would be the rounded 10% of 966 (966 / 100 * 10 = 97).
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1. Firstly, the filter function in the Code Manager of ATLAS.ti was used to list only those codes
that were linked to the document group containing articles from De Telegraaf. This was done
by selecting in the drop-down menu of the filter function the subsequent categories: ‘Used in’,
‘Documents of group’, ‘Articles from De Telegraaf’.
2. The next step was to export this code list as an Excel sheet that ordered the codes into the code
groups they belonged and that listed the number of times that the codes were linked to articles
from De Telegraaf. This could be done with the ‘Export as Spreadsheet’ option in the Code
Manager of ATLAS.ti.
3. Thereafter, the codes were color-coded by hand in order to identify to which of the four
discourses on migration they belonged, based on the classifications presented in tables 1 till 4.
The result of this step was translated into table 15 in section 4.1.1, which gives a display of the
codes belonging to the various discourses on migration that were linked to the articles from De
Telegraaf.
4. Finally, it was calculated how often codes belonging to each discourse were linked to articles
from De Telegraaf. The number of times that security codes were linked to the articles were
added together. The same was done for the liberal, humanitarian, and economic codes. From
this, the respective percentages of the reproduction of the four discourses were calculated. Table
16 in section 4.1.1 gives an overview of these numbers and percentages.
The same steps were taken to determine the extent to which the other four Dutch newspapers reproduced
the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse on migration. This resulted in tables 17 till
25 in sections 4.1.2 till 4.1.5. In order to answer the question: ‘To what extent are the various discourses
on migration reproduced by Dutch mass media?’, the respective percentages of the reproduction of the
four discourses on migration by all of the newspapers were calculated in ratio to the nationwide reach
of each of the newspapers. If, for example, 55% of the codes from De Telegraaf belonged to the security
discourse, this 55% had to account for 29,8% of the average of security codes linked to all of the
newspapers, as 29,8% is the newspaper’s nationwide reach (see table 9). Table 26 in section 4.2 presents
the correct percentages of the averages of the reproduction of the four discourses and footnote 7
discusses the precise calculation of these percentages.
It is important to state that the newspaper articles often represent different perspectives on migration
that belong to a wide range of actors. For instance, articles that report interviews with particular actors
represent the discourse adopted by the interviewee (e.g. politicians or experts). However, this study
aimed to differentiate between the various views represented in the media. It did so by linking the codes
! stance article, ! stance opposite and ! stance neutral to the quotations capturing the different
perspectives on migration. This ensured that a distinction was made between the stance advocated by
the newspaper article and the opposing stance that it aimed to refute. If, for example, a quote from a
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politician that expressed the importance of migration was immediately ridiculed and undermined, the
quote would be linked with the code ! stance opposite and the subsequent refuting with the code ! stance
article. Neutral information, such as numbers or data from a specific research, were also distinguished
by linking it with the code ! stance neutral. This differentiation involved subjective choices but also
ensured the ordering of the various perspectives represented by the newspapers. For reasons further
discussed in the scope and limitations section 3.3.3, only the examination of the quotations linked to the
codes ! stance article and ! stance neutral was included in this report. These were considered to best
capture the discourse on migration of Dutch media.

3.3.3 Scope and limitations
A first limitation is related to the differentiation processes mentioned above. The scope of this study,
both in research time and in the size of the report, meant that the examination of Dutch media had to be
restricted in various ways. Section 3.2.1 already explained the downsizing mechanisms that were applied
to select the most relevant newspaper articles on migration. The exclusion of the analysis of quotations
linked with the code ! stance opposite in the discussion of this report has also been mentioned previously.
This choice was made to ensure that the examination of the Dutch discourse on migration did not contain
any noise resulting from the inclusion of perspectives that the newspaper openly oppose. The assumption
underlying this choice is that readers of the newspapers also perceive this differentiation between the
various stances represented in the articles, and that the take-home message that readers receive is
dominated by the actual stance on migration of the articles. However, this study did not aim to test how
the newspapers’ messages were perceived by the public. The differentiation between the various stances
was also subject to the researcher’s own perception of the articles. The calculation of intercoder
reliability could have identified the level of agreement between two or more independent examiners on
the coding of the different stances represented by the articles on migration, and this could have enhanced
the objectivity of the differentiation of perspectives.
Secondly, while the downsizing mechanisms described in section 3.2.1 proved very useful for selecting
the most relevant newspaper articles on migration, their potential for data analysis could have further
contributed to the examination of the Dutch discourse on migration. The downsizing mechanisms belong
to corpus linguistics, which typically embodies a more quantitative approach to the examination of a
large body (corpus) of texts. It involves the exploration of a specialized corpus that represents a
particular form of language, such as the language used in newspaper articles or policy documents (Baker
et al., 2013). It enables researchers to gain insights on the “aboutness” of that particular language, by
pointing towards (clusters of) keywords that have a “statistically significantly higher frequency […] in
the corpus under analysis in comparison with another [reference] corpus” (Baker et al., 2008 p. 278).
One asset of complementing the qualitative discourse analysis with the more quantitative corpus
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linguistics, is the enlargement of the amount of data that can be examined (Partington, 2008). This allows
for more credible findings and a higher degree of generalization on the content of a particular genre of
texts (Baker et al., 2013). Complementing this study’s data analysis with the more quantitative corpus
linguistics could thus have enabled the examination of a greater amount of texts. However, this would
have required more resources than this study could afford. It was sufficient for this study to only adopt
the method as a way of ensuring the most objective collection of newspaper articles.

3.4 Public opinion on migration in the Netherlands
In this section, the methods of data collection and analysis are discussed that were used to give an answer
to the question: ‘To what extent are the various discourses on migration reflected in Dutch public
opinion?’. In the text below, an overview is given of the surveys that were used to establish the Dutch
public opinion on migration. Next, it is explained how the results from these surveys were examined
and linked to the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse on migration. Section 3.4.3
closes with a discussion of some of the limitations of these methods of data collection and analysis.

3.4.1 Data collection: selection of surveys
According to many scholars, mass media have a substantial influence on public opinion and vice versa
(Baum & Potter, 2008; McCombs, 2014; Simon & Jerit, 2007). The nature of this influential relationship
has been explained in theoretical chapter 2. For now, it suffices to note that many researchers agree on
the correlation between the manner of coverage of a particular issue by media and the public perception
of that particular issue. Therefore, the outcome of the discourse analysis on Dutch newspaper articles
about migration also points towards the public opinion on migration in the Netherlands. The results from
the examination of the media discourse on migration that are discussed in chapter 4 are likely to also
indicate how the Dutch society thinks about migration. However, this research complements these
findings with a subsequent study on surveys that examined society’s perception of migration, thereby
supplementing theories on the relation between media and public opinion with actual data. In doing so,
this research integrates findings from various studies on society’s take on migration with theories that
consider the relation between how media present issues of migration and how the public perceives it.
Table 11 below gives an overview of the surveys that were used for the examination of the Dutch public
opinion on migration.
Authors and date

Title

Collection of survey data

Kuppens et al. (2020)

Ongenoegen, migratie, gastvrijheid
en maatschappelijke onrust
De sociale staat van Nederland 2019

2017 – beginning of 2019

Wennekers et al. (2019)

2008 and 2018 – beginning of 2019

38

Damhuis and Haakma (2019)
Den Ridder et al. (2019)
Dekker & Den Ridder (2020)

Standard Eurobarometer 92 National Report of the Netherlands
Burgerperspectieven 2019 | 4
Burgerperspectieven 2020 | 1

End of 2019
End of 2019
Beginning of 2020

Table 11: Selection of surveys for the examination of the Dutch public opinion on migration

The survey ‘Ongenoegen, migratie, gastvrijheid en maatschappelijke onrust’ (translation: ‘Displeasure,
migration, hospitality and social unrest’) of Kuppens et al. (2020) documents the opinions of Dutch
citizens regarding migration issues. It focuses in particular on social malaise and on societal support for
and acceptance of migration and migrants. Throughout the chapter on Dutch public opinion of the report
by Wennekers et al. (2019), the public perception on societal issues such as migration are supported
with results from various surveys. A subsection of the chapter is dedicated to a more detailed discussion
about the perceptions of people in the Netherlands on migration and the multicultural society. The
national report of the Standard Eurobarometer 92 (Damhuis & Haakma, 2019) gives an overview of the
results from the Standard Eurobarometer research from Dutch perspective. It includes a subsection on
Dutch sentiments regarding migration, migrants and asylum. The reports of Den Ridder et al. (2019)
and Dekker and Den Ridder (2020) describe the collected data about citizen perspectives on a diverse
range of societal issues, including migration and integration. Together, these five reports provide a solid
understanding of the Dutch public opinion on migration. The limitations of this selection, and
specifically what the distribution dates of the surveys mean for this study, will be discussed in section
3.4.3.

3.4.2 Data analysis: examination of survey results
The contents of the reports about the Dutch public opinion were closely read and linked to the four
discourses on migration (security, liberal, humanitarian and economic). Chapter 5 summarizes the
perception on migration of Dutch society as it is captured by the surveys and relates aspects of this
perception to the previously identified and delineated discourses on migration. It uses the created
analytical lens of the four discourses on migration presented in tables 1 till 4 to establish what discourse
is most dominantly reflected by society’s perception. As such, the deductive content analysis of the
reports about the surveys on Dutch public opinion forms the basis of this study’s understanding of the
Dutch public opinion on migration. As the reports mostly present the interpretation of the survey results,
rather than including the primary data, it is difficult to determine the ratio in which the four discourses
on migration are reflected in public opinion. However, the underlying assumption of the examination of
society’s perception of issues of migration is that the media also shapes public opinion. Hence, this study
assumes that the results from the discourse analysis of Dutch media are likely to indicate how the Dutch
society thinks about migration as well. Chapter 5 on the Dutch public opinion on migration will therefore
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relate the findings from the surveys to the results from the discourse analysis of Dutch newspaper articles
on migration.

3.4.3 Scope and limitations
A first limitation is that the reports of the surveys usually interpret the findings of the research, and do
not include all of primary data on the answers to the questions of the survey. It is therefore difficult to
exactly measure and quantify the ratio in which the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse are reflected in public opinion. This limitation is partly uplifted by relating the reports of the
surveys to the findings from the discourse analysis of Dutch newspapers. The media discourse is very
likely to be reflected in public opinion, due to the influential relation between media and public. This
has been discussed in the previous chapter. A second limitation relates to the times in which some
surveys collected data. The selection of surveys includes some that were distributed before the 1st of
December in 2019, which is the day of the appointment of the new European Commission headed by
von der Leyen. This means that they collected data from before the time period that is of interest to this
study. However, many of the survey reports state that no significant changes occurred over longer
periods of time (Dekker & Den Ridder, 2020; Den Ridder et al., 2019; Kuppens et al., 2020; Wennekers
et al., 2019). It is therefore possible to assume that the public’s perception on issues of migration has
not altered drastically in the period leading up to the 1st of December in 2019. Moreover, as is mentioned
previously, the data from the surveys is used as a supplement to the findings on the media discourse on
migration. This triangulation assures a correct understanding of the Dutch public opinion on migration.

3.5 Policy discourse on migration in the Netherlands
The following two sections discuss the methods of data collection and analysis that were used to find
an answer to the question: ‘To what extent are the various discourses on migration reproduced in policy
articulations of Dutch migration politics?’. Data was gathered from two of the most important political
bodies in the Netherlands: the Second Chamber and the government. Section 3.5.1 shortly discusses the
functions of these bodies and gives an overview of the documents that were used for the discourse
analysis. Next, section 3.5.2 elaborates on the methods associated with discourse analysis that were
applied to establish the discourse on migration represented in migration policy articulations of the Dutch
government. Section 3.5.3 concludes by touching upon some of the limitations of these methods. The
text will now turn to a discussion on the methods of data collection.

3.5.1 Data collection: selection of documents from the government and the Second Chamber
In the Netherlands, the parliament is the body that represents the Dutch people and consists of the Second
Chamber (the Lower House) and the First Chamber (the Higher House). The Second Chamber holds
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more power than the First Chamber (Ramkema, 2008), and its policy articulations will therefore be
examined in this study. The general elections that are held every four years determine the distribution
of the 150 seats in the Second Chamber among the political parties. After the election, a new government
(or Cabinet) will also be formed, consisting of various political parties that are headed by the prime
minister (Ramkema, 2008). This newly formed government must have support of a majority in the
Second Chamber, meaning that the political parties that make up the government must hold at least 76
seats. However, the results of the elections have never given an absolute majority to one political party.
(Ramkema, 2008). This means that the government will consist of at least two different parties, and the
formation of this coalition is based on extensive bargaining processes that determine what policies will
be pursued the coming mandate (Ramkema, 2008). The outcome does not always reflect the voters’
preferences, as one popular political party with many seats in the Second Chamber can form a coalition
with other smaller parties, thereby potentially sidestepping other big and popular parties. Therefore,
both the Second Chamber and the government are both bodies of interests for determining the discourse
on migration in Dutch policy articulations. The former reflects popular will and the latter is the most
important governing body in the Netherlands.
The last general elections were held in 2017, and the outcome is presented in table 12 below. The table
gives an overview of the distribution of seats in the Second Chamber amongst the various political
parties. The list on page 3 explains the abbreviations and gives the translations of the names. After the
election of 2017, the parties VVD, CDA, D66 and ChristenUnie formed a new coalition. Their
government is currently still holding office. As the government is the most important body in Dutch
policymaking (Ramkema, 2008), its policy articulations will be examined on their representation of the
various discourses on migration. These include, amongst others, the coalition agreement that details the
policies that the government wants to pursue in their term of four years and the ‘Speech from the Throne’
(Troonrede) that gives an overview of the policy of the coming year (Ramkema, 2008). However, as is
explained previously, the government does not always reflect the preferences of the Dutch people. So,
the representation of discourses on migration in official documents from the parties that form the Second
Chamber will also be examined. The electoral platforms that each party develops for the general election
will form the basis of the examination of the Second Chamber. Such a platform is usually “a detailed,
practical document based on a political program, which outlines the ideological basis and principles of
a political party” (Ramkema, 2008, p. 29). The results from the examination of the electoral platforms
will be weighted in accordance with the respective popularity of each political party, thereby reflecting
popular will.
Political party

In government

Seats 2017

VVD

✔

33

PVV

✘

20

41

CDA

✔

19

D66

✔

19

GroenLinks

✘

14

SP

✘

14

PvdA

9

ChristenUnie

✘
✔

Partij voor de Dieren

✘

5

50PLUS

✘

4

SGP

✘

3

DENK

✘

3

Forum voor Democratie

✘

2

5

Table 12: Results of the Second Chamber elections in 2017 in the Netherlands. Source: PARLEMENT.com (2017)

The examination of the representation of the four discourses on migration in Dutch policy articulations
will thus focus on official documents from two of the most important political bodies in the Netherlands:
the government and the Second Chamber. Table 13 below lists the 5 government documents and the 13
documents from the Second Chamber that have been examined. The Speech of the Throne from 2017 is
not included, as it was held before the current coalition was formed and therefore does not represent the
sitting government’s view on migration. Moreover, the webpage on the most important matters of
migration for 2020 is included to present the most recent and available policy articulations on migration
of the current government. And the webpage containing general information on migration policy that is
issued by the government is also included in the examination, as it provides a coherent overview of the
main points of the government’s perspective on migration. Lastly, the election platforms of 2017 of all
of the 13 parties that currently have seats in the Second Chamber are also included for the discourse
analysis. The examination of Dutch policy articulations focusses on the representation of the four
discourses on migration by the sitting government and Second Chamber. They were elected in 2017,
and their programs at that time were leading during the four years of the term. Therefore, documents
from 2017 onwards were selected for the examination of the Dutch policy discourse on migration.
Documents from the government
• Coalition Agreement of 2017 (VVD et al., 2017)
• Speech of the Throne of 2018 (Rijksoverheid, 2018b)
• Speech of the Throne of 2019 (Rijksoverheid, 2019)
• Webpage from the government on the most important
matters of migration for 2020 (Rijksoverheid, 2020)
• Webpage from the government on migration
(Rijksoverheid, 2018a)

Documents from the Second Chamber
• The election platforms of VVD, PVV,
CDA, D66, GroenLinks, SP, PvdA,
ChristenUnie, Partij voor de Dieren,
50PLUS, SGP, DENK and Forum voor
Democratie (PARLEMENT.com, 2017a)

Table 13: Documents from the Dutch government and the Second Chamber that are selected for the discourse analysis

3.5.2 Data analysis: discourse analysis of policy articulations
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In order to answer the question ‘To what extent are the various discourses on migration reproduced in
policy articulations of Dutch migration politics?’, a discourse analysis with the use of the software
ATLAS.ti was conducted. The previously constructed coding schemes presented in tables 1 till 4 of
theoretical section 2.3 were used for the coding of the 5 government documents and the 13 election
platforms of the political parties in the Second Chamber. Some new codes were added to these coding
schemes if the previously created codes did not suffice to capture the frames represented in the policy
articulations. The government documents were organized into one group and the documents from the
Second Chamber into another. Thereafter, the five steps previously described in section 3.3.2 were
altered and applied in order to document the various discourses on migration in the documents from the
Dutch government and Second Chamber. In summary, these steps for the examination of the government
documents were:
1. The codes that were linked to the government documents were filtered from those that were not.
2. This code list was exported as an Excel spreadsheet.
3. The codes in the list were classified into the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse on migration. These results are presented in table 28 in section 6.1.
4. The numbers of times that the codes belonging to each discourse were linked to the government
documents and the respective percentages of the reproduction of the security, liberal,
humanitarian and economic discourse were calculated. These results are presented in table 29
in section 6.1.
The same methods were conducted to determine the extent to which the political parties of the Second
Chamber reproduced the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse on migration. More
specifically, they were applied to separately examine the election platforms of right-wing, left-wing and
religious oriented political parties of the Second Chamber. This resulted in tables 31 till 37 in sections
6.2.1 and 6.2.2. These findings made it possible to expose any differences in the representation of the
discourses on migration between right, left and religious oriented parties. The respective averages of
the reproduction of the four discourses by all parties in the Second Chamber was calculated by
proportionating the results from the examination of the election platforms of right-wing, left-wing and
religious oriented political parties to the number of seats that these groups of parties hold in the Second
Chamber. Table 39 in section 6.2 presents the percentages of the averages of the reproduction of the
four discourses and footnote 9 discusses the precise calculation of these percentages. The respective
reproduction of the four discourses by the Dutch government and the Second Chamber were finally
compared in order to answer the question ‘To what extent are the various discourses on migration
reproduced in policy articulations of Dutch migration politics?’.
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3.6 Policy discourse on migration of the European Union
This section elaborates on the methods of data collection and analysis that were used to answer the
second sub-question of this study: ‘To what extent are the various discourses on migration reproduced
in the articulated intentions for the proposed policy reform of the European Union?’. Several documents
from the European Commission as well as from the European Council were collected for the
examination of the reproduction of the four discourses on migration. Section 3.6.1 explains the functions
of these institutions for European migration policy and justifies the selection of their documents. In
section 3.6.2, the methods associated with discourse analysis that were adopted to determine the
reproduction of the discourses on migration in the institutions’ documents are shortly reviewed. Finally,
section 3.6.3 gives an overview of some of the limitations that were encountered during this part of the
research.

3.6.1 Data collection: selection of documents from the European Council and European
Commission
The European Union (EU or Union) functions through various institutions and bodies. The European
Council, comprising national heads of state or government of Member States, decides on the general
direction of the EU by setting its agenda (European Union, 2020). Other EU institutions and bodies are
to follow the general direction as specified by the European Council. It is not a legislating institution,
but instead identifies the Union’s main concerns and the actions to take (Consilium, 2020). Three other
institutions are charged with law-making and EU legislation, all representing different actors. The
European Parliament is directly chosen by European citizens, the Council of the European Union speaks
for the governing actors of each Member State and the European Commission represents the interests
of the EU as a whole (European Union, 2020). Of these three bodies, the latter is most interesting for
this study’s purposes. The European Commission serves to represent the interests of Union at large and
is the institution that speaks on the behalf of the EU. It translates the Union’s goals into policies and
initiatives (European Commission, 2020a). This legislative body is therefore most relevant to determine
the EU proposed policy discourse on migration. So, two EU institutions are important for the
examination of the Union’s discourse: (1) the European Council that directs the overall course of the
EU and defines its priorities, and; (2) the European Commission that represents the interests of the EU
as a whole.
Table 14 below provides an overview of the documents from the European Council and the European
Commission that have been selected for the discourse analysis of EU policy articulations. Of the first,
two texts are most relevant to determine the Union’s discourse on migration. The document ‘A new
strategic agenda 2019-2024’ of the European Council (2019a) provides guidance for all of the EU
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institutions and identifies the Union’s priorities. The webpage ‘EU Strategic Agenda for 2019-2024’
(European Council, 2019b) highlights the most important aspects of this strategic agenda. The European
Commission determined its intended direction on the basis of this document. In ‘Political guidelines for
the next European Commission 2019-2024’, von der Leyen (2019b) presents her vision for the European
way forward. The document sets the work of European political bodies for the period of 2019-2024. The
webpages ‘Promoting our European Way of Life’ (European Commission, 2019c) and ‘Migration’
(European Commission, 2019b) summarize these political guidelines. The mission letter from President
von der Leyen (2019c) to Johansson describes the tasks for the Commissioner for Home Affairs on
migration during the mandate 2019-2024 and gives an outline of the priorities of the European
Commission. Similarly, the mission letter from von der Leyen (2019a) to Schinas articulates the role of
Vice-President for Promoting Our European Way of Life for the work on the New Pact on Migration
and Asylum. In the hearing in which Commissioner for Home Affairs Johansson (2019) gives answers
to the European Parliament, she presents her intentions for a fresh start on migration and asylum, through
a New Pact on Migration and Asylum. In Schinas' (2019) answers to the European Parliament, he states
his commitment to bring added value to the development of a New Pact for Migration and Asylum.
Documents from the European Council
1.
2.

Political agenda: A new strategic agenda 2019-2024 (European Council, 2019a)
Webpage: EU Strategic Agenda for 2019-2024 (European Council, 2019b)

Documents from the European Commission
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Political agenda: Political guidelines for the next European Commission 2019-2024: A Union that strives
for more - My agenda for Europe (von der Leyen, 2019b)
Webpages: Promoting our European Way of Life (European Commission, 2019c) and Migration
(European Commission, 2019b)
Mission letter: Ylva Johansson - Commissioner for Home Affairs (von der Leyen, 2019c)
Mission letter: Margaritis Schinas - Vice-President for Promoting our European Way of Life (von der
Leyen, 2019a)
Hearing: Answers to the European Parliament Questionnaire to the Commissioner-Designate Ylva
Johansson (Johansson, 2019)
Hearing: Answers to the European Parliament Questionnaire to the Commissioner-Designate Margaritis
Schinas (Schinas, 2019)

Table 14: Documents from the European Council and the European Commission that are selected for the discourse analysis

The documents all refer to or date from the new legislative cycle of 2019-2024. This is because the
mandate of 2019-2024 is the time period that is of interest to this study. On the first of December in
2019, the new European Commission headed by von der Leyen was appointed and charged with the task
to create a New Pact on Migration and Asylum. It continued and extends the work of the previous
Commission. However, where the outcome of the previous mandate was set at the construction of an
immediate response to the refugee crisis of 2015 (European Commission, 2015), the intent during the

45

current legislate cycle is to create a more sustainable and long-term solution for migration (von der
Leyen, 2019b). The Commission’s fresh start on migration and asylum is to be achieved via the New
Pact on Migration and Asylum. It is the development of that policy reform with which this study is
concerned. The research ultimately wants to establish whether the harmonization of EU migration policy
via the proposed policy reform of the European Union is supported or challenged by the Dutch
perspective on migration, and it uses discourse as the entry point for examination. Therefore, an
investigation of the discourse adopted for this proposed policy reform requires the selection of
documents referring to or dating from the time period that is concerned with the development of the
New Pact on Migration and Asylum.

3.6.2 Data analysis: discourse analysis of policy articulations
An answer to the second sub-question ‘To what extent are the various discourses on migration
reproduced in the articulated intentions for the proposed policy reform of the European Union?’ was
found through a discourse analysis using the software ATLAS.ti. Similar to the examination of Dutch
media and policy articulation, the coding schemes presented in tables 1 till 4 of theoretical section 2.3
were used for the coding of the 2 European Council documents and the 6 European Commission
documents. The coding schemes were now sufficiently exhaustive, so no new codes needed to be added.
The 2 documents from the European Council, the first 4 documents from the European Commission and
the single documents from Johansson and Schinas were arranged into separate groups. Thereafter, the
five steps previously described in section 3.3.2 were altered once more and adopted for the examination
of the reproduction of the various discourses on migration in the documents from the European Council
and the European Commission. In summary, these steps for the examination of the European Council
documents were:
1. The codes that were linked to the European Council documents were filtered from those that
were not.
2. This code list was exported as an Excel spreadsheet.
3. The codes in the list were classified into the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse on migration. These results are presented in table 39 in section 7.1.
4. The numbers of times that the codes belonging to each discourse were linked to the European
Council documents and the respective percentages of the reproduction of the security, liberal,
humanitarian and economic discourse were calculated. These results are presented in table 40
in section 7.1.
These steps were also used to determine the extent to which the European Commission, Johansson and
Schinas reproduced the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse on migration. The results
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from these examinations are presented in tables 41 till 44 in section 7.2. The respective percentages of
the reproduction of the four discourses on migration by the European Council, the European
Commission, Johansson and Schinas were finally synthesized in table 45 of section 7.3 in order to
answer this study’s second sub-question: ‘To what extent are the various discourses on migration
reproduced in the articulated intentions for the proposed policy reform of the European Union?’.

3.6.3 Scope and limitations
The main limitation of the examination of the European discourse on migration was the minimal
availability of data on the New Pact on Migration and Asylum. Due to the COVID-19 crisis, the New
Pact on Migration and Asylum was delayed and not yet finalized during this study’s research period
(European Commission, 2020b). Only suggestive data on the intentions for the New Pact was available,
as there was no final version of the proposal for policy reform. This created a significant gap. The next
best option was to examine the documents from the European Union that voice the intentions for the
policy reform that are most likely to be reflected in the finalized proposal. Section 3.6.1 discusses the
justification for the ultimate selection of documents, which was based on including the documents from
the European actors charged with the task to develop the New Pact on Migration and Asylum. Due to
the delay on the New Pact, it was only possible to eamine these expressed intended directions of the
policy reform. The discussion of the results from the analysis in chapter 7 occurs with caution, as these
intentions merely hint at the possible discourse adopted for the finalized New Pact on Migration and
Asylum. As the proposal will take more and more shape in the period ahead, it will be interesting for
future studies to examine which specific aspects of the New Pact on Migration and Asylum might be
challenged or supported by the Dutch perspective on migration.

Chapter 4 – Media discourse on migration in the Netherlands
This chapter describes the results from the discourse analysis on Dutch newspaper articles. It elaborates
on the manner in which the four previously defined discourses on migration – security, liberal,
humanitarian and economic discourse – are represented in newspaper articles of the Netherlands. In
doing so, it will answer the question: ‘To what extent are the various discourses on migration reproduced
by Dutch mass media?’ As such, this chapter will provide a first element of the answer to the first subquestion of this study: ‘What – if any – discourse on migration has become hegemonic through the
interplay of Dutch mass media, public opinion and policy?’. As has been explained previously, Buonfino
(2004) argues that a discourse becomes hegemonic when it is produced by media and reflected in public
opinion to such an extent as to pressurize governments to adjust their policies accordingly. An
understanding of the hegemonic discourse on migration in the Netherlands will help to examine the
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relation between the Dutch and the European discourse on migration. Ultimately, it will contribute to
the main aim of this research, which is to ascertain the extent to which the Dutch discourse on migration
supports or challenges the proposed migration policy reform of the European Union.
Section 4.1 till 4.5 present the results from the discourse analysis on each of the newspapers. The most
interesting findings are highlighted and discussed to greater extent, with examples illustrating the
incorporation of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse on migration in the
newspaper articles. As was listed in methodological section 3.3.1, the discourse analysis examined 29
articles from De Telegraaf, 31 from Algemeen Dagblad, 11 from NRC Handelsblad, 9 from Trouw and
18 from De Volkskrant. The right-wing and populist newspaper De Telegraaf will first be examined,
followed by a discussion about the right leaning Algemeen Dagblad, the liberal progressive NRC
Handelsblad, the left leaning and religious oriented Trouw, and finally the left-wing newspaper De
Volkskrant. The final section of this chapter considers all newspapers together and discusses if there
exists one media discourse on migration in the Netherlands.

4.1 Each newspaper: the different discourses on migration
4.1.1 Frames of De Telegraaf
Table 15 below presents the results from the discourse analysis on 29 articles on migration from the
right-wing newspaper De Telegraaf. One glance at it indicates an overwhelming representation of the
security discourse. The discourse analysis found that migrants are often linked to crime, described as
troublemakers and generally perceived as unwelcome. The newspaper presents them as too many, the
receiving state is characterized as overwhelmed, and its society is seen as negatively affected. De
Telegraaf focuses mostly on matters of national interest and describes the effects of migration, inter
alia, as transforming society and increasing national crime rates. Migration is thus strongly associated
with security concerns, and it comes as no surprise that the discourse analysis found a tendency in the
articles for advocating the closure of borders and the limitation of migration. The preferred response to
migration is often described as increasing control and shifting the responsibility for the care of migrants
to other states. Moreover, the results indicate a preference for a selective migration policy, only
admitting those who are truly deserving of help (the ‘real’ refugees). Consider, for example, the
following extract 1:
(1) “Daar komt nog bij dat heel veel mensen die naar ons land komen geen echte vluchtelingen zijn, maar
migranten. We geven elk jaar miljoenen uit aan deze mensen, in plaats van dat we dit geld besteden aan de echte
vluchtelingen die nog in de conflictzones zitten.” (Triest, 2019 emphasis added)
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Translation: ‘On top of that, a lot of people come to our country that are no real refugees, but migrants. We spend
millions on those people every year, instead of spending that money on the real refugees that are still in the conflict
zones.’

This extract is interesting for multiple reasons. Firstly, it clearly distinguishes between those truly
deserving of ‘our’ money (the ‘real’ refugees) and those who do not deserve that money but still come
to ‘our country’ (migrants). It is interesting that only ‘real’ refugees are worthy of help and money. This
indicates a preference for a selective migration policy. Secondly, next to increasing selectiveness, the
writer points towards another preferred response to migration: spending money on the those outside
‘our’ country and still in the conflict zones. As the discourse analysis found throughout the newspaper,
this call for policy aimed at the international environment rather than the national situation is very
consistent. It was often accompanied with an argument in favor of closing the national borders and a
push for the external responsibility of the care for migrants, rather than considering the state’s own
responsibility. So, help for ‘real refugees’ was promoted only when that help could occur outside of the
state’s borders. This finding is further reinforced with the articles’ strong focus on the international
environment. So, only ‘real’ refugees that are outside the Netherlands deserve help.
Another point of interest that is noteworthy to discuss here is the two different manners in which the
economic discourse on migration is represented in De Telegraaf. The discourse analysis found many
instances in which the economic discourse functioned in support of the security discourse on migration.
The effect of migration is described as increasing costs, and a more general focus on the costs of
migration can also be found. Extract 1 from above, for example, illustrates this focus on costs. In these
instances, the economic discourse on migration strengthens security notions such as the need to restrict
migration. Migration costs the state and its society a lot of money, so it logically follows that limiting
migration would be beneficial. However, as table 15 below shows, frames from the economic discourse
that describe migration as necessary for the economy are also used. However, as they imply that migrant
workers are needed for the national economy, they reinforce the idea that the borders should open for
migrants, albeit in a selective manner. These economic frames of migration as necessary, then, are
related to both the liberal and the security discourse.
Code groups
Description of
migration as
Description of
migrants as

Codes from the security, liberal, humanitarian or economic discourse
Security: befalling, challenge/problem, criminal/illegal/unlawful, natural phenomenon
Humanitarian: humanitarian emergency
Economic: needed/necessary
Security: anti-social, causing nuisance/troublemakers, criminals, distant/unpersonal
description, exploiting/seeking benefit, guilty, hopeless, non-adaptable/non-mergeable,
terrorists, them/other/different, too many, undesired/unwanted/unwelcome
Liberal: individuals
Humanitarian: deserving help, emotional/personal description, experiencing
hardship/suffering, having no choice, individuals, victims, vulnerable
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Description of
political agents as
Description of
society as

Description of
receiving state as
Focus on

Attitude towards
migrants and/or
migration
Description of
effect of migration
Description of
preferred response
to migration

Economic: labor force
Liberal: committed to (human) rights, racist/discriminatory
Humanitarian: committed to (human) rights, racist/discriminatory
Economic: importing migrants
Security: affected, frustrated, homogeneous/group/unity,
insecure/endangered/vulnerable, us/citizens/insiders
Liberal: racist/discriminatory, xenophobic
Humanitarian: racist/discriminatory, xenophobic
Economic: sustaining/paying for migrants, taxpayers
Security: full, swamped/overwhelmed
Security: (public) fears, border/boundaries/territory, crime, culture, internal/national,
nationality/ethnicity of migrants, nuisance, number of migrants, policy effectiveness,
safety, society, worst-case scenario
Liberal: diversity, Europe, external/international, international relations, migrants,
rights/law, solidarity
Humanitarian: adverse conditions, fairness, life/lives, migrants, solidarity
Economic: costs
Security: hard/tough
Liberal: tolerant
Security: increasing nuisance, negative, transforming society
Economic: increasing competition/unemployment, increasing costs
Security: close up/restrict/limit, control, external responsibility of care for migrants,
prevent, protect society, punish offenders, selective, send migrants away/back/out
Liberal: ensure (human) rights, solidarity
Humanitarian: assist/help migrants, ensure (human) rights, protect migrants,
solidarity

Table 15: Frames linked to newspaper articles of De Telegraaf

Percentages of the reproduction of the four discourses on migration
Security discourse
Liberal discourse
Humanitarian discourse
Economic discourse
286
70,6%
53
13,1%
45
11,1%
21
5,2%
Table 16: Number of codes and percentages of the reproduction of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian
and economic discourse on migration in newspaper articles from de Telegraaf

The numbers and percentages presented in table 16 on the reproduction of the four discourses by De
Telegraaf, confirms the dominance of the security discourse. As is shown in the table below, more than
seventy percent of the codes linked to these newspaper articles belong to the security discourse on
migration. They quantify the general stance of De Telegraaf: migration is a problem that should be
limited. To conclude, the results from the discourse analysis reveal that the security discourse on
migration is most dominantly reproduced in newspaper articles from De Telegraaf.

4.1.2 Frames of Algemeen Dagblad
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The most widely read newspaper in the Netherlands is the right leaning Algemeen Dagblad. The findings
from the discourse analysis of 31 of its articles on migration are presented in table 17 below. They
indicate that articles from Algemeen Dagblad mostly draw upon the security discourse. The discourse
analysis suggests that the newspaper often reports about instances in which migration is linked to crime
and nuisance. On a similar note, table 17 shows many frames of migrants as criminals, troublemakers
or even terrorists. The newspaper thus regards migration as a challenge or threat to internal affairs.
Furthermore, the findings imply that many articles advocate for the instalment of measures such as
increasing the control on migration or protecting society. All these frames belong to the security
discourse on migration. However, the discourse analysis also found diverse references to the other
discourses on migration. Of these, the liberal discourse is mostly in articles discussing international
happenings. Humanitarian frames include descriptions of migrants as experiencing hardship and coping
with adverse conditions. The economic discourse was often found to support security ideas, as economic
frames focused on the costs related to migration. However, articles that wrote about the Dutch economy
contained frames pointing towards to necessity of migration as it brings a much-needed labor force,
which support the liberal perspective on migration.
So far, the findings of the discourse analysis on articles from Algemeen Dagblad are similar to those of
De Telegraaf, as discussed in the previous section. Of interest is the more frequent link between migrants
and humanitarian notions such as experiencing hardship or suffering. On first sight, these humanitarian
frames seem to oppose the more dominant perspective of the security discourse. The humanitarian
descriptions of migrants as defenseless or suffering are very different from the security descriptions of
migrants as criminals or troublemakers. However, a closer look to the humanitarian descriptions
uncovers a more nuanced relation. The humanitarian references appear almost always in articles that
discuss the situations in other countries than the Netherlands. This is the same for the humanitarian
references in De Telegraaf. As was discussed in the previous section, this indicates that there is only a
focus on migrants and the difficult conditions they endure when they are located outside of the
Netherlands. Only then do the newspapers call for help. As the security discourse is centered around
national affairs, and as these humanitarian frames are directed at the international environment, they do
not directly contest the dominant position of the security discourse.
Another similarity between Algemeen Dagblad and the previously discussed De Telegraaf is their
representation of the economic perspective on migration. Economic frames were used alternately in
support of the security discourse and the liberal discourse on migration. Extracts 2, 3 and 4 below
illustrate the altering roles of economic frames. Extract 2 and 3 use security frames to describe migration
as a natural phenomenon and a threat. They also demonstrate a fear of migrants as they might steal
citizens’ jobs. These examples thus illustrate the use of the economic perspective in support of the
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security discourse. This is contrary to extract 4, which expresses the concern of businesses for the
shortage of seasonal workers. Here, migrant workers are described as needed for the economy.
(2) “Britten zien de instroom van goedkope Oost-Europese arbeidsmigranten als een bedreiging voor hun banen.”
(Vogels, 2019 emphasis added)
Translation: “British people see the influx of cheap migrant workers from Eastern-Europe as a threat to their jobs.”
(3) “[…] het was toenmalig PvdA-minister Lodewijk Asscher die in 2013 sprak van 'code oranje' met het oog op
de toestroom van arbeidsmigranten uit Oost-Europa.” (Klaassen & Rosman, 2020 emphasis added)
“[…] it was former PvdA-minister Lodewijk Asscher who spoke last year of ‘code orange’ regarding the flow of
migrant workers from Eastern-Europe.”
(4) “Ondernemers in de land- en tuinbouw zijn bezorgd over een dreigend tekort aan seizoensarbeiders, doorgaans
mensen uit Midden- en Oost-Europa.” (Schelfaut, 2020 emphasis added)
Translation: “Entrepreneurs in the agriculture and horticulture are concerned about an impending shortage of
seasonal workers, usually people from Central- and Eastern-Europe.”
Code groups
Description of
migration as

Description of
migrants as

Description of
political agents as
Description of
society as
Description of
receiving state as
Focus on

Description of
effect of migration

Codes from the security, liberal, humanitarian or economic discourse
Security: befalling, challenge/problem, criminal/illegal/unlawful, natural phenomenon,
war phenomenon
Humanitarian: humanitarian emergency
Economic: beneficial, needed/necessary
Security: anti-social, causing nuisance/troublemakers, criminals, distant/unpersonal
description, exploiting/seeking benefit, guilty, hopeless, illegal/irregular, terrorists,
them/other/different, too many, undesired/unwanted/unwelcome, unwilling
Liberal: desired/wanted/welcome, individuals
Humanitarian: deserving help, emotional/personal description, experiencing
hardship/suffering, having no choice, individuals, victims, vulnerable
Economic: beneficial/useful, labor force, temporary
Liberal: obliged/indebted towards migrants
Humanitarian: obliged/indebted towards migrants
Economic:
Security: affected, frustrated, us/citizens/insiders
Security: full, swamped/overwhelmed
Security: (public) fears, border/boundaries/territory, control, crime, internal/national,
nationality/ethnicity of migrants, nuisance, number of migrants, worst-case scenario
Liberal: Europe, external/international, freedom (of movement), international
relations, migrants, rights/law
Humanitarian: adverse conditions, life/lives, migrants
Economic: costs, economy/employment
Security: increasing chaos/disorder, increasing crime, increasing nuisance, installing
fear
Economic: beneficial for the economy, increasing competition/unemployment,
increasing costs

52

Description of
preferred response
to migration

Justification by
political agents for
their response to
migration

Security: close up/restrict/limit, combat, control, external responsibility of care for
migrants, fight against, prevent, punish offenders, response needed, selective, send
migrants away/back/out
Liberal: ensure (human) rights, internal responsibility of care for migrants, open
up/enlarge, solidarity, universal/for all (migrants)
Humanitarian: assist/help migrants, ensure (human) rights, protect migrants,
solidarity
Security: beneficial for migrants, counter-criminality, efficient/effective policy
Liberal: increase (European) integration
Humanitarian: humanitarian

Table 17: Frames linked to newspaper articles of Algemeen Dagblad

Percentages of the reproduction of the four discourses on migration
Security discourse
Liberal discourse
Humanitarian discourse
Economic discourse
301
57,0%
83
15,7%
77
14,6%
67
12,7%
Table 18: Number of codes and percentages of the reproduction of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian
and economic discourse on migration in newspaper articles from Algemeen Dagblad

The quantitative findings presented in table 18 demonstrate the dominance of the security discourse.
However, they also indicate that more liberal frames were found in articles from Algemeen Dagblad as
compared to those of de Telegraaf. But these results need to be considered with caution. Although a
greater variety of liberal frames was found, the most frequent frames are: the liberal focus on Europe,
international affairs and international relations. Other liberal frames, such as a description of migrants
as desired, were an exception. To be precise, of the 15,7% of liberal frames that were linked to the
articles, 12,3% were frames that focus on Europe, international affairs and international relations. This
means that only 3,4% of the liberal codes belong the other frames. Algemeen Dagblad thus mostly
reproduces the security discourse on migration, much like De Telegraaf. However, references to the
other discourses are made as well, thereby diversifying the perspective on migration. The humanitarian
and economic discourse function alternatively in support of the security and the liberal discourse on
migration. The representation of the liberal discourse is, however, foremost due to the newspaper’s
interest in international matters. Only a small proportion of the liberal codes linked to the articles refer
to the wish for a more open and welcoming migration policy. Therefore, this section can conclude by
stating that it is the security discourse that dominates the articles on migration of Algemeen Dagblad.

4.1.3 Frames of NRC Handelsblad
The discourse analysis examined 11 articles on migration from the liberal-progressive newspaper NRC
Handelsblad. Table 19 below offers a display of the categorization of the frames. At first sight, the
representation of issues related to migration seems to be dominated by frames belonging to the security
discourse. However, the two newspapers that have been discussed so far often describe migrants using
the security frames criminals, troublemakers and sometimes even terrorists. They aim their attention at
national crime rates and the nuisance that is caused by migration. NRC Handelsblad, on the other hand,
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rarely seems to link migration and migrants to these security frames. The discourse analysis only found
a few instances in which migrants were described as criminals or troublemakers. Likewise, the
newspaper only focuses on crime in a limited number of articles. Extract 5 below shows a rather factual
description about the instances of crime or nuisance. The textual segment illustrates the focus on control
and describes asylum seekers as criminals. Both frames belong to the security discourse. But the context
in which these security frames are placed is rather factual. The text presents findings from a study that
examined political enforcement and crime rates. It keeps close to the facts that relate asylum seekers to
crime. This description of criminal asylum seekers can therefore be considered as somewhat neutral.
However, by choosing to report about this study, the newspaper does enforce security notions on
migration. It directs the reader’s attention towards the link between migrants and crime.
(5) “De politiek verliest haar grip op criminele asielzoekers, blijkt uit nieuwe cijfers. De opties om te handhaven
worden schaarser. […] Het aantal asielzoekers dat verdacht werd van een misdrijf nam vorig jaar met 13 procent
toe (van 2.497 in 2018 naar 2.821 in 2019).” (Boon & Kuiper, 2020 emphasis added)
Translation: “New numbers show a loss in political control on criminal asylum seekers. The options for
enforcement are getting scarce. […] The number of asylum seekers that are suspected of having committed a crime
increased last year with 13 percent (from 2.497 in 2018 to 2.821 in 2019).”
Code groups
Description of
migration as
Description of
migrants as
Description of
society as
Description of
receiving state as
Focus on

Description of
effect of migration
Description of
preferred response
to migration

Codes from the security, liberal, humanitarian or economic discourse
Security: befalling, challenge/problem, natural phenomenon
Economic: needed/necessary
Security: criminals, them/other/different, too many, troublemakers
Humanitarian: defenseless/dependent/desperate
Economic: labor force
Security: affected, insecure/endangered/vulnerable
Security: full, swamped/overwhelmed
Liberal: nation of migrants
Security: (public) fears, border/boundaries/territory, crime, internal/national,
nationality/ethnicity of migrants, number of migrants, society
Liberal: Europe, external/international, freedom (of movement), individual(s),
international relations, rights/law
Economic: economy/employment
Security: population growth
Security: close up/restrict/limit, control, response needed, selective
Liberal: open up/enlarge
Humanitarian: protect migrants
Economic:

Table 19: Frames linked to newspaper articles of NRC Handelsblad

Percentages of the reproduction of the four discourses on migration
Security discourse
Liberal discourse
Humanitarian discourse
Economic discourse
127
58,8%
68
31,5%
2
0,9%
19
8,8%

54

Table 20: Number of codes and percentages of the reproduction of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian
and economic discourse on migration in newspaper articles from NRC Handelsblad

The quantitative findings from the discourse analysis of 11 newspaper articles from NRC Handelsblad,
as presented in table 20 above, show less use of security frames in comparison to those of De Telegraaf
(70,6%). However, the frames listed in table 19 show that migration is still described as a natural
phenomenon and regarded as a problem, and that many articles focus on the situation in the Netherlands.
NRC Handelsblad thus strongly reproduces the security discourse on migration. Moreover, the
quantitative results show a rather unbalanced representation of the various discourses on migration. Only
0,9% of the codes linked to the 11 articles from NRC Handelsblad belong to the humanitarian
perspective on migration. There was only one instance in which migrants were described as defenseless,
and one other time the preference for the protection of migrants was uttered. The liberal notions that are
listed in table 19 are also less diverse than quantitative results might suggest. Their frequency does,
however, indicate a vast reproduction of the liberal discourse. All findings from discourse analysis
considered, it is possible to state that NRC Handelsblad offers a perspective on migration that is less
dominated by the security discourse than the perspectives of the right-wing newspaper De Telegraaf
(70,6%) and similar to that of Algemeen Dagblad (57,0%). On the one hand, the security discourse is
again most dominantly reproduced. On the other hand, a more frequent use of liberal frames is deducted.
This demonstrates that even though the position of the security discourse remains firm in articles from
NRC Handelsblad, it does not go uncontested.

4.1.4 Frames of Trouw
The discourse analysis of 9 newspaper articles on migration from the left leaning and religious Trouw
found a great diversity of security, liberal and humanitarian frames. Table 21 below presents the results.
The findings point towards the frequent reproduction of notions belonging to the security, liberal and
humanitarian discourse, and only a mere representation of economic perspectives on migration. The
discourse analysis shows that the frames in Trouw range from security descriptions of migration as a
danger to liberal descriptions of migration as holding potential. The focus of the articles varies from
employment (economic) to fairness (humanitarian). Other frames argue for the prevention of migration,
thereby upholding the security discourse on migration. Adaptations of the liberal and humanitarian
perspective advocate the national responsibility to take care of migrants and their protection,
respectively. And the economic discourse slips in by regarding migration as necessary. Trouw thus
clearly offers a diverse perspective on matters of migration.
Most outstanding is the variety of humanitarian notions that Trouw incorporates. This variety deviates
from the results of the newspapers that have been discussed so far. Throughout the articles from Trouw,
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a substantial focus on migrants, humanity and solidarity is found. De Telegraaf, Algemeen Dagblad and
NRC Handelsblad offer some descriptions of the adverse conditions that especially refugees endure and
use these as a rationale for offering help to refugees. Trouw, on the other hand, does not only focus on
the suffering of migrants when advocating for their protection or for providing assistance. The
newspaper also taps into feelings of humanity and solidarity in order to describe what constitutes the
right response to migration. Its articles do not merely plead for people to help migrants because they
experience hardship, but because we are all human beings and supporting one another is the only and
right thing to do. Extract 6 below illustrates these calls for action that tap into deeper feelings about what
constitutes the right response. This segment comes from an article with the title: ‘We zijn mensen, geen
beesten’ (translation: ‘We are human beings, not beasts’). That title alone illuminates the philosophical
approach that Trouw takes when its articles discuss the preferred response to migration. In similar vein,
the extract argues for compassion and humanity regarding issues of migration. It condemns any stance
that dehumanizes those who migrate. Moreover, it calls for a universal application of these norms, as it
puts migrants and refugees in the same pot. Altogether, this extract exemplifies how Trouw writes about
the humane and philosophical lens through which we should consider migrants and migration.
(6) “Een terugkeer naar een gevoel van gedeelde menselijkheid is nodig, zo benadrukte de hoge commissaris voor
de mensenrechten van de VN Filippo Grandi anderhalf jaar geleden in een oproep, waarin hij de ontmenselijking
van vluchtelingen en migranten aan de kaak stelde.” (Gruppen, 2020 emphasis added)
Translation: “A return to a feeling of shared humanity is necessary, stressed high commissioner for human rights
of the VN Filippo Grandi one and a half year ago in a message in which he denounced the dehumanising of
refugees and migrants.”

Code groups
Description of
migration as
Description of
migrants as

Description of
political agents as
Description of
society as
Focus on

Codes from the security, liberal, humanitarian or economic discourse
Security: danger/risk/threat
Liberal: potential
Economic: needed/necessary
Liberal: desired/wanted/welcome
Humanitarian: deserving help, emotional/personal description, experiencing
hardship/suffering, heroes, victims, vulnerable
Economic: beneficial/useful, labor force, temporary
Liberal: committed to (human) rights, internationally obliged
Humanitarian: committed to (human) rights
Security: homogeneous/group/unity, insecure/endangered/vulnerable
Security: border/boundaries/territory, nationality/ethnicity of migrants, number of
migrants, safety, society
Liberal: Europe, external/international, freedom (of movement), international
relations, migrants, rights/law, solidarity
Humanitarian: adverse conditions, fairness, human beings, human rights, humanity,
life/lives, migrants, solidarity
Economic: economy/employment
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Attitude towards
migrants and/or
migration
Description of
preferred response
to migration

Liberal: against discrimination/racism
Humanitarian: against discrimination/racism
Security: external responsibility of care for migrants, prevent migration, response
needed, send away/back/out
Liberal: ease/lessen tight control, ensure (human) rights, internal responsibility of care
for migrants, open up/enlarge, solidarity, universal/for all (migrants)
Humanitarian: assist/help migrants, ensure (human) rights, humane, protect migrants,
solidarity
Economic: import migrants

Table 21: Frames linked to newspaper articles of Trouw

Percentages of the reproduction of the four discourses on migration
Security discourse
Liberal discourse
Humanitarian discourse
Economic discourse
22
13,6%
53
32,7%
65
40,1%
22
13,6%
Table 22: Number of codes and percentages of the reproduction of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian
and economic discourse on migration in newspaper articles from Trouw

The great diversity of frames that was uncovered by the discourse analysis already hinted at the
discursive struggle within articles on migration from Trouw. The quantitative results presented in table
22 confirm this proposition. The table shows that it is the humanitarian discourse that dominates the
articles from Trouw, closely followed by the liberal discourse on migration. The security and economic
discourse share the third position. Trouw is thereby the first newspaper that does not first and foremost
reproduce security frames. Instead, its prevailing representations of migrants are either humanitarian
(migrants as victims or suffering) or liberal (migrants as welcome). The focus on most of the articles is
not on crime and national affairs, which relates to the security discourse, but rather on individual
migrants and solidarity, which draws on liberal and humanitarian notions. The incorporated economic
perspectives also demonstrate support for the acceptance of migration, by representing migrants as
beneficial, useful and migration as necessary. After the discussion on the reproduction of the four
discourses in Trouw, it is possible to conclude that its articles mostly draw on humanitarian and liberal
frames. From the previously discussed newspapers, Trouw is the only one that does not dominantly
reproduce notions belonging to the security discourse. This outcome corresponds to the left-wing
political orientation and the religious focus of the newspaper.

4.1.5 Frames of De Volkskrant
Out of all newspapers, the left-wing and progressive De Volkskrant seems to make the most balanced
and diverse use of the four various discourses on migration. The findings from the discourse analysis of
18 of its articles on migration are presented in table 23 below. It reflects a wide range of perspectives
on migration. The articles draw on security frames that present migrants as troublemakers, that focus on
the state’s borders, and that argue for the restriction of migrants. They also reproduce liberal notions by
describing migration as a phenomenon that holds potential and by advocating for its enlargement.
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Moreover, the discourse analysis found extensive use of the humanitarian discourse as articles often
include emotional descriptions about the difficult circumstances in which migrants are situated.
Adaptations of the economic viewpoint on migration are furthermore found, either focusing on the costs
related to migration or on the much-needed labor force that migrants constitute. De Volkskrant thus
offers a great variety of perspectives about matters related to migration. In fact, the discourse analysis
marked the ongoing discursive struggle that is contained within the newspaper. This section will
highlight some instances that demonstrate the rivalry between the various discourses.
First of all, extracts 7 and 8 below describe migrants in security frames and in humanitarian frames,
respectively. Both extracts report about the relation between the Netherlands and asylum seekers.
However, they differ in their stance towards asylum seekers. The extract 7 directs attention towards
those asylum seekers that cause nuisance. It voices the preference for sending them back to their country
of origin or for locking them up in prison. These frames belong to the security discourse on migration.
Extract 8 puts emphasis on the hardship that underage asylum seekers experience and describes them as
deserving a safe environment in which they can grow up. It uses humanitarian notions to implore that
the moral response would be to help them out instead of leaving their destinies to chance. This stance is
clearly captured by the highlight of the article in which the segment was found: “Nederland toont zich
kortzichtig en harteloos met weigering opnemen minderjarige asielzoekers” (translation: “The
Netherlands presents itself as shortsighted and heartless by refusing the intake of underage asylum
seekers”). So, De Volkskrant includes diverse and contrasting representations of migrants.
(7) “Waarom worden overlastgevende asielzoekers niet teruggestuurd naar het land van herkomst? […] 'Uitzetten
of vastzetten', zei PVV-leider Geert Wilders donderdag” (De Zwaan, 2020 emphasis added)
Translation: “Why are asylum seekers that cause nuisance not sent back to their country of origin? […] ‘Deport
or lock up’, said leader of the PVV Geert Wilders on Thursday”
(8) “Minderjarige asielzoekers die door het noodlot van hun families zijn gescheiden en in Europa zijn beland,
verdienen een veilige omgeving waarvandaan ze zo snel mogelijk aan hun toekomst kunnen beginnen. Deze
kinderen aan hun lot overlaten en zeer waarschijnlijk in handen laten vallen van drugshandelaren of
mensensmokkelaars is niet alleen moreel verwerpelijk, maar ook kortzichtig.” (Vos, 2020b emphasis added)
Translation: “Underage asylum seekers that have been separated from their families by the hand of fate and that
ended up in Europe, deserve a safe environment from which they can start to work on their future as soon as
possible. To leave the destinies of these children to chance and most likely put them in the hands of drug dealers
or human traffickers is not only morally reprehensible, but shortsighted as well.”

A similar variety in descriptions of migrants is illustrated by extract 9 and 10 below. Extract 9. Extract
9 focuses on illegal migrants and constitutes them as a problem. It thus draws on the security discourse
on migration. Extract 10 concentrates on the appalling conditions in which many migrants are situated.
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This demonstrates use of humanitarian frames. These contrasting views were found throughout the all
of the articles from De Volkskrant. The newspaper thus offers a broad perspective on matters related to
migration. Apart from the security and humanitarian discourse, it also incorporates liberal and economic
frames. The newspaper’s adaptation of the economic perspective is similar to that of the other
newspapers: migration is either described as necessary for the national economy, or the costs related to
migration are emphasized. The liberal frames that were found in De Volkskrant include calls for the
Dutch responsibility of taking migrants in, a focus on the international environment and the description
of migration as holding great potential for the Netherlands. Altogether, the discourse analysis found a
great diversity of frames on migration within newspaper articles from De Volkskrant.
(9) “Alleen met de illegale migranten heeft hij een probleem; die zouden zich verschuilen tussen hun legale
landgenoten.” (Bakker, 2019 emphasis added)
Translation: “He only has a problem with the illegal migrants; they would hide between their legal compatriots.”
(10) “Tienduizenden migranten bivakkeren onder erbarmelijke omstandigheden op toeristeneilandjes.” (Vos,
2020a emphasis added)
Translation: “Ten thousand migrants are camping out in appalling conditions on little tourist islands.”

Code groups
Description of
migration as

Description of
migrants as

Description of
political agents as

Description of
society as
Description of
receiving state as
Focus on

Codes from the security, liberal, humanitarian or economic discourse
Security: befalling, challenge/problem, criminal/illegal/unlawful, natural phenomenon,
war phenomenon
Liberal: potential
Humanitarian: humanitarian emergency
Economic: beneficial, needed/necessary
Security: causing nuisance/troublemakers, exploiting/seeking benefit, hopeless,
illegal/irregular, too many, undesired/unwanted/unwelcome
Liberal: desired/wanted/welcome, individuals
Humanitarian: defenseless/dependent/desperate, deserving help, emotional/personal
description, experiencing hardship/suffering, having no choice, heroes, victims,
vulnerable
Economic: beneficial/useful, labor force, temporary
Liberal: internationally obliged, obliged/indebted towards migrants,
racist/discriminatory, xenophobic
Humanitarian: humane, inhumane, murderers, obliged/indebted towards migrants,
racist/discriminatory, xenophobic
Economic: importing migrants
Liberal: racist/discriminatory, xenophobic
Humanitarian: racist/discriminatory, xenophobic
Economic: taxpayers
Security: full, swamped/overwhelmed
Liberal: nation of migrant, plenty of space
Security: (public) fears, border/boundaries/territory, crime, culture, danger,
internal/national, nationality/ethnicity of migrants, number of migrants, panic, policy
effectiveness, society
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Attitude towards
migrants and/or
migration
Description of
effect of migration
Description of
preferred response
to migration

Justification by
political agents for
their response to
migration

Liberal: diversity, Europe, external/international, freedom (of movement),
individual(s), international relations, migrants, rights/law, solidarity,
values/norms/moral
Humanitarian: adverse conditions, fairness, human beings, human rights, humanity,
life/lives, migrants, solidarity, values/norms/moral
Economic: competition/limited good, costs, economy/employment
Liberal: against discrimination/racism
Humanitarian: against discrimination/racism, compassion/sympathy, inhumane
Security: increasing nuisance, negative, population growth, transforming society
Economic: beneficial for economy, increasing competition/unemployment
Security: close up/restrict/limit, combat, control, external responsibility of care for
migrants, fight against, mitigate/reduce migration, punish offenders, response needed,
selective, send away/back/out
Liberal: accept, ease/lessen tight control, ensure (human) rights, internal responsibility
of care for migrants, open up/enlarge, solidarity, universal/for all (migrants)
Humanitarian: assist/help migrants, ensure (human) rights, humane, protect migrants,
save migrants, solidarity
Economic: import migrants
Security: beneficial for migrants
Economic: beneficial for economy

Table 23: Frames linked to newspaper articles of De Volkskrant

Percentages of the reproduction of the four discourses on migration
Security discourse
Liberal discourse
Humanitarian discourse
Economic discourse
201
27,9%
246
34,2%
189
26,3%
84
11,7%
Table 24: Number of codes and percentages of the reproduction of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian
and economic discourse on migration in newspaper articles from De Volkskrant

The quantitative findings presented in table 24 confirm the great diversity of frames that was found in
the collocation analysis. The table offers a display of the extent of the reproduction of each discourse
on migration in De Volkskrant. It shows a balanced and diverse representation of the security, liberal
and humanitarian discourse. A variety of economic frames was also found in the articles. However, the
table indicates that the representation of the economic discourse is less diverse and less frequent than
that of the other discourses. These findings support those presented in table 23. If compared to the other
newspapers, the results from the discourse analysis on articles from De Volkskrant are most varied.
Therefore, it can be concluded that De Volkskrant includes the broadest range of frames in its articles
on migration.

4.2 All newspapers: one Dutch media discourse on migration?
The previous sections revealed the representation of the four discourses in articles on migration from
the newspapers De Telegraaf, Algemeen Dagblad, NRC Handelsblad, Trouw and De Volkskrant. They
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provided insights in the interplay between the discourses within articles of each newspaper and
highlighted the differences and commonalities between the various newspapers. This section discusses
whether or not there is one Dutch media discourse on migration. It provides an answer to the question:
‘To what extent are the various discourses on migration reproduced by Dutch mass media?’. By
concluding about the Dutch media discourse on migration, this section contributes to the examination
of the hegemonic discourse on migration of the Netherlands. As is discussed in the theoretical section,
Buonfino (2004) argues that the interplay between media, public opinion and government determines if
a particular discourse has reached hegemony. Hegemony is namely achieved when the dominant media
discourse on migration is reflected in public opinion to the extent that a common voice is created that
pressurizes governments to alter their migration policies accordingly. So, if the dominant media
discourse is reflected in both public opinion and policy articulations, one might speak of a hegemonic
discourse on migration (Buonfino, 2004). This section will thus assist in the examination of the
hegemonic discourse on migration in the Netherlands by establishing the dominant media discourse on
migration.
Tables 25 and 26 below give an overview of the findings that were discussed throughout this chapter.
They summarize once more the newspapers’ political and/or religious orientation, their nationwide
reach, and the discourses that dominated within the articles of each newspaper. What stands out is that
the security discourse seems most firmly established on the right side of the spectrum of political
orientation. Both the right-wing newspapers De Telegraaf and Algemeen Dagblad represent matters of
migration by using frames belonging most of all to the security discourse. The newspaper NRC
Handelsblad, that is generally perceived as more neutral, contests the dominant position of the security
discourse by including many references to the liberal discourse on migration. The newspapers Trouw
and De Volkskrant that are located on the left side of the political spectrum either do not establish the
security discourse as the dominant one at all or present a greater variety of representation in addition to
the security perspective. So, it is possible to state that the right-wing view on migration is most strongly
linked to security ideas. This finding corresponds to the idea that has been discussed previously and that
sees the rise of anti-migration movements go together with the increase in popularity of right-wing,
populist political parties that advocate the security perspective on migration (Geddes & Scholten, 2016).
Newspaper

Orientation

De Telegraaf
Algemeen Dagblad
NRC Handelsblad

Right, populist
Centre right, right
Neutral, progressive
liberal
Centre-left,
religious

Trouw

Respective
nationwide reach
29,8%
31,7%
10,8%
8,9%

Dominant reproduction of discourses
Security discourse
Security discourse
Security discourse, most strongly
contested by liberal discourse
Humanitarian discourse, closely followed
by the liberal discourse
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De Volkskrant

Left, progressive

18,6%

Balance between the security, liberal and
humanitarian discourse

Table 25: The newspapers, their political and/or religious orientation, their nationwide reach relative to one another and
the (dominant) discourses that are reproduced in their articles on migration

Percentages of the reproduction of the discourses on migration of the Dutch newspapers
Security
Liberal
Humanitarian
De Telegraaf
286
70,6%
53
13,1%
45
11,1%
Algemeen Dagblad
301
57,0%
83
15,7%
77
14,6%
NRC Handelsblad
127
58,8%
68
31,5%
2
0,9%
Trouw
22
13,6%
53
32,7%
65
40,1%
De Volkskrant
201
27,9%
246
34,2%
189
26,3%
Average of all newspapers in
21,6%
16,5%
51,9%7
ratio to their market shares

Economic
21
5,2%
67
12,7%
19
8,8%
22
13,6%
84
11,7%
9,9%

Table 26: Numbers of codes and reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse on migration in
in Dutch newspapers

The one thing that remains is a conclusion about the existence of one particular discourse on migration
that exists within Dutch newspapers. The last row in table 26 above accounts for the respective
nationwide reach of each newspaper. The reproduction of the various discourses on migration by all of
the newspapers relative to their respective reach is as follows: 45,7% of all frames belong to the security
discourse, 25,0% to the liberal discourse, 18,7% to the humanitarian and 10,6% to the economic
discourse on migration. This chapter can therefore conclude that the security discourse is most
dominantly reproduced by Dutch newspapers, albeit contested by the other discourses on migration. As
such, an answer is provided for the question: ‘To what extent are the various discourses on migration
reproduced by Dutch mass media?’. Once this finding is supplemented with the results from the
examination of the public opinion on migration and the migration discourse adopted in policy
articulations, the study can establish the existence of a hegemonic discourse on migration in the
Netherlands. A comparison of this hegemonic discourse to the European discourse on migration will
provide insights on the supportive or constructing relation between the Netherlands and the proposed
migration policy reform of the European Union.

Chapter 5 – Public opinion on migration in the Netherlands

7

The total number of codes linked to all the newspapers are not included in the last row of the table. The
numbers of codes from each of the newspapers were proportionated to the respective market share of each
newspaper. For instance, the 70,6% of security codes linked to articles from De Telegraaf had to account for
29,8% of the average of security codes linked to all newspapers, as 29,8% is its nationwide reach. And 57,0% of
security codes linked to articles from Algemeen Dagblad had to account for 31,7%. The average of security
codes linked to all newspapers was thus calculated as follows: 70,6 * 0,298 + 57,0 * 0,317 + 58,8 * 0,108 + 13,6
* 0,089 + 27,9 * 0,186 = 51,9%.
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This chapter reflects on society’s perception on migration in the Netherlands. It answers the question:
‘To what extent are the various discourses on migration reflected in Dutch public opinion?’. As such, it
contributes to the aim of this research to establish if there exists one hegemonic discourse on migration
within the Netherlands. The chapter provides a second element of the answer to the first sub-question
of this study: ‘What – if any – discourse on migration has become hegemonic through the interplay of
Dutch mass media, public opinion and policy?’. According to Buonfino (2004), a hegemonic discourse
is established when media and society produce a common voice that is strong enough to force political
actors to behave accordingly. So, a discourse achieves hegemony when it is most dominantly reproduced
by the media, reflected in public opinion and represented in policy articulations. This chapter will help
to determine if there is one such hegemonic discourse in the Netherlands, by discussing the Dutch public
opinion on migration. It thereby complements the findings from the previous chapter on the media
discourse on migration. Once the existence of a hegemonic discourse on migration is established, it
becomes possible to examine the relation between the Dutch and the European discourse on migration.
Hence, this chapter will ultimately contribute to the conclusion of this study on whether the Dutch
discourse on migration supports or challenges the proposed migration policy reform of the European
Union.
The following section shortly touches upon the relation between mass media and public opinion. It
summarizes why the results from the discourse analysis of Dutch newspapers (see the previous chapter)
are likely to be reflected in Dutch public opinion. The ratio of frames belonging to the security, liberal,
humanitarian and economic discourse on migration that have been found during the examination of the
five newspapers will be presented once more, as they also indicate the ratio in which the various
perspectives persist within the population of the Netherlands. The section thereafter provides
information on the reports about the surveys on Dutch public opinion on migration. It highlights some
of the main findings from the content analysis of these reports and includes some extracts in order to
illustrate respondents’ views. The chapter concludes by answering the question: ‘To what extent are the
various discourses on migration reflected in Dutch public opinion?’.

5.1 The relation between mass media and public opinion
As was discussed in the theoretical chapter, the influence of media on public opinion is twofold: media
determine the objects of public concern (agenda setting) and media dictate the attributes assigned to
these objects (framing). This means that the frames that were found during the discourse analysis of the
five Dutch newspapers and that are discussed in the previous chapter are likely to have shaped public
opinion on matters of migration. Therefore, the results from the examination of the Dutch media
discourse on migration might also give an indication of the public opinion on migration in the
Netherlands. It has, namely, become clear that the attributes ascribed by media to issues of migration
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influence how society thinks about those issues. In short, framing of migration in media affects public
opinion on migration. The allocation of frames belonging to the four discourses on migration that was
found in the media is as follows (see chapter 5 for an elaboration of these findings):
Percentages of the reproduction of the four discourses on migration
Security discourse
Liberal discourse
Humanitarian discourse
Economic discourse
45,7%
25,0%
18,7%
10,6%
Table 27: Percentages of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse on migration in
Dutch newspaper articles

The ratio of reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse on migration in
newspapers is likely to be reflected in Dutch public opinion, due to the agenda setting role and framing
power of the media. The following section will complement these findings with the results from the
various survey on the Dutch public opinion on migration. Together, the results from the discourse
analysis on Dutch media and the examination of the reports about the surveys on Dutch public opinion
will help to answer the question: ‘To what extent are the various discourses on migration reflected in
Dutch public opinion?’

5.2 Surveys about Dutch citizen’s perspectives on migration
This section will summarize the findings presented in the five reports about the Dutch public opinion
on migration. These reports were based on various surveys that collected data between 2017 and 2020,
see section 3.1.1 for the selection of the reports. The function of this section is to supplement the findings
from the discourse analysis on Dutch media, thereby providing a comprehensive understanding of the
Dutch public opinion on migration. Overall, the content analysis of the reports found that Dutch citizens
regard migration as one of the most important public concerns (Damhuis & Haakma, 2019; Dekker &
Den Ridder, 2020; Kuppens et al., 2020; Wennekers et al., 2019). The description of migration as an
issue and the focus on public fears belong to the security discourse on migration. However, the concerns
expressed by respondents vary between a concern for too many maladjusted migrants (security
discourse) and a concern for discriminating Dutch citizens (liberal and humanitarian discourse) (Dekker
& Den Ridder, 2020; Den Ridder et al., 2019). These differences reflect the overall ambiguity that was
found in the reports about the Dutch public opinion on migration. This section will describe the
coexistence of various frames on migration that were found in the reports about the Dutch public opinion
on migration. It will demonstrate that many of these frames are used in context of the security discourse
on migration. Even though other perspectives were also expressed by respondents, the basis of the public
opinion in the Netherlands seems to stem from the security perspective.
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In general, it can be stated that the Dutch population has many security concerns when it comes to
migrants and migration. Most of the respondents of the survey by Wennekers et al. (2019) are concerned
about too many refugees coming to the Netherlands. Moreover, they view the reception of migrants as
coming at the expense of citizens. They also hold the belief that many of the newcomers adjust
inadequately to the Dutch culture and its traditions (Wennekers et al., 2019). This list of concerns fits
within the security discourse, as it regards incoming migrants as too many, focusses on the effects of
migration on society instead of on the situation of migrants, and indicates a preference for mandatory
integration of migrants. Den Ridder et al. (2019) also describe various security concerns in their report,
such as concerns about the unwillingness of migrants to adapt and a fear for Islamization. However,
contrary to these security concerns, respondents also express a concern for the increasing intolerance
that the Netherlands experiences (Wennekers et al., 2019). This concern belongs to the liberal discourse
on migration, as it favors a tolerant attitude towards migrants and migration and fears the increasing
intolerance. Den Ridder et al. (2019) also include such liberal (and humanitarian) concerns, e.g. concerns
about racism, discrimination and xenophobia. These different and sometimes contrasting views are
found throughout all of the reports.
Consider, for example, the sentiment about incoming migrants from outside the European Union. This
sentiment is very diverse among Dutch citizens. According to Damhuis and Haakma (2019), people in
the Netherlands are almost equally divided between a positive stance (47%) and a negative stance (48%)
regarding migration from outside the European Union. Similarly, they found that more than half of the
Dutch citizens (53%) agree with the theorem that migrants contribute to society, while less than half of
the respondents (43%) disagree with that statement. These numbers are comparable to the findings from
the research of Den Ridder et al. (2019), who found that 34% of the Dutch population does not believe
that the Netherlands would be better off without migrants, against the 39% of people who do believe
that. However, according to Kuppens et al. (2020), more and more people see asylum seekers as a threat
rather than as an enrichment, are less willing to assist asylum seekers, feel less positive about the
reception of asylum seekers in the Netherlands and reject the current Dutch asylum policy. In general,
Kuppens et al. (2020) noticed that many people worry about the consequences of migration for the
Netherlands and ‘our way of life’. This type of concern fits within the security discourse on migration
and is found in other reports as well. It constructs a division between ‘us’ and ‘them’, focusses on society
and its concerns and indicates a preference for preserving the Dutch society as it is.
A diverse range of perspectives are thus included in the reports about Dutch public opinion on migration,
but security concerns seem to have the upper hand. It is often possible to relate these various views on
migration and to see them in the context of the security discourse. Wennekers et al. (2019) provide an
accurate summary of the various perspectives on migration that circulate within Netherlands. The open
attitude towards migration is limited to only those who flee for violence or other life-threatening dangers
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(Wennekers et al., 2019). Although most people are in favor of less restrictiveness for those who are in
danger (87%), many simultaneously do not want the Netherlands to take in more refugees (58%).
Moreover, 55% of the Dutch population does not support granting asylum to migrants suspected of
migrating solely due to economic reasons (Wennekers et al., 2019). As we have seen, this willingness
to help a select few who ‘really need it’ and the aversion to the intake of more migrants (specifically
migrant workers) is widely presented in Dutch newspapers as well. Newspaper articles oftentimes only
express the need to assist migrants when the offered help is for people ‘who really deserve it’ because
they are in danger, and/or when that help occurs outside of the Netherlands and does not require the
intake of refugees. Public opinion seems to reflect this take on assisting migrants. A large majority of
the Dutch population (86%) believes that the Netherlands should play an active role in helping refugees.
However, most citizens believe that the Netherlands should only play this role in the international
environment, rather than within the state’s borders (Damhuis & Haakma, 2019). This relation between
the two perspectives largely accounts for the noticeable differences in the public perception on
migration.
As was mentioned previously, and as Den Ridder et al. (2019) state, one important element of public
concern in the Netherlands is the perception of migration as a threat to the Dutch society, its traditions
and culture. This idea of migration as a threat belongs to the security discourse on migration and was
found throughout the other reports as well. Below, you can find two extracts from the survey of Den
Ridder et al. (2019) that illustrate the explanations provided by respondents on this point of view.
Extracts 1 and 2 both include a focus on migrants with a specific nationality: either Islamic, Moroccan,
or Turkish. They also voice a concern that those minority groups do not adapt, resort to violence and are
problematic due to their religion. Moreover, the extracts focus specifically on what this means for the
Dutch society. Extract 1 indicates a wish for migrants to fully adapt and extract 2 exemplifies a fear of
aggression against citizens. As such, the two extracts demonstrate the widely shared public concern for
the preservation of Dutch society. An important aspect of this concern relates to the desire of requiring
migrants to integrate and leaving it up to them to do so. This desire is carried by a substantial 80% of
the population that wants people with a migration background to adopt the Dutch norms and values (Den
Ridder et al., 2019). Below, more examples will illustrate this point of view.
(1) “De aanwas van immigranten uit islamitische landen baart me enige zorgen. Deze mensen passen zich vaak
moeizaam aan en ik vrees dat daar geen verandering in gaat komen.” (Den Ridder et al., 2019 p. 24 emphasis
added)
Translation: “The growth of immigrants from Islamic countries troubles me a little. These people adapt with
difficulty and I fear that that is not going to change.”
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(2) “Zie maar wat er in gemengde wijken gebeurt: Marokkaanse en Turkse agressie tegen Nederlandse bewoners.
En de onderlinge problemen met hun godsdienst.” (Den Ridder et al., 2019 p. 24 emphasis added)
Translation: “Look at what happens in mixed neighbourhoods: Moroccan and Turkeys aggression against Dutch
citizens. And problems about their religion among themselves.”

The frustration about migrants who do not adapt adequately to the culture of the Netherlands is indicated
by a lot of respondents of the surveys. That point of annoyance is often linked to the view that citizens
are adversely affected by those migrants that take advantage of the Dutch system. Many within the
Dutch population feel that migrants do not adapt, that they are freeriders within the welfare state, and
that this comes at the expense of the ‘normal citizen’ (Den Ridder et al., 2019). The three extracts below
illustrate these points of view. A feeling of having to make sacrifices in favor of outsiders with bad
intentions resounds in all of the examples. Migrants are painted as taking advantage of what the
Netherlands has to offer, and the extracts describe them as unwilling to adapt to the Dutch society. The
respondents express a displeasure about the way migrants are treated and regard this treatment as at their
expense. These frustrations within society belong to the security discourse on migration. They construct
an image of migrants as a threat to the Dutch population. In doing so, the resentment about freeriders
and the dissatisfaction with migrants’ adjustments are strongly linked to the previously discussed
perception of migration as a threat to the Dutch society, its traditions and culture.
(3) “Ze blijven iedereen hier toelaten en er wordt misbruik gemaakt van alle vergoedingen die er gegeven worden.”
(Den Ridder et al., 2019 p. 25 emphasis added)
Translation: “They keep on accepting everybody here and all the allowances that are offered are being abused.”
(4) “Te veel immigranten die zich niet aanpassen, maar wel hier een uitkering en woning krijgen.” (Den Ridder et
al., 2019 p. 25 emphasis added)
Translation: “Too many immigrants do not adapt but do receive an allowance and accommodation here.”
(5) “Dan kom ik toch weer terug op de aanpassing van de immigranten. Veel werken er niet en dat kost de
Nederlandse belastingbetaler veel geld. Ze worden gematst in de gezondheidszorg en de criminaliteit door de
immigranten uit bepaalde landen is veel te hoog.” (Den Ridder et al., 2019 p. 25 emphasis added)
Translation: “Then I have to return to the adaptation of immigrants. Many do not work and that costs the Dutch
taxpayer a great deal of money. The healthcare cuts them a break and the crime by immigrants of certain countries
is far too high.”

Altogether, public opinion seems to incorporate many security frames and some other perspectives on
migration. It is not possible to exactly quantify the respective representation of the security, liberal,
humanitarian and economic discourse in the Dutch public opinion on migration. The selected reports all
interpret the results from the surveys rather than presenting the rough data. See also methodological
section 3.4.3 for an elaboration of this limitation. However, the discussion of the reports has shown and
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explained the coexistence of various perspectives amongst Dutch citizens. Most dominant is the security
perspective on migration, albeit contested by the liberal and humanitarian view.

5.3 One perspective in the Dutch public opinion on migration?
After the explanation of the influence of media on public perception and the discussion on the reports
about the Dutch public opinion on migration, it is now time to answer the question: ‘To what extent are
the various discourses on migration reflected in Dutch public opinion?’. The previous section
demonstrated that the wide range of perspectives included in the public opinion on migration in the
Netherlands, as it is captured by the five surveys. Respondents indicate that they believe the Netherlands
should help refugees, but they are also reluctant about the intake of more migrants. Some see migrants
as contributing to the Dutch society, while others believe that the Netherlands would be better off
without them. However, the content examination of the reports indicates a dominance of perspectives
belonging to the security discourse on migration. In general, most of the people in the Netherlands regard
migration and migrants as a threat to the ‘Dutch way of life’. Moreover, many respondents expressed
their frustration about migrants who inadequately integrate but who take advantage of the Dutch
systems. This corresponds to the findings from the discourse analysis on Dutch media that are discussed
in the previous chapter. And, as is explained previously, media representations influence public
perception. It is thus possible to conclude that, although diverse, the public opinion on migration in the
Netherlands leans towards the security perspective on migration.
By providing an answer to the question ‘To what extent are the various discourses on migration reflected
in Dutch public opinion?’, this chapter has contributed to examining whether there exists one hegemonic
discourse on migration in the Netherlands. According to Buonfino (2004), a discourse achieves
hegemony when it is substantially reflected in media and public opinion, thereby pressing governments
to adopt policies accordingly. This chapter and the previous chapter have already discussed two elements
that are needed for the examination of the existence of a hegemonic discourse: the discourses on
migration in Dutch public opinion and media, respectively. The following chapter will examine the
discourses on migration in policy articulations of the Dutch government and the Second Chamber,
thereby providing a third element to the answer of the question: ‘What – if any – discourse on migration
has become hegemonic through the interplay of Dutch mass media, public opinion and policy?’.
Together with the findings from the previous and the following chapter, the results presented in this
chapter will contribute to the establishment of the Dutch hegemonic discourse on migration. Once the
existence of a hegemonic discourse in the Netherlands is identified, it will be possible to examine the
relation between the Dutch and European discourse on migration. The ultimate aim of the study is then
also to determine if the discourse on migration of the Netherlands supports or challenges the proposed
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policy reform of the European Union. Before turning to this question, the following chapter will first
discuss the findings from the discourse analysis on Dutch policy articulations about migration.

Chapter 6 – Policy discourse on migration in the Netherlands
In this chapter, the results from the discourse analysis on Dutch policy articulation on migration are
discussed. The chapter provides an answer to the question: ‘To what extent are the various discourses
on migration reproduced in policy articulations of Dutch migration politics?’. In doing so, it builds upon
the previous two chapters by providing a last element of the answer to the first sub-question of this
study: ‘What – if any – is the hegemonic discourse on migration in the Netherlands, as demonstrated by
the interplay of Dutch mass media, public opinion and policy?’. Buonfino (2004) states that a hegemonic
discourse is established when media and society produce a common voice strong enough to obligate
political actors to implement policies accordingly. So, if one particular discourse on migration is most
dominantly reproduced by media, reflected in public opinion, and represented in policy articulations,
hegemony is achieved. By discussion the Dutch policy discourse on migration, this chapter gives the
final element that is needed to conclude about the existence of such a hegemonic discourse in the
Netherlands. It then becomes possible to examine the relation between the Dutch and the European
discourse on migration. Ultimately, this chapter contributes to the main aim of this study: to find out
whether the Dutch discourse on migration supports or challenges the proposed migration policy reform
of the European Union.
The next section will present the results from the discourse analysis of five government documents.
Thereafter, the examination of the representation of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse on migration in the election platforms of the political parties in the Second Chamber will be
discussed. The findings from the discourse analysis on election platforms of right, left and religious
oriented political parties are considered in separate sections, and differences in the reproduction of the
discourses between these groups of parties are highlighted. The chapter will then conclude by
establishing whether one Dutch polity discourse on migration exists. Let’s now turn to the examination
of government documents on migration.

6.1 Government policy articulations
As was explained in the methodological section 3.4.1, the government is the most influential body in
the Dutch political system. It consists of various political parties that combined must have support of a
majority in the Second Chamber (Ramkema, 2008). This means that the parties of the government must
have a minimum total of 76 seats in the Second Chamber. After the elections in 2017, the political parties
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VVD, CDA, D66 and ChristenUnie formed a Coalition and became the new government
(PARLEMENT.com, 2017b). This section will elaborate on the representation of the various discourses
on migration in the five documents from the government. These include the government’s Speeches of
the Throne of 2017 till 2019, the webpage that lists the most important matters of migration in 2020,
and the government’s general webpage on migration. In doing so, it contributes to this chapter’s aim to
determine the Dutch policy discourse on migration. The selection of documents that were used for the
discourse analysis is presented in section 3.4.1. Table 28 below gives an overview of the frames
belonging to the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse on migration that have been
found during the examination of these documents.

Code groups
Description of
migration as
Description of
migrants as

Description of
political agents as
Description of
society as
Focus on

Attitude towards
migrants and/or
migration
Description of
effect of migration
Description of
preferred response
to migration

Codes from the security, liberal, humanitarian or economic discourse
Security: challenge/problem, criminal/illegal/unlawful, natural phenomenon, out of
control
Liberal: potential
Security: causing nuisance/troublemakers, criminals, exploiting/seeking benefit,
hopeless, illegal/irregular, responsible for their own futures/lives, them/other/different,
too many, undesired/unwanted/unwelcome, unwilling
Humanitarian: deserving help, emotional/personal description, experiencing
hardship/suffering, victims, vulnerable
Economic: beneficial/useful, labor force, temporary
Liberal: internationally obliged, obliged/indebted towards migrants
Humanitarian: moral, obliged/indebted towards migrants, responsible
Economic:
Security: affected, homogeneous/group/unity
Security: (public) fears, belonging/identity, border/boundaries/territory,
internal/national, nuisance, policy effectiveness, society, stability, terrorism
Liberal: diversity, equality/equity, Europe, external/international, freedom (of
movement), international relations, migrants, rights/law, solidarity
Humanitarian: adverse conditions, fairness, human rights, humanity, life/lives,
migrants, solidarity
Economic: costs, economy/employment
Security: oppose
Liberal: against discrimination/racism, proud
Humanitarian: against discrimination/racism
Security: installing fear, negative
Economic: beneficial for economy, beneficial for society
Security: close up/restrict/limit, control, deprive migrants of choice, external
responsibility of care for migrants, fight against, intervene, mitigate/reduce migration,
preserve society, prevent migration, punish offenders, require migrants to integrate,
require migrants to contribute/participate, response needed, selective, send
away/back/out
Liberal: ease/lessen tight control, ensure (human) rights, internal responsibility of care
for migrants, open up/enlarge, providing migrants with chances/opportunities,
solidarity
Humanitarian: assist/help migrants, ensure (human) rights, humane, protect migrants,
providing migrants with chances/opportunities, solidarity
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Justification by
political agents for
their response to
migration

Economic: require migrants to contribute/participate
Security: beneficial for migrants, counter-criminality, increase control
Humanitarian: saving lives of migrants
Economic: beneficial for economy

Table 28: Frames linked to policy articulations of the Dutch government

Percentages of the reproduction of the four discourses on migration
Security discourse
Liberal discourse
Humanitarian discourse
Economic discourse
334
54,0%
165
26,7%
86
13,9%
33
5,3%
Table 29: Number of codes and percentages of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse on migration in documents from the Dutch government

As the diversity of frames in table 28 indicate, and as table 29 quantifies, the security discourse on
migration is most dominantly reproduced in policy articulations from the Dutch government. A
substantial 54% of the frames belong to the security discourse. Migration is regularly framed as a
problem to which a response is needed, migrants are undesired and seen as apart from society (others),
and the government documents often focus on (public) fears, the national situation and belonging or the
Dutch identity. However, the other discourses are reproduced in the policy articulations as well. To be
precise, 26,8% of the frames belong to the liberal discourse on migration, 13,9% to the humanitarian
discourse and 5,4% to the economic discourse. A first interesting observation is the selectiveness
(security) with which the Dutch government wants to offer help (humanitarian) and expresses the need
for the internal responsibility of the care for migrants (liberal). These frames stand in contrast to the
more dominant security frames that describe the preferred response to migration as closing up the
borders and that argue in favor of the external responsibility of the care for migrants. Take a look at
extracts 1 and 2 below.
(1) “Nederland vangt vluchtelingen, de mensen die onze hulp echt nodig hebben, altijd op en biedt hun de kans
mee te doen, met alle rechten en plichten die daarbij horen. Juist daarom moet aan asielzoekers die geen kans
maken op een status en van wie een deel overlast veroorzaakt, een halt worden toegeroepen.” (Rijksoverheid, 2019
emphasis added)
Translation: “The Netherlands always welcomes refugees – the people who truly need our help – and offers them
the opportunity to participate, with all associated rights and obligations. That is especially why asylum seekers
that have no chance at obtaining status and of who some cause nuisance, must be halted.”
(2) “Naarmate het realiseren van deze maatregelen een lagere instroom naar Nederland bewerkstelligen, is
Nederland ook bereid in toenemende mate hervestiging aan te bieden om de opvang in de regio te ontlasten.
Hierover worden bij voorkeur in Europees verband verplichtende afspraken gemaakt. […]. In ons
hervestigingsbeleid geeft het kabinet speciale aandacht aan kwetsbare minderheden en vluchtelingen met zicht op
succesvolle integratie in de Nederlandse samenleving.” (PARLEMENT.com, 2017a p. 51 emphasis added)
Translation: “As the realisation of these measures achieves a lower inflow to the Netherlands, the Netherlands will
also be willing to increasingly offer resettlement in order to relieve the reception in the region. Preferably,
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mandatory commitments in European context will be made about this. […] In our resettlement policy, the Cabinet
gives special attention to vulnerable minorities and refugees with the prospect of successful integration in the
Dutch society.”

Extract 1 illustrates the difference between those who deserve help and are welcome in the Netherlands
(refugees) and those that should be prevented from entering (hopeless asylum seekers and
troublemakers). This clearly indicates the strong preference for selectiveness of the Dutch government.
Extract 2 also demonstrates the selectiveness that is at the core of the government’s policy articulations.
It refers to three different requirements that have to be met before the Netherlands opens up to (a select
group of) migrants. Firstly, the Netherlands is only willing to take in some migrants that are presently
in another country if the current migration flow has been decreased. Secondly, this resettlement will
preferably be mandatory for other Member States of the European Union as well. Thirdly, especially
vulnerable migrants and those that have potential for the Dutch society will be helped. Apart from being
selective and setting conditions for the reception of migrants in the Netherlands, the Dutch government
also requires migrants to integrate and participate once they have been allowed to stay. This means that
the government sets conditions for the entrance of migrants at the border as well as for migrants already
allowed to stay within the Netherlands. See, for example, the following extract 3:
(3) “Statushouders [moeten en kunnen] direct aan het werk gaan en zo snel mogelijk goed Nederlands leren. […]
Er komt extra geld en aandacht voor hulp aan vluchtelingen, voor opvang in de regio.” (Rijksoverheid, 2018b
emphasis added)
Translation: “Status holders [must and can] get to work directly and learn Dutch as soon as possible. […] There
will be extra money and attention for assistance to refugees, for the reception of refugees in the region.”

The first sentence requires migrants to integrate and participate as soon as possible. The discourse
analysis found many more instances in which these requirements were voiced. So, both entering the
Netherlands and staying within its borders has to be met with certain conditions. The second sentence
of extract 3 illustrates the preference for the external responsibility of care for migrants. This notion is
dominant throughout the government documents and belongs to the security discourse on migration. It
has been found a total of 33 times, against the mere 10 instances in which the internal responsibility of
the care for migrants was discussed. The three extracts that have been discussed so far thus demonstrate
how the Dutch government promotes the reception of migrants in other countries and dictates the
circumstances in which a select few may enter and stay within the Netherlands. The discussion has
highlighted the dominance of the security discourse and illustrated the selective use of liberal and
humanitarian frames. This selectiveness is also applied to frames that belong to the economic discourse.
Only those who are able to contribute to the Dutch economy and society are welcome, see extract 4
below.
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(4) “Asielmigratie dient om bescherming te bieden, niet om het verkrijgen van arbeid te faciliteren. […] Die
vermenging is onwenselijk en moet worden tegengegaan. Er zijn echter ook arbeidsmigranten die een zinvolle
bijdrage kunnen leveren aan de Nederlandse economie en samenleving. Voor Nederland gunstige arbeidsmigratie
wordt dus gefaciliteerd.” (PARLEMENT.com, 2017a p. 54 emphasis added)
Translation: “Asylum migration serves to offer protection, not to facilitate the acquisition of labor. […] The mixing
of those two is undesirable and has to be countered. There are, however, migrant workers that can meaningfully
contribute to the Dutch economy and society. Labour migration that is beneficial for the Netherlands will thus be
facilitated.”

Again, the government articulates its selectiveness by differentiating between asylum for protection and
asylum for migrant workers. The first is allowed, albeit under certain conditions only (as the previous
extracts have illustrated). The latter is framed as ‘undesirable’ and the text articulates the need to counter
asylum for those who seek labor. However, if migrant workers are useful for the Dutch economy and
society, migration is facilitated. So, migrant workers are only welcome when the Netherlands will
benefit from them. In this instance, the economic discourse thus supports the selectiveness and the focus
on internal affairs that belong to the security discourse on migration. It is now possible to conclude about
the stance of Dutch government on issues of migration. Extract 5 below provides a concise and on-point
summary of the observations that have been made above. Every sentence incorporates one of the four
most important ideas that were found throughout the policy articulations of the government: (a)
migration is a problem that has to be controlled (security); (b) only a select few who truly need it are
provided with protection (security and humanitarian); (c) the condition for migrants to enter and stay
within the Netherlands is that they must connect to the capacity and the need of society (security, liberal
and economic), and; (d) other Member States of the European Union should do the same.
(5) “(a) De integrale aanpak heeft tot doel om migratie veilig en gecontroleerd te laten verlopen. (b) Er moet
bescherming zijn voor degenen die dat echt nodig hebben. (c) Daarnaast moet migratie ook aansluiten op de
draagkracht en de behoefte van de Nederlandse samenleving. (v) Ook zullen […] landen binnen en buiten de
Europese Unie nog nauwer gaan samenwerken.” (from the website of the government (Rijksoverheid, 2018a),
emphasis and numbers added)
Translation: “(a) The integrated approach seeks to run migration in a safe and controlled manner. (b) There must
be protection for those who truly need it. (c) In addition, migration has to connect to the capacity and the need of
the Dutch society. (d) Nations inside and outside of the European Union […] also have to enhance their
cooperation.”

By now, it must have become clear that liberal, humanitarian and economic frames are mostly
incorporated in the government documents on the basis of the selectiveness that belongs to the security
discourse on migration. Not only are the security frames most dominantly represented in the documents
(54,0%), but the frames from the other discourses are articulated only after security conditions have
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been met or in support of the security discourse. Therefore, the dominance of the security discourse in
government policy articulations is abundantly clear. The text will now turn to a discussion of the results
from the discourse analysis on the policy articulations of the Second Chamber.

6.2 Second Chamber policy articulations
In section 3.5.1, it was already explained that the composition of the Dutch government does not always
reflect the will of the people as it has been captured by the outcome of the general elections. The only
requirement for the formation of a Coalition is that it must have support of a majority in the Second
Chamber. Therefore, it can be formed by one popular party that has many seats in the Second Chamber
and several smaller ones, thereby potentially sidestepping another big and popular political party
(Ramkema, 2008). The Dutch government, then, does not always reflect popular will. The Second
Chamber is therefore another interesting political body for the examination of the policy discourse on
migration, as it does reflect the will of the people. This section will present the findings from the
discourse analysis on the various frames on migration in policy articulations of the Second Chamber.
As such, it complements the findings that were discussed in the previous section and it ultimately
contributes to the establishment of the Dutch policy discourse on migration. The selection of Second
Chamber documents that were used during the examination is presented in section 3.5.1. These include
all election programs of the political parties that currently have seats in the Second Chamber. The table
below presents the quantitative findings from the discourse analysis on these documents. It shows the
percentages of the reproduction of frames belonging to the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse on migration.
Percentages of the reproduction of the four discourses on migration
Security discourse
Liberal discourse
Humanitarian discourse
Economic discourse
48,4%
26,9%
18,6%
6,2%
Table 30: Number of codes and percentages of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse on migration in Second Chamber documents

A first point of interest is that the ratio of the reproduction of the various discourses in the documents
from the Second Chamber is very similar to that of the documents from the government. The previous
section showed that the government documents mostly incorporate security frames (54,0%), followed
by liberal frames (26,7%), then humanitarian frames (13,9%) and finally economic frames (5,3%). The
table above shows similar results: Second Chamber documents use security frames most of the time
(48,4%), then liberal frames (26,9%), humanitarian frames (18,6%) and economic frames (6,2%). The
similarities in the reproduction of the various discourses is apparent. However, the discourse analysis
did find differences in the representation of the four discourses on migration between election programs
from various political parties in the Second Chamber. The sections below will firstly discuss the frames
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of right and left oriented political parties, followed by an examination of the frames of religious oriented
political parties. The chapter will then conclude on the Dutch policy discourse on migration. The
findings from this chapter will supplement those of the previous two on media discourse and public
opinion on migration. Thereby, the chapter will ultimately contribute to this study’s conclusion on
whether one discourse on migration has achieved hegemony in the Netherlands.

6.2.1 Frames of right and left oriented political parties
Dutch political parties are oftentimes classified as right or left oriented (Ramkema, 2008). The first of
these two groups is against state intervention for the uplift of societal inequalities. They regard social or
economic inequalities as either reasonable or inevitable. Left-wing political parties, on the other hand,
are “in favor of state intervention to achieve greater equality” (Ramkema, 2008 p. 16). Generally
speaking, the parties that currently have seats in the Second Chamber can be categorized as follows:
•

Right-wing: VVD, PVV, 50PLUS, FvD (and CDA, ChristenUnie, SGP)

•

Left-wing: D66, GroenLinks, SP, PvdA, Partij van de Dieren and DENK8

This classification is somewhat controversial, and parties might also be described as ‘conservative’ or
‘progressive’. A conservative party wants things to remain as they are, while a progressive political
party is reform-minded (Ramkema, 2008). However, the distinction between right- and left-wing is more
commonly applied within the Netherlands and will therefore be the basis of this section. Below, the
results from the discourse analysis on the election programs of right-wing and left-wing political parties
in the Second Chamber are discussed and compared. In the section thereafter, the discourse on migration
applied by religious oriented political parties (CDA, ChristenUnie and SGP) will be examined. This will
demonstrate if differences and similarities between the discourses on migration in election platforms of
the political parties might be due to their varying political and religious orientations. Even though the
religious oriented parties CDA, ChristenUnie and SGP are regarded as right leaning, they will be
examined separately and are not included in the examination of right-wing political parties. This is due
to the distinction between political and religious oriented parties. The text will now turn to a discussion
on the representation of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse on migration for
right- and left-wing political parties.

6.2.1.1 Right oriented political parties
Table 31 below presents the frames that were linked to the election programs of the right-wing political
parties VVD, PVV, 50PLUS and Forum voor Democratie. As was discussed in the methodological
8

Sources: PARLEMENT.com (n.d.); Ramkema (2008)
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section 3.4.1, the results from each political party have been weighed in ratio to the number of seats that
they have in the Second Chamber. The respective reproduction of the four frames, as presented in table
32 below, show an overwhelming dominance of security frames. A total of 68,2% of the frames that
have been linked to the election platforms of these four right-wing political parties, belong to the security
discourse on migration. When compared to the examination of left-wing political parties, of which the
findings will be presented later, most outstanding are right-wing parties’ strong frames such as the
description of migration as a danger, or the focus on safety and terrorism. Society is described as
frustrated and there is a preference for the closing of the state’s borders. Moreover, the right-wing
political parties describe the effects of migration as decreasing national safety, increasing crime and as
transforming the Dutch society.
Code groups
Description of
migration as
Description of
migrants as

Description of
political agents as
Description of
society as
Description of
receiving state as
Focus on

Attitude towards
migrants and/or
migration
Description of
effect of migration
Description of
preferred response
to migration

Justification by
political agents for

Codes from the security, liberal, humanitarian or economic discourse
Security: befalling, challenge/problem, criminal/illegal/unlawful, danger/risk/threat,
natural phenomenon, out of control
Security: causing nuisance/troublemakers, criminals, exploiting/seeking benefit,
hopeless, illegal/irregular, responsible for their own futures/lives, them/other/different,
too many, undesired/unwanted/unwelcome, unwilling
Humanitarian: experiencing hardship/suffering, victims, vulnerable
Economic: labor force, temporary
Economic: importing migrants
Security: affected, frustrated, us/citizens/insiders
Economic: taxpayers
Security: swamped/overwhelmed
Security: (public) fears, belonging/identity, border/boundaries/territory, crime, culture,
history/tradition, internal/national, nationality of migrants, number of migrants, policy
effectiveness, religion, society, sovereignty, terrorism
Liberal: equality/equity, Europe, external/international, freedom (of movement),
individual(s), international relations, rights/law, values/norms/moral
Humanitarian: fairness, humanity, life/lives, values/norms/moral
Economic: costs, economy/employment
Liberal: against discrimination/racism, tolerant
Humanitarian: against discrimination/racism
Security: decreasing safety, increasing crime, negative, transforming society
Economic:
Security: close up/restrict/limit, control, external responsibility of care for migrants,
fight against, prevent migration, protect society, punish offenders, require migrants to
integrate, require migrants to contribute/participate, selective, send away/back/out
Liberal: internal responsibility of care for migrants, providing migrants with
chances/opportunities, universal/for all (migrants)
Humanitarian: assist/help migrants, humane, protect migrants, providing migrants
with chances/opportunities
Economic: require migrants to contribute/participate
Security: beneficial for migrants, counterterrorism
Humanitarian: saving lives of migrants
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their response to
migration
Table 31: Frames linked to policy articulations of right-wing political parties in the Second Chamber in the Netherlands

Percentages of the reproduction of the four discourses on migration
Security discourse
Liberal discourse
Humanitarian discourse
Economic discourse
168
68,3%
36
14,6%
23
9,3%
19
7,7%
Table 32: Number of codes and percentages of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse on migration in documents from right-wing political parties in the Second Chamber of the Netherlands

Extract 6 below captures some of these strong security frames and extract 7 illustrates other interesting
references to the security discourse on migration. Extract 6 exemplifies how right-wing political parties
adopt many fierce security frames by referring to terror, violence and unsafety. The extract focuses
specifically on the Islam and gives way to racism and discrimination by associating Islamic migrants
with these fierce notions. It also has a strong focus on the Dutch society and ‘our’ nation, thereby
constructing a division between ‘us’ and ‘them’. Lastly, it argues in favor of halting migration and
closing the state’s borders. In extract 7, there is a clear emphasis on gaining and remaining in control of
migration. This focus also belongs to the security discourse on migration. Contradictory, migration is
described as a natural phenomenon, suggesting that it cannot be controlled in the first place. This balance
between presenting migration as uncontrollable and expressing the need to control it has been discussed
in section 2.3.1 on the operationalization of the security discourse. Apart from aiming attention at
control, extract 7 argues in favor of the external responsibility of the care for migrants, making asylum
application superfluous and stopping applications from those outside of Europe. These are all related to
the security discourse on migration, which wants to restrict migration or prevent it. However, extract 7
ends by stating that, in ‘extreme’ cases, refugees might come to Europe.
(6) “Miljoenen Nederlanders hebben schoon genoeg van de islamisering van ons land. Genoeg van de massaimmigratie en asiel, terreur, geweld en onveiligheid. […] Nul asielzoekers erbij en geen immigranten meer uit
islamitische landen: grenzen dicht.” (PVV, 2017 p. 1 emphasis added)
“Millions of Dutch citizens have had enough of the Islamisation of our nation. Enough of the mass immigration
and asylum, terror, violence and unsafety. […] Zero asylum seekers added and no more immigrants from Islamic
nations: close the borders.”
(7) “Wij willen controle krijgen over de migratiestromen. Met adequate opvang in de regio maken we
asielaanvragen in Europa overbodig voor mensen van buiten Europa. Met die aanvragen willen we dan ook
stoppen. Wel kunnen we in extreme situaties inspringen door vluchtelingen uit te nodigen om zich in Europa te
vestigen. Zo houden we regie op de instroom.” (VVD, 2017 p. 18 emphasis added)
Translation: “We want to gain control over the migration flows. With adequate reception in the region, we will
make asylum applications in Europe superfluous for people from outside of Europe. We, therefore, want to stop
with these applications. In extreme situations, we can nevertheless step in by inviting refugees to settle in Europe.
Like this, we will remain in control of the inflow.”
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Extract 7 thus demonstrates how the liberal notion of opening up to migrants is only applied under
specific and extreme circumstances. Further down in the same text, the political party expresses again
how liberal notions are subject to particular conditions. See extract 8 below. Firstly, the party expresses
how the Dutch society is liberal, free, tolerant and equal. But these values are not available for everyone.
Only if migrants integrate, will they become part of ‘us’. The extract clearly illustrates the construction
of a division between ‘our society’ / ‘us’ and the ‘newcomers’. Moreover, the segment demonstrates
how the right-wing political party considers integration as the own responsibility of migrants. It is up to
them to become part of the Dutch society, both effort wise and cost wise. Only if they take their
responsibility and find their way, they will belong.
(8) “Onze samenleving is gebouwd op de Verlichting en liberale tradities die hebben geleid tot een vrije en
tolerante samenleving. Een samenleving waarin iedereen gelijkwaardig is […]. Als je onze vrijheden omarmt, dan
hoor je er gewoon bij. Dan word je een onderdeel van ons, van Nederland. Zo zijn er in Nederland heel veel
migranten die hun eigen weg hebben gevonden en zijn geïntegreerd in onze samenleving. Dat hebben mensen zelf
gedaan. Zij hebben de kansen gegrepen die Nederland biedt. […] Wij zien inburgering daarom ook als de eigen
verantwoordelijkheid van nieuwkomers. Zij moeten het dus ook zelf betalen, niet de Nederlandse
belastingbetaler.” (VVD, 2017 p. 20 emphasis added)
Translation: “Our society is built on the Enlightenment and liberal traditions that have led to a free and tolerant
society. A society in which everyone is equal […]. If you welcome our freedoms, then you simply belong. Then
you will be part of us, of the Netherlands. There are many migrants in the Netherlands that have found their own
path and have integrated in our society. People did that themselves. They grasped the opportunities that the
Netherlands offers. […] We view integration therefore as the own responsibility of newcomers. So, they also have
to pay for it themselves, not the Dutch taxpayer.”

All of the examples that have been discussed in this section clearly point towards the dominance of the
security discourse in the election platforms of right-wing political parties. They have also illustrated
how references to liberal frames are subject to particular conditions and requirements for migrants. It is
now time to discuss the findings from the discourse analysis on left-wing political parties.

6.2.1.2 Left oriented political parties
The findings presented in table 33 below indicate a more balanced representation of the security, liberal
and humanitarian discourses in election platforms of the left-wing political parties D66, GroenLinks,
SP, PvdA, Partij van de Dieren and DENK. Table 34 quantifies this and shows that a total of 29,4% of
all frames belong to the security discourse, 38% belong to the liberal discourse and 27,4% to the
humanitarian discourse on migration. The rest of the frames (5,2%) belongs to the economic discourse.
The small proportion of economic frames alternates between referring to the usefulness or benefits of
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migration and focusing on the costs or increased competition that migration causes. This is related to
the variation between the security preference for restricting migration or closing the borders and the
liberal preference for accepting migration or easing the strict control. The left-wing political parties
oftentimes describe migrants as welcome (liberal). This stands in contrast with the right-wing political
parties and their focus on the undesirability of migrants (security). Moreover, unlike the election
platforms of right leaning political parties, the election platforms of left-wing parties do not link
migrants and migration with nuisance or terrorism. Instead, they aim attention at diversity and the
migrants themselves. The discourse analysis also found many humanitarian frames: presenting the
situation of migrants in an emotional way or describing migrants as defenseless victims in need of help.
Code groups
Description of
migration as

Description of
migrants as

Description of
political agents as
Description of
society as
Description of
receiving state as
Focus on

Attitude towards
migrants and/or
migration
Description of
effect of migration
Description of
preferred response
to migration

Codes from the security, liberal, humanitarian or economic discourse
Security: challenge/problem, danger/risk/threat, natural phenomenon, out of control
Liberal: potential
Humanitarian: humanitarian emergency
Economic: beneficial, needed/necessary
Security: causing nuisance/troublemakers, exploiting/seeking benefit, illegal/irregular,
them/other/different
Liberal: desired/wanted/welcome
Humanitarian: defenseless/dependent/desperate, emotional/personal description,
experiencing hardship/suffering, victims, vulnerable
Economic: beneficial/useful, labor force, temporary
Liberal: internationally obliged, obliged/indebted towards migrants, xenophobic
Humanitarian: obliged/indebted towards migrants, responsible, xenophobic
Economic:
Security: affected, homogeneous/group/unity
Liberal: racist/discriminatory, xenophobic
Humanitarian: racist/discriminatory, xenophobic
Security: magnet
Security: (public) fears, belonging/identity, border/boundaries/territory, crime, culture,
division/tension, history/tradition, internal/national, number of migrants, policy
effectiveness, society, stability
Liberal: diversity, equality/equity, Europe, external/international, freedom (of
movement), individual(s), international relations, justice, migrants, rights/law,
solidarity, values/norms/moral
Humanitarian: adverse conditions, fairness, human rights, humanity, life/lives,
migrants, solidarity, values/norms/moral
Economic: competition/limited good, costs, economy/employment
Liberal: against criminalization, against discrimination/racism, generous, proud,
tolerant
Humanitarian: against discrimination/racism, compassion/sympathy
Security: transforming society
Economic: beneficial for society, increasing competition/unemployment
Security: close up/restrict/limit, control, external responsibility of care for migrants,
prevent migration, punish offenders, selective, require migrants to integrate, require
migrants to contribute/participate, response needed, send away/back/out
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Justification by
political agents for
their response to
migration

Liberal: accept, ease/lessen tight control, ensure (human) rights, internal responsibility
of care for migrants, open up/enlarge, progressive/innovative, universal/for all
migrants, providing migrants with chances/opportunities, solidarity
Humanitarian: assist/help migrants, ensure (human) rights, humane, protect migrants,
providing migrants with chances/opportunities, save migrants, solidarity
Economic: import migrants, require migrants to contribute/participate
Security: beneficial for migrants
Liberal: set an example
Humanitarian: saving lives of migrants

Table 33: Frames linked to policy articulations of left-wing political parties in the Second Chamber of the Netherlands

Percentages of the reproduction of the four discourses on migration
Security discourse
Liberal discourse
Humanitarian discourse
Economic discourse
230
29,4%
297
38,0%
214
27,4%
41
5,2%
Table 34: Number of codes and percentages of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse on migration in documents from left-wing political parties in the Second Chamber of the Netherlands

This alternation between security, liberal and humanitarian frames that is indicated by tables 33 and 34
is very interesting. Consider, for example, extracts 9 and 10 below, which include many security and
humanitarian notions. Extract 9 indicates a preference for the external responsibility of care for migrants
and argues in favor of improving the circumstances outside of the Netherlands so that migrants will not
feel the need to come to Europe. These frames both belong to the security discourse, as they aim at
preventing migration. However, the extract ends by stating that the party does not wish to strengthen the
control on migration, which is contrasting with the security perspective. The security frames are
furthermore complemented with humanitarian notions. The extract namely focusses on the adverse
conditions that migrants have to deal with, and the party wants to offer migrants prospects for the future.
A similar interplay between the security and humanitarian discourse is noticeable in the extract 10
presented below. The party indicates the need to behave in a humane manner, want to offer assistance
and values prospects of a dignified existence. However, it prefers the external responsibility of the care
for migrants and wants to be selective at the European borders. As such, humanitarian and security
frames are both incorporated in the election programs of the left-wing political party and take turns
indicating its stance towards migration and migrants.
(9) “Wij willen dat de situatie voor vluchtelingen in vluchtlanden als Turkije, Libanon en Jordanië wordt verbeterd.
[…] Kwalitatief betere opvang en een beter toekomstperspectief in landen met de meeste vluchtelingen, maakt
ook dat vluchtelingen minder snel de noodzaak voelen om de gevaarlijke reis naar Europa te maken via
mensensmokkelaars. Ontwikkelingssamenwerkingsgelden worden hierbij ingezet voor het bieden van
toekomstperspectief, en niet voor het versterken van migratiemanagement en het verstevigen van grenscontroles.”
(PvdA, 2017 p. 17 emphasis added)
Translation: “We want to improve the situation of refugees in nations like Turkey, Lebanon and Jordan. […] Better
quality of shelter and better prospects for the future in the nations with most refugees, will ensure that less refugees
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feel the need to make the dangerous journey to Europe via people smugglers. Funds for development cooperation
will be used for offering prospects for the future, and not for the strengthening of migration management and the
reinforcement of border controls.”
(10) “Humanitaire opvang in de regio heeft de voorkeur maar alleen indien dat menswaardig kan. […] We dragen
ruim- hartig bij aan de (nood)hulp die nodig is om mensen in kwetsbare gebieden uitzicht te bieden op een
menswaardig bestaan. Mensen die op de vlucht zijn voor geweld worden geholpen om een veilige bestemming in
Europa te bereiken. Mensen die om economische motieven naar Europa willen, worden aan de buitengrenzen op
een zorgvuldige wijze uit de vluchtelingenstroom gefilterd.” (Partij voor de Dieren, 2017 p. 36 emphasis added)
Translation: “Humanitarian reception in the region is preferable, but only if it is humane. […] We contribute
generously to (emergency) aid that is necessary to offer people in vulnerable zones prospects on a dignified
existence. People who are fleeing violence will be helped to reach a safe destination in Europe. People who come
to Europe for economic reasons will be carefully filtered out of the migrant flow at the external borders.”

Moreover, many left-wing political parties frame integration as a shared responsibility between migrants
and the Dutch state. They express the wish for a balance between requiring migrants to integrate
(security) and assisting them in their process (humanitarian). Extract 11 below from the election program
of political party D66 offers a good example of this balance. It voices the need for migrants to put effort
in their integration (security) and it demonstrates an obligation of the state to enable learning and
working facilities (humanitarian and liberal). The party D66 wants migrants to contribute and
acknowledges that it is up to the state to support them in doing so. The stance of this left-wing party
thus differs from the perspective of many right-wing political parties, who want to make migrants fully
responsible for their own integration. This has been illustrated with extract 8 in the previous sub-section.
A similarity between the stances of right- and left-wing parties is the reference to the Netherlands as
‘our’ nation and the focus on ‘our’ society. These security frames construct a division between those
considered ‘outside’ and those within ‘our’ society or nation, i.e. between migrants and citizens. The
construction of this division is also incorporated in extract 11 below.
(11) “Wij moeten de mensen die naar ons land zijn gevlucht en die structureel onderdeel worden van onze
samenleving echt mee laten doen. […] Al in de opvang moet er door het rijk gezorgd worden voor taalcursussen
en onderwijs voor kinderen. Drempels om te kunnen of mogen werken, moeten worden weggenomen, zodat
mensen direct aan de slag kunnen. […] We verwachten uiteraard dat vluchtelingen zich inspannen om die kennis
op te doen. Om dat te ondersteunen …” (D66, 2017 p. 140 emphasis added)
Translation: “We have to let people who fled to our nation and who are becoming a structural part of our society
really participate. […] Already at the shelter, the kingdom has to enable language courses and education for
children. Barriers obstructing the ability or possibility to work have to be taken away, so that people immediately
can get started. […] Of course, we expect from refugees that they make effort to learn. In order to support that,
…”
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So, parties on the left of the scale of political orientation are more diverse in their incorporation of
security, liberal and humanitarian perspectives. They prefer selectiveness and some parties want
migrants to be sheltered outside of Europe. However, they also open up to those who need it and want
to offer prospects of a dignified existence. They are thus concerned with the lives of migrants. The
results from this section will now be compared to the results from the discourse analysis of right leaning
political parties, and the main differences between right- and left-wing parties will be highlighted.

6.2.1.3 Differences between right and left oriented political parties
Table 35 below gives an indication of the importance of issues of migration for the right or left oriented
political parties, as it shows the average of how often the election programs refer to issues of migration.
It gives an overview of the averages of textual segments in the documents from a right or left oriented
political party that refer to issues of migration and that therefore have been linked with security, liberal,
humanitarian or economic frames. As is shown, the election platforms of left-wing political parties
include more segments on issues of migration than those of right-wing political parties. With 133
references to migration against 62, left oriented parties more than double the focus on migration
compared to that of right oriented parties. This indicates that issues of migration are more important to
left oriented political parties, as migration is discussed to a far greater extent in election platforms of
left-wing parties than of right-wing parties. The left-wing election platforms also offer a greater variety
of perspectives, as is shown in the table and as was illustrated with the examples from the previous two
sub-sections. These findings are comparable to the results from the discourse analysis on right- and leftoriented Dutch newspapers, which are discussed in chapter four. The examination of media namely also
found a greater variety of perspectives on migration in left oriented newspapers compared to rightoriented newspapers.
Average number and percentage of linked frames per right or left oriented political party
Right-wing political parties (4)
Left-wing political parties (6)
Security frames
42
68,3%
Security frames
38
29,4%
Liberal frames
9
14,6%
Liberal frames
50
38,0%
Humanitarian frames
6
9,3%
Humanitarian frames
36
27,4%
Economic frames
5
7,7%
Economic frames
9
5,2%
Total:
62
Total:
133
Table 35: Average number and percentage that security, liberal, humanitarian and economic frames were linked to the
election programs of right- or left-wing political parties

The most significant difference between right- and left-wing parties is their reproduction of the security
and liberal frames. Out of all election platforms, that of the right oriented party PVV refers most to the
security discourse on migration. An astonishing 93,3% of the frames found in the electorate program of
the PVV belongs to the security discourse. The party received a total of 20 seats in the Second Chamber
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after the election of 2017 and was thereby the second largest party right after the right-wing VVD that
received 33 seats. This indicates that the PVV and its security perspective on migration was very popular
within society. On the opposing end stands the left oriented political party DENK, of which a mere
13,5% of the linked frames belongs to the security discourse on migration. However, with a substantial
54,1% of all frames belonging to the liberal discourse, DENK adopts the most liberal perspective on
migration of all parties. The left-wing PvdA follows with almost 40% of its frames being liberal ones.
DENK has only 3 seats in the Second Chamber and is thereby one of the smallest political parties, and
PvdA has only 9 seats. This indicates that both parties and their liberal take on migration are not very
popular with Dutch citizens.

6.2.2 Frames of religious oriented political parties
The religious oriented parties CDA, ChristenUnie and SGP are generally placed on the right side of the
scale of political orientation. However, they differ substantially from the other right-wing parties, as
they incorporate a religious perspective on politics. Therefore, the religious oriented CDA, ChristenUnie
and SGP are discussed separately from the right leaning parties VVD, PVV, 50PLUS and Forum voor
Democratie. Tables 36 and 37 below present the diversity and ratio of frames uncovered by the discourse
analysis of the three religious oriented parties. Their reproduction of frames differs significantly from
that of the right-wing parties. Out of all frames found in the election programs of the religious parties,
49,7% belongs to the security discourse, 25,7% to the liberal discourse, 17,9% to the humanitarian
discourse and 5,0% to the economic discourse on migration. This stands against the 68,3% security
frames, 14,6% liberal frames, 9,3% humanitarian frames and 7,7% economic frames found in the
election platforms of the right-wing parties. A considerably lower percentage of security frames and
more use of liberal and humanitarian frames are evident.
Code groups
Description of
migration as
Description of
migrants as

Codes from the security, liberal, humanitarian or economic discourse
Security: challenge/problem, natural phenomenon
Liberal: potential
Security: causing nuisance/troublemakers, hopeless, responsible for their own
future/lives, them/other/different, unwilling
Liberal: individuals
Humanitarian: experiencing hardship/suffering, victims, vulnerable

Description of
political agents as
Description of
society as
Description of
receiving state as

Liberal: internationally obliged, obliged/indebted towards migrants
Humanitarian: obliged/indebted towards migrants
Security: affected, homogeneous/group/unity, us/citizens/insiders
Humanitarian:
Humanitarian: safe haven for migrants
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Focus on

Attitude towards
migrants and/or
migration
Description of
effect of migration
Description of
preferred response
to migration

Security: belonging/identity, border/boundaries/territory, crime, culture,
division/tension, history/tradition, internal/national, nationality of migrants, number of
migrants, policy effectiveness, society, sovereignty, terrorism
Liberal: equality/equity, Europe, external/international, freedom (of movement),
individual(s), international relations, justice, migrants, rights/law, values/norms/moral
Humanitarian: fairness, human rights, migrants, values/norms/moral
Economic: costs, economy/employment
Liberal: against discrimination/racism, generous
Humanitarian: against discrimination/racism, compassion/sympathy
Security: negative
Security: close up/restrict/limit, control, external responsibility of care for migrants,
prevent migration, punish offenders, require migrants to integrate, require migrants to
contribute/participate, response needed, selective, send away/back/out
Liberal: accept, ease/lessen tight control, ensure (human) rights, internal responsibility
of care for migrants, open up/enlarge, progressive/innovative, universal/for all
migrants, providing migrants with chances/opportunities, solidarity
Humanitarian: assist/help migrants, ensure (human) rights, humane, protect migrants,
providing migrants with chances/opportunities, solidarity
Economic: require migrants to contribute/participate

Table 36: Frames linked to policy articulations from religious oriented political parties in the Second Chamber in the
Netherlands

Percentages of the reproduction of the four discourses on migration
Security discourse
Liberal discourse
Humanitarian discourse
Economic discourse
150
49,7%
83
27,5%
54
17,9%
15
5,0%
Table 37: Number of codes and percentages of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse on migration in documents from religious oriented political parties in the Second Chamber of the Netherlands

Below, extracts 12 and 13 from the election program of the party ChristenUnie exemplify how liberal
and humanitarian perspectives are incorporated together with the security perspective in the election
platforms of the religious parties. Extract 12 shows a selective stance regarding who should receive
citizen’s rights. According to the religious party, everyone is equal in that all people are human beings
(liberal and humanitarian). However, not all people do automatically receive the status of citizen.
Moreover, migrants must first become a citizen before they receive the rights associated with belonging
to the Dutch society (security). So, liberal and humanitarian notions apply universality to the more
abstract term ‘human being’, and security notions argue in favor of selectiveness regarding who obtains
the status of Dutch citizen. Extract 13 illustrates another alternation between security, liberal and
humanitarian perspectives on migration. The religious party calls for action in countries of origin, aimed
at the betterment of their reception of migrants. This aid originates from the humanitarian perspective.
But it is also strongly linked to the security discourse, as the assistance is aimed at improving the external
responsibility of care for migrants, thereby ensuring that flows into Europe and/or the Netherlands will
be limited. Moreover, the need to control flow of refugees is expressed as well. This focus on and
preference for control also belongs to the security discourse. The extract ends by proposing an invitation
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policy for vulnerable refugees. That invitation policy relates to the security, liberal and humanitarian
discourse all at once, as it argues for the selective (security) opening up (liberal) to vulnerable refugees
(humanitarian).
(12) “Mensenrechten zijn universeel, burgerrechten horen bij een land. Medemens ben je, medeburger word je niet
vanzelf.” (ChristenUnie, 2017 p. 7 emphasis added)
Translation: “Human rights are universal; citizen’s rights belong to a nation. You are a fellow human being; you
do not automatically become a fellow citizen.”
(13) “De grote impact van het aantal vluchtelingen dat naar Europa komt vraagt allereerst om acties in de landen
van herkomst. Daarom investeert de ChristenUnie in ontwikkelingssamenwerking en noodhulp. Ook moet de
stroom van vluchtelingen naar en binnen Europa en Nederland beheersbaar worden gemaakt. De ChristenUnie
stelt daarom de volgende maatregelen voor: Verbeteren van opvang in de regio [en] Ruimhartig uitnodigingsbeleid
voor kwetsbare vluchtelingen uit de regio.” (ChristenUnie, 2017 p. 28 emphasis added)
Translation: “The great impact of the number of migrants that come to Europe calls primarily for action in the
countries of origin. That is why the ChristenUnie invests in development cooperation and emergency aid. The flow
of refugees to and inside Europe and the Netherlands also have to be controlled. The ChristenUnie therefore
propose the following measures: Improving the reception in the region [and] Generous invitation policy for
vulnerable refugees from the region.”

The election programs of religious parties thus incorporate many liberal and humanitarian frames, but
only on the condition of security selectiveness or the external responsibility of the care for migrants. As
this section is the last of this chapter that elaborates on the results from the examination on the discourses
adopted by the Dutch government and political parties in the Second Chamber, the text will turn next to
the question of whether one policy discourse on migration exist within the Netherlands.

6.3 One Dutch policy discourse on migration?
After discussing the results from the discourse analysis on government documents and Second Chamber
documents, it is now possible to answer the question: ‘To what extent are the various discourses on
migration reproduced in policy articulations of Dutch migration politics?’. Before delving deeper in the
conclusion of this chapter, a few remaining remarks on the discourses applied by right, left and religious
oriented parties have to be made. As was discussed previously, the religious oriented parties CDA,
ChristenUnie and SGP incorporate more liberal and humanitarian frames than the purely right-wing
political parties. However, these frames go hand in hand with the security perspective on migration, as
they are applied mostly in relation to selectiveness or the external responsibility for the care of migrants.
As such, the representation of the four discourses on migration in election programs of religious parties
somewhat seems the middle ground between right oriented and left oriented parties. The percentages of
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the reproduction of the four discourses that are presented in the table below confirms this suggestion.
Religious parties incorporate more liberal and humanitarian frames than the right-wing parties, but not
as many as the left-wing parties. Moreover, a significant amount of all of the frames in religious parties’
election platforms still belongs to the security discourse on migration. The representation of the
discourses in the election programs of religious oriented parties comes most close to the average of the
representation of the discourse in the election programs of all parties in the Second Chamber.
Percentages of the reproduction of the discourses on migration of the Second Chamber and Government
# seats
Security
Liberal
Humanitarian
Economic
Right oriented
59
168
68,3%
36
14,6%
23
9,3%
19
7,7%
Left oriented
64
230
29,4%
297
38,0%
214
27,4%
41
5,4%
Religious oriented
27
150
49,7%
83
27,5%
54
17,9%
15
5,0%
9
Second Chamber
150
48,4%
26,9%
18,6%
6,2%
Government

-

334

54,0%

165

26,7%

86

13,9%

33

5,3%

Table 38: Number of codes and reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse on migration in
documents from political parties in the Second Chamber and in documents from the Dutch government

The percentages of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse on
migration in government and Second Chamber documents are also presented once more in table 38
above. As was discussed before, the representation of the discourses is very similar in documents from
the government and the Second Chamber. Hence, it is possible to conclude that the security discourse
is most dominantly reproduced in Dutch policy articulations on migration, as around half of all the
frames found in government and Second Chamber documents belong to the security discourse on
migration. The liberal discourse follows with approximately a quarter of the frames. Thereafter comes
the humanitarian discourse with about 15% of all of the frames, and the economic discourse on migration
is least represented with little more than 5% of the frames. So, the question ‘To what extent are the
various discourses on migration reproduced in policy articulations of Dutch migration politics?’ has
now been answered.

Chapter 7 – Policy discourse on migration of the European Union
This chapter presents the results from the discourse analysis on policy articulations about the proposed
migration policy reform of the European Union. It answers the second sub-question: ‘To what extent
are the various discourses on migration reproduced in the articulated intentions for the proposed policy

9

The total number of codes from the Second Chamber are not included in the table, as they are not related to the
percentages of the reproduction of the four discourses. The numbers of codes from the political parties in the
Second Chamber were proportionated to the number of seats of each party. The 168 security codes linked to
documents from right oriented political parties, for example, had to account for 59 out of 150 for the average of
security codes linked to all the documents from the Second Chamber. This average was thus calculated as
follows: 68,3 / 150 * 59 + 29,4 / 150 * 64 + 49,7 / 150 * 27 = 48,4%

86

reform of the European Union?’. An answer to this question contributes to one of the main aims of this
research, namely to determine how the Dutch discourse on migration relates to the discourse adopted
for the proposed policy reform of the European Union, and to ascertain to what extent this relation is
challenging or supporting the harmonization of European migration policy via the proposed policy
reform of the European Union. An understanding of the reproduction of the security, liberal,
humanitarian and economic discourses in the proposed migration policy reform of the European Union
is essential for the examination of the discursive relation between the Netherlands and the European
Union during the development of the New Pact on Migration and Asylum. Ultimately, this chapter will
lead to answering the second part of this study’s main research question: ‘What – if any – is the
hegemonic Dutch discourse on migration and to what extent does it challenge or support the
harmonization of European migration policy via the proposed policy reform of the European Union?’.
The chapter starts with discussing the results from the discourse analysis of two texts from the European
council: its New Strategic Agenda for 2019-2024 that determines the overall direction of all EU
institutions for the current mandate (European Council, 2019a), and its webpage that highlights the most
important aspects of this strategic agenda (European Council, 2019b). The section thereafter presents
the results from the examination of the reproduction of the various discourses on migration in five texts
from the European Commission. These texts are: the Political Guidelines for the Next European
Commission (von der Leyen, 2019b), which sets the intentions of the Commission for this legislative
cycle; the webpage on Promoting Our European Way of Life (European Commission, 2019c) on which
the webpage Migration (European Commission, 2019b) can also be found; and the mission letters to
Commissioner for Home Affairs Johansson (von der Leyen, 2019c) and to Vice-President Schinas in
‘Promoting Our European Way of Life’ (von der Leyen, 2019a), in which President von der Leyen
describes their respective tasks for migration during this mandate. Johansson’s and Schinas’s own
perspectives on their respective roles are also shortly discussed, when the results from the discourse
analysis on their answers to the Parliament (Johansson, 2019; Schinas, 2019) are presented. The text
will now turn to a discussion on the discourse on migration adopted by the European Council.

7.1 European Council policy articulations
Table 39 below gives an overview of the codes belonging to the security, liberal, humanitarian and
economic discourse on migration that were linked to the two documents of the European Council. It is
not surprising that the examination of the two texts found only small number of frames, as the texts did
not elaborate on the Council’s intentions for migration policy exhaustively. In methodological sections
3.6.1 and 3.6.3, it was already explained how the texts reflect the general direction set out by the
European Council. They do not present a detailed overview of the steps on migration that are to be taken
by the various bodies and institutions of the European Union. However, these general points do provide
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some indication of the Council’s perspective on migration. As table 39 demonstrates, a great variety of
security codes were linked to the texts, and liberal codes were also well represented. These findings are
reflected by table 40 further below, which shows the number of times that codes from each discourse
were linked to the texts and which presents the respective percentages of the reproduction of security,
liberal, humanitarian and economic frames in the texts from the European Council. The discourse
analysis found that the security discourse was most dominantly adopted by the European Council
(46,2%), closely followed by the liberal discourse on migration (40,7%). A discussion on the main points
of interest and some examples from the texts will now provide a deepened understanding of these
quantitative findings.
Code groups
Description of
migration as
Description of
migrants as
Description of
political agents as
Description of
society as
Description of
receiving state as
Focus on

Description of
preferred response
to migration

Codes from the security, liberal, humanitarian or economic discourse
Security: criminal/illegal/unlawful, danger/risk/threat
Security: illegal/irregular
Security: internal safeguard, leading, protective
Liberal: internationally obliged
Security: us/citizens/insiders
Security: safe haven for society
Security: (public) fears, borders/boundaries/territory, internal/national, policy
effectiveness, safety, security
Liberal: external/international, freedom (of movement), international relations,
rights/law, values/norms/moral
Humanitarian: values/norms/moral
Economic: economy/employment
Security: control, external responsibility of care for migrants, fight against, send
away/back/out
Liberal: ensure (human) rights, internal responsibility of the care for migrants,
solidarity
Humanitarian: ensure (human) rights, solidarity

Table 39: Frames linked to policy articulations of the European Council

Percentages of the reproduction of the four discourses on migration
Security discourse
Liberal discourse
Humanitarian discourse
Economic discourse
42
46,2%
37
40,7%
11
12,1%
1
1,1%
Table 40: Number of codes and percentages of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse on migration in European Council documents

An interesting point that should be addressed first is the heading under which the Council’s guidelines
for migration policy are described. The four main priorities that are stipulated in the New Strategic
Agenda 2019-2024 are captured by the following titles: “protecting citizens and freedoms; developing
a strong and vibrant economic base; building a climate-neutral, green, fair and social Europe; promoting
European interests and values on the global stage” (European Council, 2019a p. 1). Other than a small
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reference to migration under the fourth heading ‘promoting European interests and values on the global
stage’, the direction of migration policy is described almost completely in the section with the subtitle
‘protecting citizens and freedoms’. This indicates that migration is something that European citizens
and their freedoms need to be protected from. Hence, migration is described as a security concern. If
migration was, for example, addressed in the section on ‘developing a strong and vibrant economic
base’, it potentially could have been given the status ‘beneficial for European economy’ or ‘challenge
for internal labor market’. Migration might then have been considered an economic concern.
Furthermore, a more elaborate discussion of migration in the section ‘promoting European interests and
values on the global stage’ might have framed migration as a humanitarian concern, linking it to the
obligation to help those in need or to the call for solidarity. However, due to its specific placement in
the document, migration is foremost considered as a threat to society and its values. The section in which
migration is addressed thus strongly links migration to security concerns. The webpage on the Union’s
Strategic Agenda for 2019-2024 (European Council, 2019b) also articulates this perspective on
migration, see the extract 1 below.
(1) “The EU must defend the fundamental rights and freedoms of its citizens and protect them against existing
and emerging threats”. (European Council, 2019b original emphasis in bold, underlining added)

This sentence precedes the list of the European Council on its priorities for European migration policy.
On the one hand, the extract includes a liberal focus on fundamental rights and freedoms. This focus is,
on the other hand, only applicable for the citizens of the European Union. Moreover, in order to ensure
these liberal values, citizens need to be protected from threats like migration. The focus on the European
society, the call for its protection and the frame describing migration as a threat all belong to the security
discourse on migration. So, the liberal values of rights and freedoms are not just selectively applicable
to only European citizens, they are also endangered by the threat that migration poses. This puts the
liberal perspective within a context dominated by the security discourse on migration. Migration is thus
mainly considered a security concern. It is no wonder that various other security frames were found in
the documents, see for example extract 2 below. The first sentence of the extract shows that the European
Council want to be in control of who enters the European territory. This preference for control and the
focus on territory are part of the security discourse on migration. The second sentence also mentions
effective border control as a way to guarantee security, which again links migration to issues of security.
(2) “We must ensure the integrity of our territory. We need to know and be the ones to decide who enters the EU.
Effective control of the external borders is an absolute prerequisite for guaranteeing security, upholding law and
order, and ensuring properly functioning EU policies, in line with our principles and values.” (European Council,
2019a p. 2 emphasis added)
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However, effective border control does not merely ensure security. According to the text of extract 2,
border control (= security) is also a prerequisite for ensuring European law and order (= liberal).
Furthermore, it makes possible the uphold of values of the European Union in its policies (= liberal and
humanitarian). The European Council thus approaches migration as something that needs to be
controlled in order to prevent the infringement of the Union’s internal security, its system of law and
order and its principles and values. Border control is necessary to prevent migration to encroach upon
the Union’s internal liberal and humanitarian organization. So, to summarize, the external threat of
migration needs to remain outside of the European Union, in order to protect the structures that are
inside of its borders. By naming migration as one of the threats that might damage the current liberal
and humanitarian functioning of the European Union, the European Council constructs it first and
foremost as a security concern. It is no wonder, then, that the texts focused mainly on public fears, EU
territory and borders and that security frames describing migration as illegal or the European Union as
internal safeguard were found throughout the texts.

7.2 European Commission policy articulations
In table 41 below, all security, liberal, humanitarian and economic codes are listed that were linked to
the five texts on the proposed migration policy reform of the European Commission. A first glance
already indicates that a greater variety of frames were found in these five texts than in the two texts from
the European Council. This comes as no surprise, as the five texts from the European Commission offer
more content than the two from the European Council and are more detailed in their description of the
proposed European migration policy. However, this greater variety in frames should not be assumed to
translate in a more equal reproduction of four discourses on migration. Table 42 provides an overview
of the total amount of security, liberal, humanitarian and economic codes that were linked to the
European Commission policy articulations and shows the respective reproduction of the four discourses.
Similar to the European Council, the European Commission mostly adopts the security perspective on
migration, with 53,8% of the codes belonging to the security discourse. However, the liberal and
humanitarian discourse are almost equally represented in texts from the European Council, respectively
20,9% and 21,6%. Frames from the economic discourse on migration were found a mere 3,8% of times.
Below, a discussion of the most interesting findings from the discourse analysis illustrated by some
textual segments will give meaning to these quantitative results.
Code groups
Description of
migration as
Description of
migrants as

Codes from the security, liberal, humanitarian or economic discourse
Security: challenge/problem, danger/risk/threat, natural phenomenon
Liberal: potential
Economic: needed/necessary
Security: illegal/irregular
Humanitarian: experiencing hardship/suffering, having no choice, victims, vulnerable
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Description of
political agents as
Description of
society as
Description of
receiving state as
Focus on

Attitude towards
migrants and/or
migration
Description of
effect of migration
Description of
preferred response
to migration

Justification by
political agents for
their response to
migration

Economic: labor force
Security: capable, internal safeguard, protective state
Liberal: internationally obliged, obliged/indebted toward migrants
Humanitarian: moral, obliged/indebted toward migrants, responsible
Security: affected, homogeneous/group/unity, us/citizens/insiders
Humanitarian: safe haven migrants
Security: (public) fears, borders/boundaries/territory, internal/national, policy
effectiveness, protection, security, society, stability
Liberal: equality/equity, external/international, freedom (of movement), international
relations, justice, rights/law, solidarity, values/norms/moral
Humanitarian: fairness, human beings, humanity, life/lives, protection, solidarity,
values/norms/moral
Economic: economy/employment
Liberal: against discrimination/racism, tolerant
Humanitarian: against discrimination/racism
Security: negative, transforming society
Security: close up/restrict/limit, control, external responsibility of the care for
migrants, fight against, mitigate/reduce, protect society, punish offenders, response
needed, selective, send away/back/out
Liberal: ensure (human) rights, internal responsibility for the care of migrants, open
up/enlarge, progressive/innovative, providing migrants with chances/opportunities,
solidarity
Humanitarian: assist/help migrants, ensure (human) rights, humane, protect migrants,
providing migrants with chances/opportunities, save migrants, solidarity
Economic: import migrants
Economic: beneficial for the economy

Table 41: Frames linked to policy articulations of the European Commission

Percentages of the reproduction of the four discourses on migration
Security discourse
Liberal discourse
Humanitarian discourse
Economic discourse
157
53,8%
61
20,9%
63
21,6%
11
3,8%
Table 42: Number of codes and percentages of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse on migration in European Commission documents

In her Political Guidelines for the Next European Commission, von der Leyen (2019b) seems to take
the strategic agenda of the European Council to heart. The issue of migration is discussed in the chapter
‘Protecting our European way of life’, in which von der Leyen (2019b p. 14) begins by stating that she
wants “Europe to strive for more when it comes to protecting our citizens and our values”. As such,
migration is inextricably framed as a threat from which European citizens and values need to be
protected. This is similar to the placement of the discussion on migration under the subtitle ‘protecting
citizens and freedoms’ in the New Strategic Agenda 2019-2024 of the European Council (2019a), as
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discussed previously. Migration is thus regarded as a security issue by both the European Council and
the European Commission. Moreover, the specific section in the chapter ‘Protecting our European way
of life’ that devotes attention to migration is headed with the title: ‘Strong borders and a fresh start on
migration’ (von der Leyen, 2019b p. 15). This title also addresses migration with the security
perspective, by focusing on strong borders. In relation to the title of the chapter, strong borders are meant
to protect ‘our’ European way of life. Similar to the strategic agenda of the European Council, the titles
of the chapter and section in which the intentions for migration policy are addressed already frame
migration as a security issue.
Apart from the titles, the text in the report also frames migration as a security concern. Extract 3 and
extract 4 below clearly illustrate this. The former lists three steps that are part of the Commission’s
proposed reform on ‘a fresh start on migration’. The first step constructs migration as a security issue
by legitimating the concerns that many have toward it. It frames migration as something that people
rightfully worry about. The second step calls for strong borders, which indicates that migration is
something that the European Union needs to be protected from. The third step argues for reform in
burden sharing. Hence, migration is a ‘burden’ rather than, for example, a potential. All these steps thus
frame the phenomenon migration as a security concern. In extract 4, migration is named as a challenge
of great concern to many. This perspective also belongs to the security discourse on migration. But not
only is migration constructed as a security problem, the proposed ways to deal with it also belong to the
security perspective on migration. Extract 3 below illustrates this well. First of all, the European
Commission seems to focus at reassuring society by ‘allaying’ their concerns. As was discussed in
section 2.3.1, the dual process of constructing migration as a problem while also trying to reassure
people, is part of the security discourse on migration. Secondly, the intention to strengthen European
borders is also a security measure. It indicates that migration needs to be kept out of the territory of the
European Union. The intentions articulated in extract 4 to protect Europeans and give them a peace of
mind also clearly fit well within the security perspective on migration.
(3) “We need to allay the legitimate concerns of many. […] We need strong external borders. […] We need a new
way of burden sharing” (von der Leyen, 2019b p. 15 emphasis added)
(4) “Asylum and migration are amongst the most significant challenges the EU has faced in recent years. Along
with security, they rank high among the priorities and concerns of many Europeans. […] You will have an
important role in showing that our Union can protect and give peace of mind to Europeans.” (von der Leyen, 2019c
p. 4 emphasis added)

However, the codes in table 41 and the numbers in table 42 also show that, other than security frames,
a significant variety and amount (21,6%) of humanitarian frames were found during the examination of
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the five texts of the European Council. Extract 5 offers an example of a description of Europe’s ‘moral
duty’ to ‘honor its values’ by ‘extending a helping hand’ and ‘saving lives’. This description of the way
in which Europe should deal with (some of) the people that migrate relates to the humanitarian discourse
on migration. The focus on European values is also part of the liberal discourse. Interesting is that it is
clearly defined who might be offered a helping hand or what might be saved: refugees fleeing particular
circumstances or lives endanger at sea. Contrary, when references are made to some security measures
such as strengthening European borders, it is not specified who these strong borders are to keep out.
Extract 3 above and extract 10 below illustrate this point of interest. Selectiveness is thus applied to
humanitarian actions only and not to security measures. This means that even humanitarian responses
to migration are framed to fit within the security perspective. Another example of how humanitarian
policies are based on the security perspective is captured by extract 6 below. The improvement of the
future perspectives and conditions of those who want to come to Europe should, namely, occur in the
countries of origin. We have seen in previous chapters that this kind of policy is aimed at preventing
migration, which constructs migration as a security issue. Moreover, extract 6 mentions the
responsibilities of offering help to and creating humane circumstances in the countries hosting refugees,
rather than doing that in Europe. These humanitarian responsibilities indicate a preference for the
external responsibility of the care for migrants, which also belongs to the security perspective on
migration.
(5) “Europe will always honor our values and extend a helping hand to refugees fleeing persecution or conflict –
it is our moral duty. The same applies to saving lives at sea.” (von der Leyen, 2019b p. 16 emphasis added)
(6) “Our responsibility starts in the home countries of those who come to Europe. […] We need to put the clear
focus of our development cooperation on improving the perspectives of young women and men in their countries
of origin. […] Europe has a responsibility to help the countries hosting refugees to offer them decent and
humanitarian conditions.” (von der Leyen, 2019b p. 15-16 emphasis added)

About one fifth (20,9%) of the frames in the policy articulations of the European Commission belong
to the liberal discourse on migration. The focus on values in extract 5 and the intention to provide
migrants with opportunities as articulated in extract 6 are some examples of the liberal perspective.
Furthermore, extract 7 from the mission letter to Vice-President in ‘Promoting Our European Way of
Life’ and extract 8 from the mission letter to Commissioner for Home Affairs Johansson also illustrate
a liberal policy of opening up to migration through the creation of legal pathways. Extract 7 relates this
opening up to the humanitarian reason of taking care of those in need and to the economic reason of
attracting skilled workers. This means that selectiveness is applied to the liberal notion of opening up.
Only those who truly need protection and those who are beneficial for the economy are welcome. Extract
8 also exemplifies the latter of those two conditions on which the liberal policy of opening up is based.
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It justifies the construction of pathways for (limited) legal migration by stating that ‘our’ economy and
labor market needs people with skills and talents. The liberal policy is thus rather limited. However, the
two textual segments illustrate how the economic discourse is applied in order to support the liberal
discourse on migration. Migration is namely framed as necessary for Europe, rather than described as a
threat to its economy.
(7) “You should focus on ensuring there are genuine legal pathways to the European Union, both through the
resettlement of those in need of international protection and through employment opportunities for skilled
workers.” (von der Leyen, 2019c p. 5 emphasis added)
(8) “I want you to focus on creating pathways to legal migration to help us bring in people with the skills and
talents our economy and labor market need.” (von der Leyen, 2019a, p. 5 emphasis added)

The adaptation of the four discourses on migration in policy articulations of the European Union have
now been discussed and illustrated with various quotations from the five texts. It has become clear that
the security discourse dominates the context in which liberal, humanitarian and economic frames occur.
Extract 9 below clearly captures the construction of migration as a security concern and demonstrates
the cooccurrence of frames from various discourses once more. It shows how migration is constructed
as a threat by framing it as something that is legitimate to fear. It also demonstrates that the ways to deal
with migration should be security, liberal and humanitarian based, as the text focusses on Europe’s
values and responsibilities of ‘solidarity, peace of mind and security’. But even as liberal and
humanitarian frames are applied, migration is perceived primarily as a security issue. The one and only
sentence on migration in the summary of von der Leyen's (2019b) Political Guidelines for the Next
European Commission, proves this once more. Of everything about migration that has been discussed
in her report, the security-based promise articulated in extract 10 about extra guards for a better secured
European border is the highlight that concludes her guidelines. As that promise is deemed the highlight
of the part on migration, it seems only appropriate to end this section on that note as well.
(9) “The European way of life is built around solidarity, peace of mind and security. We must address and allay
legitimate fears and concerns about the impact of irregular migration on our economy and society. This will require
us to work together to find common solutions which are grounded in our values and our responsibilities.” (von der
Leyen, 2019a, p. 4 emphasis added)
(10) “By 2024, 10,000 European Border and Coast Guards should be helping to secure our external borders.” (von
der Leyen, 2019b p. 21 emphasis added)
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7.2.1 Frames of Commissioner for Home Affairs Johansson
As was discussed in methodological section 3.6.1, Commissioner for Home Affairs Johansson is one of
the main actors that is charged with the task to develop the New Act on Migration and Asylum. The
previous section has included the results from the discourse analysis on the mission letter to Johansson
that was send by President von der Leyen. However, Johansson also indicated her own intentions and
visions for the job of Commission for Home Affairs. In the document on her answers to the European
Parliament (Johansson, 2019), she articulates her perspective on her tasks related to migration. This
section shortly discusses the findings from the discourse analysis of this document, as her discourse on
migration differs from the discourse adopted by President von der Leyen for the general direction of the
European Commission. Table 43 below gives an overview of the reproduction of frames from the
security, liberal, humanitarian and economic discourse on migration in policy articulations of Johansson
and von der Leyen. The latter has been discussed previously, and the results from the discourse analysis
of the answers to the Parliament by Johansson will be elaborated on now.

Johansson
Commission

Percentages of the reproduction of the four discourses on migration
Security
Liberal
Humanitarian
Economic
81
40,5%
52
26,0%
64
32,0%
3
1,5%
157
53,8%
61
20,9%
63
21,6%
11
3,8%

Table 43: Number of codes and percentages of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse on migration adopted by the Commissioner for Home Affairs Johansson and the European Commission

As table 43 shows, Johansson adopts the security discourse in proportion to von der Leyen substantially
less frequent. Her reproduction of liberal and humanitarian frames is, on the other hand, significantly
more. Furthermore, the discourse analysis unraveled slightly less frames belonging to the economic
discourse on migration respective the texts from the European Commission. However, the security
discourse on migration is also most dominantly in the text of Commissioner Johansson. Extract 11 below
offers a good example of the adaptation of the security discourse. It describes migration as a challenge
that is of high concern to many EU citizens. It also proposes to better control it, to protect European
borders and to ensure security. The construction of migration as a challenge and a concern and the
proposed actions all belong to the security perspective.
(11) “What motivates me is to give citizens a response to issues, which are of concern to them. EU citizens consider
migration and security to be two of the most important challenges facing Europe. Effectively managing migration,
protecting external borders and ensuring security will remain the paramount task for the Home Affairs portfolio.”
(Johansson, 2019 p. 3 emphasis added)
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However, as table 43 indicates, liberal and humanitarian frames are also very present in the discourse
adopted by Johansson. Extract 12 and 13 are just two of many examples in which Johansson incorporates
the liberal discourse on migration. Both express the importance of fundamental rights. More of such
liberal references were found throughout the text. And very similar to the previously discussed extracts
7 and 8 from texts of the European Commission, Johansson describes the opening up to (limited)
migration as a way to fulfill the need for the European labor market, see extract 14 below. This liberal
perspective on migration is thus watered down by the imposed selectiveness, which in its turn belongs
to the security discourse. Moreover, Johansson describes the facilitation of legal migration (e.g. the
limited opening up) as a way to combat irregular migration, which is also a security measure. And the
legal migration must occur in a controlled and orderly fashion, two aspirations belonging to the security
perspective on migration. So, once again, liberal policies are dependent upon security conditions and
limited due to selectiveness.
(12) “Respect for fundamental rights is as important …” (Johansson, 2019 p. 8 emphasis added)
(13) “Respect for fundamental rights is paramount …” (Johansson, 2019 p. 10 emphasis added)
(14) “[…] one of our tools to combat irregular migration is to facilitate well-managed and orderly legal migration.
We face an increasing need for legal migration for our labor market to remain competitive.” (Johansson, 2019 p.
10 emphasis added)

Many humanitarian frames are also placed in security context. This is illustrated by extract 15 below.
The proposed policies that Johansson mentions are fighting against irregular migration, strengthening
borders and return policies. All of these belong to the security perspective on migration. They frame
migration as an enemy that needs to be fought against, as a threat that needs to be protected from, and
as something that requires management and selectiveness. However, Johansson also states that
European’s humanitarian obligations should be considered for these proposed measures. What these
humanitarian obligations precisely entail, and how they will be incorporated in the security measures,
is not further clarified.
(15) “It remains essential that we pursue a comprehensive approach, looking at the fight against irregular
migration, strengthening the external borders, return policies, […]. In all these areas, our humanitarian obligations
will remain uppermost in my considerations.” (Johansson, 2019 p. 6 emphasis added)

All in all, the discourse on migration that Commissioner for Home Affairs Johansson adopts,
incorporates more liberal and humanitarian frames than the discourse of President of the European
Commission von der Leyen. However, it has been demonstrated that these frames are oftentimes placed
in a context that is dominated by the security discourse on migration. Moreover, the document in which
Johansson articulates her answers to the Parliament draws mostly on frames belonging to the security
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discourse. So, even as Johansson also adopts the liberal and humanitarian discourse to a great extent, it
is the security discourse on migration that determines her overall perspective on migration.

7.2.2 Frames of Vice-President Schinas in ‘Promoting Our European Way of Life’
Vice-President Schinas in ‘Promoting Our European Way of Life’ is the second main actor that has been
charged with the task of developing a New Pact on Migration and Asylum, as was previously discussed
in methodological section 3.6.1. This section will present the findings from the discourse analysis of his
answers to the European Parliament. Table 44 below shows the respective differences in the
reproduction of discourses on migration by von der Leyen to describe the general direction of European
migration policy and by Schinas to present his intentions for and vision on the role of Vice-President
for Promoting Our European Way of Life. Compared to von der Leyen, Schinas uses more liberal and
humanitarian frames, and this is reflected by the little reproduction of the security discourse on
migration. Only 22,0% of the frames that were found in Schinas’ answers to the European Parliament
belongs to the security discourse, whereas a total of 53,8% of the frames in texts from the European
Commission were part of the security discourse. The discussion and extracts below will provide
additional meaning to these quantitative results.

Schinas
Commission

Percentages of the reproduction of the four discourses on migration
Security
Liberal
Humanitarian
Economic
24
22,0%
41
37,6%
34
31,2%
10
9,2%
157
53,8%
61
20,9%
63
21,6%
11
3,8%

Table 44: Number of codes and percentages of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse on migration adopted by Vice-President Promoting Our Way of Life Schinas and the European Commission

The discourse analysis uncovered many liberal and humanitarian values and principles in Schinas’
answers to the European Parliament. A great diversity of these values is presented by extract 16 and 17
below. Liberal values include the respect for freedom, democracy and equality and the importance of
standing up for rights. Humanitarian values are the respect for human dignity and human rights and
extending heart and home to those less fortunate. Throughout the document, many of such liberal and
humanitarian notions were found. Schinas often focuses on these values and principles when he
describes his vision on how Europe should respond to migration. This accounts for large proportion of
liberal and humanitarian frames, 37,6% and 31,2% respectively. The reproduction of these frames in the
answers of Schinas is significantly more than in the documents from von der Leyen, of which 20,9% of
the frames belong to the liberal discourse and 21,6% to the humanitarian discourse on migration. This
indicates that Schinas’ perspective on how to deal with migration differs significantly from the general
direction of the Union’s migration policy as determined by von der Leyen.
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(16) “Respect for human dignity, freedom, democracy, equality, the rule of law, and respect for human rights […]
– these are the values and principles upon which our Union is founded.” (Schinas, 2019 p. 9 emphasis added)
(17) “Being European means being open to the world, extending heart and home to those less fortunate. It means
standing up for the same rights, principles and values across the globe.” (Schinas, 2019 p. 10 emphasis added)

Another example of this different approach to migration of Schinas is presented by extract 18 below. In
the extract, Schinas lists some of the arguments in favor of opening up by developing the opportunities
of legal migration. This explicit focus on the opportunities of migration is already very different than
framing migration as a threat or challenge. The latter perspective on migration was found to be strongly
present in the five documents from the European Commission, as extracts 3, 4 and 9 have previously
illustrated. Moreover, von der Leyen justifies the acceptance of (limited) migration mostly by linking it
to the benefits for the European labor market and economy, see for example extracts 7 and 8 above.
Schinas, on the other hand, elaborates on another reason of legal migration: to create safe routes for
people who might otherwise undertake dangerous journeys. He describes legal migration thus as a way
to protect migrants. And he does not define who is eligible to make use of this safe alternative, whereas
von der Leyen in extract 7 only offers legal pathways to ‘those in need of international protection’ or to
‘skilled workers’. The selectiveness that von der Leyen articulates, lacks in the vision about legal
migration of Schinas.
(18) “Developing the opportunities for legal migration is a key priority […]. I see legal migration as serving several
objectives. Firstly, legal migration can help respond to the demographic realities and the labor market needs of the
European economy in the face of a global race for talent. Secondly, it can offer a safe alternative to people who
might otherwise be driven to undertake dangerous and irregular routes to Europe.” (Schinas, 2019 p. 12)

Even though the security perspective is not as strongly present in Schinas’ answers to the Parliament as
in the documents of the European Commission, a total of 22,0% of the frames still belong to the security
discourse on migration. Extract 19 below gives an example of the way in which Schinas incorporates
security frames. In the extract, he prioritizes a secure environment and a peace of mind. As this sentence
is found in a section in which he presents his vision on migration policy, it frames migration as
something that can affect Europe’s internal security and install unrest amongst its citizens. These
perspectives are part of the security discourse on migration.
(19) “[My priority is] providing the secure environment and peace of mind we need.” (Schinas, 2019 p. 10
emphasis added)

The discussion of the results from the examination of the discourse adopted by Vice-President for
Promoting Our European Way of Life Schinas has revealed that Schinas’ discourse on migration differs
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significantly from the European Commission’s discourse as determined by President von der Leyen.
The approach to migration that Schinas proposes draws more on liberal and humanitarian perspectives
than the guidelines of von der Leyen. The proportion of security frames in his perspective is also merely
22,0%, whereas that of the European Commission is 53,8%. These are substantial differences.

7.3 One European discourse on migration?
The previous sections have discussed the results from the examination of the discourse on migration
adopted by the European Council, the European Commission headed by President von der Leyen,
Commissioner for Home Affairs Johansson and Vice-President Schinas in ‘Promoting Our European
Way of Life’. All actors are directly or indirectly involved in the development of the New Pact on
Asylum and Migration and all incorporate frames from the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse to a different extent. Table 45 below gives an overview of the respective reproduction of the
four discourses by each of the actors. It provides an answer to the second sub-question: : ‘To what extent
are the various discourses on migration reproduced in the articulated intentions for the proposed policy
reform of the European Union?’. As a conclusion of this chapter, this section will discuss the differences
in the adopted discourses on migration of the four actors of the European Union. It will deliberate if
there exists one European discourse on migration on the basis of which it can be determined how the
Dutch discourse on migration relates to the discourse adopted for the proposed policy reform of the
European Union. This will be necessary to ascertain to what extent the Dutch-European discursive
relation is challenging or supporting the proposed policy reform of the European Union. Ultimately, that
will contribute to answering the second part of study’s main research question: ‘What – if any – is the
hegemonic Dutch discourse on migration and to what extent does it challenge or support the
harmonization of European migration policy via the proposed policy reform of the European Union?’.
Percentages of the reproduction of the discourses of the European Union
Security
Liberal
Humanitarian
European Council
42
46,2% 37
40,7%
11
12,1%
European Commission
157
53,8% 61
20,9%
63
21,6%
Commissioner Johansson
81
40,5% 52
26,0%
64
32,0%
Vice-President Schinas
24
22,0% 41
37,6%
34
31,2%

Economic
1
1,1%
11
3,8%
3
1,5%
10
9,2%

Table 45: Number of codes and percentages of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse on migration of the European Union

Based on the guidelines of the European Council, the European Commission sets the direction of
European migration policy. Both institutions most dominantly adopt the security discourse on migration,
see table 45 above. Commissioner for Home Affairs Johansson seems to follow their line, as security
frames were found to the greatest extent in her answers to the Parliament. Vice-President for Promoting
Our European Way of Life, on the other hand, does not incorporate the security discourse the most.

99

Moreover, the examination of the discourses adopted by the various actors uncovered significant
differences in the respective reproduction of mainly the liberal and humanitarian discourse on migration.
This study focuses on the discourse adopted by the European Union for the proposed migration policy
reform. As was also discussed in methodological section 3.6.3, this proposal for a New Pact on
Migration and Asylum is currently still being developed. It is therefore not yet possible to state which
perspective on migration will resound the most in the finalized proposal. That is also not necessary, as
this study wants to determine the extent to which the Dutch discourse on migration might potentially
support or challenge the construction of the New Pact on Migration and Asylum, and not its final form.
It is, for this study’s purpose of comparing the Dutch and European discourse on migration, therefore
most meaningful to consider the European discourse as comprising the separate discourses adopted by
each of the four actors. Chapter 9 will evaluate the discursive relation between the Netherlands and the
European Union. This chapter can conclude by stating that there are four different actors with various
discourses that encompass the European discourse on migration.

Chapter 8 - Discussion
This chapter begins with a discussion and interpretation of the elements that together provide an answer
to this study’s main research question: ‘What – if any – is the hegemonic Dutch discourse on migration
and to what extent does it challenge or support the harmonization of European migration policy via the
proposed policy reform of the European Union?’. Thereafter, section 8.2 complements the methodspecific ‘scope and limitations’ sections in chapter 3 by identifying possible weaknesses of the research
and by indicating the extent to which these might have affected this study’s results. Section 8.3
concludes the discussion by highlighting the contributions of this research to the academic literature and
the harmonization processes of European migration policy.

8.1 Interpretations
8.1.1 The Dutch hegemonic discourse on migration
By analyzing the adopted discourse on migration of Dutch newspapers, publics and policymakers, this
study has established the security discourse as the hegemonic discourse on migration in the Netherlands.
This is the answer to the first sub-question ‘What – if any – is the hegemonic discourse on migration in
the Netherlands, as demonstrated by the interplay of Dutch mass media, public opinion and policy?’.
Table 46 below gives an overview of the findings presented in chapter 4 and 6 on the reproduction of
the four discourses on migration by Dutch newspapers, the Dutch government and the Second Chamber.
As the table shows, the security discourse is most dominantly reproduced in newspaper articles (51,9%)
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as well as in policy articulations of the government (54,0%) and the Second Chamber (48,4%). The
examination of surveys about Dutch public opinion on migration that was described in chapter 5 also
found a dominance of the security discourse. These results on Dutch mass media, public opinion and
policy show that the security discourse is the hegemonic discourse on migration in the Netherlands.
Reproduction of the discourses by actors of the Netherlands
Security
Liberal
10
Dutch newspapers
51,9%
21,6%
Dutch government
Dutch Second Chamber

334
-

54,0%
48,4%

165
-

26,7%
26,9%

Humanitarian
16,5%
86
-

13,9%
18,6%

Economic
9,9%
33
-

5,3%
6,2%

Table 46: Number of codes and percentages of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse on migration of newspapers and policy articulations of the Netherlands

The establishment of the security discourse on migration as the hegemonic discourse in the Netherlands
is not surprising, as the Netherlands has experienced a rise in popularity of populist political parties and
anti-migration movements (Geddes & Scholten, 2016; Krzyżanowski et al., 2018). The security
discourse advocates the closing of borders, regards migration as a threat that society needs to be
protected from and promotes the restriction of the inflow of migrants. The security discourse thus
incorporates many anti-migration perspectives. These are in line with the increasing populist sentiments
in the Netherlands, and it is therefore not unexpected that Dutch media, publics and political agents most
dominantly adopt the security discourse on migration.
The findings support the suggestion of Buonfino (2004) that the interplay of media, publics and
policymakers might produce a hegemonic discourse. According to Buonfino (2004), a hegemonic
discourse is established when media and society produce a common voice strong enough to pressurize
political actors to implement policies accordingly. Table 46 shows that the reproduction of the four
discourses is similar for Dutch newspapers, the government and the Second Chamber. The highest
variation occurs in the reproduction of the liberal discourse and is only 5,1%. The security discourse is
also most dominantly reflected in the Dutch public opinion on migration (see chapter 5). The similarities
in the discourses on migration of the various actors indicate that media, publics and policymakers are
likely to be interrelated. Moreover, as Buonfino (2004) proposes, this interplay seems able to produce
one hegemonic discourse that dominates all others. This study thus supports the theory of Buonfino
(2004) by offering quantitative results on the establishment of a hegemonic discourse on migration in
the Netherlands through the interplay of media, publics and policymakers. It thereby supplements the
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The total number of codes from Dutch newspapers and the Dutch Second Chamber are not included in the
table, as they are not related to the percentages of the reproduction of the four discourses. The numbers of codes
from the media were proportionated to the market share of each newspaper, and the numbers of codes from the
political parties in the Second Chamber were proportionated to the number of seats of each party. See also
footnotes 7 and 9.
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studies of inter alia Cockerill (2002) and Simon and Jerit (2007), which illustrate the direction of
influence in the relation between media, publics and politics but which do not express this influence in
a quantitative manner.

8.1.2 The European discourse on migration
The results discussed in chapter 7 about the discourses on migration adopted by actors of the European
Union currently involved with the development of the New Pact on Migration and Asylum provide an
answer to the second sub-question of this study: ‘To what extent are the various discourses on migration
reproduced in the articulated intentions for the proposed policy reform of the European Union?’. Table
47 below offers a display of the quantitative results that constitute that answer. The percentages show
that the policy articulations of the European Council, the European Commission and Commissioner for
Home Affairs Johansson are dominated by the security discourse on migration (46,2%, 53,8% and
40,5% respectively). However, the policy articulations of Vice-President Schinas in ‘Promoting Our
European Way of Life’ reflect more strongly the liberal (37,6%) and humanitarian (31,2%) discourse
on migration. Moreover, the reproduction of the discourses compared across the four actors demonstrate
significant differences (maximum variations between 8,1% and 31,8%). These numbers show the extent
to which the four discourses on migration are reproduced in the proposed policy reform of the European
Union.
Reproduction of the discourses by actors of the European Union
Security
Liberal
European Council
42
46,2%
37
40,7%
European Commission
157
53,8%
61
20,9%
Commissioner Johansson
81
40,5%
52
26,0%
Vice-President Schinas
24
22,0%
41
37,6%

Humanitarian
11
12,1%
63
21,6%
64
32,0%
34
31,2%

Economic
1
1,1%
11
3,8%
3
1,5%
10
9,2%

Table 47: Number of codes and percentages of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse on migration of the European Council, European Commission, Johansson and Schinas

The findings suggest that the harmonization of perspectives on migration within the European Union is
not (yet) achieved. As the Union consists of many different institutions and bodies, it is not unexpected
that antagonism is not yet overcome by the establishment of one hegemonic discourse on migration
(Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002). However, the diverging discourses of the actors involved with the
development of the New Pact on Migration and Asylum are also relevant for the research on factors that
obstruct the harmonization of EU migration policy. Many scholars have examined the relation between
Member States and the European Union and direct attention to the influence of domestic interests and
politics on supranational negotiations (see e.g. da Conceição-Heldt and Mello (2017); Givens and
Luedtke (2004); Greenhill (2016)). While this study contributes to the academic debate by highlighting
the role of discourse on the construction of a harmonized and common European response to migration,
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it also indicates that the discursive struggle operating within the EU rather than between the EU and its
Member States might affect the Union’s attempts at harmonizing migration policy. To better understand
the implications of these results, future studies could address the influence of the Union’s internal
discursive struggle on the harmonization of migration policy.

8.1.3 The relation between the Dutch and European discourse on migration
Table 48 below gives a clear overview of the answer of the third sub-question ‘How does the Dutch
(hegemonic) discourse on migration relate to the discourse adopted for the proposed European migration
policy reform?’. As the table shows, the security discourse on migration that has achieved hegemony in
the Netherlands (51,9% - 54,0%), is also dominantly reproduced by the European Council (46,2%), the
European Commission (53,8%) and the Commissioner for Home Affairs Johansson (40,5%). However,
the reproduction of the security discourse of these actors is significantly more compared to that of VicePresident Schinas in ‘Promoting Our Way of Life’ (22,0%). Moreover, where the Dutch media and
political actors do not differ much in their reproduction of the liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourses (maximum variations between 4,0% and 5,1%), the discourses of the European actors diverge
more significantly (maximum variations between 9,1% and 20,2%). The reproduction of the discourses
by Dutch actors relates most to the discourse on migration adopted by the European Commission, with
a maximum variation of 1,9% for security frames, 5,8% for liberal frames, 7,7% for humanitarian frames
and 6,1% for economic frames. These numbers show how the Dutch hegemonic discourse on migration
relates to the discourse adopted for the development of the European migration policy reform.
Reproduction of the discourses by actors of the Netherlands and the European Union
Security
Liberal
Humanitarian
Dutch newspapers
51,9%
21,6%
16,5%
Dutch government
334
54,0%
165
26,7%
86
13,9%
Dutch Second Chamber
48,4%
26,9%
18,6%
European Council
42
46,2%
37
40,7%
11
12,1%
European Commission
157
53,8%
61
20,9%
63
21,6%
Commissioner Johansson
81
40,5%
52
26,0%
64
32,0%
Vice-President Schinas
24
22,0%
41
37,6%
34
31,2%

Economic
9,9%
33
5,3%
6,2%
1
1,1%
11
3,8%
3
1,5%
10
9,2%

Table 48: Number of codes and percentages of the reproduction of the security, liberal, humanitarian and economic
discourse on migration by various actors of the Netherlands and the European Union

The combination of results provides an answer to the central research question: ‘What – if any – is the
hegemonic Dutch discourse on migration and to what extent does it challenge or support the
harmonization of European migration policy via the proposed policy reform of the European Union?’.
The extent to which the Dutch hegemonic security discourse challenges or supports the harmonization
of European migration policy via the Union’s proposal for policy reform depends on which of the
discourses of the European actors will ultimately be most dominantly reflected in the finalized proposal.
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For instance, the Dutch hegemonic security discourse is not likely to challenge but rather to support
policy harmonization if the discursive explanation of what the European Council, the European
Commission or Johansson wants to do about migration will be most dominantly represented in the
finalized proposal. This support will be largest when the discourse of the European Commission
resounds most in the proposal. However, the Dutch hegemonic discourse on migration will probably
challenge policy harmonization if the discourse of Schinas is most strongly reflected in the proposal.
Policymakers might keep this in mind during the development of Europe’s New Pact on Migration and
Asylum, as the discourse of the finalized proposal will determine the nature of the discursive relation
between the Netherlands and the European Union and the potential of the proposal to harmonize
European migration policy.
These findings contribute to the theory on two level games by highlighting the importance of the role of
discourse in dictating the position of the Netherlands on issues of migration during supranational
negotiations. The theory on two level games is relevant for Europe’s development of the New Pact on
Migration and Asylum, as it explains how national factors are brought to the arena of supranational
policymaking and thereby affect the harmonization of European migration policy (Putnam, 1988).
Policymakers involved with the harmonization of migration might keep the role of discourse in mind,
as the discursive relation between the Netherlands and the European Union either challenges or supports
the construction of a common, European response to migration in the form of the New Pact on Migration
and Asylum.

8.2 Limitations
Complementary to the method-specific ‘scope and limitations’ sections in chapter 3, this section’s
purpose is to discuss possible weaknesses of the research and to indicate the extent to which these might
have affected this study’s results. The section also considers the potential of alternative methods that
might lift these limitations. A first probable weakness has to do with the fact that a human being has
conducted this research. The methods for data collection, analysis and interpretation are therefore
inevitably subject to biases. As with all other (social) studies, the researcher’s cognitive biases, identity
and experiences affect the manner in which data is selected, examined, and explained. The analyst does
not stand above the subject matter. On the contrary, she is immerged in it. For this particular study on
discourses on migration, it has to be acknowledged that the world of the researcher is constructed in
discourse as well. Hence, the subject matter falls within the researcher’s personal environment and she
is takes part in it herself. The discourses adopted by media, publics and policymakers have thus already
played a role in creating the perspective on migration of the researcher, who then begins to investigate
them. Claiming to be unbiased would be no more than a false statement. However, the reflexivity and
transparency demonstrated in this chapter and in the ‘scope and limitations’ sections of the

104

methodological chapter seek to address the impact of bias. Another step to counter biases could have
been the calculation of intercoder reliability. This could lay bare the level of agreement between two or
more independent examiners on the coding of the selected data with the study’s coding scheme and
could have enhanced the objectivity of the discourse analysis.
Connected to the limitation of non-availability of primary data about Dutch public opinion on migration
(see methodological section 3.4.3), a second limitation relates to the theory on the influence of media
on public opinion. This study adopted that specific theory without the aim of testing it against the derived
results. The study did not check for causality between what the media reports and what the public thinks,
nor did it rule out reverse causality. However, if it were the case that the public influences media, media
representation would still mirror public opinion. It was therefore unnecessary to establish the direction
of influence between the two actors. Furthermore, the theory only functioned in support of the relation
between the findings from the discourse analysis of Dutch media and public opinion. Both were
analyzed separately, and the theory on the influence of media on public opinion was only used to indicate
that the numbers on the reproduction of the discourses in Dutch newspapers might reflect those of the
public opinion as well. However, this could have resulted in an increased bias in the conclusion about a
hegemonic discourse on migration in the Netherlands. The examination of public opinion, independent
of the analysis of media, did not yield quantifiable results that could contribute to the identification of a
Dutch hegemonic discourse on migration. The collection and examination of primary data from surveys
on the Dutch public opinion on migration could lift this limitation.
A last potential weakness has to do with the examination of the discourses on migration of Dutch and
European policies. Due to time and scope limitations, this study restricted its discourse analysis on
migration policies of the Netherlands to texts from the government and the political parties in the Second
Chamber that were intentionally directed at the electorate. Legislative documents were not included.
Moreover, due to the COVID-19 crisis, the New Pact on Migration and Asylum of the European Union
was delayed (European Commission, 2020b). An implication of this is that only policy intentions from
the European Council and European Commission were available for discourse analysis. It is important
to stress that this study is not an analysis of what the European Union actually does about migration, but
how it discursively explains what it proposes to do. This entails that the study’s selection of Dutch and
European documents only captured the discourse adopted by policymakers and not the discourse of
actual policies. There might exist a discrepancy between the intentions expressed by politicians and the
eventual enacted policies. This could, for instance, imply that promises of increased border controls or
of targeting undocumented migrants are not necessarily paralleled by policies which restrict the actual
rights given to migrants. As the discourse of the final proposal will become clear in the period ahead, it
will be interesting to examine the effects of the challenging or supportive discursive relation between
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the Netherlands and the European Union on, for example, the proposal’s implementation. This potential
for further research will be discussed in the next and final chapter of this report.

8.3 Implications
With these potential weaknesses in mind, it is possible to review the societal and scientific contributions
of this study. To begin with the first, this study has shed light on the relation between the Dutch discourse
on migration and the harmonization of European migration policy via the proposed policy reform of the
European Union. In doing so, it has provided an understanding of the discursive processes that have the
potential to challenge or support the intended harmonization. The examination of the Dutch and
European discourse on migration has helped to understand the discursive struggle that affects the
harmonization of European migration policy. Policymakers can keep this discursive relation in mind, as
the New Pact on Migration and Asylum will either be challenged or supported by the Dutch discourse
on migration, depending on the discourse that is most dominantly reproduced in the proposal for policy
reform. This study has furthermore contributed to the academic debate on the obstructing factors in the
relation between Member States and the European Union. By accounting for the role of discourse on
the support for the development of a common European response to migration, this research has
advanced on the inclusion of discourse in the academic debate about what factors support or hinder the
harmonization of European migration policy. It has thereby assisted in filling a gap in literature, as other
scholars have mainly focused on the national interests that dictate Member State’s position during
supranational negotiations.

Chapter 9 – Conclusion and recommendations
This research aimed to uncover the Dutch hegemonic discourse on migration and its relation to the
migration policy reform of the European Union. Based on qualitative and quantitative results from
discourse analyses on Dutch newspaper articles, public opinion and policy articulations, it can be
concluded that the security discourse on migration has achieved hegemony in the Netherlands. A
comparison of the Dutch hegemonic discourse with the discourses adopted by the European actors
involved with the development of the New Pact on Migration and Asylum, revealed that the discursive
relation between the Netherlands and the European Union would be most supportive if the discourse of
the European Commission is reflected dominantly in the finalized proposal for migration policy reform.
The discursive relation would be most challenging if the proposal reflects the discourse of Vice President
Schinas in ‘Promoting Our European Way of Life’ to the greatest extent. These outcomes indicate that
discourse is an important factor that either challenges or supports the harmonization of European
migration policy via the proposed policy reform of the European Union. Based on these conclusions,
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policymakers should take discourse into consideration for the current development of the New Pact on
Migration and Asylum. By accounting for these challenging and supporting aspects of migration
discourse, this study has also contributed to the academic debate on the factors that influence the
harmonization of European migration policies. Previous studies have mainly focused on the influence
of domestic interests and politics on supranational negotiations. The examination of the discursive
relation between the European Union and one of its Member States has adds to this strand of literature
by accounting for the influence of national discourse on the position on migration of Member States
during the harmonization of European migration policy.
The findings illustrate the establishment of a national hegemonic discourse through the interplay of
media, publics and policy actors, and they point towards the potential of this hegemonic discourse to
obstruct or uphold the harmonization of migration policies at the supranational level. But they also point
towards the ongoing discursive struggle between the various European actors involved with the
development of the migration policy reform and to the incomplete process of harmonizing the
perspectives on migration within the European Union. Future research is needed to determine the
outcome of this internal discursive struggle and its influence on the construction of a common European
response to migration. A discourse analysis of the New Pact on Migration and Asylum, which has been
delayed due to the COVID-19 crisis, can establish the dominant discourse on migration and thereby the
outcome of the discursive struggle between the European actors involved with the development of the
proposal for policy reform. This will build on the conclusions of this study related to the ongoing
discursive struggle operating at the European level.
With its examination of the Dutch discourse on migration, this study exemplified the discursive relation
between the European Union and Member States that experienced a rise in popularity of populist
political parties and anti-migration movements. It found that it is not surprising that a country with
increasing populist sentiments most dominantly adopts the security discourse on migration. Future
research could examine the national discourses of Member States that have other typical characteristics,
as to expose the relative influence of these characteristics on the establishment of a hegemonic discourse
on migration. For instance, the discourse of Hungary could be examined and compared to the discourse
of the Netherlands, as Hungary is a rather illiberal democracy with contrary values to the Netherlands
while, similar to the Netherlands, it also experienced a rise in popularity of populism. A comparison
between the discourses of countries with a long and a recent history with migration (e.g. Germany and
Spain) could also be made. This would enrich this study’s focus on the relation between the national
discourse on migration and the harmonization of migration policy on the supranational level, by adding
the dimension of discursive struggles between Member States to the dimension of the discursive relation
between Member States and the European Union.
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The established hegemony of the security discourse on migration in the Netherlands and its dominance
in the discourses adopted by the European actors currently involved with the development of the New
Pact on Migration and Asylum is disconcerting in a time marked by events that oftentimes provoke mass
migration. Many people rightfully decide or are forced to move away from the devastating effects of
war, extreme poverty and climate change, only to encounter strong opposition in their way to a more
humane life. Help remains out due to the fear of migration that is inherent to the dominant security
discourse. However, it is our moral duty to assist those who are in need. The promotion of the
humanitarian discourse on migration can provoke a more open attitude towards those who try to escape
the struggles that characterize so many lives. That would make our unequal world a little more just.
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