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Introduction 

 

This study investigates how the refugee and asylum question is framed by political, media 

and public actors in Luxembourg. To this effect, an interactive approach to framing 

theory is implemented. A frame is a heuristic device that helps people organise the 

complexity of the world into meaningful categories. Implementing an interactive 

approach to framing theory consists of a three-step procedure. First, contributions made 

by political, media and public actors in the framing process are investigated. Second, 

interactions between these groups of actors in the framing process are identified. Third, 

the relative framing power of these groups of actors is established. Beyond describing 

how the refugee and asylum question is framed by political, media and public actors in 

Luxembourg, the present study also calls into question the presumed linear nature of the 

framing process.  

Much research into framing theory carried out in the field of political 

communications investigates who, of political, media and public actors, sets the agenda 

of discussion about an issue. The interactive approach to framing theory implemented in 

this study, assumes the framing process to be an interactive process of negotiation where 

political, media and public actors each play a role in defining the meaning of an issue. 

Furthermore, these groups of actors are assumed to be able to (re-)interpret the meaning 

of issues in ways relevant to them. As a result, in this project, there are three platforms of 

research. At the level of the Political Platform, the aim is to investigate how political actors 

frame the refugee and asylum question. At the level of the Media Platform, the aim is to 

investigate how media actors frame the refugee and asylum question. At the level of the 

Public Platform, the aim is to investigate how members of the public frame the refugee and 

asylum question. 

Only after it is established how political, media and public actors frame the same 

issue does it become possible to investigate how these groups of actors interact with each 

other in the framing process. Once the nature of these interactions is established, it 

becomes possible to examine the relative measure of framing power each of these groups 

of actors has in the framing process. Framing power, here, is understood as the 

autonomy political, media and public actors have in defining and interpreting the 

meaning of an issue. There are two types of framing power: definitional and interpretational. 
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Definitional framing power consists of the autonomy political, media and public actors 

have in delimiting the boundaries of meaning of an issue. Interpretational framing power 

consists of the autonomy these groups of actors have in re-framing (or re-defining) the 

meaning of an issue in ways relevant to them. 

The refugee and asylum question was chosen for analysis in the present study. 

Not only does it have topical relevance, but it is also of concern to political, media and 

public actors. For instance, political actors across the world signed and ratified legal 

instruments regulating the refugee and asylum question; the news media (regularly) cover 

the refugee and asylum question; and, the public can be confronted with refugees and 

asylum seekers, whether in local communities or in media diets. The remainder of this 

chapter proceeds with an overview of the nature of the refugee and asylum question.  

In Chapter II: Theoretical Framework, framing theory is reviewed and the theoretical 

framework on which this study rests is introduced. The research procedure followed in 

this study to identify frames used by political, media and public actors to refer to the 

refugee and asylum question is explained in Chapter III: Frame Analysis. The following 

three chapters detail the results of the research carried out in the political, media and 

public platforms. Chapter IV: Political Platform deals with how political actors frame the 

refugee and asylum question, first by reviewing previous research, then through the 

means of a frame analysis of Luxembourgian policy asylum discourse. Chapter V: Media 

Platform deals with how media actors frame the refugee and asylum question, also by 

reviewing previous research, and through a frame analysis of Luxembourgian news 

asylum discourse. Chapter VI: Public Platform deals with how public actors frame the 

refugee and asylum question, first  by reviewing previous research, then through a frame 

analysis of Luxembourgian public asylum discourse. Next, Chapter VII: Platform Interactions 

investigates interactions between political, media and public actors in the framing 

process. In the Discussion, the frames identified in the three platforms are compared and 

contrasted to each other, allowing for an examination of the framing power of political, 

media and public actors in the framing process, after which framing theory is reassessed. 

 

 

The Refugee and Asylum Question 

 

The 1951 Geneva Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees (UNHCR, 1951) states 

that someone can be considered a refugee if, 
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owing to well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, 
nationality, membership of a particular social group or political opinion, [a 
person] is outside the country of his nationality and is unable or, owing to such 
fear, is unwilling to avail himself of the protection of that country; or who, not 
having a nationality and being outside the country of his former habitual 
residence as a result of such events, is unable or, owing to such fear, is unwilling 
to return to it.  

 

Although there is a legal difference between them, the terms ‘refugee’ and ‘asylum seeker’ 

are often used interchangeably. A recognised refugee is someone whose asylum 

application has been positively received by the authorities in the country of asylum; that 

person benefits from the status of refugee. An asylum seeker, on the other hand, is 

someone who is waiting for a decision to be made on her/his asylum application; that 

person does not yet benefit from the status of refugee. 

Many enforced population movements have taken place in the world throughout 

the 1990s, for reasons as diverse as civil war, ethnic cleansing, or harsh meteorological 

conditions. If only because refugees and asylum seekers seek refuge in countries other 

than their own, the sheer number of displaced people in the world has effects beyond the 

borders of the countries in crisis. Statistical data collected by the United Nations High 

Commissioner for Refugees1, hereafter referred to as the UNHCR, reveal that, on 1st 

January, 2002, there were about twenty million displaced people in the world (UNHCR, 

2002). Twelve million of these were recognised refugees, one million were asylum 

seekers, half a million were returnees (i.e., people who had gone back to their home 

countries), and about six million others fell under the category of internally displaced 

persons or of other people of concern to the UNHCR. In other words, a staggering 

proportion of about one in three-hundred of the world population was displaced people 

on 1st January, 2002. This figure attests to the relevance of the refugee and asylum 

question as a problem worthy of academic investigation. 

Perhaps as a result of the world-wide relevance of the refugee and asylum 

question, most countries have signed and ratified the two main international instruments 

defining who can be considered a refugee. These instruments are the 1951 Geneva 

                                                 
1 “The office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees was established on December 14, 
1950 by the United Nations General Assembly. The agency is mandated to lead and co-ordinate 
international action to protect refugees and resolve refugee problems worldwide. Its primary purpose is to 
safeguard the rights and well-being of refugees. It strives to ensure that everyone can exercise the right to 
seek asylum and find safe refuge in another State, with the option to return home voluntarily, integrate 
locally or to resettle in a third country”. 
www.unhcr.ch, last consulted in July 2004. 
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Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees; and, the 1967 New York Protocol Relating to the 

Status of Refugees. This Protocol was added to the 1951 Geneva Convention so that 

recognition of refugee status would apply to events that happened after 1st January, 1951. 

These instruments will hereafter collectively be referred to as the Geneva Convention.  

 

Although individual Member States of the European Union drafted and adopted 

national asylum legislation instruments, the refugee and asylum question can be argued to 

have been more firmly put on the agenda of European integration when the Treaty on 

European Union (also known as the Maastricht Treaty) was signed by Member States of 

the European Union on 7th February, 1992. As stated in Article K.1 of the Maastricht 

Treaty (1992: 12), “for the purposes of achieving the objectives of the Union, in 

particular the free movement of persons […] Member States shall regard the following 

areas as matters of common interest: (1) Asylum policy”. To date, however, no common 

European asylum and immigration policy had been drafted. Nonetheless, pan-European 

legal instruments regulating different aspects the refugee and asylum question had been 

adopted and were used across the European Union at the time of writing. Some of these 

instruments were, the 1990 London Resolution Relating to Third Party Host Countries; the 1990 

London Resolution Relating to Manifestly Unfounded Applications; or the 1996 Dublin Convention 

Establishing which Member State of the European Union is Responsible for the Examination of an 

Asylum Application, hereafter referred to as the Dublin Convention. The details of these 

legal instruments are not relevant to the present study and will not be discussed here1. 

The move towards the adoption of a common European asylum and immigration 

policy has gained impetus with the signing of the Consolidated Treaty on European 

Union (also known as the Treaty of Amsterdam) on 2nd October, 1997. In fact, Lavenex 

(2001a: 851) argues that, “under the Treaty of Amsterdam and in response to the 

experience of the Kosovo refugee crisis, the establishment of a Common European 

Asylum System has become a priority in the European Union”. It is only a question of 

time before a common European asylum and immigration policy will be adopted. 

Specialists in the field agree that the ideals underlying the adoption of a common 

European asylum system are of a restrictive nature (Alink, Boin & T’Hart, 2001; Boswell, 

2000; El Refaie, 2001; Hammerstadt, 2000; Lavenex, 2001a; Lavenex, 2001b; Robinson, 

1996). 

                                                 
1 For more detailed discussions of European legal instruments relative to the refugee and asylum question 
turn to Angenendt (1999) or Hailbronner (2000). 
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In this context, Lavenex (2001a) argues that the aim of adopting a common 

European asylum and immigration policy is to reduce the ‘immigration pressure’ that is 

felt in the European Union. Similarly, El Refaie (2001: 305) argues that European co-

operation in regulating the refugee and asylum question consists of, “‘fending off’ 

unwanted immigrants and asylum seekers [thereby] reinforcing the association in people’s 

minds between asylum and illegal immigration”. One of the main aims of the desired 

common asylum policy, therefore, appears to be the prevention of abuses of the 

European asylum system; specifically, ensuring that so-called bogus (or fake) asylum 

seekers will not be granted access to that system. In the words of Boswell (2000: 553), 

the motivations of Member States of the European Union “have been geared towards 

restricting the definition of who qualifies for refugee status”. This is equivalent to 

restricting the number of people who can legitimately seek refuge in the European 

Union. Member States might not aim so much to keep bogus asylum seekers out of the 

Union, as they might aim to keep asylum seekers ‘in general’ out of the Union.  

In effect, there is a ‘restrictive undercurrent’ in European asylum discourse. Its 

origins can be traced to the end of the Cold War, when strong differences began to be 

made in Western countries between ‘genuine’ and ‘bogus’ asylum seekers, and between 

‘political’ and ‘economic’ refugees. Hammerstadt (2000: 393) vividly illustrates the 

motivations behind the restrictive undercurrent of European asylum discourse, writing 

that, 

 

rich, more powerful states, particularly in Europe, increasingly wish to deter 
refugees and asylum-seekers from crossing their borders. The reason for this is a 
mix of reduced demand and increased supply: in spite of the ageing populations 
of Western Europe, immigrants, including refugees, are no longer seen as a 
welcome contribution to national workforces; refugees are no longer strategically 
important geopolitical pawns or ideological trump cards for the West in its fight 
against communism; and rising levels of xenophobia and hostility against people 
from other cultures and of other colours have manifested themselves in the 
electoral successes of anti-immigration, extreme right-wing parties. [T]he end of 
superpower rivalry has made it possible for states, especially in the West, to 
employ refugee policies that more closely mirror their interest in keeping refugees 
out: namely, emergency humanitarian action and military humanitarian 
intervention to protect and contain (potential) refugees as close to their homes as 
possible. 

 

This does not entail that Member States of the European Union are not at all inclined to 

assist people in need of protection from persecution. Instead, they aim for assistance 

only to be given to a select few, and for the bulk of refugees and asylum seekers to be 
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helped locally (i.e., close to their homes), as much as is possible. Member States of the 

European Union are not prepared to be a safe haven for all the people who flee their 

home countries. The restrictive undercurrent in asylum discourse entails differentiations 

being made between real – genuine – political refugees and asylum seekers, and fake – 

bogus – economic refugees and asylum seekers. Implicitly, it relates to preventing abuses 

of the asylum system, which is achieved by restricting access to the asylum procedure to 

as few people as is legally possible and acceptable. This undercurrent pervades policy, 

news, and public asylum discourses, as well as it affects how political, media and public 

actors frame the refugee and asylum question. 

 

It is beyond the capacities of a single researcher to investigate how political, 

media and public actors frame the refugee and asylum question in more than one 

country. For that reason, the present study investigated the framing of the refugee and 

asylum question in one Member State of the European Union. Luxembourg offers an 

ideal setting in which to implement an interactive approach to framing theory 

investigating how political, media and public actors frame the refugee and asylum 

question. First, with its 60 Members of Parliament, 274 active journalists1, and only about 

450,000 inhabitants, it is a relatively small country with a limited pool of political, media 

and public actors. The small size of the country also facilitates the implementation of an 

interactive approach to framing theory, not least in respect to identifying interactions 

between groups of actors involved in the framing process. Secondly, Luxembourg only 

recently adopted and amended national asylum legislation2. In this regard, the refugee and 

asylum question can be argued to have been formalised as a significant issue for the 

country in 1993, when a first draft of asylum legislation was put on the table. Asylum 

legislation was eventually adopted in 1996, and amended in 2000.  

Before national asylum legislation was adopted, the refugee and asylum question 

was approached in an ad hoc manner. Indeed, rules and regulations were adopted if and 

when they were needed. For instance, Luxembourg signed and ratified both London 

Resolutions adopted in the framework of European co-operation in asylum affairs (see 

above), and an ad hoc humanitarian status was granted to refugees from Bosnia-

Herzegovina fleeing civil war in 1993. Luxembourg is also party to the Geneva 

                                                 
1 Luxembourgian Press Council, www.press.lu, last consulted in July 2004. 
2 See Waringo (2002) for a detailed discussion of the “politics of asylum and refugee protection in 
Luxembourg”. 
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Convention and to the Dublin Convention. In terms of the number of refugees and 

asylum seekers present in Luxembourg, Waringo (2002) reports that, in 1999 and per 

capita, the country welcomed the highest proportion of asylum seekers of all the Member 

States of the European Union. Data published by the Luxembourgian Ministry of Justice 

(2004) show that, at its peak in 1999, there were 2921 asylum seekers in Luxembourg. In 

fact, there was a fair deal of fluctuation in the numbers of refugees and asylum seekers 

present in the country between 1993 (when the first draft of asylum legislation was put 

on the table) and the year 2000 (when the Asylum Law of 1996 was amended), as can be 

seen in Table 1, below. This reflects the fact that several refugee crises of different 

proportions occurred in the world during that time period, and that their effects also 

reached Luxembourg. 

 

 

Table 1: Refugees and Asylum Seekers in Luxembourg, 1993 – 2000 

 

 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
Refugees 200 300 700 700 700 700 700 759 
Asylum 
Seekers No Data No Data 390 240 430 1710 2921 630 

 

 

The latest available figures show that in 2004, Luxembourg figured as 18th highest donor 

to the UNHCR, with donations of almost four million US Dollars (UNHCR, 2004). In 

2002, the donations made by Luxembourg to the UNHCR amounted to $9.26 US 

Dollars per capita (UNHCR, 2003), which placed Luxembourg as the second highest 

donor per capita to the UNHCR. These figures reveal that although Luxembourg may be 

small in size, she is not a small player when it comes to dealing with refugees and asylum 

seekers. 
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Chapter II: Theoretical Framework 

 

This chapter describes the theoretical framework on which the present study rests. First, 

the concept of the ‘frame’ is defined, and three types of frames are discussed: news frames, 

individual frames and political frames. Second, the presumed linear nature of the framing 

process is called into question. The chapter ends by formulating an interactive approach 

to framing theory. Such an approach is implemented in this study to investigate how 

political, media and public actors in Luxembourg frame the refugee and asylum question. 

 

 

What are Frames? 

 

Framing theory has been studied within several disciplines in the social sciences; for 

instance, sociology (e.g., Gamson & Modigliani, 1989; Goffman, 1974), psychology (e.g., 

Kahneman & Tversky, 1984; Smith & Petty, 1996), political science (e.g., Gamson, 1992; 

Johnston, 1995; Nelson, Oxley & Clawson, 1997), and political communications (e.g., 

Entman, 1993; Iyengar, 1991; Price, Tewksbury & Powers, 1997; Rhee, 1997; Semetko & 

Valkenburg, 2000; de Vreese, 2002). In fact, Entman (1993: 52) referred to the study of 

frames as being a fractured paradigm because, “despite its omnipresence across the social 

sciences and humanities, nowhere is there a general statement of framing theory that 

shows exactly how frames become embedded within and make themselves manifest in a 

text, or how framing influences thinking”. However, there is a common perception 

among each of these various disciplines that the function of a frame is to help people 

organise the complexity of the world into meaningful categories. This common 

perception owes much to Goffman’s (1974) definition of the concept of the ‘frame’. 

In seminal sociological research on the organisation of human experience, 

Goffman (1974: 10) defines frames as “principles of organization which govern events – 

at least social ones – and our subjective involvement in them”. This definition has 

exerted a great influence on the elaboration of framing theory in the field of political 

communications (Pan & Kosicki, 1993). Its influence can perhaps best be exemplified by 

Gitlin’s (1980) much quoted definition of the concept of the ‘frame’. Gitlin (1980: 6) 

defines frames as “principles of selection, emphasis and presentation composed of little 
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tacit theories about what exists, what happens and what matters. In everyday life, as 

Erving Goffman has amply demonstrated, we frame reality in order to negotiate it, 

manage it, comprehend it, and choose appropriate repertoires of cognition and action”.  

Frames can be conceptualised as heuristic devices people use to interpret ‘reality’, 

and the structure of these devices is subject to change. Entman (1993: 52-53) argues that 

frames are constructed in four locations. First, communicators make basic framing judgments 

about information that is going to be communicated to the audience. Second, frames are 

carried through to the audience by the means of texts. Third, there are receivers, who rely 

on frames in texts as well as on their previous experience to make sense of the news. 

Finally, there is the culture of a society, which Entman (1993: 53) calls the “stock of 

commonly invoked frames”. 

One of the principal interests in studying frames in the field of political 

communications is to describe how the news media influence how the audience 

comprehends the political world. Sheufele (1999), for instance, conceptualised framing in 

terms of being a theory of media effects. In fact, much research on frames can be said to 

fall within the media effects paradigm which, McQuail (2000: 416) argues, dominates the 

field of communication studies. This paradigm has been greatly influenced by research in 

social psychology relating to persuasion (e.g., Hovland, Janis & Kelly, 1953) and media 

violence (e.g., Bandura, 1973). Studies in social psychology (carried out in diverse 

environments and using diverse methodological tools) have amply demonstrated that 

there are effects of the media on the audience, although there is no consensus on exactly 

how this process of influence works (see Bryant & Zillmann, 1994, for a digest of such 

research). The success of social psychological research in demonstrating media effects 

inspired scholars to explore framing effects in more depth. 

Framing effects are usually investigated by analysing how the audience interprets 

political news content (e.g., de Vreese, 2002). Part of the rationale for investigating 

framing effects is that, for most people, the news is the principal means by which they 

experience and learn about political affairs. Another reason is that, as Druckman (2001: 

63) argues, “the existence of framing effects raises serious questions about the 

appropriate role of citizens in the making of public policy. If citizens’ preferences reflect 

nothing more than arbitrary changes in frames, then public officials should put little 

stock in public opinion as assessed through polls, voting and referenda”. In fact, three 

types of frames can be identified: news frames, individual frames and political frames. 
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What are News Frames? 

 

News frames can be likened to lenses through which political reality is observed. 

According to Giltin (1980: 7), the function of a news frame is to organise the complexity 

of the world into meaningful categories that can be used for later reference; they “are 

persistent patterns of cognition, emphasis, and exclusion, by which symbol-handlers [i.e., 

journalists] routinely organize discourse, whether verbal or visual.” Journalists use frames 

to quickly and accurately digest and report on the newsworthy world. In the words of 

McLeod & Detenber (1999: 4), a news frame “is one of the most important 

characteristics of a news story, both in terms of providing a template that guides 

journalists in assembling facts, quotations and other story elements into a news story and 

for orientating interpretations by the audience”. How journalists use news frames is 

determined by their professionalism, the routines of news making, organisational and 

ideological constraints, and the dominant ideology of a society (Entman, 1993; Gitlin, 

1980; Norris, 1995; Pan & Kosicki, 1993). 

Pan & Kosicki (1993: 59-63), for instance, show how journalists use four routine 

structures when framing the news. Syntactical structures organise the sentences that make 

up news articles in terms of the well-known structure of Headline, Lead, Episodes, 

Background Information and Closure (Van Dijk, 1988). Script structures give news articles 

a story-like structure. Thematic structures are used in news articles relating to specific issues 

rather than to specific events. Finally, rhetorical structures consist of stylistic choices (e.g., 

metaphors, exemplars, catch phrases, depictions, visuals) journalists make when writing 

news articles. 

D’Angelo (2002: 873) identifies four strands of research relating to news frames. 

First, there is research concerned with identifying frames used in covering particular 

issues. Second, there is research investigating the conditions under which frames arise. 

Third, there is research that examines “how news frames activate, and interact with, an 

individual’s prior knowledge to affect interpretations, recall of information, decision 

making, and evaluations”. Finally, research also examines how frames affect “public 

opinion and policy issue debates”. In the main, research on news frames aims to establish 

how political news content is carried through to the audience. Defined narrowly, two 

broad research traditions relating to news frames can be discerned, namely: a generic 

approach and an issue-based approach.  
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The Generic Approach to News Frames 

 

The generic approach to news frames focuses on frames embedded in the news. The 

methodology is frame-driven and proceeds from the top-down. Effects of changes in the 

wording of news items are analysed to investigate how news frames affect audience 

understandings of politics. According to Semetko & Valkenburg (2000: 94), the modus 

operandi of the generic approach “involves predefining certain frames as content analytic 

variables to verify the extent to which these frames occur in the news”. The benefit of 

the generic approach is that it allows for comparative, cross-country and longitudinal 

research. The approach is rooted in cognitive psychological research relating to decision 

making in risky situations carried out by Tversky & Kahneman (1981; see also Kahneman 

& Tversky, 1984). This type of research demonstrated that changing the wording of texts 

has powerful effects on how people interpret these texts. In the words of Iyengar (1991), 

“when alternative outcomes are defined in terms of potential gains, people follow a risk 

averting strategy, but when the equivalent outcomes are described in terms that suggest 

potential losses, people seek risk”. 

In relation to framing effects, an assumption is made in the generic approach that 

frames are transmitted to the audience as a result of people attending to the news. 

Experimental designs are often used to determine framing effects. In these designs, the 

subjects are asked to evaluate news stories manipulated to reflect pre-established frames. 

In a typical study of framing effects, Valkenburg, Semetko & de Vreese (1999), for 

instance, asked their subjects to evaluate two news stories. These stories only differed 

with respect to their titles, opening paragraphs and closing paragraphs, and these 

differences reflected the pre-determined frames. The results of that study show that 

changes in the frames embedded in the news affected how the subjects evaluated the 

news. One criticism that can be levelled against such experimental studies is that they 

tend to neglect the context in which people live and think. Druckman states that (2001: 

65), “previous framing effects experiments ignore the possibility that people may use 

interactions with others to overcome framing effects. Consequently, in many political, 

social, and economic contexts where interpersonal interactions often occur, framing 

effects may be much less pervasive than previous work suggests”. 
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Several generic frames have been investigated, with the most common ones being 

conflict, horserace, economic consequences, human interest, and attribution of responsibility (D’Haenens 

& De Lange, 2001; Kleinneijenhuis, Oegema, de Ridder & Ruigrok, 1998; Lawrence, 

2000; Neuman, Just & Crigler, 1992; Patterson, 1994; Reese & Buckalew, 1995; Semetko 

& Valkenburg, 2000; Valkenburg et al., 1999; de Vreese, 2002; de Vreese & Semetko, 

2002).  

The conflict and horserace frames relate to what Patterson (1994) refers to as the 

(American) media’s view that politics is a strategic game where journalists focus on 

politicians’ actions rather than on their policies. According to Lawrence (2000: 95), 

coverage of politics as a strategic game “allows journalists to maintain an apparent stance 

of objectivity. By focusing on the ‘technical’ aspects of the political game – strategies, 

tactics, and wins and losses – journalists can more easily avoid appearing to take sides 

politically”. Neuman, et al. (1992) argue that the media’s use of the conflict frame can be 

explained by the routines of news making, which lead to the news emphasising conflict. 

The horserace frame is mainly used in election news (Kleinneijenhuis et al., 1998; 

Mendelsohn, 1993). News framed in terms of a horserace focuses on opinion polls data, 

political strategies and campaign events; it refers to winners and losers, and often pits one 

political actor against another. Mendelsohn (1993: 152) argues that, because it neglects 

the issues that are at stake in the electoral process, framing the news in such terms fails to 

address the substance of election campaigns.  

The economic consequences frame emphasises how events covered in the news affect 

the public in economic terms. Using this frame makes political events more directly 

relevant to the audience. The human interest frame adds a personal, dramatic and 

emotional edge to the news. According to Neuman et al. (1992), framing political news in 

terms of human interest is a natural means of attracting the audience’s attention. Finally, 

Valkenburg et al. (1999: 552) argue that the attribution of responsibility frame presents “an 

issue or problem in such a way as to attribute responsibility for causing or solving a 

problem to the government or to an individual or to a group”. 

Analysing political news content through the lens of such generic frames 

undoubtedly facilitates the research process. However, focusing exclusively on pre-

determined generic frames runs the risk of overlooking the contributions made by the 

different groups of actors involved in the framing process. Furthermore, establishing that 

political news content is framed in terms of, say, conflict leaves many questions 

unanswered: what is the conflict about? Who are the conflicting parties? Why are they 



 

 

26 

conflicting? What are the implications of the conflict for the concerned parties? What do 

the people involved in the conflict say or think should be done about it? In what terms is 

the conflict spoken of? Another limitation of the generic approach to news frames is that 

the way in which any given issue is framed is not immutable; the framing process does 

not happen in a vacuum. In fact, news frames can be thought of as signs of the times in 

which people live. They are social and cultural indicators that can be used as radiographic 

representations of how an issue comes to be presented in the news at a particular 

moment in time. As McQuail (2000: 447) argues, “a simple assumption of some effect 

from mass media is a sound one. However, the direction, degree, durability and 

predictability of effect are each uncertain and have to be established case by case, with 

only limited possibilities for generalization”. Fortunately, the generic approach to news 

frames can be complemented by an issue-based approach sensitive to the context in 

which the framing process takes place. 

 

 

The Issue-Based Approach to News Frames 

 

According to Semetko & Valkenburg (2000: 94), the issue-based approach to news 

frames “involves analyzing a news story with an open view to attempt to reveal the array 

of possible frames [embedded in that story]. This approach can detect the many possible 

ways in which an issue can be framed”. This approach, then, proceeds from the bottom-

up, and it is sensitive to context. Iyengar (1991) identifies two categories of frames. On 

the one hand, there are episodic frames, which are used in news stories that relate to specific 

issues. Journalists are thought to use such frames on a regular basis because they are 

amenable to the routines of news making. On the other hand, there are thematic frames, 

which are used more in background stories. The use of episodic and thematic frames 

need not be mutually exclusive. For example, a single news story about the refugee and 

asylum question can cover the plight of one asylum seeker (episodic frame) and put his 

case in the greater context of the general issue of asylum (thematic frame). 

The way in which issue-based frames come to be articulated is dependent on the 

issue they refer to (Entman, 1991). This is related to the fact that key events can affect 

the processes of news selection and news making. In the words of Brosius & Eps (1995: 

395), “key events are able to influence journalists’ criteria for news selection in two ways. 

First, they can create a new issue that has so far escaped the media’s attention. […] 
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Secondly, key events can add a new dimension to an established issue”. Brosius & Eps 

(1995, 1993) argue that in routine news periods, the frames that are normally used in 

making the news are self-perpetuating, in the sense that journalists use them over and 

over again. In non-routine news periods, key events lead to the creation, formulation and 

articulation of new frames. This point can perhaps best be exemplified by the articulation 

of the Cold War frame that was used in the press for an extensive period of time.  

Norris (1995) shows how the Cold War frame dominated the international news 

sections of the American press from the end of the Second World War up to the collapse 

of the Soviet Union. During that time period, the American press mainly framed 

international news in terms of the struggle between the Free World and the Communist 

Bloc. The end of the Cold War coincided with changes in the broader social norms that 

governed American society. As a result, the Cold War frame became obsolete. That 

frame has been argued to have been replaced by the Gulf War frame, when war broke 

out in the Persian Gulf in 1991 (Allen, O’Loughlin, Jasperson, & Sullivan, 1994; Iyengar 

& Simon, 1993; Kanjirahinkal, & Hickey, 1992; Reese & Buckalew, 1995). A compilation 

of studies by Hippler & Lueg (1995) suggest that the Gulf War frame was itself replaced 

by an Islamic Threat frame. In the light of terrorist attacks allegedly perpetuated by 

Islamic fundamentalists in the Western world, it is arguable that the Islamic Threat frame 

is still used in the present day. 

A variety of issues were investigated from the perspective of the issue-based 

approach to news frames. The results of these investigations invariably show that the 

articulation of news frames is context-sensitive. Entman (1991: 6), for example, shows 

how two quite similar events were framed in very different terms. While news coverage 

of the Soviet army’s downing of a Korean jet liner “emphasized the moral bankruptcy 

and guilt of the perpetrating nation”, coverage of the American army’s downing of an 

Iranian jet liner “de-emphasized guilt and focused on the complex problems of operating 

military high technology”. In other research, Entman & Rojecki (1993: 156-157) show 

how the American press used seven frames to refer to the anti-nuclear movement (see 

also: Gamson & Modogliani, 1989). These frames are Rationality/Emotionality; Expertise; 

Public Support; Partisanship; Unity; Extremism; and Power. Each of these frames refers to 

different aspects of the anti-nuclear movement. They relate to the actors involved in the 

movement, the roles they play in that movement and how much they know about the 

nuclear issue. In fact, Entman & Rojecki (1993: 155) argue that the way in which 
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journalists framed the movement was “heavily influenced by elite sources and, it appears, 

by an underlying professional ideology ambivalent toward public participation”. 

Journalists obviously use more frames in making the news than the ones 

described here. In fact, Sotirovic (2000: 274) notes that, “the prominence of any 

particular frame in the media depends on how it resonates with larger cultural themes, 

how skilful the information sources are in promoting their interests, and how journalists 

follow their professional conventions to produce newsworthy stories”. One of the most 

interesting aspects of issue-based frames is that they can become obsolete over time. 

They are sensitive to the prevailing social context, and, as such, are revealing of the state 

of society at a particular moment in time. Further, the news is likely to be constructed in 

such a way that it reflects the dominant ideology of the society it portrays; the news can 

(indirectly) reinforce dominant world views (Norris, 1995). Goffman (1974: 14) even 

argues that, “our understanding of the world precedes [news] stories, determining which 

ones reporters will select and how the ones that are selected will be told”. It must be 

noted, however, that, due to their changing nature, issue-based news frames are not 

amenable to longitudinal studies. 

 

 

What are Individual Frames? 

 

Sheufele (1999) notes that while members of the audience can adopt news frames, they 

also use individual frames to organise the complexity of the world into meaningful 

categories. Individual frames allow people to process the meaning of issues in ways 

specifically relevant to them. The study of individual frames in their own right, however, 

has been a poor relative of framing research. This can perhaps be explained by the fact 

that much research has, so far, been concerned with investigating media effects. As 

Valkenburg et al. (1999) point out, such research into framing theory aims to identify how 

individual frames are replications of news frames. Neuman et al. (1992), however, argue 

that while individual and news frames might resemble each other from the outside, they 

need not be articulated in the same way. This is because, 

 

individuals do not slavishly follow the framing of issues presented in the mass 
media. Rather, people frame issues in a more visceral and moralistic (and 
sometimes racist and xenophobic) style. They actively filter, sort, and reorganize 
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information in personally meaningful ways in the process of constructing and 
understanding public issues (Neuman et al., 1992: 76-77). 

 

The relevance of the issue being framed to the people involved in the framing 

process plays an important role in how individual frames are articulated. Gamson (1992) 

argues that proximity and access are crucial factors determining how relevant an issue will 

be for people. While ‘proximity’ is understood as how close people feel an issue is to 

their interests, ‘access’ is understood as how much contact people have with the issue. 

Wolfsled (1993: xviii), for instance, points out that, “people living outside Israel […] are 

no doubt more dependent on the news media for information about the intifada than 

Israelis. Israelis, especially those who have physical contact with the intifada, are more 

likely to develop more independent frames about the conflict, because they have so many 

additional sources about it”. 

People have been shown to rely on several resources and strategies in framing the 

meaning of political issues. Gamson (1992), for instance, shows how people can use 

media discourse, popular wisdom and experiential knowledge in framing political issues. These 

resources can be combined into three strategies. First, people who use a cultural strategy in 

framing political issues rely on media discourse and popular wisdom. Those people are 

most influenced by news frames, because of their reliance on media discourse. Second, 

people who use a personal strategy use experiential knowledge and popular wisdom. Those 

people are the least influenced by news frames, because they do not rely on media 

discourse in framing political issues. Finally, people who use an integrated strategy combine 

media discourse, popular wisdom and experiential knowledge when framing political 

issues. Those people are selectively influenced by news frames, in the sense that they only 

pay attention to facts that confirm their previous knowledge1. In short, the manner in 

which individual frames are articulated is sensitive to the context in which the framing 

process takes place. Individual frames are more than just replications of news frames, 

because people “negotiate with media messages in complicated ways that vary from issue 

to issue” (Gamson, 1992: 4). 

                                                 
1 Kosicki & McLeod (1990, in Sheufele, 1999) propose a similar scheme to that of Gamson (1992), 
although theirs relates specifically to how people process news. According to them, there are three types of 
news processors, namely: active processors, reflective integrators, and selective scanners. First, an active processor is 
“an individual seeking out additional [information] sources based on the assumption that mass-mediated 
information in general is incomplete, slanted, or in other ways colored by the intentions of the 
communicator” (Sheufele, 1999: 105). Second, a reflective integrator is a person who reflects upon or talks 
about news material with her/his peers, in order to be able to fully understand what the news is about. 
Finally, “selective scanners use mass media only to seek information relevant to them. They skim over or 
ignore irrelevant or uninteresting content” (Sheufele, 1999: 105). 
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What are Political Frames? 

 

Political frames relate to how the complexity of the world is organised into meaningful 

categories at the level of the political sphere. This sphere can be construed as consisting 

of political institutions, political actors and political materials. These include, among 

others, States, Governments, Ministers, Ministries, Parliaments, parties, governmental 

organisations, policy documents, political programmes and pamphlets, political discourse, 

and the like. In framing studies, however, the political sphere is often approached from 

the perspective of how it is written about in the news. Further, in such studies, the 

framing process is often described as a linear process of imposition where primary definers 

transmit their understanding(s) of an issue onto secondary definers (Hall, Crichter, Jefferson, 

Clarke & Roberts, 1978). 

In such a linear model of the framing process, primary definers are perceived as 

being the “institutional powers” (i.e., instances of the political sphere) that set “the limits 

of discussion” around an issue (Reese & Buckalew, 1995: 42). The news media are 

perceived as being secondary definers, and are assumed to be in a subordinate position 

compared to primary definers. As a result, the news media are thought to reproduce 

and/or relay political actors’ definitions of issues. Hall et al. (1978: 58) argue that, the 

“primary interpretation of the topic in question [eventually] ‘commands the field’ in all 

subsequent treatment and sets the terms of reference within which all further coverage or 

debate [about the topic in question] takes place”. Within a linear model of the framing 

process, political actors are (almost invariably) assumed to be primary definers. This 

would suggest that political frames, in their own right, should have been investigated 

extensively in framing studies. The reality of the situation, however, is different. Indeed, 

what is generally investigated in framing studies is how the news media frame the 

political sphere (e.g., de Vreese, 2002; Entman, 1991; Iyengar, 1991). 

That is not to say that political frames have never been researched. Instead, they 

have often been investigated from other theoretical perspectives than that of framing 

theory. Brants & Brants (1991: 27), for instance, in a study of the social construction of 

fraud, note that the power political actors have to define the meaning of issues has been 

a staple of research in political science. With respect to the process of defining the 

meaning of an issue, Brants & Brants (1991: 35) argue that, the “journalistic construction 
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of reality can fit in a specific discourse and reinforce it, as well as it can rival it. 

Conversely, different actors will try to ‘smuggle’ their definition of a problem into the 

media”. In other words, the framing process may in fact not be a linear process of 

imposition where political actors impose their views on the media. Instead, the framing 

process can be thought of as being an interactive process of negotiation where political, 

media and public actors each play a role. 

 

 

A Critique of the Linearity of the Framing Process 

 

According to Entman (1993: 52), framing consists of selecting “some aspects of a 

perceived reality and make them more salient in a communicating text, in such a way as 

to promote a particular problem definition, moral evaluation, and/or treatment 

recommendation”. The framing process fulfils four functions, namely: problem definition, 

problem diagnosis, moral evaluation, and treatment recommendation. First, the framing process 

defines the nature and scope of a perceived reality. Second, the framing process 

diagnoses the causes that led to the emergence of that reality. Third, the framing process 

leads the actors concerned with that reality to form moral judgements about it. Finally, 

the framing process leads to the formulation of solutions for how to deal with the 

perceived reality. Further, Tuchman (1976) argues that the framing process can work 

through omitting or selecting characteristics of an issue that are not in line with dominant 

discourses. The framing process can then be said to consist of defining issues by making 

specific information about them more noticeable, meaningful and memorable. 

It has been noted that the framing process is often described as a linear process 

of imposition. Several studies, however, have shown  that this process is influenced by 

information sources, information transmitters and information receivers (Entman, 1993; Gamson, 

1992; Pan & Kosicki, 1993). Within a linear model of the framing process, primary 

framers would be considered as information sources that define issues in ways that fit 

their interests. Primary framers often transmit information to the news media, e.g., when 

they circulate press releases. Partly for that reason, and still within a linear model, 

journalists are considered to be secondary framers, as information transmitters. 

Journalists, however, need not report the information they receive from their sources 

exactly as it is communicated to them. As Brants & Brants (1991: 35) note, “the role of 
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the media in the formation (or confirmation) of ruling definitions of reality mostly rests 

in their selection of what is news”. 

As far as members of the audience are concerned, the role they are perceived to 

play within a linear model of the framing process, is one of reception. Information will 

have been filtered by political and media actors before reaching audience members, 

which will affect how they interpret information transmitted to them. People, however, 

have the power to re-define information, as Gamson (1992, see above) demonstrates. 

The fact that people have been shown to actively re-interpret political and news material 

suggests that the framing process may in fact not be a one-way transmission model 

where political actors impose their views on the media who, in turn, impose their views 

on the public. In this context, it is relevant to consider Neuman et al.’s (1992: 11-12) 

argument that, the media 

 

have the potential for significant influence because they are so central to the 
functioning of society and to the individual’s ability to acquire information about 
wider political and economic aspects of society. The actual learning of 
information, however, may depend on the individual’s motivations, uses, and 
anticipated rewards of using the media. 

 

The framing process, then, is more likely to be an interactive process of negotiation 

where political, media and public actors have different measures of framing power. 

Framing power, here, is defined as the ability political, media and public actors 

have to frame issues in ways specifically relevant to them. The measure of framing power 

these groups of actors wield is contingent on how relevant (in the sense of proximity and 

access) that issue is for them. In other words, actors with access to an issue are likely to 

have more framing power than actors without access. Two types of framing power can 

be identified, namely: definitional framing power and interpretational framing power. The former 

consists of the power the groups of actors involved in the framing process have to 

delimit the boundaries of meaning of an issue, while the latter consists of the power 

these groups of actors have to re-draw these boundaries of meaning.  

Political, media and public actors each have definitional and interpretational 

framing power. Political actors draw their definitional power from their involvement in 

policy- and decision making processes. Their interpretational power rests on the fact that 

these are interactive processes of negotiation where many interpretations of the same 

issue compete with one another for attention. Journalists draw their definitional and 

interpretational power from the simple fact of choosing what to report on and how. 
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Compared to political and media actors, public actors have a limited measure of 

definitional power, although they have a large measure of interpretational power. 

Members of the public draw their definitional power from the fact that they can affect 

the political and media agendas when they air their opinions, whether in polls or during 

public demonstrations. Indeed, at these times, political and media actors are more likely 

to take notice of the public’s claims. The interpretational power of public actors relates to 

the fact that, as Gamson (1992) argues, people are not passive receivers of information 

but active interpreters of it. That political, media and public actors have different 

measures of definitional and interpretational framing power implies that establishing that 

a frame is used in the news does not necessarily mean that it will be identified in public 

or political discourses, and vice versa (Capella & Jamieson, 1997). 

 

 

An Interactive Approach to Framing Theory 

 

From the perspective of an interactive approach to framing theory, the framing process 

is construed as an interactive process of negotiation involving political, media and public 

actors. The overarching question guiding such an approach is to understand how these 

groups of actors organise the complexity of the world into meaningful categories, 

individually and interactively. Depending on the context in which the framing process 

takes place and on the issue being framed, political, media and public actors can play any 

of three informational roles. They can be information sources, information transmitters 

or information receivers. Further, the interactive approach draws upon constructionism, 

a theoretical perspective that, according to Neuman et al. (1992: xv), “focuses on the 

subtle interaction between what the mass media convey and how people come to 

understand the world beyond their immediate life space”.  

In line with constructionism, the interactive approach does not assume there to 

be easily measurable framing effects. This is especially relevant in the light of the fact that 

political, media and public actors are all assumed to contribute to the framing process. 

Contextual cues, normative factors and organisational constraints all influence how these 

groups of actors interact with each other in the framing process, and, ultimately, how 

they frame the world. In fact, people are assumed to actively process the meaning of 

messages. As Gamson (1992: 4) argues, “people are not so passive, [p]eople are not so 
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dumb, and [p]eople negotiate with media messages in complicated ways that vary from 

issue to issue”. 

The interactive approach, on the basis of Hall’s (1980) model of 

encoding/decoding, assumes that messages can be polysemous, i.e., they can have more 

than one meaning and interpretation. Therefore, while it is undeniable that political 

actors influence the manner in which media and public actors perceive the world, the 

media and the public do not necessarily have to agree unquestionably with political 

definitions of the world. Similarly, media actors probably influence the manner in which 

political and public actors perceive the world, but this also does not mean that political 

and public actors will agree with media definitions. The same holds for the influence of 

public actors on media and political actors. In fact, interactions between the groups of 

actors involved in the framing process are assumed to be complex and multi-faceted. 

In an interactive approach, frames and the framing process are investigated from 

the bottom-up. This entails that frames are derived from political, media and public 

discourses about the issue of interest. In this respect, the interactive approach to framing 

theory is similar to the issue-based approach to news frames. The interactive approach 

also accepts that frames can become obsolete over time, and that there are many ways in 

which any given issue can be framed. Neuman et al. (1992: 43) argue that, “news stories 

are by their nature ephemeral”, in which case, subject matter can be said to be anecdotal. 

It is conceivable, for example, that the arrival of refugees in a country will be 

framed in different ways by the groups of actors involved in the framing process. Within 

the political establishment, the news media and the public there would in all likelihood be 

several views about the arrival, and these views all compete with each other for attention. 

The arrival of these refugees could be framed in terms of the humanitarian disaster that 

led these people to flee; or, in terms of the economic strain felt in the host country as a 

result of their arrival; or, in terms of the efforts made at the level of the European Union 

to draft a common asylum and immigration policy. The arrival of these refugees will be 

framed in ways relevant to the groups of actors involved in the framing process. It is 

likely that within the same group of actors several different frames will be used to refer to 

the same issue. Further, it is likely that different refugee crises will be framed differently 

in different times. 

There are four key characteristics of the interactive approach to framing theory. 

First, the framing process is construed as an interactive process of negotiation between 

political, media and public actors. Second, political, news and individual frames are 
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constituted by five features, namely problem definition, problem diagnosis, moral evaluation, 

treatment recommendation, and rhetorical structures. These features will be expanded upon in 

the following chapter. Third, there are no pre-defined frames; instead, they are derived 

from discourse. Fourth, there are no pre-defined measures of definitional and 

interpretational framing power; instead, framing power is derived from discourse. Such 

an approach was implemented in this study to investigate how political, media and public 

actors frame the refugee and asylum question in Luxembourg. Political actors were 

conceived of as consisting of State representatives, such as Ministers, Members of 

Parliament, policy makers, and documents they produce. Media actors were conceived of 

as consisting of journalists and news stories. Public actors were conceived of as 

consisting of members of the public. The frames these groups of actors used to refer to 

the refugee and asylum question were reconstructed through the means of a frame 

analysis of political, media and public asylum discourses. The aim of the frame analysis 

was two-fold. First, to determine the frames used by political, media and public actors to 

refer to the refugee and asylum question. Second, to identify how political, media and 

public actors interact with each other in framing the refugee and asylum question. 
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Chapter III: Frame Analysis 

 

Frames are heuristic devices used by political, media and public actors to organise the 

complexity of an issue into meaningful categories. Frames are context-sensitive and 

subject to change. They can be identified through the means of discourse analysis, which, 

according to McQuail (2000: 494), “applies to all forms of language use and textual 

forms, but the essential idea is that communication occurs by way of forms of ‘text and 

talk’, adapted to particular social locations, topics and kinds of participants”. How 

discourse is analysed depends on the aims of the research that is carried out. For 

example, research could be concerned with examining the use of particular words in 

specific contexts, e.g., how are the phrases ‘political refugee’ and ‘economic refugee’ used 

in the context of the harmonisation of European asylum and immigration policies? 

Research could also be concerned with examining the motivations underlying discourses, 

e.g., why are refugees referred to as being ‘political’ or ‘economic’ in the context of the 

harmonisation of European asylum and immigration policies? 

The meaning of discourse is open to interpretation. As Flowerdew (1999: 1096) 

argues, 

 

Our lives as analysts […] would be made infinitely simpler if we could place our 
trust in some sort of code or conduit model of communication based upon the 
belief that perfect understanding is achieved by the precise articulation of a 
message by an encoder and the exact decoding of this message by a decoder. 
Communication is imprecise, [however,] involving inferential processes which 
communicators derive from the context of the utterances provided. 

 

Despite its polysemous nature, discourse can be studied systematically, thereby reducing 

the ‘uncertainty’ of the meaning assigned to an issue. 

In the present study, a frame analysis of asylum discourse was carried out. This 

consisted of analysing political, media and public corpora of asylum discourse in terms of 

the five features that, together, constitute a frame (after: Entman, 1993; Nickels, 2002; 

Pan & Kosicki, 1993). First, the Problem Definition feature of a frame relates to what 

political, media and public actors perceive to be the nature and scope of the refugee and 

asylum question. Nature relates to what these groups of actors think the question is 

about, while Scope relates to whom they think it is relevant. The problem definition 

feature, then, relates to the perceived salience and seriousness of an issue. Second, the 
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Problem Diagnosis feature of a frame simply relates to what political, media and public 

actors perceive to be the origins of the refugee and asylum question. Third, the Moral 

Evaluation feature relates to the perceived social and moral implications of the refugee 

and asylum question. Social Implications relate to the perceived relevance of the question 

for society in general, while Moral Implications relate to its perceived relevance for the 

people involved with it. Fourth, the Treatment Recommendation feature simply relates to 

what political, media and public actors think should be done to deal with the refugee and 

asylum question. Finally, Rhetorical Structures consist of stylistic choices made by these 

groups of actors to refer to the refugee and asylum question. These include metaphors, 

catch phrases, exemplars, and the like.  

The five features of a frame need not be identifiable in each and every item of 

text or talk comprised in political, media and public corpora of discourse (Entman, 1993), 

while a corpus of discourse will necessarily be articulated around these features. For 

example, a news article about a refugee crisis could contain a problem definition (a 

massive flow of refugees is in need of assistance), a treatment recommendation (refugee camps need to 

be built), and a rhetorical structure (massive flow), but it need not contain a problem 

diagnosis (these refugees flee war) or a moral evaluation (camps are needed to assist refugees). In 

contrast, the corpus of news discourse relating to that refugee crisis will have been 

articulated around the five features of a frame. At one stage or another, the nature and 

scope of the crisis will have been covered (a civil war between ethnic groups), its origins will 

have been diagnosed (ethnic cleansing), moral evaluations (victims of ethnic cleansing cannot be left 

to their own devices) and treatment recommendations (give these people humanitarian assistance) 

will have been recorded, as well as rhetorical structures will have been used (massive flows). 

Also, political, media and public actors can use more than one frame to refer to the same 

issue. The aforementioned refugee crisis, for instance, could be framed in terms of 

people fleeing ethnic cleansing being genuine refugees, and in terms of the international 

community’s moral and legal obligations to assist people in need of protection from 

persecution. 

 

 

Interactions in the Framing Process 

 

Next to investigating how the refugee and asylum question is framed in political, media 

and public discourses, the present study aims to identify how political, media and public 
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actors interact with each other in the framing process. The relevance of these interactions 

lies in that these groups of actors have different experiences with the refugee and asylum 

question, which, in all likelihood, will affect how they frame the question. Political actors, 

for instance, draft asylum policy, get news about refugees, as well as they can be 

confronted with public claims relating to the refugee and asylum question. Journalists 

attend press conferences relating to the refugee and asylum question, are given press 

releases about it, as well as they can report on it in the news. The public gets news about 

the refugee and asylum question, it can contact political actors to express its views about 

the question, as well as it can be confronted with refugees in the local community. These 

are but a few of the many ways in which political, media and public actors can be 

involved with the refugee and asylum question. The point is that the manner in which 

each of these groups of actors frames the question will be affected by how they interact 

with each other in the framing process. Furthermore, within-group interactions (i.e., 

among political, media and public actors) also affect how these groups of actors frame an 

issue. Indeed, policy making is a complex process of negotiation, journalists can 

exchange notes (Sigal, 1973), and members of the public often discuss political issues 

among themselves. 

 

 

Research Questions and Research Platforms 

 

Three research platforms were set up for the study: the political platform, the media platform, 

and the public platform. This implies that three corpora of asylum discourse were collected, 

namely: policy asylum discourse, news asylum discourse, and public asylum discourse. Each of these 

corpora of discourse was subjected to the same frame analysis, the details of which are 

expanded upon below. Three research questions were formulated to investigate how 

political, media and public actors frame the refugee and asylum. One research question 

was formulated to identify how these groups of actors interact with each other in the 

framing process: 

 

1. How do political actors frame the refugee and asylum question? 

 

2. How do media actors frame the refugee and asylum question?  
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3. How do public actors frame the refugee and asylum question? 

 

4. How do political, media and public actors interact with each other in framing the 

refugee and asylum question? 

 

 

The Political Platform 

 

The data set collected at the level of the political platform consisted of policy documents 

and of a postal questionnaire. 31 policy documents relating to two Bills regulating the 

refugee and asylum question were thus collected in the archives of the Luxembourgian 

Parliament1. First, there was Bill 3806, relating to the Law of 3rd April, 1996, pertaining to the 

creation of a procedure for the examination of an asylum application. This Bill was proposed by the 

legislator on 14th June, 1993. Second, there was Bill 4572, relating to the Law of 18th March, 

2000, pertaining to the introduction of a temporary protection regime, and amending the Law of April 

3rd, 1996, pertaining to the creation of a procedure for the examination of an asylum application. This 

Bill was proposed by the legislator on 6th May, 1999. 

Policy making is a complex process of negotiation involving many political 

actors, and the contributions of the actors involved in making Luxembourg’s asylum 

policy are presented below. Bill 3806 and Bill 4572 were both accompanied by an 

explanatory memorandum expounding the views of the legislator on the proposed 

legislation, and of a first draft of asylum legislation. Contributions by other political 

actors involved in the policy making process were based on these memoranda and drafts. 

The asylum laws that were eventually accepted in Parliament were formulated on the 

basis of these contributions.  

The Luxembourgian Refugee Council (LRC), a collective of non-governmental 

organisations (NGOs) working for the benefit of refugees and asylum seekers, was first 

to comment on Bill 38062. Its comments related to how beneficial asylum legislation 

would be to refugees and asylum seekers. The LRC played a watchdog role in the policy 

making process, ensuring that refugees and asylum seekers would not be unfairly treated 

as a consequence of the coming into force of asylum legislation.  

                                                 
1 Chambre des Députés. See Appendix 1: Policy Documents for a list of these documents. 
2 On 29th October, 1993. It also contributed to the policy making process on 25th October, 1995. 



 

 

41 

The UNHCR participated in the policy making process in its capacity as guardian 

of the Geneva Convention. It commented on Bill 38061 and on Bill 45722. Its concern 

was that asylum legislation would not violate the provisions of the Geneva Convention. 

While the LRC was concerned with the physical well-being of refugees and asylum 

seekers, the UNHCR was concerned with their legal well-being. 

The Council of State intervened more than any other actor in the policy making 

process, commenting four times on Bill 38063 and four times on Bill 45724. One of its 

roles is to ensure that Bills are true to the Luxembourgian Constitution. It has the 

authority to recommend changes to Bills and draft regulations to redress perceived 

failings in these Bills. Before legislation can be accepted by a Parliamentary vote, the 

Council of State has to be satisfied that it respects the Constitution. 

The Consultative Commission for Refugees (CCR) contributed once to the policy 

making process, commenting on Bill 38065. The CCR was responsible for aiding the 

Minister of Justice in deciding whether or not to grant asylum seekers the status of 

refugee. As such, it was concerned with procedural aspects of asylum legislation, and 

played a minor role in the policy making process. In fact, the CCR was scrapped when 

asylum legislation was amended in 2000. Another minor player in the policy making 

process was the National Council for Foreigners (NCF). The NCF commented on Bill 38066. 

It is a governmental body concerned with the integration of foreigners in Luxembourg. A 

third minor player in the policy making process was the Commission of Foreign and European 

Affairs. This commission contributed to the policy making process in the context of Bill 

38067, commenting on the integration into national legislation of the Dublin Convention 

and the Schengen Agreements8. 

The Juridical Commission played a relatively important role in the policy making 

process, and its role is to ensure the legality of provisions written into legislation. The 

Juridical Commission is constituted from members of the parties represented in 

                                                 
1 On 5th November, 1993. 
2 On 13th September, 1999. 
3 On 22nd November, 1994; 11th October, 1995; 12th December, 1995; and 5th March, 1996. 
4 On 11th May, 1999; 30th November, 1999; 1st February 2000; and 7th March, 2000. 
5 On 25th May, 1995. 
6 On 13th November, 1995. 
7 On 31st January, 1996. 
8 “The Schengen Agreements have as their principal objective to abolish the checks on persons crossing 
the borders between the EU Member States (the “common” or the “internal” borders). This resulted in the 
establishment of the “Schengen Area” (the name “Schengen zone” is also in use). The circulation of 
individuals moving inside the Schengen Area is unhindered while for those who wish to cross from outside 
its external boundaries a uniform (Schengen) visa is envisaged.” 
http://eulaw.edu.ru/english/papers/sch_agreem.htm, last consulted September 2004. 
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Parliament, and is in no way specialised in asylum affairs. The Juridical Commission 

convenes on a regular basis to discuss legal aspects of Bills, and can suggest changes to 

Bills. It commented once on Bill 38061, and twice on Bill 45722. 

Bill 4572 originated as a law of circumstance, in the sense that the provisions 

written in the original version of the amended legislation were meant to apply exclusively 

to Kosovo Albanians. Many of these people fled to Luxembourg as a result of the 

conflict that was raging in Kosovo in the late 1990s. Bill 4572 referred to a particular 

ethnic group and, as such, it violated international legal agreements relating to human 

rights to which Luxembourg is party. Both the Council of State and the UNHCR pointed 

out this fact in their comments. Consequently, the Government amended Bill 45723 so that 

no references were made in it to specific ethnic groups. 

Political parties have the opportunity to express their views on a Bill during 

parliamentary debates. When Bill 3806 was debated on 31st January, 1996, the ruling 

coalition consisted of the Christian Social Party (CSV – the party of the Prime Minister) 

and the Luxembourgian Socialist Workers’ Party (LSAP). The opposition parties were the 

liberal Democratic Party (DP), The Greens, The Left and the Action Committee for Democracy 

and Equality in Pensions (ADR). When Bill 4572 was debated on 16th February, 2000, the 

ruling coalition had changed as a result of elections held in June 1999. The CSV remained 

the main party in the ruling coalition, where it was joined by the DP. The LSAP became 

the main party in the opposition, where it joined The Greens, The Left and the ADR.  

Bill 3806 and Bill 4572 were accepted by the greater majority of the 60 Members 

of Parliament (MPs) represented in the Chambre des Députés. This is an early indicator of 

the fact that there is a high level of agreement among political actors in Luxembourg as 

to how they frame the refugee and asylum question. The vote on Bill 3806 consisted of 

53 yeas and five abstentions4. The MPs who abstained were all members of The Greens. 

The reason they gave for abstaining was that the notion of ‘third party host country’ was 

not defined clearly enough in the Bill for them to give it their approval. This indicates 

that The Greens were not unequivocally opposed to the proposed legislation; they only 

disagreed with one legal-technical aspect of it. The vote on Bill 4572 consisted of 49 yeas, 

one nay and five abstentions. The MP who voted against Bill 4572 was the only 

                                                 
1 On 31st January 1996. 
2 On 3rd January 2000, and on 9th March, 2000. 
3 On 22nd November, 1999. 
4 That the total number of votes does not add up to 60 (the number of MPs) can be explained by the fact 
that not all MPs were present during the parliamentary debates relating to Bill 3806 and Bill 4572. 
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representative of The Left. The MPs who abstained were members of parties in the 

opposition, two from the LSAP and three from The Greens. One of the members of the 

LSAP explained that he abstained because he had no political faith in the Government, 

while the others did not justify their abstentions. 

 

A postal questionnaire1 was also sent to political actors in Luxembourg in 

December 2003. The 60 MPs represented in Parliament at the time, and the three 

Ministers responsible for the refugee and asylum portfolio2 were targeted. The aims of 

the questionnaire were two-fold. First, it aimed to establish how political actors were 

involved with the refugee and asylum question. Second, it aimed to establish how 

political actors interact with media and public actors. 22 of the 63 targeted political actors 

responded to the questionnaire3, meaning that there was a relatively high response rate of 

about 35%. 

Ten respondents were involved with the refugee and asylum question in some 

capacity or other. These included the three Ministers and seven MPs4. The Minister of 

Justice was in charge of legal aspects of the refugee and asylum portfolio, the Minister of 

Family Affairs was responsible for the reception of refugees and asylum seekers, and the 

Minister of Employment was in charge of questions relating to the employment of 

asylum seekers5. The Minister of Employment was also involved in the campaign of 

regularisation of the situation of immigrants without identification papers that took place 

in 2001, among whom there were asylum seekers. The other half of the political actors 

were not involved with the refugee and asylum question. All 22 political actors claimed to 

interact with media and public actors. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 See Appendix 2: Political Questionnaire for a copy of the questionnaire. 
2 Minister of Justice, Minister of Family Affairs, and Minister of Employment. 
3 The 3 Ministers and 19 MPs responded: 6 from the CSV, 5 from the LSAP, 4 from the DP, 2 from the 
ADR, 2 from The Greens, and none from The Left. Note that of the 60 MPs, 20 represented the CSV, 14 
the DP, 13 the LSAP, 7 the ADR, 5 The Greens, and 1 The Left.  
4 CSV (3 respondents), DP (2), The Greens (1), and LSAP (1). 
5 Note that then Minister of Employment was the Minister of the Interior responsible for drafting 
Luxembourg’s original asylum legislation in 1993. With the advent of the 2000 Asylum Law, the Minister 
of the Interior lost jurisdiction over the refugee and asylum portfolio. 
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The Media Platform 

 

The data set collected at the level of the media platform consisted of news articles and a 

postal questionnaire. The two daily newspapers with the highest circulation figures in 

Luxembourg were thus chosen for analysis: the Luxemburger Wort – 80,000 copies, and 

the Tageblatt – 26,000 copies. Both are high-brow newspapers; there is no 

Luxembourgian tabloid press. Survey data show that about 49% of the population reads 

the Luxemburger Wort, and another 20% reads the Tageblatt (ILReS, 2002). As far as 

ownership and political ties are concerned, Hirsch (2000) notes that the Luxemburger 

Wort, “belongs to the Catholic Archbishop of Luxembourg and has close links with the 

dominant political party, the Christian Social Party (CSV). [The Tageblatt] belongs to 

socialist trade unions and it has close links with the Socialist Party (LSAP)”. Despite 

these political ties, the frame analysis revealed no great differences between news 

coverage of the refugee and asylum question in both newspapers. For that reason, news 

asylum discourse will now be treated as a single corpus of discourse. 

News articles explicitly mentioning the refugee and asylum question in their 

headlines were collected and analysed1. The time period chosen for analysis extended 

from 1st January, 1993 to 31st December, 2000. This period covers the time-span of the 

asylum policy making process: Bill 3806 was proposed in 1993; asylum legislation was 

adopted in 1996; and amended in 2000. In total, 1301 articles were analysed. 843 

stemmed from the Luxemburger Wort and 463 from the Tageblatt. That there are almost 

twice as many news articles from the Luxemburger Wort than from the Tageblatt can be 

explained by the fact that there is usually twice the amount of editorial content in any 

given edition of the Luxemburger Wort than in any given edition of the Tageblatt. 

 

A postal questionnaire2 was also sent to journalists in December 2003. The 110 

press, television and radio journalists working for the Luxemburger Wort, the Tageblatt, 

RTL Télé Lëtzebuerg and RTL Radio Lëtzebuerg, the principal Luxembourgian news media, 

were targeted. The media questionnaire was then sent to about 40% of the 274 active 

journalists working in Luxembourg at the time (Luxembourgian Press Council, 2004). 

                                                 
1 The news articles were collected between March and June 2002. I would like to extend my thanks to the 
staff at the newspapers archive of the Bibliothèque Nationale de Luxembourg for their technical help and 
for their moral support when the micro-film reader repeatedly broke down. I would also like to extend my 
thanks to the staff at the archives of the Luxemburger Wort for their assistance. 
2 See Appendix 3: Media Questionnaire for a copy of the questionnaire. 
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The aims of the media questionnaire were two-fold: first, to establish how journalists 

were involved in the coverage of the refugee and asylum question; second, to establish 

how journalists interact with political and public actors.  

In total, 15 journalists responded to the media questionnaire1, a relatively low 

response rate of about 14%. This low rate may be attributable to the fact that, in all 

probability, not all the targeted journalists were political journalists. The questionnaire 

may simply have been irrelevant to a large portion of the 110 journalists who were 

targeted. An interesting case to consider in this context is that of the economic editor of 

the Tageblatt. Because of his position, he did not deem the questionnaire to be relevant to 

him and declined to fill it in. Instead, he sent back a ‘thank you’ note. It is likely that a 

large number of other journalists did not consider the questionnaire to be relevant to 

them and therefore declined to respond to it. Considering that the questionnaire was sent 

to all the journalists working for the four largest news organisations in Luxembourg, the 

collected data are still informative. Furthermore, the 15 journalists who did respond to 

the questionnaire represent about 5% of all the active journalists in Luxembourg. Also, 

nine worked for the Luxemburger Wort or the Tageblatt, the newspapers chosen for 

analysis. Further, all 15 journalists claimed to interact with political actors and members 

of the public. Finally, half these journalists were involved in news coverage of the refugee 

and asylum question. 

 

 

The Public Platform 

 

The data set collected at the level of the public platform was gathered through the means 

opinion poll data relating to the refugee and asylum question in Luxembourg, and from 

focus groups data. Two opinion polls concerned with the Luxembourgian public’s 

attitudes towards refugees and asylum seekers were thus analysed. The first poll was 

conducted by the Luxembourgian Institute for Scientific Research2 (ILReS) in September 

2000, on behalf of the ASTI3, an NGO involved with refugees and asylum seekers. This 

poll investigated the tolerance and acceptance levels of Luxembourgian residents towards 

refugees living in Luxembourg. A representative sample of 500 people from the age of 15 

                                                 
1 Luxemburger Wort (8 respondents), RTL Télé Lëtzebuerg (5), Tageblatt (1), RTL Radio Lëtzebuerg (1) 
2 Institut luxembourgeois de Recherche scientifique – Luxembourgian Institute of Scientific Research. 
3 Association de Soutien aux Travailleurs immigrés – Association for the Support of Immigrant Workers. 
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were polled. The second poll was conducted in December 2002 by the ILReS, on behalf 

of the CLAE1, another NGO involved with refugees and asylum seekers. The aim of this 

poll was to determine what people thought about allowing asylum seekers to work while 

their applications are processed. A representative sample of 500 people from the age of 

12 living in Luxembourg were polled. 

 

Focus groups were also set up to investigate how public actors frame the refugee 

and asylum question. In a focus group, several people are interviewed simultaneously on 

one topic, and the aim is to get these people to engage in a conversation about that topic. 

According to Krueger (1994), the discussion that takes place in a focus group consists of 

a conversation on an imposed topic between a group of people who may or may not 

know each other beforehand. Focus groups are often used in exploratory research, such 

as in marketing research, where they are used as a strategy for evaluating a product or 

testing its marketability (Kitzinger, 1994; Krueger, 1994; Morgan, 1996). It is only 

recently that social scientists have started to use focus groups as a method of data 

collection.  

While market researchers often set up focus groups constituted of people who 

are strangers to each other, it can be beneficial for social scientists to use groups of peers. 

Kitzinger (1994: 105) argues that the advantage of using such groups is that they 

“provide one of the social contexts within which ideas are formed and decisions made”. 

Further, using groups of peers can facilitate the flow of conversation between the 

participants. Another advantage of focus groups is that they can be set up in existing 

social contexts, such as lounges, offices or classrooms. Lunt & Livingstone (1996: 96) 

argue that focus groups, “can reveal underlying cognitive or ideological premises that 

structure arguments[, and] the ways in which various discourses rooted in particular 

contexts and given experiences are brought to bear on [people’s] interpretations” of 

topics. 

One characteristic feature of focus groups is their openness; the flow of 

conversation is dictated by what the participants have to say about the topic being 

investigated. The direction a discussion in a focus group takes is, however, partly 

determined by the hidden agenda of the researcher. The hidden agenda consists of those 

aspects of a topic that the participants in a focus group must discuss to allow researchers 

                                                 
1 Comité de Liaison et d’Action des Étrangers – Liaison and Action Committee of Foreigners. 
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to answer the research questions they sat out to investigate (Oppenheim, 1992). It can 

happen that participants cover points on the hidden agenda without prompting from the 

facilitator of the focus group, which is for the better. Indeed, it is preferable for the 

facilitator to be as unobtrusive as possible and let the participants ‘do the talking’. The 

main rule of thumb to consider when setting up focus groups is that they should be set 

up until no more new information is gathered. According to Kitzinger (1995: 105), it is 

usually sufficient to set up four or five focus groups to gather the necessary information. 

Four focus groups consisting of groups of peers living in Luxembourg were set 

up in the framework of the present study1. The aims of these groups were two-fold. First, 

they aimed to establish how the public frames the refugee and asylum question. Second, 

they aimed to establish how public actors interact with political and media actors. Focus 

Group 1 and Focus Group 2 were set up with the help of personal contacts in Luxembourg. 

These people were asked to recruit friends or colleagues to participate, on a voluntary 

basis, in a group discussion about the refugee and asylum question. The focus groups 

were set up in the contacts’ homes. Two of the five respondents in Focus Group 1 claimed 

to have met refugees and asylum seekers. Only one of the four respondents in Focus 

Group 2 claimed to know refugees and asylum seekers. All the other respondents in Focus 

Group 1 and Focus Group 2 claimed not to know refugees and asylum seekers. The 

participants in these focus groups will hereafter be referred to as the ‘lay public’. 

The other two focus groups were set up by contacting the LRC. The 18 NGOs 

that were part of the refugee council2 were contacted and asked whether they would be 

willing to participate, on a voluntary basis, in a group discussion about the refugee and 

asylum question. Two NGOs agreed to this request. As a result, Focus Group 3 and Focus 

Group 4 were constituted from people involved with the refugee and asylum question. 

Focus Group 3 consisted of members of the Sesopi, an NGO concerned with migration in 

Luxembourg in general. The participants in this group rarely entered in direct contact 

with refugees and asylum seekers. Their handling of the refugee and question was more 

administrative in nature. Focus Group 4 consisted of members of the Caritas, an NGO 

concerned with disfavoured people in general. The participants in this group entered in 

direct contact with refugees and asylum seekers on a daily basis. In fact, they were ex-

                                                 
1 For more details on the composition of these focus groups turn to Appendix 4: Focus Groups. 
2 ACAT, ASTM, ASTI, Allianz Protestantischer Kirchen, Amnesty International Luxembourg, ARPALUX, Caritas 
Service Réfugiés, Centre Chrétien d’éducation des Adultes, Centre Culturel, Islamique, CLAE, Commission Diocésaine 
pour la Pastorale Intercommunautaire, Croix-Rouge luxembourgeoise, Iwerliewen fir bedreete Volleker, Jesuit Refugee Service, 
LICRA, Pax Christi, SeSoPI-Centre Intercommunautaire, Vie Nouvelle. 
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refugees who had been living in Luxembourg for a number of years and been granted 

permanent residency there. The participants in Focus Group 3 and Focus Group 4 will be 

referred to as the ‘organised public’. Both focus groups were set up in the offices of these 

NGOs. 

The starting point in each focus group was to ask the participants what the 

refugee and asylum question meant to them personally, and the discussions were taken 

from there. The hidden agenda consisted of making sure that the participants provided: 

 

a) their definition of what the refugee and asylum question consists of; 

b) their diagnosis of the origins of the refugee and asylum question; 

c) their moral evaluation of the refugee and asylum question; 

d) their treatment recommendation for how to deal with the refugee and asylum 

question; 

e) an account of how they interact with political actors; and 

f) an account of how they interact with media actors. 

 

Attention was also paid to the rhetorical structures the participants used to refer to the 

refugee and asylum question. 

 

Interactions between political, media and public actors in the framing process 

were derived from asylum discourse, and from the political and media questionnaires. 

Policy asylum discourse was analysed to identify how political actors interact with media 

and public actors. This analysis was supplemented by the political questionnaire, where 

political actors were specifically asked how they interact with media and public actors. 

Similarly, news asylum discourse was analysed to identify how media actors interact with 

political and public actors. This analysis was supplemented by the media questionnaire, 

where media actors were specifically asked how they interact with political and public 

actors. Interactions between public actors and both political actors were derived from 

public asylum discourse. In addition, during the course of the focus groups, public actors 

were specifically asked how they interact with political and media actors. These analyses 

are discussed in Chapter VII: Platform Interactions.  

The framing power wielded by political, media and public actors in the framing 

process is derived from policy, news and public asylum discourse. To that effect, the 

origins and articulation of the frames used by these groups of actors to refer to the 
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refugee and asylum question were compared and contrasted to each other, as can be seen 

in the Discussion. The origins of the frames used at the level of each platform to refer to 

the refugee and asylum question are indicative of the definitional framing power wielded 

by political, media and public actors in the framing process. The articulation of these 

frames at the level of each platform is indicative of the interpretational framing power 

wielded by political, media and public actors in the framing process. 

 

 

Research Protocol: Identifying Frames 

 

Ten targeted questions relating to the five features of frames were asked to identify the 

frames used by political, media and public actors to refer to the refugee and asylum 

question. The analysis proceeded on a text-to-text basis, and all ten questions were asked 

to each and every text comprised in the policy, media and public corpora of asylum 

discourse. The questions were: 

 

A) Problem Definition: 

i) What is the perceived nature of the refugee and asylum question?  

ii) What is the perceived scope of the refugee and asylum question?  

iii) How is the concept of the ‘refugee’ defined? 

iv) How is the concept of the ‘asylum seeker’ defined? 

 

B) Problem Diagnosis: 

i) What are the perceived origins of the refugee and asylum question?  

ii) What are the perceived reasons for which refugees and asylum seekers flee their homes? 

 

C) Moral Evaluation: 

i) What are the perceived social implications of the refugee and asylum question?  

ii) What are the perceived moral implications of the refugee and asylum question? 

 

D) Treatment Recommendation 

i) What recommendations are made as to how the refugee and asylum question should be dealt 

with? 
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E) Rhetorical Structures: 

i) In what terms is the refugee and asylum question spoken of? 

 

The rhetorical structures (i.e., metaphors, catch phrases, exemplars) were then examined 

to determine which of the problem definition, problem diagnosis, moral evaluation or 

treatment recommendation they related to. 

The three platforms were analysed independently from each other, and the 

responses to these questions were assembled into fifteen data matrices. Each data matrix 

related to one feature and one platform only1. Within-comparisons were made in each 

data matrix to establish the problem definitions, problem diagnoses, moral evaluations, 

treatment recommendations and rhetorical structures used by political, media and public 

actors to frame the refugee and asylum question. As it will become apparent in the next 

three chapters, political, media and public actors used more than one problem definition, 

problem diagnosis, moral evaluation, treatment recommendation and rhetorical structure 

in framing the refugee and asylum question. The several aspects of these features that 

were identified in the data matrices were then analysed to identify which of them were 

more predominant. This was done by weighing the relative salience of these aspects 

against each other. Aspects that recurred most often in the data sets were judged to be 

more prominent than aspects that appeared less often. 

The data matrices relating to the political platform were then assembled, just as 

those for the media and public platforms were. This allowed for an identification of the 

frames used at the levels of the three platforms to refer to the refugee and asylum 

question. The procedure that was followed here consisted of organising the different 

aspects of the problem definition, problem diagnosis, moral evaluation and treatment 

recommendation that were identified into meaningful categories, as is illustrated in Figure 

1, below. The central organising principle of the categories that derived from this process 

constitutes the basis from which the label of a frame can be qualified (see also: Van 

Gorp, 2002). 

                                                 
1 1. policy problem definition; 2. policy problem diagnosis; 3. policy moral evaluation; 4. policy treatment 
recommendation; 5. policy rhetorical structures; 6. media problem definition; 7. media problem diagnosis; 
8. media moral evaluation; 9. media treatment recommendation; 10. media rhetorical structures; 11. public 
problem definition; 12. public problem diagnosis; 13. public moral evaluation; 14. public treatment 
recommendation; and 15. public rhetorical structures. 
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Figure 1: Identifying Frames 
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Expectations 

 

The present study is largely exploratory in nature. First, at the theoretical level, an 

interactive approach to framing theory was implemented. Second, at the level of subject 

matter, the refugee and asylum question has not yet been the subject of extensive 

research in framing theory, although it is steadily becoming of more interest to 

researchers in the social sciences. Third, at the level of the research setting, Luxembourg, 

a largely unknown quantity, was chosen for analysis. For these reasons, no hypotheses 

were drawn. Instead, a number of expectations came to the fore. These expectations 

relate to the articulation of political, news and individual frames; interactions between 

political, media and public actors; and framing power. 

 

Similarities in the articulation of political, media and individual frames about the 

refugee and asylum question were expected to be uncovered because political, media and 

public actors are subject to the same culture and to the same potential pool of media 

messages. Differences in the articulation of these frames were also expected to be 

uncovered, because political, media and public actors have different experiences with the 

refugee and asylum question. Specifically, the restrictive undercurrent that was identified 

in European asylum discourse was expected to be reflected in the articulation of political, 

news and individual frames. More precisely, these frames are expected to be articulated in 

terms of a need to restrict access to the asylum system to genuine refugees and asylum 

seekers.  

Members of the public are likely to have limited opportunities for access to either 

the refugee and asylum question, or political actors. Therefore, it was assumed that they 

get most of their information about the refugee and asylum question, and political actors 

from the media. As a result, individual frames were expected to be articulated in ways 

more similar to news frames than to political frames. It is plausible, however, that 

political frames were re-interpreted by journalists and integrated into news discourse. As 

a result, it was expected that some political frames would be carried through to the public 

via the news media. 

On the whole, political frames were expected to be articulated in more legal 

terms than news frames or individual frames. The reasoning behind this expectation was 

that political actors will have been involved in the policy making process, as opposed to 
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journalists and the public. News frames and individual frames were, in contrast, expected 

to be articulated in more humanitarian terms. The reasoning behind this expectation was 

that the plight of human beings was likely to be of more interest to the media and to the 

public than legal technicalities. 

 

Political, media and public actors were not expected to interact with each other to 

the same degree in framing the refugee and asylum question. Political and media actors 

were expected to interact with each other on a regular basis, and in formal settings. One 

reason for this is that the refugee and asylum question is of interest to political actors, 

and what is of interest to political actors is often the subject of news reports. To this 

syllogism must be added the fact that political actors often stage press conferences and 

circulate press releases relating to political issues for the benefit of the news media. The 

refugee and asylum question was not expected to make an exception to that rule. 

Public actors were expected to interact with political and media actors to a 

minimal degree in framing the refugee and asylum question. In fact, interactions between 

the public and both political and media actors were expected to be closer to ‘one-way 

traffic’ than to real interactions. This, however, was not expected to impinge on people’s 

ability to process information in ways relevant to their interests. Further, people were 

expected to call upon more information sources other than just the news media. 

 

Public actors were expected to have framing power, just as political and media 

actors do. Each of these groups of actors was expected to have an equal measure of 

interpretational framing power, and different measures of definitional framing power. 

Political, media and public actors were all assumed to be able to (re-)frame issues in ways 

relevant to them. These groups of actors, however, were not assumed to have equivalent 

powers to delimit the boundaries of meaning of an issue. In fact, in the specific context 

of the refugee and asylum question, political actors were expected to have more 

definitional framing power than either the media or the public. This relates to the strong 

political flavour of the refugee and asylum question. The news media were expected to 

have more definitional framing power than members of the public when it comes to 

framing the refugee and asylum question. This relates to the fact that most people are 

likely to be dependent on the media for their information about the refugee and asylum 

question. 
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 These expectations about definitional framing power are closely related to the 

potential political, media and public actors have to transmit their frames to the other 

platforms. In this respect, the news media were expected to have the highest potential for 

frame transmission. This relates to the fact that the media are intermediaries between 

political and public actors. Political actors were also expected to have a high potential for 

frame transmission, but they may be more successful at transmitting their frames to the 

media than to the public. This relates to the fact that political actors were expected to 

interact with media actors in formal settings (e.g., press conferences), where they hope to 

be able to carry their views on an issue across to the media. In contrast, political actors 

were assumed to rarely enter in direct contact with public actors, and they were likely to 

be dependent on the news media to communicate their views to the public.  

Public actors were expected to have a limited potential for frame transmission. 

There are two reasons for this. First, they are assumed to rarely enter in direct contact 

with political actors. Second, they are assumed to be dependent on the media to satisfy 

their informational needs. That is not to say that public actors have not got any potential 

for frame transmission. Rather, they are assumed to have an indirect potential of frame 

transmission. Indeed, many political actors are political representatives and, as such, they 

are likely to be influenced by how their constituents frame an issue. Members of the 

public can voice their concerns through opinion polls or public demonstrations, which 

both political and media actors pay attention to. Therefore, the transmission of frames 

from one platform to another is expected to be a complex process of negotiation where 

political, media and public actors are involved in different degrees. 

 

 

Limitations 

 

The greatest limitation of the study is that the data set collected at the level of the public 

platform was not gathered at the same time as those collected at the levels of the political 

and media platforms. The political and media data sets consisted of archived texts 

published between 1st January, 1993 and 31st December, 2000. The public data set 

consisted of focus groups data collected between January and February 2003, and of data 

from opinion polls conducted in 2000 and in 2002. This time lapse in data collection 

does not invalidate the findings made in relation to how political, media and public actors 

frame the refugee and asylum question. What it does affect, however, is the analysis of 
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how political, media and public actors interact with each other in framing the refugee and 

asylum question. It must be noted, however, that this limitation has, to a certain extent, 

been remedied to by administering a questionnaire to political and media actors to 

investigate how they interact with each other and with public actors. 

Another limitation is that the collected data sets were extremely large and 

analysed by a single researcher. Limited financial resources meant that a team of coders 

could not be assembled. Although this might call the reliability and validity of the results 

arrived at in this study into question, any biases in the analysis are likely to have been of a 

systematic nature. Furthermore, in relation to the canons of reliability and validity that 

are strived after in the social sciences, it is worthwhile noting with Krippendorff (1981: 

22) that “messages do not have a single meaning that needs to be ‘unwrapped’ [and] 

meanings need not be shared[; they] are always relative to a communicator”. The 

systematic nature of the frame analysis carried in this study constitutes the only guarantee 

of the reliability and validity of its results. 
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Chapter IV: The Political Platform 

 

Previous research investigating the refugee and asylum question indicates that political 

conceptualisations of the question are affected by legal and humanitarian considerations. 

In fact, Steiner (1999: 46) argues that political understandings of asylum are “shaped by a 

tug-of-war between national interests pulling for tighter asylum policies and moral 

arguments pulling for looser ones”. In this context, Lavenex (2001b) argues that a realist 

frame of internal security conflicts with a liberal frame of humanitarianism. Nathwani 

(2000: 354), argues that this conflict originates in “the perception that refugee law and 

asylum practice obstruct the efficient enforcement of a restrictive immigration policy [, 

which] weaken[s] the deterrence effect of the main instruments (punishment, forcible 

expulsion) used to combat unwanted immigration” in the European Union. 

The realist frame of internal security relates to Members States of the European 

Union’s need to prevent illegal immigrants and bogus asylum seekers from seeking refuge 

in the European Union and, by extension, from abusing its asylum system. The 

articulation of this frame is affected by the drive towards the harmonisation of European 

asylum and immigration policies, which, as it has been noted, aims to reduce the 

immigration pressure felt in the European Union. The liberal frame of humanitarianism 

relates to Member States’ commitment to preserve freedom of movement within the 

European Union, and to the moral and legal obligations they have towards refugees and 

asylum seekers. The articulation of this frame is affected by political actors’ perception 

that refugees and asylum seekers are, before all, human beings who deserve to be treated 

as such.  

Kaye (1994) examines how British political actors portrayed the refugee and 

asylum question in the 1980s and in the early 1990s. The results of that research show 

how the Conservative and Labour parties portrayed refugees and asylum seekers in terms 

of two agendas. While Labour used a racism/anti-racism agenda, the Conservatives used 

an immigration agenda. When it came to talking about refugees and asylum seekers 

themselves, both parties referred to particular (ethnic) groups. This lead to debates about 

the refugee and asylum question in general largely being held in terms of what Kaye 

(1994: 146) calls “a humanitarian response to particular cases of Human Rights abuses, 

often strongly coloured by the parties’ ideological and foreign policy considerations”. 
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According to Kaye (1994: 156-157), there are three reasons why the refugee and 

asylum question appeared on the political agenda. First, there was the curb in the number 

of people allowed to migrate to Britain from outside the European Union. This meant 

that, for many people, the only way to be allowed to live in Britain was to claim asylum 

there. Second, Member States of the European Union started to take steps towards the 

harmonisation of their asylum and immigration policies. Third, there was the end of the 

Cold War, which instilled a fear among political actors that more people would migrate 

to Britain from Eastern or Central European countries. In fact, Steiner (1999: 45) argues 

that the refugee and asylum question became an issue in Europe in general because of 

“the rise in the number of asylum applicants, their diverse countries of origins, and the 

fact that most are not fleeing Communism”. 

The steady arrival of refugees and asylum seekers in Great Britain from the 1980s 

onwards led to the refugee and asylum question being discussed in the same breath as the 

issue of immigration controls. The Conservative government in power at the time started 

to “consider more draconian action to curb refugee flows” (Kaye, 1994: 150), and a 

stricter definition of who qualifies for refugee status was adopted. Douglas Hurd, then 

Secretary of State, is quoted as saying that, “we meet our international obligations to 

succour men and women fleeing from political persecution. But these obligations do not 

give an automatic right to entry to ‘economic refugees’ who are, for understandable 

reasons, wanting to migrate from a poor or troubled country to a richer and more 

peaceful one” (in Kaye, 1994: 150). 

Steiner (1999) examines moral arguments used in the context of the adoption of 

asylum policies in Germany, Britain and Switzerland between the 1970s and the early 

1990s. Two types of moral arguments used in Parliamentary debates relating to asylum 

policies were identified. The first type calls upon Judeo-Christian values. In such 

arguments, the Bible is referred to as evidence for the need and/or duty of people 

and/or States to assist refugees and asylum seekers. The second type of moral argument 

relates to the ideals of Liberalism, where references are made to higher norms such as 

Liberty and Equality. Both types of arguments were used by political actors in favour of 

loosening asylum legislation, and by political actors in favour of restricting asylum 

legislation. In the words of Steiner (1999: 59, italics in original), 

 

while not a single parliamentarian in any of these debates rejected the abstract 
principle of helping refugees, they strongly disagreed about how best to put the 
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principle into practice. Given the moral obligation to accept refugees, must all 
refugees be accepted? Most observers would answer in the negative, for the 
numbers would be overwhelming. 

 

Distinctions were also made in Parliamentary debates between economic refugees 

and political refugees. Steiner (1999) argues that there is a perception among political 

actors in the European Union that most of those seeking asylum are economic refugees, 

i.e., people without genuine claims for asylum, and Member States are only willing to 

assist people in genuine need of protection from persecution. Political actors seek to 

balance obligations they have towards refugees and asylum seekers against those they 

have towards their citizens. This indicates that the refugee and asylum question has 

connotations of ‘abuse’, and political actors believe that steps must be taken to prevent 

abuses of the asylum systems of their countries. 

Differentiations between economic and political refugees are made by political 

actors in countries other than Germany, Great Britain or Switzerland. For example, in an 

analysis of political discourse relating to asylum legislation in the Netherlands, Van Der 

Horst (2001) identifies how Dutch political actors portray economic refugees in terms of 

being migrants looking for economic gain. These political actors have been shown to use 

the phrase ‘political refugee’ to refer to what they perceive to be real refugees, i.e., people 

with genuine claims for asylum. In fact, Van Der Horst (2001: 4) argues that political 

actors distinguish between refugees in such terms to separate people who “deserve care” 

from “people who do not deserve care”.  

Similarly, Robinson (1996: 415) argues that the end of the Cold War led political 

actors in Europe in general to differentiate between “deserving” and “undeserving” 

refugees, i.e., between political refugees and economic refugees. As a consequence of 

such distinctions, existing backlogs in the examination of asylum applications were 

aggravated. Members States therefore decided to take greater care in distinguishing 

between genuine and bogus asylum seekers. The growth-rate of these backlogs, in turn, 

led European countries to draft asylum legislation aimed at speeding up the procedure of 

examination of asylum applications, and at ensuring that only genuine asylum seekers will 

be granted the legal status of refugee. 

In sum, research investigating political conceptualisations of the refugee and 

asylum question indicates that political actors frame the question in terms of: 

 



 

 

60 

a) a Genuineness frame, differentiating between real – genuine – political refugees and 

asylum seekers, and fake – bogus – economic refugees and asylum seekers. This 

frame relates to political actors’ perceived need to prevent abuses of the asylum 

system. 

b) an Administrative frame, relating to the adoption of legislation aimed at reducing 

backlogs in asylum applications, and to the harmonisation of Europe’s asylum 

and immigration policies. 

c) a Human Dignity frame, relating to political actors’ perception that refugees and 

asylum seekers are human beings. 

 

The Genuineness and Administrative frames relate to Lavenex’s (2001b) realist frame of 

internal security, and the Human Dignity frame relates to the liberal frame of 

humanitarianism. 

 

 

Frame analysis of Asylum Policy Discourse 

 

The second step taken to investigate how political actors frame the refugee and asylum 

question consisted of a frame analysis of asylum policy discourse. Luxembourg’s asylum 

policy discourse was chosen for analysis because the refugee and asylum question was 

relatively recently formalised as an issue of political interest there. Further, Luxembourg 

has always been a ‘good pupil’ with regards to the process of European integration, rarely 

failing to sign, draft and adopt European treaties, policies and legislation. Examining how 

the refugee and asylum question is framed by political actors in Luxembourg can then be 

said to be equivalent to examining how the question is framed by a leading European 

country, at least at the level of political integration.  

The frame analysis revealed a high level of agreement among political actors as to 

how they frame the refugee and asylum question. From the outset, it can be said that 

political actors in Luxembourg frame the question in terms of an administrative backlog 

in asylum applications caused by the arrival of asylum seekers in large numbers. In 

framing the question, political actors balance moral and legal obligations Luxembourg 

has towards people in need of protection from persecution against the fact that they want 

to prevent abuses of the asylum system. Political actors perceive that the arrival of 

asylum seekers in large numbers makes it difficult to grant genuine asylum seekers 
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protection from persecution in a reasonable amount of time. They agree that to prevent 

Luxembourg’s generosity towards people in need of protection from persecution from 

being abused by illegitimate asylum seekers, steps have to be taken to ensure that only 

genuine asylum seekers will be granted refugee status. For that reason, a swift and 

efficient asylum procedure only accessible to genuine asylum seekers was proposed to be 

adopted. The anticipated results of adopting such a procedure are the dissolution of the 

backlog in asylum applications, and the guarantee that only genuine asylum seekers will 

be granted refugee status.  

 

 

Problem Definition 

 

Three aspects of the problem definition of the refugee and asylum question were 

identified in asylum policy discourse. These were, in order of dominance,  

 

v Administrative Congestion: first and foremost, political actors perceive the 

refugee and asylum question in terms of an existing backlog in asylum 

applications. 

v The Genuine Nature of Asylum Seekers: political actors are concerned that 

asylum seekers who are granted refugee status should be genuine asylum seekers. 

v Balancing Administrative and Humanitarian Concerns: political actors are 

concerned that the administrative and humanitarian aspects of the refugee and 

asylum question must always be balanced against each other. 

 

Political actors principally define the refugee and asylum question in terms of 

being an administrative problem of congestion. As it is noted in the explanatory 

memorandum adjoined to Bill 3806, the administrative circuits that regulate immigration in 

general and the flux of political refugees in particular are extremely congested1. The congestion of 

these circuits is problematic for two reasons. First, asylum seekers will have to wait for 

long periods of uncertainty before a decision is made on their status. Second, it implies 

that the way in which the authorities deal with the refugee and asylum question is 

                                                 
1 All translations from French and Luxembourgian into English of quotes taken from asylum policy 
discourse are the present author’s. Please note that quotes taken from asylum policy discourse are italicised 
in the remainder of this chapter. 
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inefficient. Bill 3806 was concerned with establishing a procedure for the examination of 

asylum applications (hereafter referred to as the asylum procedure) that would contribute 

to dissolving the existing backlog in asylum applications. However, the asylum law that 

was adopted in 1996 failed in this respect. Indeed, one of the reasons why asylum 

legislation was revised in 1998 related to the fact that there still was a backlog of about 

4,000 asylum applicants at the time. 

 

Political actors agree that refugees and asylum seekers should not be assimilated 

to illegal immigrants, and that bogus asylum seekers should not be allowed to abuse 

Luxembourg’s fundamentally positive attitude toward refugees1. People who seek protection 

from persecution must not be treated by default as if they were only interested in abusing 

the asylum system. Political actors are adamant, however, that abuses of the system must 

be avoided at all costs, and the principal aim of asylum legislation must be to determine 

who can legitimately be granted refugee status. In fact, there is a common perception that 

eligibility to that status must be defined clearly and unambiguously. In this context, the 

Council of State2 claims that, by constantly attracting people whose applications will be judged to be 

unacceptable or manifestly unfounded, our country will not be able, because of what is actually its very 

limited capacity to accommodate people, to accommodate other applicants than those whose applications 

appear justified. Political actors only want to grant access to the asylum procedure to 

genuine asylum seekers.  

The determination of genuineness is based on the Geneva Convention and on 

the Dublin Convention. The only definition of ‘refugee’ judged to be acceptable at the 

level of policy is that written in the Geneva Convention, but the provisions of the Dublin 

Convention are such that asylum seekers who seek refuge in Luxembourg might not be 

eligible for refugee status there. Indeed, the role of the Dublin Convention is to 

determine which Member State of the European Union, if any, is responsible to examine 

asylum applications. As a consequence, the definition of ‘refugee’ adopted by political 

actors reduces the number of genuine asylum seekers who can seek refuge in 

Luxembourg to the absolute legal minimum. 

While political actors agree that the Geneva Convention should be the basis from 

which to determine refugee status, they also agree that it does not cover the possible 

                                                 
1 Spokesperson for the Democratic Party, Parliamentary debate relating to Bill 4572. 
2 In the framework of Bill 3806. 
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spectrum of refugees. For instance, the Council of State1 claims that some people can 

seek refuge because of economic reasons. In practice, however, the notion of refugee is one 

of exclusion. In the report of the Commission of Foreign and European Affairs it is 

noted that, 

 

a refugee is not a foreigner, who by definition has no relationship of conflict with his homeland. It 
is also not a migrant who left his country to improve his life. It is also not a person running away 
from the justice of his own country and wanting to establish himself in another country for these 
reasons. And it is also not, above all, a stateless person, that has no nationality and therefore 
tries to gain a nationality in another country. A refugee is also not a war refugee such as we have 
relatively many from Bosnia-Herzegovina at the moment [January 1996]. 

 

Most political actors differentiate between real – genuine and fake – bogus 

refugees. The latter are defined as people who claim asylum although their personal 

situations are not covered by the definition of refugee written in the Geneva 

Convention. In fact, fake – bogus refugees are often referred to as being economic 

refugees, defined as people migrating for economic reasons that abusively claim asylum. 

A minority of political actors do not agree that refugees should be referred to in terms of 

being ‘real’ or ‘fake’. According to them, the only distinction that can be made is between 

refugees according to the Geneva Convention and the others. The Luxembourgian 

Refugee Council2 (LRC), for instance, claims that the notion of fake – bogus refugee has 

connotations of infamy and should be done away with. Such a refugee is too often envisaged 

as some sort of parasite, or at least as a person wanting to benefit from advantages that he does not 

deserve. The vast majority of these pretended fake refugees have perfectly legitimate and respectable 

aspirations. 

Similarly, The Greens3 (a minor party in the opposition) argue that Luxembourg 

always based her migration flows on the economic advantages that could be derived 

from them. As a result of globalisation becoming the dominant paradigm in international 

society, they believe that distinctions between real – genuine and fake – bogus refugees 

are loosing currency. In fact, they claim that the understanding of the refugee and asylum 

question in Luxembourg is based on archaic paradigms, such as ethnic, religious and 

national criteria. They believe that the definition of refugee should be reviewed to 

integrate the economic paradigm of globalisation. The Greens provide examples of other 

people they think could be considered as genuine asylum seekers: people persecuted 
                                                 
1 In the framework of Bill 3806. 
2 In the framework of Bill 3806. 
3 In the Parliamentary debate relating to Bill 3806. 
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because of their sexual identities; people who find themselves in situations of war or of 

massive violations of Human Rights; people persecuted by agents other than agents of 

the State; and people suffering form famine or natural catastrophes. The Left (a minor 

party in the opposition) believe that conscientious objectors and deserters could be 

added to this list. In fact, they maintain that the concept of the ‘genuine asylum seeker’ 

can be supplemented by other conventions relating to Human Rights to which 

Luxembourg is party1. According to The Left, political actors should approach the 

refugee and asylum question from the perspective of a more generous interpretation of 

Human Rights2 than is currently the case. It must be noted, however, that the views of 

The Greens and of The Left are minority views that do not reflect how the greater 

majority of political actors define ‘genuineness’. 

 

Political actors agree that how people understand the refugee and asylum 

question will be affected by how they are involved with refugees and asylum seekers. The 

spokesperson for the Luxembourgian Socialist Workers’ Party (LSAP) claimed3 that 

those working with refugees and asylum seekers approach the question differently from 

those that only enter in contact with the question in the context of the policy making 

process. While the former concern themselves with the well-being of refugees and are chiefly 

oriented toward helping and integrating them into Luxembourgian society, the latter are more 

concerned with law and order, and focus their attention on questions of procedure.  

In fact, the refugee and asylum question confronts the State and municipal authorities 

with a sizeable challenge, as it is noted in the explanatory memorandum adjoined to Bill 

4572. Part of the challenge resides in that political actors wish for Luxembourg to remain 

a welcoming place for genuine asylum seekers. The core of the challenge, however, 

consists in balancing the legal-administrative aspects of the refugee and asylum question 

against its humanitarian aspects. At the administrative level, the question raises two 

challenges. First, political actors must ensure that the administrative circuits responsible 

for examining asylum applications function in an efficient manner. Second, political 

                                                 
1 In the Parliamentary debate relating to Bill 3806, The Left argues that the following conventions could 
also be used to determine refugee status: The European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and 
Fundamental Freedoms; the United Nations Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading 
Treatment or Punishment; the United Nations Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination against 
Women; the Supplementary United Nations Convention on the Abolition of Slavery, the Slave Trade, and Institutions and 
Practices Similar to Slavery; the United Nations Convention for the Suppression of the Traffic in Persons and of the 
Exploitation of the Prostitution of Others; and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 
2 As stated in the Parliamentary debate relating to Bill 3806. 
3 In the Parliamentary debate relating to Bill 4572. 
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actors must ensure that Luxembourg fulfils the legal obligations she has towards refugees 

and asylum seekers. At the humanitarian level, the challenge resides in that political 

actors must ensure that every step is taken so that refugees and asylum seekers get 

protection from persecution, so as to preserve their human dignity. The perceived need 

for bogus asylum seekers to return to their home countries can illustrate how these 

concerns need to be balanced against each other. As the Juridical Commission1 argues, 

 

it is important that [bogus asylum seekers] do not stay in Luxembourg for ever, when one 
already knows that they cannot be recognised as refugees. While they will have been here, we will 
not have helped them much. [They] cannot integrate themselves [into society], they cannot go to 
work, and after many years [of waiting] they are told: now, make sure that you disappear. 

 

 

Rhetorical Structures in the Problem Definition 

 

Political actors speak of the refugee and asylum question in terms of being a difficult and 

complex matter2. This relates to the fact that the fate of human beings must always be 

balanced against legal obligations of the State. The refugee and asylum question is 

perceived as an explosive issue3. This perception partly stems from attacks against asylum 

seekers that took place in Germany in the mid-1990s. Political actors believe that these 

attacks instilled a fear of refugee and asylum seekers at the level of the public. It is also 

plausible, however, that these attacks originated in people’s a priori fear of refugees and 

asylum seekers. 

The movements of refugees and asylum seekers are referred to as occurring in 

flows, streams, massive flows, massive fluxes or impressive fluxes in asylum policy discourse. The 

qualifiers massive and impressive connote large movements that are difficult to control, 

while the notions of flow, flux and stream connote continuity in these movements. The 

UNHCR4 mentions sudden massive fluxes, indicating that the movements of refugees are 

often unpredictable. In fact, the qualifier ‘sudden’ suggests that any country can find itself 

in an unexpected situation of instability that would lead people to flee. Although such 

rhetorical structures are used throughout asylum policy discourse, no fixed numerical 

indicators for what they consist of could be located in the data set. This is the case 

                                                 
1 In its report relating to Bill 3806. 
2 As was stated by the spokesperson for the DP during the Parliamentary debate relating to Bill 3806. 
3 As was stated in the report of the Juridical Commission relating to Bill 3806. 
4 In the framework of Bill 4572. 



 

 

66 

despite the fact that the temporary protection regime introduced in the amended version 

of asylum legislation comes into force when massive fluxes of asylum seekers arrive in 

Luxembourg. This suggests that these are malleable concepts that can be interpreted 

differently according to the prevailing circumstances. The Minister of Justice1, for 

instance, referred to the arrival of 2700 Kosovo Albanians between January 1998 and 

April 1999 in Luxembourg as a massive flux. 

 

 

Problem Diagnosis 

 

Two aspects of the problem diagnosis of the refugee and asylum question were identified 

in asylum policy discourse. These were, in order of dominance, 

 

v Large Migratory Movements: political actors perceive that the refugee and asylum 

question became an issue because of the high number of people who claimed 

asylum in Luxembourg. 

v Reasons for Fleeing: political actors perceive that the reasons for which people 

flee are persecution according to the terms of the Geneva Convention, plus 

perspectives of financial gain. 

 

Political actors agree that the important migratory movements that characterise our epoch are 

responsible for the fact that the administrative circuits that regulate immigration in general and the flux of 

political refugees in particular are extremely congested2. The asylum procedure could not cope 

with the number of asylum seekers present in Luxembourg, and the backlog in 

applications was aggravated by the arrival of 2700 Kosovo Albanians. In fact, this very 

arrival was partly at the origin of the perceived need to amend the 1996 Asylum Law as 

early as in 1998. Because the relevant administrative circuits could not cope with these 

2700 extra applications individually, the legislator proposed that they should be examined 

collectively. This involved amending asylum legislation by introducing a temporary 

protection regime applicable to these Kosovo Albanians collectively. Introducing ethnic 

criteria in asylum legislation would have violated anti-discrimination rules written in the 

Constitution. As a result, the provisions of Bill 4572 were modified so that they would 

                                                 
1 In the explanatory memorandum adjoined to Bill 4572. 
2 As it is stated in the explanatory memorandum relating to Bill 3806. 
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apply to massive fluxes of asylum seekers arriving in Luxembourg, regardless of their 

ethnic origins. A temporary protection regime regulating massive fluxes of asylum 

seekers was then introduced in the 2000 Asylum Law. The perceived benefit of 

introducing such a regime in the legislation was that it would lead to the adoption of a 

‘fast-track asylum procedure’. 

The Greens are the only political actors to propose an alternative explanation for 

the backlog in applications. According to them, the root of the problem lies in the 

authorities’ strict interpretation of the Geneva Convention. They deem that the 

authorities interpret the Convention in such narrow terms that most asylum seekers will 

see their applications rejected as a matter of course. In their view, the backlog originates 

in that most rejected asylum seekers will appeal against the rejection of their applications. 

Again, this is a minority view, and it had no bearing on how asylum legislation was 

eventually formulated. 

 

Political actors agree that asylum seekers do not flee on a whim. Instead, they are 

perceived to flee because their living conditions have become such that they feel unsafe 

at home. Inasmuch as they voted to adopt legislation defining refugees in terms of the 

criteria of persecution written in the Geneva Convention, political actors perceive that 

people flee persecution, or fear of persecution, based on their race, religion, nationality, 

belonging to a particular social group or political opinions. In fact, the main reason for 

which people flee mentioned in asylum policy discourse is political persecution. 

Consequently, genuine refugees are often referred to in terms of being political refugees. 

In the eyes of political actors, the physical and moral devastation people suffer as a 

consequence of wars fall into the category of political persecution. 

As far as the reasons that push economic refugees to flee are concerned, political 

actors believe that perspectives of financial gain are responsible. They claim that 

economic refugees apply for asylum in Luxembourg (and elsewhere in Europe) in the 

hope of accessing the European job market. Economic refugees are deemed to flee 

because of what they perceive to be large economic disparities between the poor 

countries they come from and the rich countries they migrate to. In other words, political 

actors believe that people from poor countries are motivated to seek asylum in richer 

countries because it will allow them to improve on their living conditions.  

Following The Greens’ reasoning, it could be said that the strict interpretation of 

the Geneva Convention on the part of the authorities leads (or has led) to economic 
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refugees being conceived of as being illegitimate asylum seekers in Luxembourg. Indeed, 

no criterion of economic persecution is written in the Geneva Convention. In fact, 

political actors believe that economic refugees put a strain on Luxembourg, whether at 

the administrative or financial levels. At the administrative level, once economic refugees 

file for asylum their applications will have to be processed and examined, even though 

they are not deemed to be genuine asylum seekers. Indeed, there is no way for the 

authorities to know beforehand whether or not someone’s application is genuine. At the 

financial level, from the moment economic refugees apply for asylum in Luxembourg 

they have to be granted financial aid and accommodation for the duration of their stay. 

Until their applications are processed, economic refugees receive social benefits to which 

they are, in effect, not entitled. 

 

 

Moral Evaluation 

 

Two aspects of the moral evaluation of the refugee and asylum question were identified 

in asylum policy discourse. These were, in order of dominance, 

 

v Legal and Moral Obligations: political actors agree that Luxembourg has to fulfil 

the legal and moral obligations she has towards refugees and asylum seekers. 

v Human Dignity: political actors agree that the dignity of refugees and asylum 

seekers must be preserved at all times. 

 

Political actors agree that the right to asylum is a fundamental human right that has 

to be respected and protected. In fact, they believe that Luxembourg has both moral and 

legal obligations to come to the assistance of refugees and asylum seekers. The perceived 

need to fulfil these obligations can be illustrated by the consequences of the war that 

broke out in Kosovo in April 1999. As noted in the explanatory memorandum relating to 

Bill 4572, 

 

hundreds of thousands of Kosovo Albanians have been forced to flee their homes by the Serb 
authorities of Belgrade and to seek refuge elsewhere in Europe. In the face of this drama, the 
international community has the imperious obligation to take action so that the fundamental 
rights of these people are preserved, and foremost among them, the right to live at home in peace 
and security. 
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Luxembourg’s legal obligations towards people in need of protection from persecution 

stem from her being party to conventions and treaties regulating Human Rights. Having 

signed and ratified such instruments as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights or 

the Geneva Convention, Luxembourg is obliged to afford refugees and asylum seekers 

protection from persecution.  

Fulfilling these obligations need not be in the exclusive interest of refugees and 

asylum seekers. Instead, there is a perception among political actors that Luxembourg 

cannot afford to steer a different course to that of her international partners in regulating 

the refugee and asylum question. As the spokesperson for the Democratic Party claimed1, 

Luxembourg cannot afford to 

 

be more restrictive than other countries, which would mean that we would not fulfil our 
international obligations. We cannot allow ourselves to go it alone with the refugee issue and be 
more liberal than larger countries. We cannot, as one of the smallest countries in the world, allow 
ourselves to go it alone and fence ourselves off from the policies of our European neighbours, 
which, in one way or another, would have negative consequences for our country. 

 

The perceived need for Luxembourg to be a ‘good pupil’ on the international 

scene is especially relevant in the light of the harmonisation of Europe’s asylum and 

immigration policies; political actors want Luxembourg to play an active role in the 

process. In fact, they agree that European co-operation in the matter should not be 

limited to drafting common asylum legislation; it should be extended to discourage 

economic refugees from coming to the European Union in the first place. Instead, 

people must be given the means to rebuild their countries in such a way that they can 

have a bright future there. People who flee to find better living conditions must be 

assisted as close to their homes as possible. 

 

Political actors agree that the human dignity of refugees and asylum seekers must 

be preserved at all times. They are concerned that these people should not be made to 

feel persecuted when they arrive in Luxembourg, because they will already have fled 

persecution. They are also concerned that they should not be treated as criminals when 

filing for asylum. A prime example of how such concerns are expressed in practice is the 

fact that political actors agree that police officers should not be involved in the asylum 

                                                 
1 During the Parliamentary debate relating to Bill 3806. 
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procedure. The rationale, here, is that because police officers might have been agents of 

persecution in their home countries, applicants should not be confronted with them on 

arrival in Luxembourg. Also, police officers are responsible for fighting crime; involving 

them in the asylum procedure would create a de facto association between refugees, 

asylum seekers and criminals. 

Concerns about the preservation of the human dignity of refugees and asylum 

seekers extend to the cases of people involved with third party host countries, i.e., 

countries where they could ‘realistically’ have applied for asylum prior to arriving in 

Luxembourg. According to the terms of the Dublin Convention, should asylum seekers 

have been involved with such countries, they will have to be sent back there for their 

applications to be examined. In this context, political actors want the authorities to 

ensure that people’s freedom and security will not be endangered as a result of them 

being deported. They want to prevent deported asylum seekers being sent back to the 

country they fled by the third country, without their applications being examined. 

While political actors are concerned with preserving the human dignity of 

refugees and asylum seekers, they are suspicious of their moral integrity. This suspicion 

relates to the perceived need to only grant refugee status to genuine asylum seekers, and 

political actors will not accept any abuses of the State’s generosity towards people in 

need of protection from persecution. For that reason, care must be taken when granting 

access to the asylum procedure. The net result of this political ‘clamp down’ on 

illegitimate asylum seekers is the contradiction of one of the moral concerns political 

actors have in relation to dealing with refugees and asylum seekers, namely, not to treat 

them as criminals. Indeed, in accordance with European regulations, the fingerprints and 

photographs of people applying for asylum are recorded. The stated reasons for 

recording that information are to prevent asylum seekers from filing applications in more 

than one country, and to ensure that, in accordance with the Dublin Convention, the 

country that is legally responsible will examine these applications. Recording fingerprints 

and photographs for purposes of identification, however, is usually the preserve of 

criminals. Asylum seekers are subjected to such treatment by default; they are not given 

the benefit of the doubt when they file for asylum, are looked at suspiciously from the 

moment of their arrival, and are treated as potential frauds. 
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Partly for this reason, The Greens1 describe the way in which Luxembourg deals 

with refugees and asylum seekers as not being serious. This perceived lack of seriousness 

stems from political actors’ a priori suspicion of asylum seekers’ motives for fleeing, and 

from the authorities’ reliance on the Dublin Convention. The Greens point out that 

some rejected asylum seekers were deported to third party host countries, only to 

completely disappear from the picture. The problem, here, is that there is no way to 

account for the whereabouts of these people, meaning that there can be no guarantees as 

to their safety. The Greens are concerned that people get deported without any follow-

up of their legal and personal situations. Likely scenarios are that third party host 

countries simply send deported people back to the countries where they were persecuted, 

or that these people end up in illegal immigration circuits. Further, people deported from 

Luxembourg could simply end up returning because of ties, family or otherwise, they will 

have established in the country. The position of The Greens can be summarised in the 

following quote2: 

  

I would ask you to consider that a procedure that consists of putting a refugee in an aircraft and 
telling him: “If you do not get accepted there then you can simply come back,” is a bit of a joke. I 
can hardly foresee that a refugee, who has not got a good command of the language, is put on an 
aircraft to Prague or Bratislava. He arrives there and is told: “We are sorry, but we cannot 
accept you here”. I do not know what he will do then. Does he then take a mobile phone out of 
his pocket, calls and says: “They do not want to accept me, can I come back now?” We have to 
approach this in a realistic manner. 

 

 

Rhetorical Structures in the Moral Evaluation 

 

Political actors describe the act of granting or refusing refugee status as being eminently 

political3, and they believe there to be too many interests at stake for refugees and asylum 

seekers to become political footballs. Further, the arrival of asylum seekers in 

Luxembourg is described as having led the relevant administrative circuits being submerged 

and over-run4. There is a common perception among political actors that too many people 

seek refuge in the country for the administration to deal with asylum applications 

                                                 
1 As expressed by their spokesperson in the Parliamentary debate relating to Bill 3806. 
2 From the Parliamentary debate relating to Bill 3806. 
3 As it is stated in the Governmental Amendments relative to Bill 4572. 
4 As the spokesperson for the Government stated during the Parliamentary debate relating to Bill 4572. 
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efficiently. The Left, however, do not give credence to this perception of ‘submersion’1. 

Instead, they argue that the asylum situation in Luxembourg is not as serious as most 

other political actors claim it to be. 

Some asylum seekers are referred to as being in orbit in asylum policy discourse, a 

term with connotations of inertia and helplessness. These people are perceived as victims 

of indecision, and of a lack of responsibility on the part of would-be host countries. They 

will remain in orbit until a country accepts that it is responsible to examine their 

applications. In effect, asylum seekers often remain in orbit for years. The fact that, 

according to the Dublin Convention, asylum seekers must arrive directly in the Members 

State of the European Union where they wish to seek refuge may be at fault here. In this 

context, the LRC2 claims that, 

 

solidary between them in their concern to be responsible for as few asylum applications as 
possible, Members States examine, to start with, the possibility of applying the principle of third 
party host country, i.e., the possibility of discharging the examination of the application to a 
third country, outside the European Union. 

 

In fact, the LRC refers to Member States’ refusal to examine asylum applications in terms 

of being a continuous game of table tennis. In that game, Member States are the players, 

asylum seekers are the balls, and the aim of the game is to get another (preferably non-

European Union) country to examine asylum applications.  

Finally, political actors describe the plight of refugees and asylum seekers in terms 

of being dramatic or a humanitarian disaster3. These terms have connotations of helplessness 

and portray refugees and asylum seekers as victims of their plight. The fact that the 

Council of State4 refers to the movement of refugees in terms of being an exodus 

strengthens this perception. Further, using such terms reinforces the perceived 

uncontrollable nature of refugee movements. In sum, some rhetorical structures are 

sympathetic to the administration, while others are more sympathetic to refugees and 

asylum seekers. 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 As their spokesperson stated the Parliamentary debate relating to Bill 4572. 
2 In the framework of Bill 3806. 
3 From the explanatory memorandum adjoined to Bill 4572. 
4 In the framework of Bill 4572. 
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Treatment Recommendation 

 

Four aspects of the treatment recommendation relating to how the refugee and asylum 

question should be dealt with were identified in asylum policy discourse. These were, in 

order of dominance, 

 

v Dissolve the Backlog: political actors recommend that the backlog in asylum 

applications must be dissolved. 

v Define the Notion of Refugee: political actors recommend that the notion of 

‘refugee’ must be defined clearly and unambiguously. 

v Return Home: political actors recommend that refugees and asylum seekers 

should not stay in Luxembourg indeterminately. 

v Preserve Human Dignity: political actors recommend that steps should be taken 

to preserve the dignity of refugees and asylum seekers. 

 

Political actors agree that the arrival of asylum seekers in large numbers in 

Luxembourg caused and aggravated a backlog in the administrative circuits responsible 

for examining asylum applications. As a result, they concurred with the legislator that 

asylum legislation was needed to help dissolve this backlog. While all political actors 

agreed on the necessity of adopting such legislation, they disagreed on how best to 

implement the asylum procedure. These disagreements are of a legal nature, and are 

therefore not relevant to the present discussion. However, the kind of procedure political 

actors recommend should be adopted needs to be discussed. They recommend that the 

asylum procedure should be swift and efficient. There are several perceived benefits of 

adopting such a procedure.  

First, a swift and efficient asylum procedure would dissolve the existing backlog 

in asylum applications. Second, such a procedure would prevent future backlogs from 

occurring. Third, that kind of procedure would reduce the financial cost of asylum. This 

relates to the fact that asylum seekers have to be accommodated and granted financial aid 

for as long as it takes to examine their applications. The swifter and more efficient the 

asylum procedure, the lesser the financial cost of asylum. Fourth, such a procedure would 

be beneficial for asylum seekers themselves. Indeed, the psychological cost for asylum 

seekers of having to wait for long periods of uncertainty before a decision is made on 
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their status would be reduced. Finally, Luxembourg is perceived to be a small country 

with a limited capacity to accommodate refugees and asylum seekers. Adopting a swift 

and efficient procedure would prevent illegitimate asylum seekers form abusing what is 

perceived as the country’s generosity towards people in need of protection from 

persecution. 

 

For the asylum procedure to remain swift and efficient only genuine asylum 

seekers should have access to it. For that reason, political actors recommend that the 

notion of ‘refugee’ must be defined clearly and unambiguously in asylum legislation. The 

definition of refugee that was eventually adopted was the one written in the Geneva 

Convention. In effect, people who are not persecuted, or that do not have genuine fears 

of being persecuted, because of their race, religion, nationality, belonging to a particular 

social group, or political opinions will not be granted refugee status in Luxembourg. The 

reliance on the Geneva Convention in the matter is most clearly expressed by the 

Minister of Justice who stated that1, the Government wants no more but also no less than the 

Geneva Convention. We enforce it as it is. 

Adopting a clear and unambiguous definition of the notion of ‘refugee’ relates to 

political actors’ perceived need for Luxembourg to remain a welcoming country for 

people in need of protection from persecution. Illegitimate seekers should not be given 

the means to abuse the country’s asylum system. This attitude is shared by Luxembourg’s 

European partners. In this context, the spokesperson for the LSAP claimed2 that, 

legislative and administrative changes adopted in Member States of the European Union have 

led to the overall number of asylum applications filed in the European Union to have 

decreased. One such change consisted of signing and ratifying the Dublin Convention. 

This convention is formulated in such a way that countries outside the European Union 

will often be deemed to be responsible to examine asylum applications. Implementing 

such changes amounts to restricting the number of people who can legitimately seek 

refuge in the European Union. 

Related to this, there is the case of asylum seekers whose applications are deemed 

to be manifestly unfounded. Such applications do not fulfil the persecution criteria 

written in the Geneva Convention, are based on deliberate fraud on the part of the 

asylum seeker, or cover the cases of asylum seekers who engaged in criminal activities. 

                                                 
1 During the Parliamentary debate relating to Bill 3806. 
2 During the Parliamentary debate relating to Bill 3806. 
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Political actors recommend that people who file such applications should not be granted 

refugee status. Particularly, genuine asylum seekers will not have been guilty of crimes 

against peace, war crimes, crimes against humanity or serious non-political crimes; they 

will not have acted in ways contrary to the principles of the United Nations; and they will 

not deliberately have given false information or omitted important information on their 

asylum applications. There are two plausible explanations for the refusal to grant 

protection from persecution to persons filing manifestly unfounded applications. The 

first is that such people are simply not considered to be deserving of protection from 

persecution because of their actions. The second is that political actors do not wish for 

Luxembourg to become a safe haven for criminals. Refusing refugee status to asylum 

seekers with manifestly unfounded applications is a protection mechanism, ensuring that 

Luxembourg’s generosity towards people in need of protection from persecution will not 

be abused. 

 

Political actors were not always concerned about the return home of refugees and 

asylum seekers. It is only when the 1996 Asylum Law was amended in 1998 that their 

return home became a political reality. Indeed, while Bill 3806 was concerned with 

establishing a procedure to follow when examining asylum applications, Bill 4572 was 

concerned with introducing a temporary protection regime into asylum legislation. In the 

framework of the original 1996 Asylum Law, refugee status was not limited in time. The 

duration of the temporary protection regime introduced in the 2000 Asylum Law, 

however, is limited to a maximum period of three years, and comes into force when 

massive fluxes of asylum seekers arrive in Luxembourg. It is notable that nowhere in the 

2000 Asylum Law is there a quantification of what a massive flux of asylum seekers 

consists of. In theory, all asylum seekers could be said to be part of massive fluxes, 

meaning that they would all have to return to their home countries at one stage or 

another. 

 

The refugee and asylum question has a strong human dimension, and political 

actors agree that they cannot let this fact fall out of their sights. Further, because of the 

vagaries of international relations, they perceive that they too could, one day, become 

asylum seekers. Political actors therefore recommend that refugees and asylum seekers 

should be treated in a dignified manner, worthy of human beings. As it has been noted, 

political actors would prefer for the first contact of asylum seekers with the authorities to 
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be devoid of any police-like character. In fact, they agree that asylum seekers should be 

interviewed by civil servants of the same gender, if at all possible. The logic behind this 

recommendation is that female asylum seekers may have been raped or abused by men in 

their home countries. As a result, they could be reluctant to tell their whole stories to 

male civil servants when they file for asylum, and political actors are aware that omitting 

information is grounds enough for asylum applications to be considered manifestly 

unfounded. 

Related to the perceived need of preserving the human dignity of refugees and 

asylum seekers, is the fact that political actors agree that asylum seekers should not be 

looked upon by default as if they were only interested in the economic advantages of 

migration. Instead, they should be given the benefit of the doubt, and not be treated as if 

they were fake, bogus or economic refugees from the moment of their arrival. In 

practice, however, this may not be the case. As the LRC claimed1, to say the truth, one has to 

fear that [some of] the provisions of the Bill are inspired, consciously or not, by a current practice that 

consists of declaring [asylum] applications unacceptable from the moment of their presentation.  

Ensuring that only genuine asylum seekers are granted access to the asylum 

procedure remains one of the principal concerns of political actors. They therefore 

recommend that the truthfulness of asylum seekers’ identities must be ascertained by any 

means necessary. This ranges from checking travel documents to taking the fingerprints 

and photographs of asylum seekers. The legislator2 justified taking such measures in the 

light of the harmonisation of European asylum and immigration policies. Recording the 

fingerprints and photographs of asylum seekers is seen as a measure preventing asylum 

seekers from abusing the asylum systems of Member States of the European Union. 

The recommendations relating to preserving the human dignity of refugees and 

asylum seekers can potentially conflict with those relating to dissolving the backlog in 

asylum applications, to defining the notion of refugee, and to the return home of 

refugees and asylum seekers. The first priority of political actors appears to be to 

preserve the ‘legal-administrative integrity’ of the State, rather than to preserve the 

human dignity of refugees and asylum seekers. Indeed, the former is a ‘pre-requisite’, 

while the latter is more an ‘after-thought’. The potential for conflict mainly resides in 

illegitimate asylum seekers (in the largest sense of the phrase) being deported without any 

follow-up of their personal and legal situations, and in the taking of fingerprints and 

                                                 
1 In the framework of Bill 3806. 
2 During the Parliamentary debate relating to Bill 4572. 
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photographs of asylum seekers. While taking such measures might ensure that asylum 

seekers will be prevented from abusing asylum systems of Member States of the 

European Union, they do not ensure that their human dignity will be preserved at all 

times. 

 

 

Rhetorical Structures in the Treatment Recommendation 

 

Political actors recommend that the interests of the State and those of refugees and 

asylum seekers must be balanced against each other when dealing with the refugee and 

asylum question. For that reason, they recommend that political discussions relating to 

the question must be held in a climate of serenity and reflection1. In fact, they agree that the 

sensitive nature of the question is such that that it needs to be discussed with 

fingerspitzengefühl, i.e., tact2. 

 

 

Summary of the Policy Frame Analysis 

 

The different aspects of the problem definition, problem diagnosis, moral evaluation, and 

the treatment recommendation of the refugee and asylum question are summarised in 

Table 2, below. 

 

Table 2: Summary of the Policy Frame Analysis 

 

Aspects Problem 
Definition 

Problem 
Diagnosis 

Moral 
Evaluation 

Treatment 
Recommendation 

 Administrative 
Congestion 

Large Migratory 
Movements 

Legal and Moral 
Obligations 

Dissolve the 
Backlog 

 
Genuine Nature 

of Asylum 
Seekers 

Reasons for 
Fleeing 

Human Dignity Define the Notion of 
Refugee 

 

Balancing 
Administrative 

and 
Humanitarian 

Concerns 

  Return Home 

    Preserve Human 
Dignity 

 

                                                 
1 As stated by the Juridical Commission in the framework of Bill 4572. 
2 As stated by the spokesperson for the LSAP during the Parliamentary debate relating to Bill 4572. 
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Political Frames 

 

Four frames used by political actors to organise the complexity of the refugee and asylum 

question into meaningful categories were identified in asylum policy discourse, as can be 

seen in Figure 2, below. These are the Administrative; Genuineness; Human Dignity; and 

Return Home frames. 

 

At the level of the Administrative Frame the refugee and asylum question is 

defined as a problem of ‘administrative congestion’, as can be seen in Figure 2, below. 

The origins of this congestion lie in the ‘large migratory movements’ to which 

Luxembourg has been subject over the years. The moral evaluation of the problem is that 

the country must fulfil the ‘legal and moral obligations’ it has towards refugees and 

asylum seekers. One problem is that the length of the asylum procedure is stretched to 

unacceptable lengths, in the sense that it increases the burden of asylum on both asylum 

seekers and the State. Indeed, the backlog increases the psychological cost of asylum for 

asylum seekers, as well as it is increases the financial cost of asylum for the State. 

Another problem associated with this backlog is that it implies that the way in which the 

State handles the refugee and asylum question is inefficient. To that effect, the treatment 

recommendation is to ‘dissolve the backlog’ in asylum applications that is congesting the 

administration. As a result, political actors agreed that legislation establishing a swift and 

efficient asylum procedure should be adopted. 
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Figure 2: Political Frames 

 

PDef1: 
Administrative 

Congestion 
PDef2: Genuine 

Nature of 
Asylum Seekers 

PDef3: 
Balancing 

Administrative 
and 

Humanitarian 
Concerns 

 

 

PDiag1: Large 
Migratory 

Movements 
PDiag2: 

Reasons for 
Fleeing 

 

 

ME1: Legal and 
Moral 

Obligations 
ME2: Human 

Dignity 

 

 

TR1: Dissolve 
the Backlog 

TR2: Define the 
Notion of 
Refugee 

TR3: Return 
Home 

TR4: Preserve 
Human Dignity 

 

 
 

Administrative Frame 

 
Genuineness Frame 

 
Human Dignity Frame 

 
 

Return Home Frame 



 

 

80 

At the level of the Genuineness Frame, the refugee and asylum question is 

defined as relating to ‘the genuine nature of asylum seekers’, as can be seen in Figure 2, 

above. The problem diagnosis is that not all the ‘reasons for fleeing’ of people who seek 

refuge in Luxembourg are seen as valid. Therefore, the treatment recommendation is for 

political actors to strictly ‘define the notion of refugee’ in asylum legislation, in order to 

restrict access to the asylum procedure to people in genuine need of protection. These 

are people who flee persecution according to the terms of the Geneva Convention, and 

for whom Luxembourg is responsible according to the terms of the Dublin Convention. 

In effect, political actors want to prevent Luxembourg’s asylum system from being 

abused by illegitimate asylum seekers. The notion of ‘refugee’, then, is restrictive in 

nature, and based on the provisions of national, European and international legal 

instruments.  

Furthermore, the drive towards the harmonisation of European asylum and 

immigration policies played an important role in the matter. Member States agree that 

only genuine asylum seekers can be allowed to file for asylum within the European 

Union, and the ideals underlying the drafting of a common European asylum and 

immigration policy were shown to be restrictive in nature. The restrictive undercurrent 

identified in European asylum discourse is reflected in Luxembourgian asylum policy 

discourse. In fact, political actors in Luxembourg also differentiate between real – 

genuine – political refugees and asylum seekers, and fake – bogus – economic refugees 

and asylum seekers. Political actors often refer to refugees in general as ‘political 

refugees’. They perceive that these people flee because they are persecuted based on their 

political opinions. In effect, referring to refugees in such terms reduces the scope of the 

refugee and asylum question to political persecution. This runs the risk of de-legitimising 

the claims for asylum of people persecuted for other reasons. Two explanations can be 

put forward as to why refugees are referred to in such terms.  

First, it is plausible that the legislator contributed to limiting the scope of the 

refugee and asylum question to political persecution by referring to political refugees in the 

explanatory memorandum adjoined to Bill 3806. That memorandum was the starting 

point for the entire policy making process. References to ‘political refugees’ did appear 

throughout the remainder of the asylum policy corpus, suggesting that the legislator’s 

understanding of the refugee and asylum question was instrumental in limiting the scope 

of the question to political persecution. The other political actors involved in the process 

could simply have adopted the legislator’s qualification of refugees as being ‘political’.  
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A second, more likely, explanation for the origin of the notion of ‘political 

refugee’ holds that it comes from international discourse relating to the refugee and 

asylum question. During the Cold War, many people defected from the Communist 

world to seek refuge in the Capitalist world. The authorities in capitalist countries 

perceived that these people were persecuted because their political beliefs did not reflect 

those of the regimes they fled. These people were considered as political refugees. 

Hammerstadt (2000) describes political refugees as ‘political pawns’ used in a ‘battle for 

ideological supremacy’. The widespread and continued use of the phrase ‘political 

refugee’ during the Cold War led to that notion gaining societal currency, i.e., it became 

widely used and understood at all levels of society, whether nationally or internationally. 

In sum, a real – genuine – political refugee is one whose situation is covered by the 

criteria of persecution written in the Geneva Convention; whose asylum application is 

not manifestly unfounded; who did not lie to the authorities when filing for asylum; and 

for whom Luxembourg is responsible according to the terms of the Dublin Convention. 

A minority of political actors stemming from smaller parties in the opposition (The 

Greens and The Left), however, recommend that more conventions concerned with 

Human Rights to which Luxembourg is party should be used to determine ‘genuineness’. 

Although they might not all agree on its exact terms, political actors do define 

‘genuineness’ as a legal concept. 

The phrase ‘political refugee’ is often used in opposition to that of ‘economic 

refugee’, a phrase that connotes abuses of the asylum system. Indeed, political actors 

portray economic refugees in terms of being economic migrants in disguise, who claim 

benefits to which they are not entitled. Their motivations to apply for asylum are 

perceived to be to improve their living conditions and to increase their personal 

economic gains, rather than fleeing persecution. This is perceived as being problematic 

for two reasons. First, economic refugees are deemed to put a financial strain on 

Luxembourg because they will be granted aid and housing facilities from the moment 

they file for asylum, until a decision is made on their status. Second, economic refugees 

are perceived as aggravating the backlog in asylum applications. In fact, political actors 

believe that the presence of economic refugees has negative consequences for both 

genuine asylum seekers and the State. Indeed, because genuine asylum seekers will have 

to wait longer than is necessary before a decision is made on their status, the 

psychological and financial costs of asylum will increase. Therefore, they agree that 

economic refugees should not be granted access to the asylum procedure. The rationale 
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is that preventing abuses of the asylum system would work in the best interests of all the 

parties involved. 

The concept of ‘economic refugee’ also has societal currency. In fact, Lynn & Lea 

(2003: 432-433) argue that the concept appeared on the European scene in the mid-

1980s, and that, 

 

the appearance of the ‘economic refugee’ proved to be a convenient rhetorical 
strategy by which governments and politicians could justify the enactment of 
strict, and in some cases draconian, immigration controls[.] Assimilated into an 
‘elite discourse’ [the concept of economic refugee] is no longer confined to 
politicians, policy-makers or immigration officials; the ordinary ‘person-in-the-
street’ is equally fluent with the concept. 

 

At the level of the Human Dignity Frame, the problem relates to ‘balancing 

administrative and humanitarian concerns’ against each other, as can be seen in Figure 2, 

above. This frame relates to the perception that the refugee and asylum question is a 

sensitive issue, where legal considerations have to be balanced against the fate of human 

beings and their ‘human dignity’. In fact, political actors agree that the fundamental 

Human Rights of refugees and asylum seekers cannot, under any circumstances, be 

violated. For that reason, they urge that legitimate refugees and asylum seekers must be 

granted protection from persecution in Luxembourg. The treatment recommendation to 

‘preserve human dignity’ relates to both legal and moral obligations of the 

Luxembourgian State. The legal obligations come from the country being party to 

international agreements relating to the preservation of Human Rights. The moral 

obligations come from political actors’ perception that refugees and asylum seekers are 

human beings; they empathise with people forced to flee because their safety is 

endangered. 

 

The Return Home frame, like the others, has strong legal undertones. The essence 

of that frame is that refugees and asylum seekers should not over-stay their welcome in 

Luxembourg, and ‘return home’, as can be seen in Figure 2, above. The usage of that 

political frame is a relatively recent development. Indeed, in the framework of the 1996 

Asylum Law, refugee status was permanent in nature. That law was amended in 2000, 

with the introduction of a temporary protection regime. Adopting such a regime entails 

that once the events that pushed people to flee will have normalised, refugees and asylum 

seekers will be required to return to their home countries. The Return Home frame also 
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relates to the deportation of rejected asylum seekers. In this respect, Luxembourg’s 

reliance on the Dublin Convention to determine the legitimacy of asylum applications 

further limits the possibilities for asylum seekers to remain in the country indefinitely. 

For example, in November 1999, in the framework of Operation Milano, 36 Kosovo 

Albanian asylum seekers were deported form Luxembourg to Italy, in accordance with 

the terms of the Dublin Convention. The Return Home frame translates into an active 

policy of deportation of asylum seekers for which the country is not legally responsible.  

 

 

Conclusion 

 

There is much similarity in how political actors in Luxembourg frame the refugee and 

asylum question. Comparing the results of previous research with those of the frame 

analysis carried out in this study reveals that political actors use four frames to refer to 

the refugee and asylum question. These are, 

 

v an Administrative Frame, concerned with dissolving backlogs in asylum 

applications, and with harmonising Europe’s asylum and immigration policies. 

v a Genuineness Frame, differentiating between legitimate and illegitimate refugees 

and asylum seekers. 

v a Human Dignity Frame, referring to refugees and asylum seekers in terms of 

being human beings. 

v a Return Home Frame, relating to the need for refugees and asylum seekers to 

return to their countries of origin, whether voluntarily or forcibly. This frame was 

only identified in Luxembourgian asylum policy discourse. 

 

In fact, a restrictive undercurrent was identified in political discourses about the refugee 

and asylum question. Access to the asylum system, political actors maintain, should be 

strictly regulated and limited to legitimate asylum seekers, so as to prevent abuses of that 

system. This restrictive undercurrent leads to the emergence of conflicts of interests that 

are difficult to resolve. Framing the refugee and asylum question at the political level 

amounts to balancing the interests of the State against those of refugees and asylum 

seekers. Effectively, a realist discourse of internal security conflicts with a humanitarian 
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discourse of liberalism (Lavenex, 2001b) when political actors frame the refugee and 

asylum question. 



 

 

Chapter V: The Media Platform 

 

Previous research indicates that refugee crises that occurred throughout the world over 

the last decades led to news coverage of the refugee and asylum question gaining more 

prominence. One of the main aspects of news coverage of the question is the distinction 

made between political refugees and economic refugees. McLaughlin (1999) shows how 

the concept of the ‘political refugee’ was readily used in the British media to refer to East 

Germans who fled to West Germany during the Cold War. This situation changed after 

the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, and the arrival of East Germans in West Germany 

came to be portrayed as a ‘refugee problem’. When the Cold War ended, “political 

rhetoric in the West changed from The refugees are fleeing from a failed system – to They should 

return home to build democracy” (McLaughlin, 1999: 201, italics added). As a result, East 

Germans were portrayed as economic migrants rather than as political refugees. Kuiper 

(1992) shows how similar distinctions were made in the Dutch media between political 

and economic refugees. 

Zierer (1998) examines the representation of political refugees in the Austrian 

press, and concludes that they were portrayed as a threat to national security. In fact, four 

types of prejudices against asylum seekers were identified in the news: political; economic; 

social policy (related to work and accommodation); and social political (related to the 

stereotyping of asylum seekers). Further, differentiations were made in the press between 

‘real’ and ‘fake’ refugees. In this context, ‘asylum seekers’ were assimilated to ‘economic 

refugees’ (i.e., ‘fake’ refugees), and the negative connotations associated with them. The 

notion of ‘refugee’, on the other hand, was assimilated to that of ‘migrant’, which had no 

positive or negative connotations.  

The portrayal of refugees in the news changed over time. For example, when 

refugees from Hungary arrived in Austria in the mid-1950s they were portrayed as heroes 

fighting Communism. Once Austria had to deal with these refugees without the 

assistance of other European countries, the press began to portray them as a burden. In 

the late 1980s and early 1990s, Romanian refugees arrived in Austria, and were rarely, if 

ever, reported on in a positive light. According to Zierer (1998), they were associated 

with criminality, smuggling, the black market, drugs, terrorism and prostitution. This 
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negative portrayal of Romanian refugees is thought to have reinforced the general 

perception among Austrians that refugees are a burden on the country. 

Kaye (2001) shows how issues relating to the genuine nature of refugees and 

asylum seekers appeared in the British press in the first half of the 1990s. While the 

notion of ‘asylum seeker’ connotes abuses of the asylum system in the press, that of 

‘refugee’ connotes legitimacy. Indeed, the press referred to ‘bogus’, ‘phoney’ and 

‘economic’ refugees, terms that connote abuses of the asylum system. In fact, the media 

were shown to portray many people who fled to Britain as not being ‘real’ refugees. 

Instead, they were portrayed as wanting “to improve their economic circumstances” (p. 

56) and to benefit from social aid to which they are not eligible. For example, Roma 

asylum seekers were portrayed as “social welfare sponges” in the news (p.64). Wood & 

King (2001: 2) therefore argue that, in the British press, “there are heavy hints and 

assumptions that all asylum-seekers are ‘bogus’ whilst the term ‘economic migrant’ has 

been invested with a new negative meaning”. 

According to Brosius & Eps (1995), the refugee and asylum question began to be 

reported extensively in the German news media in the 1990s. The question “has been 

perceived in the contexts of an increasing right-wing radicalism and a general hostility of 

Germans towards aliens” (p.392). Four separate key events involving racist attacks 

against refugees and asylum seekers crystallised the refugee and asylum question as an 

issue of concern for Germany. Coverage of these attacks “stimulated a public debate 

about their causes and consequences, about right-wing radicalism and xenophobia” 

(p.393). The refugee and asylum question was also negatively reported in countries other 

than Germany. Indeed, Coole (2002: 839) shows how negative coverage of the question 

in the British media fostered “a climate of unease and hostility towards people seeking 

asylum”.  

The key themes underpinning asylum stories in the British press were that only 

few asylum seekers are genuine; they get huge state handouts, and take away jobs and 

housing facilities from local people; and some asylum seekers were perceived as being 

more deserving of support than others. Furthermore, refugee and asylum seekers were 

often portrayed as a threat to local communities. Coverage of the murder of a Turkish 

asylum seeker in Glasgow in August 2001 changed the habitual pattern of reporting, at 

least temporarily. As a result of that murder, the British media “painted [local inhabitants] 

as unproblematically racist. [The] tables had turned; journalists were now sympathetic to 
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the plight of asylum seekers as lost souls seeking refuge in a civilized and compassionate 

country” (Coole, 2002: 839).  

Media representations of the refugee and asylum question are subject to change. 

El Refaie (2001) shows how Austrians became less tolerant of refugees and asylum 

seekers once the Cold War had ended; they came to be portrayed as “deviant and unable 

to integrate” (p.355). More precisely, El Refaie (2001) examines metaphors used in the 

Austrian press to refer to refugees and asylum seekers. Eight metaphors were identified: 

Water; Crime; War; Drama – Emergency; Animal; Business – Trade; Weight – Burden; and Biblical 

– Mythical. The Water, Crime, and War metaphors recurred most often in the news. At the 

level of the Water metaphor, terms such as tides, seeping in, watertight, waves, and floods were 

used. McLaughlin (1999) also identified the use of Water metaphors in British news 

coverage of the movement of people from East Berlin to West Berlin after the fall of the 

Berlin Wall. When Crime metaphors are used, all immigrants, including refugees and 

asylum seekers, are portrayed as criminals. For example, when people smugglers are 

reported on, both the smugglers and the smuggled are portrayed as criminals. Further, 

the notion of ‘illegal immigrant’ itself is given connotations of criminality. At the level of 

the War metaphor, “refugees are quite regularly represented as an ‘army’, on the point of 

invading or attacking Europe, and their arrival is often referred to as an Ansturm 

(onslaught) […] or Invasion” (El Refaie, 2001: 364, italics in original). 

Van Gorp (2002, 2001) analyses how news coverage of the implantation of an 

open asylum centre in a rural village in Belgium is framed in Belgian and Dutch media. 

Here too, distinctions are made between the concepts of ‘refugee’ and ‘asylum seeker’. 

While the former connotes genuine applicants, the latter connotes abuses of the asylum 

system. Specifically, Van Gorp (2002, 2001) identifies the use of four frames in Belgian 

and Dutch media: Not-In-My-Backyard (or Nimby); Corrupt; Victim; and Abstract. The 

Nimby frame relates to a “fear of the unknown, of people who are different” (Van Gorp, 

2002: 332). Local residents would rather not have to deal with refugees and asylum 

seekers in their communities. The Corrupt frame relates to a perception that politicians 

in the far-away capital are not in the least concerned about what happens in a village in a 

remote Belgian region. Another aspect of that frame is the perception that local 

politicians who did not oppose the implantation of the asylum centre stood to accrue 

financial gain from it, which is ‘proof’ that they are corrupt. The Victim frame relates to 

portrayals of refugees, especially children, as victims of their plight or of political 

machinations. The Abstract frame encapsulates references to the ideals of Solidarity, 
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Hospitality, Tolerance or Understanding. It is notable that the patterns of use of these frames 

evolved over the time period of analysis (November 2000 – August 2001). At first, the 

Nimby and Corrupt frames were used most, and the Abstract and Victim frames 

appeared later, when the media and local populations warmed to the plight of refugees. 

Zitman & Bakker (1995) are concerned with how the Dutch media covered the 

implantation of asylum centres in the Netherlands in the mid-1990s. The findings of their 

study reveal that the refugee and asylum question was actually not the focus of many 

news articles. In any event, two types of issues were reported on. First, there was concern 

for administrative problems relating to the admission of asylum seekers and to the 

procedure of examination of asylum applications. Second, there was concern for human 

aspects of the question relating specifically to the implantation of asylum centres in local 

communities. In the national press, the focus lay more on administrative aspects of the 

refugee and asylum question, and in the regional press, the focus lay more on its 

humanitarian aspects.  

D’Haenens & De Lange (2001) also investigate how the refugee and asylum 

question is framed in the Dutch regional press. Their study aimed to establish the degree 

to which news relating to asylum seekers were framed in terms of five generic frames: 

attribution of responsibility, human interest, conflict, economic consequences and morality. The results 

of their study show that asylum seekers were mainly referred to in terms of conflict in the 

press. However, there were no specifications in their study as to the nature of the 

conflict, nor of the conflicting parties. 

Suurmond (1998) analyses press coverage of Dutch asylum legislation in terms of 

moral arguments relating to the ideals of Care and Justice. This study showed how the 

criteria used to determine whether or not someone can be considered to be a real refugee 

were sharpened. This restrictive undercurrent in legislation is thought to originate in 

efforts made at the European level aimed at limiting the flow of refugees allowed to seek 

refuge in Europe. As a result, Dutch media discourse about the refugee and asylum 

question consists of a “restrictive legal discourse” where “rules are rules” (p.99). In fact, 

there is a perception in the media that people who unlawfully seek asylum should not be 

granted access to the examination procedure. 

Philo, Hilsum, Beattie & Holliman (1999) investigate British television news 

coverage of the 1994 Rwanda refugee crisis sparked by a campaign of inter-ethnic 

genocide. News coverage of that crisis mainly focused on its humanitarian aspects, at the 
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expense of a more general treatment of its causes. According to Philo et al. (1999: 226), 

the media, 

 

put little pressure on governments to act during the genocide, when decisive 
action was needed to stop the killing. They did pressure governments to give aid 
to the refugees, and the governments were only too happy to oblige, to show they 
were ‘doing something’ about Rwanda. Through this distortion, the media 
unwittingly helped western governments hide their lack of policy on the genocide 
behind a mask of humanitarian zeal. 

 

Similarly, Beattie, Miller, Miller & Philo (1999) investigate British television news 

coverage of the refugee crisis that beset Rwanda and Zaire between October 1996 and 

May 1997. They show how refugee movements were referred in terms of their large scale. 

Just as with the earlier refugee crisis in Rwanda, this crisis was also mainly reported on in 

terms of its humanitarian aspects. Images of starvation, desperation and horror were 

commonly used in television news. 

Pickering (2001) analyses the Australian press’ news discourse relating to refugees 

and asylum seekers, who began to figure more prominently in news in the late 1990s, as a 

consequence of armed conflicts in Kosovo and in East Timor. Refugees were “not only 

[portrayed] as a ‘problem’ population but [also] as a ‘deviant’ population in relation to the 

nation state, race and disease” (p.169). According to Pickering (2001), referring to 

refugees in such terms is a strategy used to justify their exclusion from civil society. The 

following quote (p.172) illustrates how the Australian press portrays the refugee and 

asylum question: 

 

we are soon to be awash, swamped, weathering the influx, of waves, latest waves, 
tides, floods, migratory flood, mass exodus of aliens, queue jumpers, illegal 
immigrants, people smugglers, boat people, jumbo people, jetloads of illegals, 
illegal foreigners, bogus and phoney applicants, and hungry Asians upon our 
shores, isolated coastlines, and deserted beaches that make up the promised land, 
the land of hope, the lucky country, heaven, the good life, dream destination and 
they continue to slip through, sneak in, gathering to our north, invade with false 
papers or no papers, exotic diseases, sicknesses, as part of gangs, criminal gangs, 
triads, organized crime, and Asian crime. In response, we should have closed 
doors, only sometimes having open doors, we should respond nationally with the 
navy and armed services at the ready, we should send messages, deter, lock up 
and detain, we should not be exploited, played for a fool, be seen as gullible or be 
a forelock-tugging serf. 

 

Previous research investigating news coverage of the refugee and asylum question 

indicates that it is a multi-faceted problem with many ramifications. In sum, news 
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coverage refers to the genuineness of refugees and asylum seekers, which relates to the threat of 

asylum; abuses of the asylum system; political refugees; economic refugees; the Cold War 

and the changing portrayal of refugees and asylum seekers; and deviance. News coverage 

also refers to administrative aspects of the refugee and asylum question, which relates to 

the burden of asylum and to asylum legislation. Further, news coverage relates to 

humanitarian aspects of the refugee and asylum question, which relates to armed conflict; 

violent attacks against refugees and asylum seekers; and genocide. Finally, news coverage 

relates to the fluid aspect of refugee movements.  

In addition to the Nimby, Victim, Corrupt, and Abstract frames identified by Van 

Gorp (2002, 2001), and the Conflict frame identified by D’Heanens & De Lange (2001), 

three more frames can be derived from research investigating news representations of the 

refugee and asylum question. These are the: 

 

v Genuineness Frame. This frame relates to differences that are made between 

genuine – political refugees and asylum seekers, and bogus – economic refugees 

and asylum seekers in the news. 

v Administrative Frame. This frame relates to administrative aspects of the refugee 

and asylum question that are covered in the news. 

v Human Dignity Frame. This frame relates to humanitarian aspects of the refugee 

and asylum question that are covered in the news. 

 

Finally, the movements of refugees are assimilated to the flow of water, which is an 

indication of the rhetorical structures used to refer to the refugee and asylum question in 

news coverage. 

 

 

Frame Analysis of News Asylum Discourse 

 

The second step taken to investigate how media actors frame the refugee and asylum 

question consisted of a frame analysis of news asylum discourse. The two newspapers 

with the highest daily circulation figures in Luxembourg (Luxemburger Wort and Tageblatt) 

were chosen for analysis. 1301 articles (written between 1st January, 1993 and 31st 

December, 2000) explicitly mentioning the refugee and asylum question in their headlines 
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were analysed. Because the frame analysis revealed no significant differences in news 

coverage of the refugee and asylum question between the two newspapers, these articles 

will be treated as a single corpus of text. The articles were organised into seven mutually 

exclusive categories: 

 

1) Luxembourg News: 361 articles relating to the refugee and asylum question in 

Luxembourg. 

2) Africa News: 252 articles relating to the refugee and asylum question in Zaire – 

Congo, Rwanda and Burundi. 

3) Balkans News: 217 articles relating to the refugee and asylum question in the 

Balkans. 

4) Europe News: 70 articles relating to the refugee and asylum question in the 

European Union. 

5) Policy News: 63 articles relating to the regulation of the refugee and asylum 

question in countries other than Luxembourg. 

6) UNHCR News: 53 articles relating to the UNHCR. 

7) Miscellaneous News: 285 articles relating to miscellaneous aspects of the refugee and 

asylum question. The range of these articles is very broad, covering refugee crises 

that occurred throughout the world; the arrival of Cuban refugees in the USA; 

the cases of notorious individual refugees; etc. 

 

This study is specifically interested in establishing how the refugee and asylum question is 

framed in Luxembourg. For that reason, the frame analysis was limited to articles in the 

Luxembourg News category. The other categories were limited to a headline analysis. 

 

 

General Observations 

 

Three major peaks and three minor peaks were identified in news coverage of the refugee 

and asylum question, as can be seen in Figure 3, below. While the major peaks 

correspond with coverage of international events involving refugees and asylum seekers, 

the minor peaks correspond with events specifically relevant to Luxembourg. The first 

major peak occurred in August 1994, when an inter-ethnic genocide was taking place in 

Rwanda. The second major peak occurred in November 1996, when a campaign of 
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ethnic cleansing was taking place in Zaire and Rwanda. The third major peak occurred in 

April 1999, when war in Kosovo broke out. The first minor peak in coverage occurred in 

August 1995, and corresponds with war in Bosnia, when many people sought refuge in 

Luxembourg. The second minor peak occurred in November 1999, and corresponds 

with Operation Milano, when 36 asylum seekers were deported to Italy from 

Luxembourg. The third minor peak occurred in February 2000, corresponding with the 

amendment of Luxembourg’s asylum legislation. 

 

 

Figure 3: Distribution of News Articles over Time 
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The fact that there are peaks and troughs in news coverage of the refugee and 

asylum question indicates that it is an issue of crisis interest rather than of routine interest 

to the media. Should it be of routine interest, news coverage would, in all likelihood, be 

spread evenly over time rather than occurring in spasmodic peaks. The ratio of articles in 

each category that appear on the front pages of the newspapers provide further evidence 

for the fact that the refugee and asylum question is of crisis interest to the 

Luxembourgian media. The category that figures most prominently on the front pages is 

Africa News. As can be seen in Figure 4, below, about 64% of the articles in that 

category appeared on the front pages. It is notable that most coverage in that category 

occurred in August 1994, during the genocide in Rwanda, and in November 1996, during 

the campaign of ethnic cleansing that took place in Rwanda and Zaire. The prominence 

of Africa News in front page news is a surprising finding. Indeed, of all the issues 

covered in the news, the plight of refugees in Africa is, arguably, the furthest from 
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Luxembourg’s immediate concerns. This point is reinforced by the fact that the majority 

of people who fled Zaire – Congo, Rwanda or Burundi went to neighbouring countries. 

 

 

Figure 4: Percentage of Front Page Articles By News Category 
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The relatively high percentage of front page articles in Balkans News gives more 

evidence for the crisis nature of news coverage of the refugee and asylum question. While 

about 42% of the articles in that category appeared on the front pages, coverage only 

peaked in April 1999, during the war in Kosovo, when hundreds of thousands of people 

fled the region. Similarly, most articles in Miscellaneous News related to armed conflicts 

creating refugees. About 36% of news in that category figured on the front pages, and 

peaks in coverage occurred in August 1994, when Cuban refugees arrived in the USA; in 

January 1998, when Abdallah Oçalan (the leader of the Kurdish liberation movement) 

was arrested; and between October and November 1999, during the war in Chechnya.  

About 21% of the articles in UNHCR News and in Policy News figured on the 

front pages. No real peaks in coverage can be identified in these categories because the 

numbers of articles in them are relatively low (53 and 63, respectively). Most articles in 

UNHCR News relate to comments made by the High Commissioner for Refugees, and 

those in Policy News to developments in asylum policy outside Luxembourg. The 

proportions of articles in Europe News and in Luxembourg News that appear on the 

front pages are negligible: about 3% and less than 1%, respectively. The bulk of articles 

in Europe News relates to the harmonisation of European asylum and immigration 
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policies. Almost all the articles in Luxembourg News appear in sections of the 

newspapers that relate specifically to Luxembourg. 

 

 

Headline Analysis 

 

A headline analysis was performed to draw a general picture of how the refugee and 

asylum question is referred to in the media1. The headlines of all 1301 articles were 

analysed to determine the Issues, Actors, Refugees, Locations and Rhetorical Structures 

embedded in them. At the level of Issues, the aim was to examine the nature of the 

refugee and asylum question as it is covered in the news. At the levels of Actors and 

Refugees, the aim was to establish the scope of the question. At the level of Locations, 

the aim was to determine which countries appeared most frequently in the news. At the 

level of Rhetorical Structures, the aim was to establish the general terms in which the 

refugee and asylum question is spoken of in the news. Performing such an analysis can 

be indicative of the frames used in the Luxembourgian media to refer to the refugee and 

asylum question, as it will become apparent. 

 

 

Issues in the Headlines 

 

Forty-seven Issues were mentioned in the headlines, as Table 3, below, indicates. These 

Issues can be divided into three categories. First, there are Issues relating to the Return 

Home of Refugees and Asylum Seekers. Issues in that category appeared 193 times in the 

headlines, mostly in Africa News (63), Balkans News (33) and Miscellaneous News (21). 

Second, there are Issues relating to Humanitarian Aspects of the Refugee and Asylum Question. 

Such Issues were mentioned 162 times, mostly in Africa News (38), Luxembourg News 

(32) and Balkans News (15). Third, there are Issues relating to Legal Aspects of the Refugee 

and Asylum Question. These were mentioned 153 times, mostly in Policy News (50), 

Luxembourg News (38) and Europe News (15).  

 

 

                                                 
1 I would like to extend my thanks to Dr. Andrés Zelman for his assistance in the headline analysis. 
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Table 3: Issues in the Headlines 

 

Issues Lux. 
361 arts. 

Africa 
252 arts. 

Balkans 
217 arts. 

Europe 
70 arts. 

Policy 
63 arts. 

UNHCR 
53 arts. 

Misc. 
285 arts. 

1 
Asylum 

Legislation 
(38) 

Return 
Home (63) 

Return 
Home (33) 

Asylum 
Legislation 

(15) 

Asylum 
Legislation 

(50) 

War & 
Violence 

(4) 

Return 
Home (21) 

2 
Aid to 

Refugees 
(32) 

Aid to 
Refugees 

(38) 

Aid to 
Refugees 

(17) 

Immigration 
(15) 

Restricting 
Legislation 

(15) 

Asylum 
Legislation 

(3) 

Illegal 
Immigration 

(10) 

3 Return 
Home (32) 

Refugee 
Camps 

(38) 

Deportation 
(9) 

Harmonising 
Legislation 

(7) 

Reforming 
Legislation 

(6) 

Geneva 
Convention 

(2) 

War & 
Violence 

(10) 

4 Deportation 
(25) 

War and 
Violence 

(31) 

Ethnic 
Cleansing 

(6) 

Acceptance 
of Refugees 

(4) 

Asylum 
Compromise 

(4) 

Deportation 
(1) 

Immigration 
(9) 

5 
Work 

Permits 
(11) 

Diseases 
(19) 

Cease Fire 
(4) 

Illegal 
Immigration 

(3) 

Asylum 
Debate (3) 

EU 
Refugee 
Definition 

(1) 

People 
Smuggling 

(5) 

6 Immigration 
(6) 

Massacres 
(14) Famine (4) Refugee 

Quotas (3) 
Deportation 

(3) 
Immigration 

(1) Arson (4) 

7 

Reception 
of 

Refugees 
(6) 

Cease Fire 
(7) 

War & 
Violence 

(3) 

Schengen 
(3) 

Asylum 
Seekers (2) 

Restricting 
Legislation 

(1) 

Asylum 
Legislation 

(4) 

8 
Housing of 
Refugees 

(5) 
Famine (5) Krajina 

War (1) 

Restricting 
Legislation 

(2) 

Return 
Home (2) 

Return 
Home (1) 

Famine (3) 

9 

Integration 
of 

Refugees 
(5) 

Evacuation 
of 

Refugees 
(4) 

Residence 
Permits (1) 

Asylum 
Seekers (1) 

Schengen 
(2) 

 Mass 
Fleeing (3) 

10 Public 
Protests (4) 

Mass 
Dying (4) 

Work 
Permits (1) 

Family 
Reunification 

(1) 

3rd Country 
of Asylum 

(2) 
 Asylum 

Seekers (2) 

11 
War and 
Violence 

(4) 

Genocide 
(1) 

 Return 
Home (1) 

Asylum 
Practice (1) 

 Deportation 
(2) 

12  
Refugee 

Movements 
(1) 

 Tampere 
Summit (1) 

  
Asylum 

Conspiracy 
(1) 

13       
Asylum 

Decisions 
(1) 

14       Asylum 
Practice (1) 

15       Xenophobia 
(1) 

 

 

Actors in the Headlines 

 

Thirty-nine Actors appeared in the headlines, as can be seen in Table 4, below, and they 

can be divided into four categories. First, International Actors appeared 149 times in the 

headlines, and were usually mentioned in the context of legal and humanitarian aspects of 

the refugee and asylum question relevant at the international level. These international 

Actors include the UNHCR, the United Nations, the European Commission, or the 
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European Parliament. International Actors appeared most in UNHCR (52), Balkans (36), 

and Europe news (23). 

 

 

Table 4: Actors in the Headlines 

 

Actors Lux. 
361 arts. 

Africa 
252 arts. 

Balkans 
217 arts. 

Europe 
70 arts. 

Policy 
63 arts. 

UNHCR 
53 arts. 

Misc. 
285 arts. 

1 LRC (38) Rebels (23) UNHCR 
(23) 

European  
Commission 

(13) 
Gov’ts (6) UN (21) Gov’ts 

(8) 

2 Ministry of 
Justice (25) Kabila (14) Serbs 

(15) 

EU 
Parliament 

(9) 

Parliaments 
(6) UNHCR (19) UN (8) 

3 Governments 
(18) 

Governments 
(12) 

UN (13) Interior 
Ministry (8) 

 Commissioner 
(12) 

UNHCR 
(6) 

4 
Council of 
Ministers 

(16) 
Mobutu (11) Milosevic 

(5) 
Ministry of 
Justice (7) 

 UN Secretary 
General (4) 

Clinton 
(5) 

5 Caritas (15) UNHCR (11) Tudjman 
(3) 

Council of 
Ministers (1) 

  Castro 
(4) 

6 Prime 
Minster (13) 

Hutus (9) UCK (3) 
EU 

Countries 
(1) 

  Rebels 
(4) 

7 Parliament 
(10) 

UN Secretary 
General (8) 

Ministry 
of 

Justice 
(1) 

   
Army & 
Soldiers 

(2) 

8 
Ministry of 

Family 
Affairs (8) 

Hutu 
Oppressors 

(7) 

Council 
of 

Ministers 
(1) 

   
EU 

Countries 
(2) 

9 Pax Christi 
(5) 

Army & 
Soldiers (5) 

Karadzic 
(1)    

Interior 
Ministry 

(2) 

10 CSV (3) Tutsi Rebels 
(5) 

    Mugabe 
(1) 

11 Foreign 
Ministry (2) 

Tutsis (4)      

12 UNHCR (2) 
UN 

Volunteers 
(4) 

     

13 CLAE (1) RPF (3)      

14  UNICEF (2)      

 

Second, Governmental Actors appeared 135 times in the headlines, and were usually 

mentioned in the context of legal aspects of the refugee and asylum question relevant at 

national levels. This category of Actors includes Ministries, Governments, or 

Parliaments. Governmental Actors appeared most in Luxembourg (82) and Europe 

News (25).Third, Local Actors appeared 76 times, and were usually mentioned in stories 

relating to people responsible for other people seeking refuge. Local Actors appeared 

most in Africa (57) and Balkans News (15). Finally, Non-Governmental Actors appeared 53 

times in the headlines, and were usually mentioned in stories relating to humanitarian 

aspects of the refugee and asylum question, and include organisations such as the 
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Luxembourgian Refugee Council (LRC) or the Caritas. It is notable that these categories 

of Actors appeared in different frequencies across the seven news categories. Non-

Governmental Actors appeared most in Luxembourg News (53). 

 

 

Refugees in the Headlines 

 

Twenty-five types of Refugees appeared in the headlines in varying frequencies, as can be 

seen in Table 5, below.  

 

 

Table 5: Refugees in the Headlines 

 

Refs. Lux. 
361 arts. 

Africa 
252 arts. 

Balkans 
217 arts. 

Europe 
70 arts. 

Misc. 
285 arts. 

1 People from the 
Kosovo (34) 

Hutus (11) 
People from 
the Kosovo 

(24) 

Bosnians 
(2) 

 
Kurds (13) 

2 War Refugees 
(5) Tutsis (3) Muslims (13) Kurds (1) 

 Cubans (9) 

3 Balkans (3) Rwandans (2) Bihac 
Refugees (5) 

 Palestinians (6) 

4 Chechens (2) Burundians (1) Bosnians (1)  Elian (5) 

5 Montenegrins 
(1) 

Ebola 
Refugees (1) 

Krajina 
Refugees (1) 

 Oçalan (3) 

6   Sarajevo 
Refugees (1) 

 Chechens (3) 

7   War 
Refugees (1) 

 Haitians (2) 

8     Abchasia 
Refugees (1) 

9     Cambodians (1) 

10     Karen Refugees 
(1) 

11     Liberians (1) 

12     War Refugees 
(1) 

 

The majority of these Refugees stem from specific ethnic groups, with people from the 

Kosovo (58) mentioned most. The variety in ethnic groups mentioned indicates that the 

refugee and asylum question is of concern to many counties. In fact, not all Refugees 

who appear in the headlines are geographically bound; War or Ebola Refugees are also 

mentioned. The cases of individual refugees are also reported, such as that of Elian 

Gonzalez, a Cuban boy who found himself in a political tug-of-war between the USA 

and Cuba, or of Abdallah Oçalan, the leader of the Kurdish liberation movement. 

Further, there is a great deal of variety in the frequencies with which Refugees appear 
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across the seven news categories. In Luxembourg News, the most commonly mentioned 

Refugees are people from the Kosovo (34), just as is the case in Balkans News (24). In 

Africa News, it is Hutus (11), and in Miscellaneous News it is Kurds (16, including 

Oçalan). Few Refugees are mentioned in Europe News, and none in Policy nor UNHCR 

News. 

 

Locations in the Headlines 

 

Ninety-two Locations appeared in varying frequencies in the headlines, as can be seen in 

Table 6, below1. These Locations can be divided into three categories: Countries Refugees 

Fled From; Countries Refugees Fled To; and Countries Where There Were Developments in Asylum 

Legislation. 

The main Locations mentioned in Luxembourg News were Luxembourg (78), 

where refugees fled to, and the Balkans (62), where refugees fled from. The main 

Locations mentioned in Africa News were Zaire – Congo (175) and Rwanda (168), places 

where refugees fled to and from. The main Locations mentioned in Balkans News were 

Bosnia (83), Croatia (55), (Ex-)Yugoslavia (52), Kosovo (42), and Serbia (31). The nature 

of the conflicts that were raging in the Balkans throughout the 1990s was such that all 

these Locations were, at some time or other, places where refugees fled to or from. No 

Locations were mentioned in the headlines of Europe News. This can be attributed to 

the fact that articles in that category were mainly concerned with legal aspects of the 

refugee and asylum question. Locations mentioned in Policy News were countries where 

there were developments in asylum legislation, such as Germany (25) or Belgium (11). A 

plethora of different Locations were mentioned in Miscellaneous News (71), and these 

were countries where refugees fled to, such as the USA (61) and Italy (22), or where they 

fled from, such as Cuba (41) or Chechnya (25). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 For a complete table of these Locations, turn to Appendix 4: Complete Tables. 
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Table 6: Top 10 Locations in the Headlines 

 

Locs. Lux. 
361 arts. 

Africa 
252 arts. 

Balkans 
217 arts. 

Policy 
63 arts. 

UNHCR 
53 arts. 

Misc. 
285 arts. 

1 Luxembourg 
(78) 

Zaire – 
Congo 
(175) 

Bosnia (83) Germany 
(25) 

Belgium (7) USA (61) 

2 Yugoslavia 
(24) 

Rwanda 
(168) Croatia (55) Belgium 

(11) Africa (2) Cuba (41) 

3 Kosovo (14) Burundi 
(29) 

Ex-
Yugoslavia 

(52) 
France (7) Luxembourg 

(2) 
Chechnya 

(25) 

4 Albania (9) Tanzania 
(15) 

Kosovo (42) Netherlands 
(7) 

Bosnia (1) Russia (24) 

5 Montenegro 
(9) 

Country 
Borders 

(13) 
Serbia (31) Poland (2) Burundi (1) Italy (22) 

6 Bosnia (7) France 
(11) 

Macedonia 
(15) 

Portugal (2) Gaza-
Jericho (1) 

Turkey (16) 

7 Balkans (4) USA (6) Albania (13) UK (2) Togo (1) Germany 
(13) 

8 Europe (4) Africa (5) Luxembourg 
(6) 

Denmark 
(1) Turkey (1) Israel (13) 

9 Macedonia 
(4) 

Belgium 
(2) 

Balkans (4)  Western 
Europe (1) 

UK (12) 

10 Rwanda (4) Canada 
(1) France (4)   Albania (9) 

 

 

Rhetorical Structures in the Headlines 

 

Thirty-one Rhetorical Structures appeared in the headlines, as can be seen in Table 7, 

below. Two categories can be identified here. The first relates to the Plight of refugees, and 

the second to the Movements of Refugees. The plight of refugees is referred to as being 

Dramatic (42), Catastrophic (14), Tragic (9) or Nightmarish (5). Refugees are portrayed as 

victims of their plight. Refugee movements are given connotations of largeness and 

regularity, and are often assimilated to the flow of water. They are referred to as 

occurring in Streams (38), Waves (29), Fluxes (4), Floods (2), or Tides (2). The 

connotation of regularity and predictability in refugee movements is reinforced by the 

fact refugees are also described as fleeing in Columns/Lines (4). Further, biblical and 

mythical terms are used to refer to these movements, comparing them to an Exodus (15) 

or an Odyssey (2). 
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Table 7: Rhetorical Structures in the Headlines 

 

R.S. Lux. 
361 arts. 

Africa 
252 arts. 

Balkans 
217 arts. 

Europe 
70 

arts. 

Policy 
63 arts. 

UNHCR 
53 arts. 

Misc. 
285 arts. 

1 Asylum 
Bomb (1) 

Drama (19) Wave (11) Stream 
(1) 

Massive 
Flux (1) 

Exodus 
(1) 

Streams 
(21) 

2 Catastrophe 
(1) 

Massacres 
(12) Drama (9)  Drama 

(1) 
Misery 

(1) Wave (15) 

3 Drama (1) Catastrophe 
(7) 

Stream (8)  Stream 
(1) 

 Drama (12) 

4 Emergency 
(1) Exodus (6) Catastrophe 

(5)    Exodus (4) 

5 Misery (1) Mass 
Fleeing (6) 

Misery (5)    Tragedy (4) 

6 Tragedy (1) Stream (6) Atrocities (4)    Mass 
Fleeing (3) 

7 Stream (1) Misery (5) Columns/Lines 
(4) 

   Misery (3) 

8 Wave (1) Mass Dying 
(4) 

Exodus (4)    Odyssey (2) 

9  Tragedy (4) Nightmare (3)    Flood (1) 

10  Flux (3) Chaos (2)    Economic 
Refugee (1) 

11  Wave (2) Tide (2)    Nightmare 
(1) 

12  Mass 
Murder (1) 

Flood (1)    Catastrophe 
(1) 

13  Nightmare 
(1) 

Blood Bath (1)    Invasion (1) 

14  Disaster (1) Super 
Kosovos (1) 

    

15   Terror 
Corridors (1)     

16   War Misery (1)     

 

 

Summary of the Headline Analysis 

 

The headline analysis draws a multi-faceted picture of the coverage of the refugee and 

asylum question in the Luxembourgian press. In sum, news coverage of the question 

relates to: 

 

- the return home of refugees; 

- legal aspects of the refugee and asylum question; 

- humanitarian aspects of the refugee and asylum question; 

- international actors; 

- governmental actors; 

- local actors; 

- non-governmental actors; 
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- persecuted ethnic groups; 

- individual refugees; 

- countries refugees fled from; 

- countries refugees fled to; 

- countries where there were developments in asylum legislation; 

- refugees as victims; 

- the aquatic nature of refugee movements; and 

- the biblical and mythical nature of refugee movements. 

 

Taken together, the categorisation of the refugee and asylum question in such terms 

suggests the usage of three frames: 

 

v an Administrative Frame, concerned with legal aspects of the refugee and asylum 

question; 

v a Human Dignity Frame, concerned with humanitarian aspects of the refugee and 

asylum question; and 

v a Return Home Frame, concerned with the eventual return home of refugees and 

asylum seekers. 

 

 

Frame Analysis of Luxembourg News 

 

The Luxembourgian media mostly report on the refugee and asylum question during 

times of crises. Three peaks in news coverage were identified, as seen in Figure 5, below.  

The first peak occurred between April and May 1999, and corresponds with 

armed conflict in Kosovo. The second peak occurred between November and December 

1999, and corresponds with Operation Milano. The third peak occurred in February 

2000, and corresponds with coverage of the 2000 Asylum Law. In this context, it is 

surprising that there was no peak in coverage when asylum legislation was originally 

adopted in April 1996. 
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Figure 5: Distribution of Luxembourg News over Time 
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In total, 361 articles relating specifically to the relevance of the refugee and 

asylum question for Luxembourg were identified:  

 

1) 136 articles relating to the presence of refugees and asylum seekers from the 

Balkans in Luxembourg1; 

2) 84 articles relating to asylum legislation; 

3) 48 articles relating to refugee days and refugee weeks that were held in 

Luxembourg, and elsewhere in the world, to raise public awareness of the plight 

of refugees and asylum seekers; and  

4) 93 articles relating to general aspects of the refugee and asylum question, such as, 

among others, problems of accommodation, portraits of refugees and asylum 

seekers, statistical data, etc. 

 

A frame analysis of these articles was performed to uncover the frames used in the media 

to refer to the refugee and asylum question. From the outset, it can be said that the 

question is relevant at the humanitarian, political and societal levels. At the humanitarian 

level, the question relates to moral obligations Luxembourg has towards refugees and 

                                                 
1 The disintegration of Yugoslavia in the 1990s occupied a significant place in news coverage of the refugee 
and asylum question. Of the 361 articles in Luxemburg News, 136 cover issues that relate to the Balkans in 
one way or other. Of the 1301 articles in the entire data set, 353 cover issues relating to the Balkans. This 
can perhaps be explained by the fact that more than 95% of all refugees and asylum seekers present in 
Luxembourg in the 1990s came from the Balkans. 
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asylum seekers, whose human dignity must be preserved at all times. At the political level, 

the question relates to legal obligations Luxembourg has as a constitutional state bound 

by the rule of law. At the societal level, the question relates to the effects on society of 

the presence of refugees and asylum seekers on the national territory. Refugees in general 

are often referred to as ‘political refugees’, and contrasted to ‘economic refugees’. The 

latter are portrayed as people who flee with a view to increase their personal economic 

gains. They are portrayed as illegitimate asylum seekers abusive of Luxembourg’s 

generosity towards people in need of protection from persecution. 

 

 

Problem Definition 

 

There are four aspects of the problem definition of the refugee and asylum question in 

Luxembourg News. These were, in order of dominance, 

 

v Political Refugees vs. Economic Refugees: the press portrays refugees in terms of 

being either ‘political’ or ‘economic’. These typifications are used in opposition to 

one another. 

v Asylum Shopping: the refugee and asylum question is referred to in terms of a 

problem of asylum shopping, which relates to the perceived need to share the 

burden of asylum more equally between Member States of the European Union. 

v Accommodation Structures: the press perceives that there is a lack of adequate 

accommodation structures for asylum seekers in Luxembourg. 

v Humanitarian Relevance of the Refugee and Asylum Question: the humanitarian 

relevance of the refugee and asylum question at the national level is portrayed in 

different terms to its relevance at the international level. 

 

Differentiations are made in the press between political and economic refugees. 

Most refugees are portrayed as political refugees, i.e., as people fleeing political 

persecution. Economic refugees, on the other hand, are portrayed as economic migrants 

who falsely claim to be persecuted. Making such distinctions, however, is not necessarily 

straightforward. Indeed, the border between migration for economic or social needs and fleeing based 
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on political or religious persecution is hard to draw1. In any event, the press deems that people 

who migrate for economic reasons and claim asylum, aggravate the situations of people 

in genuine need of protection from persecution. If candidate asylum seekers really 

migrate for economic reasons they take the place of asylum seekers who have obviously well-grounded 

arguments. This cannot be2. 

Although the press perceives people’s motivations to fulfil their economic and 

social needs as valid reasons for them to want to migrate, it does not deem them 

acceptable reasons for people to seek refuge. In effect, the press does not believe that all 

the factors that push people to flee are legitimate3. That is why economic refugees are 

usually depicted as being abusive of Luxembourg’s asylum system, and associated with 

the larger problem of illegal immigration. In fact, economic refugees are portrayed as 

being introduced in the country by gangs of smugglers engaging in the traffic of human 

beings. Economic refugees are, therefore, (in)directly associated with organised 

criminality. As a result, the press began to question people’s motivations for fleeing to 

Luxembourg, and asks: do these people flee because of criminal interests, economic 

opportunism or asylum tourism4? 

Until recently, asylum seekers who arrived in Luxembourg found themselves in a 

juridical void. One of the avenues explored to remedy to this void was to adopt asylum 

legislation, which the press deems to be an appropriate, efficient and fair means of 

resolving some of the problems raised by the arrival of asylum seekers in the country. 

While the press accepts that access to the asylum procedure should be limited to genuine 

asylum seekers, it is adamant that the country’s duty to assist people in need of 

protection from persecution should not suffer as a consequence. 

 

Related to ‘genuineness’, there is ‘asylum shopping’. The press defines asylum 

shopping as consisting of asylum seekers filing applications in more than one country, 

with the aim to settle in the one that will give them the most beneficial deal. The press 

reports that Member States of the European Union want this practice to stop. In fact, 

                                                 
1 Luxemburger Wort, 17/6/1996, p.4. Due to Luxembourg’s peculiar linguistic situation, there were articles in 
German and French in the data set. Any translations into English of quotes taken from these articles are 
the present author’s. Quotes taken from news asylum discourse are italicised in the remainder of this 
chapter. 
2 Luxemburger Wort , 24/7/1997, p.3. 
3 See the Problem Diagnosis section of this chapter for an account of what the press perceives to be the 
reasons that push people to flee. 
4 Luxemburger Wort, 27/5/2000, p.31. 
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they want to share the burden of asylum more equitably between them. The stated aim of 

burden sharing is that individual Member States want to avoid situations where they 

would be perceived to be more generous towards asylum seekers than others, which 

would lead them to attract more than what they consider to be their faire share of asylum 

seekers.  

 

On a more pragmatic level, the press reports on the refugee and asylum question 

in terms of a problem of accommodation. This problem relates to what is perceived to 

be Luxembourg’s small size. Because of its size, the press deems that the country has a 

limited capacity to accommodate refugees and asylum seekers. The implication, here, is 

that a limit should be set as to how many people are allowed to seek refuge in the 

country. This perceived limited capacity of accommodation, however, is not thought to 

exonerate Luxembourg from moral and legal obligations she has towards people in need 

of protection from persecution. In fact, the press reports that a lack of adequate 

accommodation structures does not constitute an excuse for not dealing with the refugee 

and asylum question properly. 

 

The problems the press associates with the refugee and asylum question in 

Luxembourg are different from those it associates with the question abroad. In relation 

to national humanitarian relevance, the question is covered in terms of the need to assist 

refugees and asylum seekers. In relation to international humanitarian relevance, the 

question is covered in terms of the need to make sure that refugees and asylum seekers 

do not unduly suffer from the conditions they have to endure, such as cold, hunger, 

disease or death. This is a far cry from problems of genuineness or accommodation. 

 

 

Rhetorical Structures of the Problem Definition 

 

Refugee movements are referred to as occurring in streams or waves in news asylum 

discourse, just as was the case in policy asylum discourse. These terms assimilate the 

movements of refugees to the flow of water, and give them connotations of regularity 

and continuity. While such references are made in the press, numerical indicators of what 

streams or waves of refugees consist of are scarce. A large wave, for example, was 

described as consisting of 303 asylum seekers arriving in Luxembourg within the space of 
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one month (October 1999)1. A stream, for example, was described as consisting of 30 

asylum seekers arriving in the country every day, when people were fleeing war in 

Kosovo in the late 1990s2. 

Amalgamations are made in the press between refugees and people from the 

Balkans who live in Luxembourg. In fact, press reports suggest that there is a general 

perception in Luxembourg that Balkan people routinely engage in criminal activities. As a 

result, the presence of these people is perceived as having led to an increase in the level 

of criminality in the country. A syllogism can be derived here: 

 

§ Most refugees in Luxembourg come from the Balkans. 

§ Most people from the Balkans engage in criminal activities; 

§ Therefore, most refugees in Luxembourg are criminals. 

 

Despite the fact that such a syllogism can be derived from press coverage of the refugee 

and asylum question, it cannot truly be said that the press portrays refugees and asylum 

seekers as criminals. In fact, the press can only be said to ‘merely’ report on 

amalgamations that are made between refugees, asylum seekers and criminals in certain 

circles. Finally, one metaphor was identified in news asylum discourse. This metaphor 

described the Geneva Convention as the Magna Carta of refugee rights3, where the rights, 

duties and obligations of the various actors involved with the refugee and asylum 

question are established. 

 

 

Problem Diagnosis 

 

There are three aspects of the problem diagnosis of the refugee and asylum question in 

Luxembourg News. These were, in order of dominance, 

 

v War in Kosovo: the consequences of war in Kosovo in the late 1990s crystallised 

the refugee and asylum question as a problem of interest in Luxembourg. 

                                                 
1 Luxemburger Wort , 23/11/1999, p.4. 
2 Tageblatt, 8/5/1999, p.13. 
3 Tageblatt, 19/11/1998, p.6. 
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v The Effects of Images of Suffering: media images relaying the suffering of 

refugees and asylum seekers raised the level of consciousness about the refugee 

and asylum question in Luxembourg. 

v Persecution: the press reports several reasons for which people flee. 

 

According to the press, the refugee and asylum question only recently became an 

issue of interest in Luxembourg. Before Yugoslavia began to disintegrate in the early 

1990s, the question did not figure highly on the media, political or public agendas. 

Instead, it was only of interest to insiders involved with the question on a professional or 

personal basis. A key event led the question to become a larger problem of interest: 

hundreds of Kosovo Albanians demonstrated against the escalation of violence in their 

homeland in the streets of Luxembourg-Ville (the capital) in May 1998. As a result, the 

Luxembourgian public became aware of a problem that had been growing for years but that had really 

only been known about by insiders. It concerns the destiny of these people who leave their home countries 

because of political unrest and seek refuge in a country of asylum1.War in Kosovo crystallised the 

refugee and asylum question as a problem for Luxembourg. It may not, however, have 

been the conflict that turned the question into a problem, but the exodus accompanying 

it: with the beginning of the Kosovo War and the mass exodus of population that ensued, neighbouring 

countries and European countries in general became visibly confronted with the refugee problem2. 

 

Press reports suggest that the portrayal of the refugee and asylum question in 

television news in terms of death, destruction and suffering led the refugee and asylum 

question to have become an issue of general interest in Luxembourg. This is an early 

indicator of the fact that the way in which the media frame an issue affects how the 

public frames that issue. In fact, television news’ focus on images of suffering is thought 

to lead the viewing public to become emotionally involved with refugees and asylum 

seekers. In turn, this suggests that, had such images not been televised, the viewing public 

might have felt less concerned by the refugee and asylum question. 

 

As long as television news regularly informed us (almost to the point of making one sick) about 
the chaos of war in the Balkans, about mass graves (as sad traces of ethnic cleansing), ‘beamed’ 
us images of people with tears in their eyes (on the run or squeezed against one another in refugee 
camps), as long as that was the case, it was not difficult for us to feel compassion for people who 

                                                 
1 Luxemburger Wort , 9/5/1998, p.5. 
2 Luxemburger Wort , 6/8/99, p.9. 
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came to us from ex-Yugoslavia. Their grounds [for fleeing] were relatively reasonable, while also 
being emotionally stimulating1. 

 

Refugees are portrayed as political refugees, (civil) war refugees, or economic refugees in 

news asylum discourse. These qualifiers indicate that the press considers the reasons 

people flee to be political persecution, war, armed conflict and economic strife. Political 

persecution is portrayed in terms relating to oppression, terror, destruction, or the ruin 

and devastation caused by war and armed conflict. These reasons for fleeing are seen as 

direct consequences of nationalist and totalitarian ideologies, as can be exemplified by the 

many refugee crises caused by the disintegration of Yugoslavia. In effect, people are 

portrayed as fleeing because they fear for their lives and well-being, as well as those of 

their families. People are also reported as fleeing for reasons other than persecution, such 

as famine, poverty, unemployment, their economic expectations, or the paucity of their 

quality of life. People who flee for these reasons are assimilated to economic refugees. 

 

 

Moral Evaluation 

 

Moral evaluations of the refugee and asylum question in Luxembourg News almost 

exclusively consist of reports of the views of other groups of actors involved with the 

refugee and asylum question. In any event, three aspects of the moral evaluation were 

identified, and these were, in order of dominance, 

 

v Inhumane Treatment: this relates to evaluations of how refugees and asylum 

seekers are treated in Luxembourg. 

v Evaluations of Refugees and Asylum Seekers: this relates to how the refugees and 

asylum seekers are perceived in Luxembourg. 

v Willingness to Help: this relates to how the press evaluates Luxembourg’s 

willingness to come to the assistance of people in need of protection from 

persecution. 

 

Only during Operation Milano did the press take position on the refugee and 

asylum question, describing it as a thorn in the eye1. The reason is that, while the 36 asylum 

                                                 
1 Luxemburger Wort , 27/5/2000, p.31. 
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seekers who were deported to Italy knew they would eventually be required to leave 

Luxembourg, they never imagined, even in their worst nightmares, that they would have to leave the 

country in such a brutal way and manner2. Allegedly, children were torn out of their sleep, 

pupils intercepted on their way to school, and other people gathered from places where 

they were properly integrated, only to be assembled at a meeting point where they would 

be deported from, without being given the opportunity to gather their belongings. What 

the press criticised was the manner of execution of the operation, not its legality or 

acceptability: the action was not of concern, but its ‘brutal’ handling was3. 

The decision to proceed with the operation in such a way is thought to show that 

the decision was taken by someone reasoning in a sober and ice-cold manner, which is 

acceptable when dealing with hooligans or criminals, not with scared children, helpless women or 

desperate families4. The outrage stemmed from a perception that the manner of execution 

was not worthy of a constitutional State bound by the rule of Law. While the authorities 

were reported as saying that they were only respecting the Dublin Convention when 

deporting these people, the press deems that justifying the operation in such terms, 

 

may be a sound juridical explanation but at the human level it is anything but satisfying. It is 
quite simply not worthy of a modern constitutional state in the heart of Europe to confront 
people, who finally found courage again and found new meaning in their lives after an exhausting 
flight [in the sense of fleeing], with their own refugee destiny again is such a brutal way5. 

 

The press also reported other criticisms of Operation Milano. For instance, the 

Luxembourgian Association for the United Nations is reported as saying that the manner 

of the deportation was reminiscent of the way in which the Gestapo rounded up Jews 

and Gypsies during the Second World War6. The Luxembourgian Association of 

Journalists is reported in several articles as saying that journalists were actively prevented 

from carrying out their duties by police forces, inasmuch as the lenses of photographers 

trying to document the event were covered, journalists present on the scene were 

threatened verbally and physically, and the authorities appeared to willingly misinform 

journalists.  

                                                                                                                                            
1 Luxemburger Wort, 25/11/1999, p.9. 
2 Tageblatt , 26/11/1999, p.44. 
3 Tageblatt, 26/11/1999, p.44. 
4 Tageblatt, 4/12/1999. 
5 Luxemburger Wort, 26/11/1999, p.3. 
6 Tageblatt, 26/11/1999, p.13. 



 

 

110 

Criticisms stemming from political parties in the opposition at the time1, or from 

organisations related to these parties, were also reported. The Femmes Socialistes 

(Socialist Women), for instance, were reported as describing the operation in terms of 

being disgusting2. The Luxembourgian Socialists Workers’ Party (LSAP) was reported as 

describing the operation in terms of being a cowardly act, because no governmental 

representatives were available on-site to comment on this dirty work3. The Left is reported 

as saying that, because of the manner of execution of Operation Milano, any of the 

Government’s statements as to the humane-ness of Luxembourg’s asylum legislation 

amounts to nothing but lies4. Finally, The Greens are reported as saying that there are no 

laws that force Luxembourg to implement international conventions in an inhuman 

fashion5. 

The authorities had a right to reply, and the Prime Minister was reported as not 

accepting the fairness of these criticisms6. Indeed, he vehemently protested against 

comparisons made between police forces and the Gestapo, and wished for the media to 

retract these comments. It is notable that some portions of the press heeded that call: as 

uncouth and humanly despicable it may have been [Operation Milano], has nothing in common with 

the actions of SS and Nazi henchmen against Jews that occurred more than 50 years ago7. The Prime 

Minister also insisted that pupils were not rounded up in their classrooms or on their way 

to school, nor that they were torn out of their sleep. In fact, he is reported as saying that 

no reproaches can be made against the manner of execution of Operation Milano, as in 

such situations, there is no good way of proceeding. To illustrate this, the Prime Minister 

posed the following question: What is a good method to send someone away who does not want to 

leave8?  

 

The press considers that refugees and asylum seekers need to be viewed in a 

positive light. In this context, the Tageblatt9 reported on a survey measuring the level of 

acceptance of refugees in Luxembourg. While the survey shows that 46% of the 

                                                 
1 At the time of Operation Milano, the ruling coalition consisted of the CSV and the DP. The parties in the 
opposition were the LSAP, The Greens, The Left, and the ADR. 
2 Tageblatt , 29/11/1999, p.6. 
3 Tageblatt, 26/11/1999, p.13. 
4 Tageblatt, 26/11/1999, p.13. 
5 Tageblatt, 26/11/1999, p.13. 
6 Tageblatt, 27/11/1999, p.15. 
7 Tageblatt, 2/12/1999, p.3. 
8 Tageblatt, 27/11/1999, p.15. 
9 26/10/1999, p.3. 
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population thinks there are too many refugees in the country, the Tageblatt reports that 

there is a high level of acceptance of refugees in Luxembourg. This perceived high level 

of acceptance is further reinforced by the reported figure that 91% of the population 

never had negative experiences with refugees. The Tageblatt even reports that it is people 

with the least contact with refugees who believe there to be too many of them in 

Luxembourg. These people are reported to believe that the presence of refugees is to 

blame for an increase in the level of crime in the country. 

In fact, press reports suggest that evaluations of refugees and asylum seekers 

within society are ambiguous. On the one hand, people are portrayed as believing that it 

would be neither right nor acceptable for refugees and asylum seekers to be deported to 

countries where they would risk being persecuted, mistreated, tortured, jailed or killed1. 

On the other hand, people are reported as becoming resistant, tired and nervous in relation 

to refugees and asylum seekers, because they are increasingly associated with crime and 

criminality2. According to the press, refugees and asylum seekers, in the mind of the 

public, are getting increasingly associated with ‘Yugoslavs’ (i.e., any person from the 

Balkans), who are themselves associated with disturbances, brawls, drug dealing and 

theft3. This is thought to lead to a generalised resistance, fear and weariness towards 

refugees and asylum seekers. The LRC, however, is reported as saying that it is perfidious 

to associate the refugee and asylum question with criminality, even if some refugees and 

asylum seekers get involved with criminal circles4. 

 

Luxembourg is perceived as being willing to come to the assistance of people in 

genuine need of protection from persecution. The most common form of assistance the 

Luxembourgian State and people grant refugees and asylum seekers is evaluated in the 

press as being cheque book help, i.e., as financial and material donations5. According to the 

press, this provides more evidence for the fact that the country is generous when it 

comes to helping refugees and asylum seekers. In this context, the Minister of Justice is 

quoted as saying that Luxembourg does not have to be ashamed. No other country has practised 

hospitality toward refugees as open-heartedly as she did6. In fact, Amnesty International is 

reported as saying that everything possible should be done to assist refugees and asylum 
                                                 
1 Tageblatt, 18/5/2000, p.17. 
2 Luxemburger Wort, 27/5/2000, p.31. 
3 Luxemburger Wort, 27/5/2000, p,31. 
4 Luxemburger Wort, 18/5/2000, p.8. 
5 Tageblatt, 20/4/1999, p.3. 
6 Luxemburger Wort, 3/12/1999, p.3. 
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seekers. This can only be achieved if people realise that the protection of refugees and 

asylum seekers cannot be treated as a step-child of human rights: we must do everything possible 

to help political refugees and to defend the right to asylum. However, this can only be achieved if we can 

convince our fellow citizens and politicians that the protection of political refugees cannot be a step-child of 

human rights1. 

 

 

Rhetorical Structures in the Moral Evaluation 

 

The plight of refugees and asylum seekers is portrayed as being dramatic, disastrous or tragic 

in news asylum discourse. The dramatic nature of the refugee and asylum question is 

deemed to be more severe in poor countries than in rich ones, in that only about ten percent 

of the refugee drama touches rich countries2. In fact, press reports indicate that the seriousness of 

the refugee and asylum question can be played up at will, depending on the interests of 

the actors involved with the question. The level, nature and type of involvement with the 

refugee and asylum question are determinant in how the question will be spoken of.  

The Prime Minister, for example, is reported as saying that Luxembourg is 

overwhelmed with asylum seekers3. The Assocation de Soutien aux Travailleurs Immigrés (ASTI), 

an NGO involved with refugees and asylum seekers, is reported as describing the arrival 

of refugees in Luxembourg as a challenge for society4. The Luxemburger Wort uses the 

metaphor of an asylum bomb to express the volatile nature of the refugee and asylum 

question5. The press reports on The Greens’ claim that phrases such as ‘streams of 

refugees’ or ‘asylum shopping’ do not do justice to the complexity of the refugee and 

asylum question. The Comité de Liaison et d’Action des Etrangers (CLAE), an NGO involved 

with refugees and asylum seekers, is reported as saying that refugees and asylum seekers are not 

packages that one can stick on the train, bus or airplane so as to return them to the sender6. 

References to Luxembourg’s small size are also made in the press. These 

references relate to the perceived facts that the country has a limited capacity to 

accommodate asylum seekers, and that it is indeed generous when it comes to helping 

refugees and asylum seekers. The Pax Christi organisation, an NGO involved with 
                                                 
1 Tageblatt, 19/11/1998, p.7. 
2 Tageblatt, 19/11/1998, p.7. 
3Tageblatt, 3/5/1999, p.9. 
4 Tageblatt, 10/3/1999, p.13. 
5 9/5/1998, p.3. 
6 Tageblatt, 26/11/1999, p.13. 
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refugees and asylum seekers, questions this argument of generosity by default. It is 

quoted as saying that even if in the matter of immigration a small country such as Luxembourg only 

has limited capacities, it does not excuse us from the moral obligation of accepting refugees1. 

Metaphors were identified in news asylum discourse. The readiness with which 

people in Luxembourg voluntarily donated food and money for the benefit of refugees in 

the Balkans was described as spreading like a wildfire2. This reinforces the perception that 

Luxembourg is generous towards refugees and asylum seekers. The phenomenon of refugees is 

described as a social thermometer indicating the degree of justice and peace that warms the earth3. This 

suggests that how people and States deal with the refugee and asylum question is an 

indicator of social generosity: the more aid is given to refugees and asylum seekers the 

better off people in general will be. The way in which the international community deals 

with the refugee and asylum question is described as a ‘sanitary cordon’: 

 

in response to the growing numbers of asylum seekers, some countries, especially western ones, 
struggle to develop a welcoming policy that is more and more selective or dissuasive, hesitating or 
penalising, they surround themselves with what looks like a sanitary cordon and try to protect 
themselves from refugees rather than protect refugees4. 

 

Related to this, there is Amnesty International’s evaluation of Human Rights as all-

inclusive; they are not a self-service shelf from which the ruling authorities can grab only what they like. 

Human Rights are indivisible. Helping political refugees belongs to these5. 

 

 

Treatment Recommendation 

 

As was the case with moral evaluations, the treatment recommendations for how to deal 

with the refugee and asylum question identified in news asylum discourse mostly consist 

of reports of views of groups of actors involved with the question. In any event, four 

aspects of the treatment recommendation can be identified: 

 

v Return Home: this recommendation relates to the perceived need for refugees 

and asylum seekers to return home. 
                                                 
1 Luxemburger Wort, 30/10/1993, p.3. 
2 Luxemburger Wort, 31/5/1999, p.19. 
3 Luxemburger Wort, 7/2/1996, p.3. 
4 Luxemburger Wort, 7/2/1996, p.3. 
5 Tageblatt, 19/11/1998, p.7. 
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v Right to Work: this recommendation relates to the perceived need to grant 

asylum seekers the right to work. 

v European Harmonisation: this recommendation relates to the press’ perception 

that Luxembourg is unable to deal with the refugee and asylum question on her 

own. 

v Balanced Reporting: this recommendation relates to how the media think they 

should cover the refugee and asylum question. 

 

The press reports that steps must be taken to encourage refugees and asylum 

seekers to return to their home countries; they should not be allowed to remain in 

Luxembourg indefinitely. In this context, the Government is reported as attempting to 

increase the appeal of returning home by making financial help available to refugees and 

asylum seekers1. However, rejected asylum seekers will have to leave Luxembourg, 

whether voluntarily or forcibly. 

 

Another treatment recommendation reported in the press concerns granting 

asylum seekers the right to work while their applications are processed. Asylum seekers 

should be allowed to work so that they do not risk getting involved with the criminal 

underworld. Further, the ASTI is reported as recommending that asylum seekers should 

be allowed to work so that they can pay for their own social security. The perceived 

benefit of taking such action is that it would lessen the burden of asylum for 

Luxembourg2. 

 

The press reports that the refugee and asylum question cannot solely be 

apprehended at the national level. That is so because Luxembourg is not able to control 

the stream of asylum seekers who arrive in the country on her own3. For that reason, a 

common European asylum and immigration policy is recommended to be adopted, 

which would allow for a more efficient resolution of refugee crises. This is especially 

relevant in the light of the consequences of war in Kosovo, a war which was perceived to 

heighten the need for pan-European solutions to refugee crises. 

 

                                                 
1 Tageblatt, 12/12/2000, p.12. 
2 Tageblatt, 23/12/2000, p.18. 
3 Luxemburger Wort, 7/1/1999, p.3. 
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 The press recommends that the refugee and asylum question should not be 

treated exclusively as a ‘problem issue’ in the news; a fundamental debate is perceived to 

be needed. In fact, the press recommends that the question should be apprehended in a 

global movement that integrates all the live forces of society; it cannot only be dependent on a media 

projector that moves on the world map at the will of opportunities and emotions, going from a passing 

crazed interest to forgetting, from silence to indignation1. The press, however, failed to follow this 

recommendation. Indeed, the peaks and troughs identified in news coverage indicate that 

the refugee and asylum question remained an issue of routine interest to the media. 

Further, no debate about the question was initiated or carried out in the press. 

 

 

Summary of the News Frame Analysis 

 

The different aspects of the problem definition, problem diagnosis, moral evaluation, and 

the treatment recommendation of the refugee and asylum question are summarised in 

Table 8, below. 

 

 

Table 8: Summary of the News Frame Analysis 

 

Aspects Problem 
Definition 

Problem 
Diagnosis 

Moral 
Evaluation 

Treatment 
Recommendation 

 
Political vs. 
Economic 
Refugees 

War in Kosovo Inhumane 
Treatment Return Home 

 Asylum Shopping 
Effects of 
images of 
Suffering 

Perception of 
Refugees and 

Asylum Seekers 
Right to Work 

 Accommodation 
Structures 

Persecution Willingness to 
Help 

European 
Harmonisation 

 Humanitarian 
Relevance 

  Balanced Reporting 

 

 

News Frames 

 

Four frames used by media actors to organise the complexity of the refugee and asylum 

question into meaningful categories were identified in news asylum discourse, as can be 

                                                 
1 Luxemburger Wort, 7/2/1996, p.3. 
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seen in Figure 6, below. These are Human Dignity; Genuineness; Administrative; and 

Return Home frames. 

 

At the level of the Human Dignity Frame, the refugee and asylum question is 

defined in terms of its ‘humanitarian relevance’, as can be seen in Figure 6, below. This 

relates to the media’s perception that refugees and asylum seekers are human beings who 

have to be given protection from persecution. The ‘war in Kosovo’ and the ‘effects of 

images of suffering’ emphasised the plight of refugees and asylum seekers, and lead the 

refugee and asylum question to gain more prominence in Luxembourg,. Furthermore, the 

media criticise the perceived ‘inhumane treatment’ refugees and asylum  seekers are 

subjected to. For example, the press criticised the manner of the execution of Operation 

Milano, which it deemed as not being worthy of a constitutional State bound by the rule 

of Law. The handling of the operation was perceived to be insensitive to the fate of 

human beings. The press, however, positively values the Luxembourgian State’s and 

people’s ‘willingness to help’ people in need of protection from persecution. Finally, two 

steps are recommended to be taken to help preserve the human dignity of refugees and 

asylum seekers. First, asylum seekers should be granted the ‘right to work’ while their 

applications are processed. Second, the press recommends that there should be more 

‘balanced reporting’ of the refugee and asylum question. 
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Figure 6: News Frames 
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At the level of the Genuineness Frame, the refugee and asylum question is 

defined in terms of differences between ‘political and economic refugees’, as can be seen 

in Figure 6, above. People who are persecuted because of their political opinions are 

portrayed as real – genuine – political refugees and asylum seekers. People persecuted 

according to the other persecution criteria1 written in the Geneva Convention are also 

portrayed as real – genuine – political refugees and asylum seekers, just as are people who 

flee war and armed conflict. On the other hand, people migrating for economic reasons 

and, therefore, claim asylum under false pretences are portrayed as fake – bogus – 

economic refugees and asylum seekers.  

It is not always easy, however, to determine the nature and origins of 

‘persecution’. This is why the media claim that people who flee to Luxembourg should 

not be assimilated to economic migrants, by default; the cases of genuine asylum seekers 

must not to de-legitimised. Also, economic refugees are often associated with illegal 

immigration: because they are perceived to arrive in Luxembourg with the help of 

smugglers, they become associated with organised crime. Although the press admits that 

some people flee for reasons other than persecution according to the Geneva 

Convention, it deems these people to engage in asylum tourism and asylum shopping, 

and therefore to be illegitimate asylum seekers. All in all, this leads to ambiguity in 

‘evaluations of refugees and asylum seekers’. While the media want refugees and asylum 

seekers to be evaluated positively, the reality in the field is that they are, simultaneously, 

perceived in a positive and a negative light in Luxembourgian society. 

 

At the level of the Administrative frame, the refugee and asylum question is 

perceived as a problem of ‘asylum shopping’, which encompasses burden sharing, as can 

be seen in Figure 6, above. Indeed, the press deems that the burden of asylum must be 

shared equitably between Member States of the European Union., which relates to the 

small size of the country. In fact, the press perceives that Luxembourg needs the help 

and support of her European partners to handle the complexity of the refugee and 

asylum question efficiently and adequately. This is why it recommends ‘European 

harmonisation’ in drafting asylum and immigration policies. 

 

                                                 
1 These other criteria are: nationality, race, religion, or belonging to a particular social group. 
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At the level of the Return Home Frame, the refugee and asylum question is 

defined as a problem relating to ‘accommodation structures’, as can be seen in Figure 6, 

above. Indeed, the limited availability of accommodation structures is such that not all 

the asylum seekers that arrive in Luxembourg should be allowed to stay. The press, then, 

recommends that asylum seekers should ‘return home’, which is portrayed as a legal 

necessity, as the justification of Operation Milano in terms of the Dublin Convention 

testifies. It is notable that the Return Home Frame did not appear in the press until 

Operation Milano was carried out in November 1999. This lends support to Brosius & 

Eps’ (1995, 1993) claim that key events affect the way in which the media frame an issue. 

An analysis of more recent news coverage of the refugee and asylum question would be 

more revealing as to the media’s use of the Return Home frame. This is especially 

relevant in the light of the fact that Luxembourg was pursuing an active policy of 

deportation and repatriation of asylum seekers at the time of writing. 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

There is a fair deal of similarity in how media actors, in Luxembourg or elsewhere, frame 

the refugee and asylum question. In total, four frames used to refer to the question can 

be derived from the review of previous research, the headline analysis and the frame 

analysis performed in this study. These are, 

 

v a Human dignity Frame, referring to refugees and asylum seekers as human 

beings that must be treated as such. 

v a Genuineness Frame, differentiating between legitimate and illegitimate refugees 

and asylum seekers. 

v an Administrative Frame, relating to the perceived need to solve problems raised 

by the refugee and asylum question through legal means. 

v a Return Home Fame, relating to the deportation of asylum seekers, and the 

eventual return home of refugees. 

 

It is notable that the Nimby, Corrupt, Victim, Abstract and Conflict frames identified in 

Belgian and Dutch news coverage of the refugee and asylum question were not identified 
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in Luxembourgian news asylum discourse. This indicates that the relevance of the 

refugee and asylum question can differ from country to country. However, 

characterisations of the refugee and asylum question in terms of genuineness, and of 

humanitarian and administrative concerns did appear in the Luxembourgian media. This 

indicates that some aspects of the question are relevant beyond national borders. 

Considering the intrinsic international relevance of the refugee and asylum question, this 

is perhaps not a surprising finding. Superficially, the frames identified in Luxembourg 

News appear similar to those identified in policy asylum discourse. There is, however, a 

crucial difference between them. While political frames focus more on administrative 

aspects of the refugee and asylum question, news frames focus more on its humanitarian 

aspects.



 

 

Chapter VI: The Public Platform 

 

Two studies and two opinion polls investigating public actors’ representations of the 

refugee and asylum question were identified. In the first study, Kienpointer & Kindt 

(1997) examine biases in political argumentation in letters to the editor relating to refugee 

and asylum question, published in the German and Austrian presses between 1991 and 

1992. The results of the study show that members of the public differentiate between 

political and economic refugees. While economic refugees are portrayed as fleeing for 

financial reasons, political refugees are portrayed as fleeing political persecution.  

In the second study, Lynn & Lea (2003) examine the social construction of 

asylum seekers through the means of a discourse analysis of letters to the editor, 

published in the British press in 2001. The results indicate that public representations of 

the refugee and asylum question are of a negative nature; refugees and asylum seekers are 

portrayed as a threat to society. In fact, Lynn & Lea (2003: 426) argue that “Conservative 

electioneering, sensationalist media reports and several genuinely desperate human 

tragedies, have all encouraged the view that a host of migrants were – and still are, ‘laying 

siege’ to British coastal ports”.  

Members of the British public also differentiate between political and economic 

refugees. While the former are portrayed as legitimate asylum seekers, the latter are 

portrayed as bogus asylum seekers, i.e., as people who pretend to be persecuted and 

unlawfully claim asylum. Over the course of time, the themes of ‘bogus asylum seeker’ 

and ‘economic refugee’ became naturalised in Great Britain, in the sense that more and 

more people began to use them. Therefore, “it is perhaps no longer necessary to defend 

the accusation that many asylum-seekers are not fleeing from oppressive or hostile 

conditions in their home country”, but are trying to claim benefits for which they are not 

eligible (Lynn & Lea, 2003: 433). The end result is that the general notion of ‘asylum 

seeker’ came to be associated with greed, dishonesty, crime and terrorism in the mind of 

the British public. 

In fact, the presence of economic refugees in Great Britain is portrayed as being 

problematic for the State, genuine asylum seekers and the general population. At the level 

of the State, the perceived problem is that economic refugees contribute to congesting 

the administrative circuits responsible for examining asylum applications. At the level of 
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genuine asylum seekers, the perceived problem is that this congestion will lengthen the 

asylum procedure, which, in turn, will extend the time period it will take for genuine 

asylum seekers to see their applications positively received. At the level of the general 

population, the perceived problem is that the presence of economic refugees will increase 

the financial cost of asylum for the tax payer. 

Lynn & Lea (2003), however, point out that a counter-discourse portraying 

asylum seekers as victims of oppression was also identified in letters to the editor. Within 

that counter-discourse, asylum seekers are portrayed as being “incarcerated, regimented 

and controlled in the most oppressive fashion. They are denied the basic democratic 

freedoms and legal safeguards which British citizens are accorded as of right” (p.443). 

Two discourses can then be said to be used at the level of the public to refer to the 

refugee and asylum question in Britain. On the one hand, there is an administrative-legal 

discourse, emphasising the genuineness of asylum seekers. On the other hand, there is a 

humanitarian discourse, emphasising the moral and physical treatment of asylum seekers. 

 

Two opinion polls investigating the Luxembourgian public’s attitudes towards 

refugees and asylum seekers were identified. The first poll measured tolerance levels of 

Luxembourgian residents towards refugees and asylum seekers living in Luxembourg. 

The first battery of questions in that poll related to how much contact residents claimed 

to have with refugees. While most residents were aware that refugees lived in their 

communities, few of them had had direct and meaningful contacts with refugees. The 

second battery of questions related to people’s attitudes towards allowing asylum seekers 

to work in Luxembourg. Most residents were shown to be in favour of allowing asylum 

seekers to work while their applications are processed. The third battery of questions 

related to residents’ attitudes towards refugees living in Luxembourg. While 46% of the 

respondents agreed with the statement that “there are far too many refugees in 

Luxembourg”, most of them agreed that more efforts should be made to allow refugees 

to integrate society. The final battery of questions asked in the poll related to the 

perceived involvement of refugees with criminality. While 91% of the respondents 

indicated that neither them nor their families had ever had any kind of problem with 

refugees, about half the respondents still indicated that they believe the level of 

criminality to have risen as a consequence of the arrival of refugees in Luxembourg. 
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The second opinion poll that was identified aimed to determine what 

Luxembourgian residents thought about allowing asylum seekers to work in Luxembourg 

while their applications are processed. The poll consisted of a single question: 

 

At the moment, the Luxembourgian Government is proceeding with the 
deportation of many people whose asylum applications have been definitively 
rejected. It is a matter of families with children or of individual people getting 
sent back to Yugoslavia. You have to know that these people have got no 
prospects for work in their home countries. Do you not think that it would be 
suitable to integrate them in the Luxembourgian job market and to give them 
prospects for the future in our country? 

 

Notwithstanding the fact that this question was leading and double-barrelled, the results 

show that 46% of the respondents agreed with it.  

The results from both polls suggest that the opinion climate about the refugee 

and asylum question in Luxembourg is ambiguous. Just less than 50% of the population 

believes there to be too many refugees in the country, and that their presence led to an 

increase in the crime level. About the same percentage of the population does not share 

these opinions, and claims that more efforts should be made to integrate refugees and 

asylum seekers into society. Previous research and the results of these polls, therefore, 

suggest that public actors use four frames to refer to the refugee and asylum question: 

 

v A Genuineness Frame. This frame relates to differences made by public actors 

between genuine – political refugees and asylum seekers, and bogus – economic 

refugees and asylum seekers. 

v An Administrative Frame. This frame relates to public actors’ concerns with 

legal-administrative aspects of the refugee and asylum question. 

v A Criminality Frame. This frame relates public actors’ perception that the 

presence of refugees and asylum seekers leads to increases in criminality. 

v A Human Dignity Frame. This frame relates public actors’ perceived need to 

integrate refugees and asylum seekers into society. 
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Frame Analysis of Public Asylum Discourse 

 

The third step taken to determine how public actors frame the refugee and asylum 

question consisted of a frame analysis of public asylum discourse. The data set was 

collected through the means of focus groups constituted of people living in Luxembourg. 

In total, four focus groups were set up. Focus Group 1 and Focus Group 2 consisted of 

members of the lay public, i.e., people who were not involved with the refugee and 

asylum question. Focus Group 3 and Focus Group 4 consisted of members of the 

organised public, i.e., people involved with the refugee and asylum question, in their 

capacity as members of NGOs concerned with refugees and asylum seekers. References 

to the public in general in the remainder of this chapter consist of the views of both 

these publics. Differences in the views of the lay and organised publics will only be 

referred to if, and when, they are relevant to the present discussion. 

From the outset, it can be said that the public understands the refugee and 

asylum question as a delicate issue involving the fate of real people in need of protection 

from persecution. Differentiations are also made in public asylum discourse between real 

– genuine – political refugees and asylum seekers, and fake – bogus – economic refugees 

and asylum seekers. Real refugees are portrayed as people who flee political persecution, 

or as people who flee because they fear for their and their families’ lives. Fake refugees 

are portrayed as economic refugees, i.e., as people who claim to be persecuted but really 

migrate for their personal economic gains. The public perceives that real refugees must 

be given assistance in Luxembourg, as opposed to fake refugees, who should be 

prevented from abusing the asylum system. Difference between real and fake refugee, 

however, are not clear cut. Indeed, some members of the public point out that the people 

who flee life-threatening economic hardship could reasonably be given assistance in 

Luxembourg.  

There is also disagreement among the public as to the length of time refugees and 

asylum seekers should be allowed to remain in the country. On the one hand, there are 

people who claim that assistance to refugees and asylum seekers should be temporary in 

nature. On the other hand, there are people who claim that refugees and asylum seekers 

who contribute positively to life in Luxembourg should be allowed to stay for as long as 

they please. In any event, the public agrees that more information about the refugee and 

asylum question should be made available to people in general. Providing such 
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information could prevent negative stereotyping of refugees and asylum seekers, thereby 

increasing the public’s understanding of the refugee and asylum question. 

 

 

Problem Definition 

 

Four aspects of the problem definition of the refugee and asylum question were 

identified in public asylum discourse. These were, in order of dominance, 

 

v Protecting Refugees and Asylum Seekers: the public perceives that refugees and 

asylum seekers are people in need of protection from persecution. 

v The State does Not Fulfilling its Obligations: the public perceives that the State 

does not fulfil its obligations towards refugees and asylum seekers protection 

from persecution. 

v Political vs. Economic Refugees: the public differentiates between real – genuine 

– political refugees and asylum seekers, and fake – bogus – economic refugees 

and asylum seekers. 

v Criminal Potential: the public perceives refugees and asylum seekers in terms of 

their criminal potential. 

 

The public perceives that the refugee and asylum question involves the fate of 

human beings; it is a delicate issue that needs to be handled with care. It must not be 

forgotten that there is a human being [involved] with his fate, his future in fact, and it must not be 

forgotten that a simple signature [on an asylum application] can change the whole life of that person1. 

Refugees are portrayed as people who flee political persecution, or because they fear that 

their lives and safety, as well as those of their families’, will be endangered if they remain 

in their home countries. Therefore, the public believes that these people should be given 

assistance in Luxembourg, if and when they arrive there.  

The dispensation of help, however, should not come at the expense of the local 

population. Indeed, the moral and financial costs of asylum are perceived to be so high 

                                                 
1 Nancy, ex-refugee, organised public, Focus Group 4. The names of the participants in the focus groups 
have been changed to preserve their anonymity. Translations from French into English of quotes taken 
from the focus groups are the present author’s. Quotes taken from public policy discourse are italicised in 
the remainder of this chapter. 
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that Luxembourg cannot grant refugee status to every asylum seeker who arrives in the 

country. 

 

We accept the idea of helping people who are in distress, but at a certain point, it should not 
happen that the population that arrives destabilises the economy of the country. And there I 
would like to say that it represents a danger, as much for the moral values, traditions and 
customs that we have, that is to say, what we are1. 

 

The argument is that, if these people did not cost anything to society, there would be no 

reason to limit their numbers and making a selection among them. The challenge is to 

determine who has genuine claims for asylum from who has not, which is perceived to 

be the responsibility of the State. 

 

The public, however, deems that the State does not fulfil the obligations it has 

towards refugees and asylum seekers; it is not willing to address the refugee and asylum 

question adequately. The slowness of the asylum procedure, which some people believe 

to be purposeful, is cited as an example of this unwillingness. In fact, the public believes 

that the State only helps refugees and asylum seekers to contribute to Luxembourg’s 

positive image in the world. The reasoning, here, is that the State has no real gain in 

helping refugees and asylum seekers, and it therefore does not help them with much zeal. 

That is why civil servants are deemed not to be given the necessary means or resources 

to enable them to deal with refugees and asylum seekers efficiently.  

The State is perceived as only being interested in the refugee and asylum question 

when refugees and asylum seekers arrive in the country, at which point a humanitarian 

melodrama takes place2. The public also believes that refugees and asylum seekers are not 

all that welcome in Luxembourg. The perceived resistance of some cities and boroughs 

to make housing facilities available to asylum seekers is cited as evidence for this. In fact, 

people in Luxembourg appear not to be in interested in the refugee and asylum question. 

This can be exemplified by the fact most members of the lay public indicated that they 

had never discussed the refugee and asylum question in depth before taking part in this 

study. 

 

                                                 
1 Owen, lay public, Focus Group 1. 
2 Patrick, lay public, Focus Group1. 
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There is a tendency among members of the public to refer to refugees in general 

as being political refugees, i.e., people persecuted because of their political opinions. The 

concept of the ‘political refugee’ is used in opposition to that of the ‘economic refugee’, 

and the public perceives that Luxembourg’s asylum system should not be allowed to be 

abused by economic refugees. These people are defined as economic migrants who 

falsely claim to be persecuted; they are deemed to be profiteers. In fact, economic 

refugees are portrayed as illegal immigrants. Apart from the ex-refugee respondents, the 

public agrees that economic refugees should not be granted refugee status in 

Luxembourg. The stated reasons for this are that their lives are not perceived to be in 

immediate danger, and they are not persecuted because of their political beliefs. 

However, it must be noted that people who flee because they fear for their and their 

families’ lives and safety, are perceived as having genuine cases for asylum, regardless of 

the fact of political persecution. 

Economic refugees are described as fake refugees, while political refugees are 

described as real refugees. Although such distinctions are made in public asylum 

discourse, these are complex notions between which it is not always easy to differentiate. 

At the level of public opinion, one does not know anymore who is, so to speak, a fake refugee and many 

people today, be it politicians or journalists, speak of economic refugees [...] who are not real refugees, and 

of real refugees […], political refugees1. The fact of the matter is that there is no way to 

guarantee whether someone is a real or a fake refugee, and amalgamations are often 

made between the two as a result. The ex-refugee respondents from Focus Group 4 were 

not as willing to differentiate between real and fake refugees as the other members of the 

public. They believe that if people flee in the first place, they must have had good 

reasons. Having experienced what it entails to flee, the ex-refugees are more tolerant 

towards people who flee, whatever their reasons for leaving may have been. 

 

Economic refugees are often associated with people smugglers in public asylum 

discourse, which leads them to be become (in)directly associated with organised 

criminality. There is a perception among the public that people who pay smugglers to 

help them enter Luxembourg see that money as an advance on future criminal activities 

they will engage in. The argument is that the money given to smugglers will be more than 

compensated for once they enter criminal circles. The people involved in the smuggling 

                                                 
1 Serge, organised public, Focus Group 3. 
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business, in whatever capacity, are therefore deemed to give refugees in general a bad 

name. These people, 

 

give criminals up there [the country of origin] the impression that they can go on with their crimes 
here [Luxembourg] and make more money with their crimes than up there. And so, basically 
[…], the 2, 3 or 5000 dollars they are [paying to smugglers] are an advance on the crimes they 
are going to do here, this is what I think. A refugee, a real refugee is very difficult to find 
actually, because […] the real refugee will not have any money to do anything1. 

 

It is notable that people who are smuggled into Luxembourg are not necessarily 

perceived as engaging in criminal activities on a voluntary basis; they can ‘fall into’ 

criminal circles. The argument, here, is that economic refugees can end up in the 

prostitution business, or work illegally because, once they will have given all their money 

to smugglers, they will be destitute, and will thereafter need to make money to feed 

themselves and their families in one way or the other. 

 

 

Problem Diagnosis 

 

Three aspects of the problem diagnosis of the refugee and asylum question were 

identified in public asylum discourse. These were, in order of dominance, 

 

v Reasons for Fleeing: this relates to the perceived reasons for which people flee. 

v Real vs. Fake: this relates to why people differentiate between real and fake 

refugees. 

v Lack of Interest: this relates to the perceived reasons for which people are not 

interested in the refugee and asylum question. 

 

Several perceived reasons for which people flee their home countries were 

identified in public asylum discourse. Foremost among them, there is political 

persecution, which is understood as the risk of being thrown into jail because of one’s 

political opinions. Another perceived reason for fleeing is people’s fear that their and 

their families’ lives will be at risk if they remain at home. This includes the fear of death 

based on the paucity of the living conditions at home. Other perceived reasons for 

                                                 
1 Gary, lay public, Focus Group 2. 
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fleeing include ethnic, racial and religious persecution; famine; misery; and destitution. Of 

these, only the last is perceived as a contentious reason for fleeing, because poor living 

conditions do not necessarily imply death. The ex-refugee respondents, on the other 

hand, deem that people who flee must have good reasons for it, whatever these may be. 

None of the other members of the public share this view. According to them, the 

challenge is to separate acceptable from unacceptable reasons to flee: 

 

Even someone who wants to come for economic reasons has his reasons [to flee]. He wants to do 
business. There are terrorists. They also have their business. So, then everything is acceptable. A 
dictator who leaves because he has different opinions because there has just been a putsch; he has 
acceptable reasons. Are we ready to accept these reasons? Me, personally, no1. 

 

 

Although it cannot be said with absolute certainty where the distinction the public 

makes between real and fake refugees originates from, its origins may be found in 

political discourse. In this context, Serge, a member of the organised public, related how 

references were made to both fake and real refugees in a Parliamentary debate where he 

was present. This distinction was made by different politicians who claimed that the 

asylum system would crumble if such a distinction was not made. Similarly, the other 

members of the organised public agree that the interpretation of the Geneva Convention 

by the authorities in Luxembourg may have played a role in encouraging a distinction to 

be made between real and fake refugees. This implies that how political actors frame an 

issue can have a direct bearing on how public actors, in turn, frame the same issue. 

Interactions between political actors and public actors are the subject of the next chapter, 

and will not be treated here. 

 

People in Luxembourg are deemed to be not interested in the refugee and asylum 

question. The stated reason for this is that they are more concerned with their personal 

problems than with those of others. This lack of empathy is perceived to explain why 

people in Luxembourg do not actively seek information about the refugee and asylum 

question. This, in turn, is deemed to cause them to have a limited understanding of the 

question. Moreover, the little information that is communicated to them by way of the 

media or political actors is judged to be of a negative nature, which is seen as 

perpetuating the negative stereotyping of refugees and asylum seekers. In fact, people are 

                                                 
1 Owen, lay public, Focus Group 1. 
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deemed to only hear about refugees and asylum seekers when problems occur. 

Therefore, 

 

people, perforce, tend to believe that there is a real refugee problem in Luxembourg, because every 
time they hear about it, one speaks of it in a rather negative frame [‘cadre’ in French]. 
Negative for everyone, actually. Negative for the Government because one says “Yeah, the 
Government, you see what kind of stupidities they do”. Negative for refugees because, “Yeah, 
you see, all the mean refugees and all that”. Negative for non-governmental organisations that 
fight for the rights of refugees because one says “Yeah, you see, they have nothing better to do 
than to defend the one that comes to steal our money”. And everyone suddenly becomes mean, 
well mean, bad. All the actors are bad in the information [that is given], and the people only 
then have to choose on which side they want to be. But whichever side they choose, it is always 
bad1. 

 

 

Moral Evaluation 

 

Three aspects of the moral evaluation of the refugee and asylum question were identified 

in public asylum discourse. These were, in order of dominance,  

 

v Limited Capacity to Help: this relates to the perceived small size of Luxembourg, 

which limits her abilities to help people in need of protection from persecution. 

v Fear of the Unknown: this relates to the perceived low level of tolerance towards 

refugees and asylum seekers in Luxembourg. 

v Evaluations of Motivations to Flee: this relates to evaluations of people’s 

motivations to flee. 

 

There is a consensus among the public that Luxembourg’s small size must be 

taken into consideration when she deals with refugee and asylum seekers. The country is 

perceived as having a finite capacity to assist people in need of protection from 

persecution, and help must be given with that capacity. The problem is that, 

 

we welcome, we welcome, we welcome [refugees and asylum seekers], then we reach thresholds that 
are not accepted by the population anymore, which can be for economic reasons, for political 
reasons, for accounting reasons also […], and, then, the Government must start balancing all 
this and say: “What must I do to, on the one hand, respect my Constitution and, on the other 
hand, respect my people?”2 

 
                                                 
1 Patrick, lay public, Focus Group 1. 
2 Gary, lay public, Focus Group 2. 
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However, the public is adamant that Luxembourg cannot shy away from the moral and 

legal obligations she has towards people in need of protection from persecution. In 

effect, coming to the assistance of refugees and asylum seekers in an adequate manner is 

portrayed as a balancing act where many (sometimes conflicting) interests must be taken 

into account, namely, the State’s, the local population’s and those of refugees and asylum 

seekers. 

 

The public claims that there is a fear of the unknown in Luxembourg, which can 

explain the low level of tolerance for refugees and asylum seekers. In fact, there is a 

perceived fear of foreigners in general in Luxembourg, rather than of refugees and 

asylum seekers in particular. The following exchange between two members of the lay-

public can serve to illustrate this point more clearly: 

 

Frank: You see, me, there is never a week without someone pointing out to me in some way or 
other that I am not in my country here [the respondent is Belgian but lives and works in 
Luxembourg]. No later than last week [January 2003] there was an old lady in the bus who 
told me, because I was speaking on the phone, “Watch out you are not in your country here, you 
must respect the laws”, so there… 
 
Patrick: How did she know you were not in your country? 
 
Frank: Because I was speaking in French on the phone. So I was not in my country. So, you 
can imagine a refugee that lands here. This shows you that the population is not really inclined to 
accept people who come from another culture to start with, of another religion, it is even worse. 

 

This fear of the unknown also relates to the perceived small size of the country. The 

argument, here, is that if too many foreigners, including refugees and asylum seekers, 

arrive in Luxembourg, the national culture, traditions and mores could be at risk. It is 

notable that refugees and asylum seekers from the Balkans are perceived to be especially 

vilified in the Luxembourgian psyche. These people are portrayed as thieves, rapists, lazy 

and unwilling to work for their money. These stereotypes are thought to begin to 

permeate to the perception of refugees and asylum seekers in general, which the public 

deems to be problematic. 

 

Not all the reasons that push people to flee are evaluated positively by public 

actors. Indeed, there is a perception among them that what asylum seekers do is akin to 

what people who write a curriculum vitae do: they write to everybody to be sure to get an 

answer. If their applications are rejected in one country they can try their luck in another. 
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In fact, the public does not believe that refugees necessarily choose to flee to 

Luxembourg. Instead, they are perceived as wanting to go to Britain or Germany; they 

are perceived as arriving in Luxembourg almost by accident rather than by design. 

Implicit in this evaluation, there is a perception that if people actually choose where to 

flee, their livelihoods might not be in immediate danger.  

 

 

Treatment Recommendation 

 

Three aspects of the treatment recommendation for how to deal with the refugee and 

asylum question were identified in public asylum discourse. These were, in order in 

dominance, 

 

v Return Home: this concerns recommendations relating to the return home of 

refugees and asylum seekers. 

v Right to Work: this relates to the recommendation that asylum seekers should be 

allowed to work. 

v More Information: this relates to the public’s recommendation that more 

information about the refugee and asylum question should be communicated to 

people. 

 

Two positions relating to the return home of refugees and asylum seekers were 

identified in public asylum discourse. On the one hand, there are people who hold a pro-

return position. These people believe that refugees and asylum seekers should return to 

their home countries once it is safe for them to go back. On the other hand, there are 

people who hold a con-return position. These people believe that refugees and asylum 

seekers should be allowed to stay in Luxembourg for as long as they please, on the 

condition that they successfully integrated society.  

Both pro- and con-return people agree that the problem of repatriation cannot be 

solved by the Government’s policy of giving refugees and asylum seekers money to 

encourage them to return home; you do not solve a problem of refugees with money1. This partly 

stems form the perceived fact that some refugees and asylum seekers who will have been 

                                                 
1 Faye, ex-refugee, organised public, Focus Group 4. 
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given money to return home will come back within weeks, because they can earn more 

money in Luxembourg than at home. In fact, the public perceives that the Government 

gives these people money to get rid of them, rather than to solve the problems associated 

with their stay in Luxembourg. However, it need not even be a question of being for or 

against the return home of refugees and asylum seekers. In the light of the State’s active 

policy of repatriation, their return home might as well be organised in the best possible 

way: 

 

It has nothing to do with supporting repatriation. But in the current reality, we think that we 
can do nothing else but to organise the best possible conditions for repatriation. We cannot stop 
repatriation, but if repatriation is inevitable, it is better to prepare these people so that they will 
not be under the cold shower when they are repatriated1. 

 

Pro-return people recommend that the validity of the status of refugee should be 

limited in time. Once it can be ensured that people will not be in danger anymore, they 

will have to go back to their home countries, whether voluntarily or forcibly. The right to 

remain in Luxembourg should be limited to times of persecution. The following 

metaphor, captures the essence of the pro-return position: 

 

Me, when I seek shelter from the rain, it is not to remain under the roof all of my life; it is 
because it rains. And then, when it stops raining I go away. That’s why you seek shelter. A 
shelter, to start with, the term ‘shelter’ [‘refuge’ in French] really indicates a place where you 
are going to protect yourself. Once there is no more danger, you go home2. 

 

Con-return people argue that because refugees and asylum seekers might have 

managed to successfully integrate society, they cannot be asked to uproot once more. 

The decision to return to their countries of origin should be theirs, especially if they will 

have managed to rebuild their lives, find work, make friends, learn one of the languages 

used in Luxembourg, or if their children started to go to school. In effect, some refugees 

and asylum seekers will have made Luxembourg their home. Therefore, refugees and 

asylum seekers who integrated society should be granted permanent residency. As long as 

they are honest, pay their taxes and contribute to the well-being of the country, there is 

no reason for them to be forced or encouraged to leave. Further, while the situation in 

their country of origin might, from the outside, look like it normalised, this might not be 

the case: Hiroshima… There are no more bombs… There is radioactivity, but there are no more 

                                                 
1 Nancy, ex-refugee, organised public, Focus Group 4. 
2 Eric, lay public, Focus Group 2. 
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bombs…1 The factors that pushed people to flee may have been removed, but the ‘fall 

out’, so to speak, may be such that it would discourage them from wanting to return to 

their countries of origin. 

 

Asylum seekers do not have the right to work, which is perceived as robbing 

them of their human dignity. The public also believes that the financial aid the State 

grants asylum seekers is not sufficient for them to provide for themselves and their 

families. This is thought to lead them to become involved with criminal circles, as they 

have no other means of survival at their disposal. This, in turn, is deemed to contribute 

to the negative stereotyping of refugees and asylum seekers in Luxembourg. The public 

therefore recommends that asylum seekers should be given the right to work, as it would 

help alleviate stereotypes attached to refugees and asylum seekers, and would allow them 

to keep their human dignity. Were asylum seekers ever to be given the right to work, it is 

imperative that they exercise it: the people who do not make an effort to work should be expelled. 

And it is up to us to give them the opportunity to work and not forbid them to work2.  

Part of the logic here is that ‘money for nothing’ does not exist; asylum seekers 

have to earn the right to assistance. They should not be given the means to abuse the 

asylum system. A catch 22-type situation can arise here. Indeed, although asylum seekers 

are not allowed to work, they are granted a minimal level of financial aid and 

accommodation while their applications are processed. However, while they wait for a 

decision to made, they cannot properly integrate society, because they are not allowed to 

work. Furthermore, the fact that they are not allowed to work means that, if they want to 

increase their income, they will have to work illegally. As a consequence, they will abuse 

the asylum system by default. The public, then, perceives that allowing asylum seekers to 

work would resolve these problems, as well as reducing the moral and financial costs of 

asylum. 

 

The public recommends that people should be made more sensitive to the 

refugee and asylum question, in order to better understand what is at stake. This would 

help alleviate negative stereotypes attached to refugees and asylum seekers. While 

individuals are deemed to be responsible to seek information about the refugee and 

asylum question, the State is seen as being responsible for making more such information 

                                                 
1 Owen, lay public, Focus Group 1. 
2 Gary, lay public, Focus Group 2. 
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available to the public. The argument, here, is that if people get State-sponsored 

brochures delivered to their mail boxes telling them what to do in the event of a nuclear 

accident, then they should also be able to get information about the refugee and asylum 

question delivered to them1.  

The information that is recommended to be communicated concerns asylum 

legislation; the numbers of refugees and asylum seekers present in the country; the 

reasons people flee; and the conditions they live in. However, communicating 

information about the refugee and asylum question in all its complexity in a pedagogical 

manner is not an easy task2. For this reason, NGOs are deemed to have an important role 

to play, with the help of the media. Indeed, NGOs are perceived as having the ability to 

organise information campaigns that would provide the local population with more 

positive images of refugees and asylum seekers. Many refugees managed to get good working 

positions, continued their studies, got into Luxembourgian life just like all the other foreigners and 

citizens of the country. But this information has to be shown. Positive images have to be shown. There are 

many positive images, but they are not shown3. 

 

 

Rhetorical Structures in the Treatment Recommendations 

 

Three metaphors were identified, and they all relate to the return home of refugees and 

asylum seekers. The first metaphor, likens refugees and asylum seekers to people who 

seek shelter from the rain. While it rains, they seek cover under a roof, so as not to get 

wet. Once it stops raining, they will have to move on, as there is no more reason for 

them to seek shelter. The second metaphor likens refugees and asylum seekers to cancer 

patients who stay in hospital for treatment. They are allowed to stay in hospital until they 

are cured. Once they are cured, they will have to return home, even if they decide that 

they ‘like’ staying in the hospital. In the third metaphor, the resolution of the situations 

that led people to flee their home countries is likened to nuclear fall out. While it may 

seem that everything has gone back to ‘normal’, there may still be nefarious effects of 

that situation on the people living in these countries. The appearance of safety does not 

constitute the certainty of safety. 

                                                 
1 Patrick, lay public, Focus Group 1. 
2 Serge, organised public, Focus Group 3. 
3 Faye, ex-refugee, organised public, Focus Group 4. 
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Summary of the Public Frame Analysis 

 

The frame analysis of public asylum discourse is summarised in Table 9, below. 

 

 

Table 9: Summary of the Public Frame Analysis 

 

Aspects Problem 
Definition 

Problem 
Diagnosis 

Moral 
Evaluation 

Treatment 
Recommendation 

 
Protecting 

Refugees and 
Asylum Seekers 

Reasons for 
Fleeing 

Limited Capacity 
to Help 

Return Home 

 
The State does 

not Fulfil its 
Obligations 

Real vs. Fake Fear of the 
Unknown 

Right to Work 

 
Political vs. 
Economic 
Refugees 

Lack of Interest 
Evaluations of 
Motivations to 

Flee 
More Information 

 Criminal 
Potential    

 

 

Individual Frames 

 

Four frames were identified in public asylum discourse, as can be seen in Figure 7, 

below. These are the Genuineness; Human Dignity; Public Ignorance; and Return Home 

Frames. 

 

At the level of the Genuineness frame, the refugee and asylum question is 

defined as a problem of differentiation between ‘political and economic refugees’, as can 

be seen in Figure 7, below. These are complex notions between which it is not always 

easy to differentiate, which is the State’s responsibility. The public, however, deems that 

the ‘State does not fulfil its obligations’ in the matter. Public actors portray political 

refugees as people persecuted based on their political opinions, or who flee because they 

fear for their and their families’ lives. These people should be given protection from 

persecution in Luxembourg, albeit within her limited capacity to assist refugees and 

asylum seekers. Economic refugees, in contrast, are portrayed as economic migrants who 

pretend to be persecuted, and who, therefore, are abusive of Luxembourg’s generosity 

towards people in need of protection. Except for the ex-refugees, public actors agree 
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that such people should not be given protection from persecution in Luxembourg; the 

ex-refugees were more tolerant towards economic refugees, presumably because they 

had first-hand experience of what it entails to flee. The bottom-line, however, is that 

public actors differentiate between ‘real and fake refugees’, i.e., between people with 

genuine cases for asylum and people without. While ‘evaluations of the motivations to 

flee’ of political refugees are positive, those of economic refugees are, mostly, negative. 

Indeed, political refugees are portrayed as fleeing persecution, and economic refugees are 

portrayed as wanting to profit from benefits to which they are not eligible. 

 

At the level of the Human Dignity Frame, the refugee and asylum question is 

defined as a problem relating to ‘protecting refugees and asylum seekers’, in a way 

befitting human beings, as can be seen in Figure 7, below. Refugees and asylum seekers 

are perceived, above all, as people, and, as such, their human dignity must be preserved. 

Public actors, however, perceive that the dignity of these people suffers from the way in 

which the question is dealt with in Luxembourg. The fact that asylum seekers are not 

allowed to work leads them to be perceived in terms of their ‘criminal potential’: they 

cannot work, but they have to sustain themselves and their families, and, therefore, they 

engage in criminal activities to make ends meet. Furthermore, economic refugees are 

often associated with people smugglers in the public mind. This leads to (in)direct 

associations being made between refugees, asylum seekers and criminality. The public, 

however, perceives that the ‘reasons for fleeing’ of most people who arrive in 

Luxembourg are legitimate. Except for economic refugees, these people flee to preserve 

(or save) their dignity. Preserving human dignity, public actors agree, can be achieved by 

granting asylum seekers the ‘right to work’, which would grant them a measure of 

independence. Also, allowing them to work would reduce the financial and psychological 

costs of asylum, which would benefit all the involved parties. 

 

At the level of the Public Ignorance Frame, public actors deem that there is a 

general ‘lack of interest’ in the refugee and asylum question in Luxembourg, as can be 

seen in Figure 7, below. In fact, members of the lay public know little about the refugee 

and asylum question, and they perceive that the public in general is ignorant about the 

question. Further, the Luxembourgian people’s assumed ‘fear of the unknown’ is though 

to compound their ignorance about the question, and to perpetuate negative stereotyping 

of refugees and asylum seekers. Public ignorance partly stems from a lack of adequate 
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information about the refugee and asylum question, and this is why public actors 

recommend that ‘more information’ about the question should be made available to 

people in general. 

 

 

Figure 7: Individual Frames 
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The Return Home Frame relates to Luxembourg’s perceived ‘limited capacity to 

help’ as can be seen in Figure 7, above. The small size of the country is seen as a limiting 

factor in the dispensation of help, and public actors, therefore, recommend that refugees 

and asylum seekers should ‘return home’. In fact there are two opposing positions within 

the Return Home Frame. On the one hand, there are people who deem that refugees and 

asylum seekers will have to return to their countries of origin once the factors that 

pushed them to flee will have been removed. These pro-return people hold that refugee 

status should be temporary in nature, and that protection from persecution should be 

limited to times of persecution. On the other hand, there are people who deem that 

refugees and asylum seekers who integrated society should be allowed to stay for as long 

as they wish. In fact, con-return people maintain that it would not be fair to ask refugees 

and asylum seekers to return home if they made Luxembourg their home. 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

Previous research suggests that public actors use four frames to refer to the refugee and 

asylum question: 

 

v A Genuineness Frame, which relates to differences between real – genuine – 

political refugees and asylum seekers, and fake – bogus – economic refugees and 

asylum seekers. 

v An Administrative Frame, which relates to public actors’ concerns with legal-

administrative aspects of the refugee and asylum question. 

v A Criminality Frame, which relates to public actors’ perception that the presence 

of refugees and asylum seekers leads to increases in the level of criminality. 

v A Human Dignity Frame, which frame relates to public actors’ concern that 

refugees and asylum seekers should be allowed to truly integrate society. 

 

The frame analysis of public asylum discourse performed in this study showed 

that public actors in Luxembourg use the Genuineness and Human Dignity frames, but 
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not the Administrative or Criminality ones. In addition, they rely on a Public Ignorance 

frame, and a Return Home frame. Concerns about the criminal potential of refugees and 

asylum seekers did appear in public asylum discourse. However, these concerns are not 

pervasive enough to warrant a frame of their own. Instead, they are encapsulated in the 

Human Dignity and Genuineness frames. Indeed, public actors in Luxembourg believe 

that not allowing asylum seekers to work leads them into crime, as they have no other 

means of survival, which contributes to robbing them of their human dignity. Further, 

the fear that people who are smuggled into the country would automatically engage in 

criminal activities relates to the concept of the ‘economic refugee’. The fact that public 

actors in Luxembourg do not frame the refugee and asylum question in the same way as 

public actors elsewhere demonstrates that the framing process is affected by the context 

in which it takes place. 

There are similarities and differences in the frames used by political, media and 

public actors to refer to the refugee and asylum question. While the Genuineness, Human 

Dignity, and Return Home frames are used by these three groups of actors, they are not 

articulated in the same ways across the three platforms. Indeed, at the level of the 

Genuineness frame, public actors consider people whose lives are in danger because they 

live in abject poverty as genuine refugees. Political and media actors are not so inclined. 

At the level of the Human Dignity frame, public actors are specifically concerned with 

allowing refugees and asylum seekers to integrate society, while political and media actors 

are concerned with more general humanitarian aspects of the refugee and asylum 

question. At the level of the Return Home frame, the pro- and con-return positions are 

specific to the public platform. Differences in the articulation of these frames 

demonstrate that political, media and public actors frame the refugee and asylum 

question in ways that are relevant to them. 



 

 

Chapter VII: Platform Interactions 

 

The realm of possible interactions between political, media and public actors is varied 

and complex. Figure 8, below, illustrates an ‘ideal-typical situation’, where all three groups 

of actors interact with each other to the same degree. The situation in the field, however, 

may be different. Policy, news and public asylum discourse were analysed to determine 

how political, media and public actors interact with each other in the framing process. In 

addition, a questionnaire was sent to both political and media actors to further prod how 

they interact with each other and with public actors. 

 

 

Figure 8: Platform Interactions 

 

 

 

 

Interactions Between Political Actors and Media Actors 

 

Interactions between political and media actors take place in both formal and informal 

settings (Blumler & Gurevitch, 1995; Negrine, 1996; Shoemaker & Reese, 1995; Sigal, 

1973; Tunstall, 1970), and both formal and informal channels of political information can 

be identified. Access to formal channels requires advanced planning by political and 

media actors. Such channels include press conferences, press releases, or the journalists’ 

beats. Access to informal channels does not require advance planning. These include 

private conversations, telephone calls, or background briefings. In fact, Blumler and 

Gurevitch (1995: 32) argue that,  

Political Actors 

Media Actors Public Actors 
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media-disseminated political communications derive from interactions between 
two sets of mutually dependent and mutually adaptive actors [politicians and 
journalists], pursuing divergent (though overlapping) purposes, whose 
relationships with each other are typically role-regulated, giving rise to an 
emergent shared culture, specifying how they should behave towards each other, 
the ground rules of which are open to contention and conflicting interpretation, 
entailing a potential for disruption, which is often controlled by informal and/or 
formal mechanisms of conflict management. 

 

 

Formal Channels of Political Information 

 

It is common practice for political actors to open formal channels of information to 

allow journalists to report on political affairs. The main such channel is the beat, which is 

where journalists get information from their network of contacts. These include other 

journalists, political figures or press officers. Political actors also give journalists handouts, 

such as “press releases, communiqués, advance copies of officials’ speeches, and records 

of bureaucratic activity” (Sigal, 1973: 105). Handouts are usually carefully worded, which 

can be construed as an attempt at news management on the part of political actors. That 

is perhaps why some journalists are wary of handouts in general, and of press releases in 

particular. As Small (1972: 143) argues, “the official statement, the news release, may be 

an announcement of action, an explanation of policy, or a rebuttal to someone else’s 

position. It is, in the skeptical eyes of the reporter, a ‘handout’. For the politician, it is a 

device which gives its author the beginning advantage”.  

 Press conferences constitute another formal channel of political information. In press 

conferences, political actors brief journalists about political issues. While political actors 

decide on the topics that will be covered, journalists have the power to decide which 

topics they will question political actors about. Sigal (1973) points out that political actors 

sometimes ask journalists to question them on a specific issue or topic beforehand, the 

aim being to bring that issue onto the news agenda.  

Journalists can also be briefed by press officers. While press conferences will 

always be on-the-record, press briefings can be both on- or off-the-record. ‘On-the-record’ 

means that the source of information can be identified in the news, while ‘off-the-record’ 

means that the news source will be kept secret. In the words of Tunstall (1970: 57), “off-

the record briefings by senior members of a government – in many countries – are often 

quoted as attempts at news management. A Minister can float ideas in a general or 
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preliminary manner without being held responsible for them – perhaps while he is 

negotiating with interested pressure groups”. 

 The lobby system constitutes another formal channel of political information. This 

system originated in the position journalists were granted at Westminster, the site of the 

British Parliament, and derives its name from the Lobby, “the entrance of the House of 

Commons where [journalists] can mingle and talk with [Members of Parliament]” 

(Tunstall, 1970: 3). Lobby journalists have first-hand access to policies, the backstage of 

politics, the legislative and executive bodies, and to Ministers. The defining feature of this 

system is that any information collected through it is off-the-record. There exist other 

formal channels of information, but these are not used as extensively as the others. They 

include official proceedings and “non-spontaneous events, such as speeches, ceremonies, and 

staged demonstrations” (Sigal, 1973: 120). 

 

 

Informal Channels of Political Information 

 

While the opening of formal channels of political information is often planned (and 

choreographed) in advance, informal channels are prone to improvisation. Tunstall 

(1970: 58) observes that, 

 

Lobby men [can] meet Ministers individually or in smaller groups. There are 
lunch meetings between a Minister and three or four journalists. Individual 
meetings include a quick-fire ten minute interview on a specific topic, a previously 
arranged much longer interview with a Minister in his private office or Ministry, 
or a leisurely drink or meal within the sight or hearing of other politicians. Some 
Ministers telephone journalists in the evening after the civil servants have gone 
home; another common practice is for journalists to telephone Ministers at their 
home number over the week-end. 

 

Journalists also trade notes, and it is common practice for them to use each other 

as sources of information (Sigal, 1973; Tunstall, 1970). They interview each other about 

significant events, and use material from their or other news outlets to garnish their stock 

of information. One reason behind note-trading is that individual journalists cannot 

cover all the relevant aspects of a single event or topic on their own (e.g., a refugee crisis). 

Further, it is likely that several newsworthy events occur simultaneously (e.g., a refugee 

crisis in Africa and a refugee crisis in the Balkans), and individual journalists can 

obviously not be in two places at once. In fact, journalists rely on their independent 
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research and draw their own conclusions about the significance of events. As Jackson 

(1991: 12) writes, “most reporters learn to keep their own archive – of what they 

themselves or their professional competitors have written, of newspaper clippings on 

wider topics, of books on their specialist interests, or of back issues of specialist 

magazines – and would find their job almost impossible without it”. 

 Another informal channel of political information open to journalists are 

background briefings (Tunstall, 1970). These are similar to press conferences in that 

political actors use them to brief journalists. However, these briefings are usually not 

planned in advance, not all journalists are allowed to attend, and they will often be off-

the-record. Similarly, leaks are another off-the-record informal channel. According to 

Hess (1984: 75-78), information disclosed by the means of leaks may be intended to 

serve the interests of political actors (ego leak, goodwill leak), to denigrate political actors 

(animus leak), to disclose particular aspects of a certain policy (policy leak), to assess the 

pros and cons of a policy by evaluating how it is reported in the news (trial-balloon leak), 

or to correct a perceived wrong (whistle-blower leak). 

 

 

Inter-Platform Interactions 

 

The corpora of asylum discourse collected in this study were analysed to identify how 

political, media and public actors in Luxembourg interact with each other in the framing 

process. In addition, questionnaires were administered to political and media actors to 

determine how they interact witch each other, and with the public. From the outset, it 

can be said that political and media actors interact more with each other than media and 

public actors, who interact more with each other than political and public actors. 

Interactions between public actors and both political and media actors are closer to one-

way traffic than to real interactions, in the sense that the public’s views are often only 

taken into consideration by journalists and political actors if and when they suit their 

needs. However, political actors were also shown to use media actors in that way, just as 

media actors used political actors to serve their own needs. Interactions between political, 

media and public actors in the framing process are neither equal nor balanced. Moreover, 

they take place in both formal and informal settings. 
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Formal Interactions 

 

Formal interactions between media and political actors are part and parcel of the framing 

process. While political actors aim to influence the agenda of discussion on any given 

issue by staging informational events for the benefit of the news media, the decision to 

report on these events remains with newsmakers, who have the ability to (re-)frame the 

agenda of discussion in ways they perceive will make it relevant to the audience. While 

the public may be the ultimate target of both political and media actors, it is usually not 

involved in formal interactions. In fact, the public was hardly mentioned in either policy 

asylum discourse, or news asylum discourse. The only two times the public was 

mentioned in Parliamentary debates relating to the refugee and asylum question, political 

actors referred to the effects the media could have on public perceptions of the question. 

Furthermore, members of the public are unlikely to stage press conferences or circulate 

press releases to inform political and media actors about their views on an issue. At best, 

they can be interviewed to express quick-fire opinions, as the vox populi in the news. In 

this study, formal interactions were shown to occur between political and media actors, 

and they did not involve public actors. These formal interactions took place in the 

context of staged events, such as press conferences, press releases, or press interviews. 

Apart from press interviews, these events were staged by governmental and non-

governmental actors, who aimed to get their views on the refugee and asylum question 

covered in the news. 

 

 

Formal Interactions Identified in the Political Platform 

 

The analysis of policy asylum discourse revealed that political actors interact with media 

actors, whether in general, or in the specific context of the refugee and asylum question. 

For one, they read newspapers and watch television news. Indeed, The Greens 

enumerated cases reported in the German press to illustrate how asylum seekers ended 
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up ‘in orbit’1. Not only does this indicate that political actors use the news media to 

collect information about the refugee and asylum question, it also indicates that they use 

foreign news outlets. In fact, political actors can, if they see it fit, respond to 

objectionable news coverage. The Minister of Justice, for instance, pointed out that there 

is a difference between telling the media what to print and responding to criticisms made 

in the media. However, he lamented the fact that, were he to respond to such criticisms, 

his response would be published on page 23, in a corner at the bottom of the page2.  

Political actors can also be satisfied with news coverage, such as was the case 

when the Juridical Commission related its satisfaction about news coverage of the 

Luxembourgian Refugee Council’s  (LRC) approval of the final version of the 2000 

Asylum Law3. Political actors are concerned with the possible effects of coverage of the 

refugee and asylum question on the general public. They believe that the public gets 

information about the question mainly through the means of the media, especially 

television news. The perceived effect of such coverage is to foster public reactions of 

generosity or fear towards refugees and asylum seekers. The Left, for example, wondered 

what effect images of a refugee arrested at the train station in Luxembourg-Ville, and 

who committed suicide in prison without her family being informed would have on the 

public. The perception is that, surely and luckily, this leads to protests from the public and the 

majority of the Luxembourgian media4. 

 The fact that political actors make information available to journalists does not 

guarantee that that information will be reported in the news. Journalists do not relay 

information they are given about the refugee and asylum question blindly and uncritically. 

Indeed, the Government publishes statistical information about the number of asylum 

applications filed in Luxembourg on a monthly basis, and passes it on to news 

organisations in the form of press releases. The Minister of Justice, however, related that 

he could not locate any of that information in the press5. 

 

                                                 
1 In the Parliamentary debate relating to Bill 4572. The reader will remember that Bill 3806 relates to the 
1996 Asylum Law, and that Bill 4572 relates to the 2000 Asylum Law. Quotes taken from the data 
collected in the political, media or public platforms are italicised in the remainder of this chapter. 
2 In the Parliamentary debate relating to Bill 4572. 
3 Report of the Juridical Commission, Bill 4572. 
4 During the Parliamentary debate relating to Bill 4572. 
5 In the Parliamentary debate relating to Bill 4572. 
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Ten of the 22 political actors who responded to the questionnaire were involved 

with the refugee and asylum question. Seven were Members of Parliament (MPs)1, and 

the others were the Ministers responsible for the asylum portfolio. The MPs involved with 

the refugee and asylum question were mediators, legislators and members of 

Parliamentary commissions concerned with immigration. They took part in discussions 

about the refugee and asylum question during Parliamentary sessions or within the 

confines of their political parties. The Minister of Justice was in charge of legal matters 

relating to refugees and asylum seekers. The Minister of Family Affairs was responsible 

for the reception of refugees and asylum seekers. The Minister of Employment was in 

charge of questions relating to the employment of asylum seekers2, and was involved in 

the campaign of regularisation of the situation of immigrants without identification 

papers that took place in 2001, among whom there were refugees and asylum seekers. 

These involved political actors relied on many information sources to gather data about 

the refugee and asylum question, as can be seen in Table 10, below. 

 

 

Table 10: Involved Political Actors’ Sources of Information 

 

National 
Sources 

International 
Sources 

Supra-National 
Sources Non-Governmental Sources 

Government Governments UNHCR Refugee and Asylum NGOs 
Parliament Parliaments European Union Refugee and Asylum Specialists 

Media Media   

 

The news media can affect the policy making process. Indeed, involved political 

actors perceive that the media were critical of asylum legislation, and were favourable to 

refugees and asylum seekers. As a consequence, the Government is thought to have 

reviewed views it held about the refugee and asylum question, albeit without 

compromising the rules it set for itself in the matter. In effect, involved political actors 

believe that the news media played a ‘watchdog’ role in the process of making asylum 

policy, bringing moderation and balance to it. Furthermore, 90% of all the political actors 

who responded to the questionnaire claimed to interact with national or international 

news organisations (whether print, television or radio).  

                                                 
1 Christian Social People’s Party – CSV (3 respondents), Democratic Party – DP (2), The Greens (1), and 
Luxembourgian Socialist Workers’ Party – LSAP (1). 
2 Note that the Minister of Employment was the Minister of the Interior in 1993, who drafted 
Luxembourg’s original asylum legislation. 
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However, not all political actors interact with the media in equal measures, and 

the frequency of contact ranged from being continual to non-existent, with most contact 

occurring several times a month. Half the political actors who responded to the 

questionnaire1 had privileged relationships with journalists, which was facilitated by them 

belonging to the same political parties, or being concerned with similar problems. 

Political actors interact with the news media through different formal means, as can be 

seen in Table 11, below.  

 

 

Table 11: Settings of Formal Interactions Between Political Actors and Journalists 

 

Means of Contact Percentage of Political Actors 
Press Conferences 75% 

Press Releases 65% 

 

As far as media use is concerned, all but one of the political actors who 

responded to the questionnaire read the newspapers chosen for analysis in this study on a 

regular basis. They all read the Luxemburger Wort, and only one did not to read the 

Tageblatt. In fact, political actors have a rich and varied media diet, in that they consult 

multiple national and international news outlets to satisfy their informational needs. They 

also use the media in their daily work, as sources of reflection and action, or to help them 

formulate Parliamentary questions, bills, motions, resolutions or speeches. While some 

political actors use the news media in their daily work, others maintain that politicians 

should not let the media influence their work; they should not run after the press, neither should 

they determine themselves in function of the press. 

 

 

Formal Interactions Identified in the Media Platform 

 

The media rely on political actors to collect news material relating to the refugee and 

asylum question. Governmental2 and non-governmental3 actors both staged press 

conferences and circulated press releases for the benefit of the media, and press 

interviews with these actors were identified in the news. In fact, 401 instances of use of 

                                                 
1 Seven involved political actors and 4 non-involved political actors. 
2 The Government, the Prime Minister, the three relevant Ministries, and political parties. 
3 NGOs involved with refugees and asylum seekers. 
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formal channels of political information were identified in the 361 articles comprised in 

Luxembourg News. 35% of these formal channels were opened by non-governmental 

actors1, 33% by governmental actors2, 5% were media-originated3, and the remaining 

27% could not be identified. A large proportion of the articles where the opener of the 

channel could not be identified reported statistical data relating to the number of 

refugees and asylum seekers present in Luxembourg. Considering that the Government 

publishes this kind of information on a monthly basis, and makes it freely available to 

news organisations, it is plausible that many of these were governmental channels. 

 

The 15 journalists who responded to the media questionnaire all interact with 

political actors in varying settings, as can be seen in Table 12, and Table 13, below. Such 

interactions can be instigated by either journalists or political actors, and there is much 

variation in their frequency. The range of contact spreads from being continual to 

sporadic, with most contact taking place several times a month. Seven of the 15 

journalists who responded to the questionnaire were involved with news coverage of the 

refugee and asylum question. They revealed that their interactions with political actors 

were occasionally quite tense, especially when political actors were perceived to justify 

decisions lacking in humanity. One third of the journalists who responded to the 

questionnaire had privileged relationships with political actors, which allowed them to 

receive confidential information. Such relationships are facilitated by the fact that 

Luxembourg is a small country where everyone knows everyone else. Interactions are therefore much 

more direct, much more personalised than in a large country. As much between the media and politicians 

and between the public and politicians. 

 

 

Table 12: Interactions Between Journalists and Political Actors 

 

Political Actors %  of Journalists 
Government 100% 

MPs 80% 
Spokespersons 80% 

Politicians’ 
Counsellors 

66% 

 

                                                 
1 Mainly the LRC. 
2 Mainly the Council of Ministers, the Prime Minister, and the Ministers responsible for the refugee and 
asylum question. 
3 Mainly interviews. 
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Table 13: Setting of Formal Interactions Between Journalists and Political Actors 

 

Setting of Interactions % of Journalists 
Press Conferences 80% 

Press Interviews 80% 
Press Releases 40% 

 

Journalists perceive that the news media play an ambiguous role in relation to the 

refugee and asylum question. On the one hand, they are perceived to play an informative 

role, because they make information about refugees and asylum seekers available to the 

public. On the other hand, they are also deemed to not cover the question in an 

appropriate manner. In the words of an involved radio journalist, the media played a 

shitty [sic] role! The media lost impartiality, objectivity by splitting society in two camps: the goodies and 

the baddies. In relation to this loss in objectivity, an involved television journalist claimed 

that the news media were more in favour of organisations fighting for a maximum of humanity 

in the reception and treatment of refugees than either the public or the political sphere. 

Journalists use political actors as news sources and news topics. Political 

declarations are used to collect background information, and to record official reactions. 

They report on bills and political decisions, which often are the topics of news stories. Involved 

journalists, for instance, covered Luxembourg’s asylum policy; the administrative marathon 

of the asylum procedure; the living conditions of refugees and asylum seekers; the forced 

repatriation of rejected asylum seekers; public demonstrations of asylum seekers whose 

applications were rejected; the voluntary return home of asylum seekers; or 

circumstances that led people to flee. 

 

 

Informal Interactions 

 

Informal interactions are not as carefully planned as formal interactions, neither are they 

likely to take place in formal settings. The analyses of policy, news and public asylum 

discourse, and of the political and media questionnaires, revealed that political, media and 

public actors interact with each other in informal settings. As can be seen in Table 14, 

below, political actors and journalists interact with each other through the means of 

direct personal or telephone contacts, and personal friendships. It is remarkable that the 

stated proportions of contact are not equivalent between these actors. This imbalance 



 

 

151 

can be imputed to the fact that not all the journalists that responded to the media 

questionnaire were political journalists. Also, the fact that journalists enter in more direct 

telephone contact with political actors than the latter do with journalists, can be imputed 

to the fact that it is common practice for journalists to call people to gather the 

information they need. It is not always necessary for a journalist to arrange a face-to-face 

interview with political actors to gather information. 

 

 

Table 14: Settings of Informal Interactions Between Political Actors and Journalists 

 

Means of Contact Political Actors Journalists 
Personal Contacts 85% 40% 

Direct Telephone Contacts 65% 86% 
Friendships 35% 20% 

 

The political actors who responded to the questionnaire all claimed to interact 

with public actors, in different settings and in varying frequencies, as can be seen in Table 

15 and Table 16, below. There is much variation in the frequency of these interactions, 

ranging from continual to sporadic, with most contact occurring several times a week. 

About one third of the political actors who responded to the questionnaire had privileged 

relationships with members of the public, such as community leaders, members of trade 

unions, NGOs, or of the political parties they represent. Political actors only take 

account of the public’s views if they are perceived as being serious, objective, good ideas; if 

they are in line with their political and personal convictions; if they do not contradict the general 

interest of society; and if they relate to real and personal problems. In this context, the 

Minister of Employment claimed that he always takes decisions on the basis of a variety 

of information sources, including the public, allowing him to make decisions knowingly. 

Similarly, the Minister of Justice claimed that it is impossible to govern without taking into 

account what citizens think. But there obviously are many situations where one has to take responsible 

decisions that cannot take the public’s suggestions into account. 

 

 

Table 15: Interactions Between Political Actors and Public Actors 

 

Public % of Political Actors 
Normal Citizens 100% 

Members of NGOs 90% 
Political Sympathisers 90% 
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Table 16: Settings of Interactions Between Political Actors and Members of the Public 

 

Setting of Interactions % of Political Actors 
Public Demonstrations 77% 
Election Campaigns 68% 
Political Meetings 68% 
Neighbourhood 68% 

Electoral Canvassing 22% 
Petitions 13% 

Conferences 9% 
Community Leaders 4% 

Postal Correspondence 4% 

 

Involved political actors claim to sometimes take the public’s views into account 

when dealing with the refugee and asylum question, although they did not specify how. 

In fact, they believe there to be a dichotomy in public opinion about the question. On 

the one hand, some people are perceived to think that asylum policy is too generous. On 

the other hand, there are people who are perceived to think that asylum policy is too 

restrictive. The challenge political actors feel they have to take up, here, is to consider the 

public’s views in such a way that whatever decisions they take, with regards to the refugee 

and asylum question, remain neutral and are not of an arbitrary nature. One of the main 

issues they have to contend with is to prevent xenophobic feelings towards refugees and 

asylum seekers from arising. To avoid this, they claim that the media must cover the 

refugee and asylum question with the strictest neutrality; it is a very delicate problem that must 

be treated with much sensibility by those who are directly confronted with it. In this context, the 

Minister of Employment claimed that the Government succeeded in not adopting a 

populist and therefore dangerous approach in regulating the refugee and asylum question. 

 

All the journalists who responded to the questionnaire interact with public actors 

in different settings, as can be seen in Table 17, and Table 18, below. There is a 

considerable amount of variation in the frequency of these interactions, ranging from 

continual to several times a month. One half of the journalists had privileged 

relationships with the public. People often have a tendency to reveal information or ‘gossip’ to 

journalists they know or that they meet by chance. Journalists take the public’s view into account 

in their daily work, under the condition that these views have informative value. Public 

views concerned with social problems are reported on, but neighbourhood disputes are of no interest. 

Some journalists use these views as a source of information and inspiration, while others 
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consider them with great caution because they may be far from the reality of the field. This 

relates to the perceived fact that the public often only reacts to hard or sensitive topics, 

which implies that it has a biased view of current affairs. 

 

 

Table 17: Interactions Between Journalists and the Public 

 

Public % of Journalists 
Normal Citizens 86% 

Members of NGOs 73% 

 

 

Table 18: Settings of Interactions Between Journalists and Public 

 

Settings of Interactions % of Journalists 
Neighbourhoods 73% 

Public Demonstrations 60% 
Interviews in the Street 46% 

Political Meetings 26% 
Telephone Contacts 20% 

Friendships 20% 

 

 

The lay public rarely, if ever, interacts with political and media actors, whether in 

general or in the context of the refugee and asylum question. In fact, lay people have 

second-hand knowledge and experience of the question, and the greater majority of the 

information they receive about it stems from the media. Lay people often only hear 

about refugees and asylum seekers when there is a lot of ‘noise’ about the question in the 

media, such as during Operation Milano. Furthermore, the only time lay people feel they 

interact with political actors is when they vote, which cannot be properly called an 

interaction. While people can base their votes on politicians’ performances, the way in 

which they (propose to) deal with the refugee and asylum question is unlikely to be a vote 

clincher. Indeed, people are more interested in issues with a direct and tangible bearing 

on their daily lives (e.g., taxation) than in issues with little bearing on their daily lives (e.g., 

the refugee and asylum question). It is notable that lay people do not trust political actors 

to tell them the truth, at least not in the context of the refugee and asylum question. They 

claim that the Government is hypocritical towards them when it discusses the question, 

and that there is no transparency in the matter. They feel that the refugee and asylum 
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question is dealt with in secret, and political actors only discuss it if, and when, it can give 

them political gains. 

The organised public, however, does interact with political and media actors. 

Further, as members of NGOs involved with refugees and asylum seekers, they have 

first-hand experience and knowledge of the question. In fact, journalists sometimes call 

these people to interview them to collect information about the refugee and asylum 

question. However, the fact that the information they transmit to journalists does not 

always appear in the news leads the organised public to believe that journalists often do 

not grasp its significance. Further, they believe that the available pool of journalists in 

Luxembourg is not large enough to cover any issue in depth, never mind the refugee and 

asylum question. As a result, few journalists are deemed to be sensitive enough to report 

adequately on the question. 

The problem is that you have three, four, five journalists who come and interview you within 

the space of four months, but there is no ability to make connections between what was said in these 

interviews1. The few journalists who cover the refugee and asylum question are deemed to 

focus on flash events with negative connotations, which only perpetuates negative 

stereotyping of refugees and asylum seekers. In fact, the public in general is dissatisfied 

with news coverage of the refugee and asylum question, because the media are perceived 

to report on the question according to the flavour of the day. One day they are critical of the 

Government, the next day they criticise NGOs involved with refugees and asylum 

seekers, and the day after they are critical of refugees and asylum seekers. 

 

 

Media Use 

 

McQuail (2000: 416) describes the media as vehicles for information, in that they are “the 

carriers of an enormously diverse set of messages, images and ideas. Most of this material 

does not originate with the media themselves but ‘comes from society’ and is ‘sent back’ 

to society by way of the media”. In fact, the media are more than vehicles of information; 

they are used tactically, whether by political actors or by the public. The analysis of the 

data collected at the level of the political and public platforms revealed that political 

actors use the news media as critical forums and to communicate their ideas to the 

                                                 
1 George, Organised public, Focus Group 3. 
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public. The public, on the other hand, was shown to use the news media as sources of 

information. In fact, members of the public rely on more than one news outlet to satisfy 

their informational needs; they have a rich and varied media diet. Collectively, people in 

Luxembourg get news from national and international outlets such as newspapers, 

television, radio, or the Internet. This can be explained by the fact that there is ready and 

easy access to many national and foreign news outlets in Luxembourg. Not only is the 

county bordered by France, Belgium and Germany, but many international financial 

organisms and several institutions of the European Union are vested there, to which 

must be added the fact that about 35% of the population is of immigrant origin (Statec, 

2000), all of whom have access to their national presses. 

Foreign news outlets are also part and parcel of the media diets of political actors. 

Further, they use the media to reach larger portions of the public than would otherwise 

be possible; the media are used as intermediaries between political and public actors. For 

example, the Minister of Justice used television news to explain to the nation what he 

thought really happened during Operation Milano1. The analysis of news asylum 

discourse also revealed that political actors are sometimes critical of coverage of the 

refugee and asylum question. Journalists reported such criticisms, albeit with a touch of 

irony. The leader of the main party in the ruling coalition of the time2, for instance, is 

reported as criticising the media’s handling of Operation Milano, blaming the press for 

the ‘mess’ caused by the operation. He took the press in the visor. Not the refugees, not the forces 

of security, no, the media are to blame for the whole mess. They informed badly and stirred up the 

population3. NGOs also use the media to their advantage. For instance, the LRC’s 

criticisms of what it saw as the Government’s less than adequate information policy with 

regards to the refugee and asylum question were reported in the news4; or the ASTI5 was 

reported as asking the Government to launch an information campaign, to alleviate 

negative stereotypes associated with refugees and asylum seekers. 

 

 

 

 
                                                 
1Luxemburger Wort,  27/11/1999, p.3. 
2 Lucien Weiler, CSV. 
3 Tageblatt,  3/12/1999, p.3. 
4 Tageblatt, 8/5/1999, p.13. 
5 Association de Soutien aux Travailleurs Immigrés – Association for the Support of Immigrant Workers. 
Tageblatt, 10/3/1999, p.13. 
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Conclusion 

 

Political, media and public actors were not expected to interact with each other to the 

same degree in the framing process. While political and media actors were expected to 

interact with each other on a regular basis and in formal settings, public actors was not 

anticipated to interact much with neither political nor media actors. These expectations 

were met. Indeed, political and media actors were shown to interact with each other on a 

regular basis in both formal and informal settings, whether in general or in the specific 

context of the refugee and asylum question.  

Interactions between public actors and both political and media actors were 

closer to ‘one-way traffic’, in that the lay public was shown to rarely, if ever, interact with 

political or media actors. Their interactions are limited to attending to news and voting. 

The organised public, on the other hand, was shown to interact with journalists when the 

latter needed to collect background information about the refugee and asylum question. 

Also, as members of NGOs involved with refugees and asylum seekers, they occasionally 

meet political actors. In effect, there are imbalances in interactions between the groups of 

actors involved in the framing process. As can be seen in Figure 9, below, political and 

actors interact with media actors to a great degree; they have limited contact with the 

organised public, and almost no contact with the lay public.  

 

 

Figure 9: Imbalances in Interactions 

 

 

 

Political Actors Media Actors 

Lay Public Organised Public 
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Media actors also interact with political actors to a great degree; they sometimes contact 

the organised public, but only when they need to collect background information; and 

they do not so much interact with the lay public than provide it with news. Public actors 

are divided in two camps: the organised public and the lay public.  More often than not, 

the organised public is solicited by either political or media actors; it rarely initiates 

contact. The lay public does not interact with political actors, or at least it does not feel 

like it does. Also, as it has been noted, the lay public gets information from media actors, 

rather than interact with them. How political, media and public actors interact with each 

other, however, is affected by their involvement with the issue being framed. In all 

likelihood, the nature and extent of the interactions identified between these groups of 

actors in the specific context of the framing of the refugee and asylum question may not 

appear in the context of the framing of another issue. 
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Discussion 

 

The restrictive undercurrent identified in European asylum discourse was reflected in 

Luxembourgian asylum discourse. Indeed, political, media and public actors differentiate 

between real – genuine – political refugees and asylum seekers, and fake – bogus – 

economic refugees and asylum seekers. These groups of actors agree that access to the 

asylum system must be restricted to people in genuine need of protection, although they 

do not define these people in exactly the same terms. Public actors are more generous 

than political or media actors in their definition of who has genuine cases for asylum, 

which reflects a more humanitarian framing of the refugee and asylum question. In fact, 

the framing of the question in Luxembourg reflects political, media and public actors’ 

concern that abuses of the country’s generosity towards people in need of protection 

from persecution should be prevented. 

Political, media and public actors use similar frames to refer to the refugee and 

asylum question, as can be seen in Table 19, below. Superficially, the only differences 

between the platforms are that public actors do not use an Administrative frame, and that 

they are the only ones to use a Public Ignorance frame. Political, media and public actors. 

however, prioritise concerns about the refugee and asylum question in ways relevant to 

them. Indeed, political actors principally frame the question in terms of its Administrative 

relevance, followed by Genuineness, Human Dignity, and, to a lesser extent, the Return Home 

of refugees and asylum seekers. Media actors principally frame the question in terms of 

Human Dignity, followed by Genuineness, Administrative concerns, and then Return Home. 

Finally, public actors principally frame the question in terms of Genuineness, followed by 

Human Dignity, Public Ignorance, and then Return Home. 

The origins of the Genuineness and Human Dignity frames were traced to 

international and historical discourses relating to the Cold War, the harmonisation of 

European asylum and immigration policies, and Human Rights. The origins of the Return 

Home frame were traced to a European discourse relating to asylum shopping and burden 

sharing, and to a national discourse relating to the small size of Luxembourg, which is 

perceived to limit her capacity to accommodate refugees and asylum seekers. The Return 

Home frame emerged relatively recently in asylum discourse, and appears to have been the 
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dominant frame at the time of writing, which can be evidenced in the policy of 

deportation and repatriation that was implemented then.  

Differences in the articulation of political, news and individual frames can be 

imputed to the fact that the refugee and asylum question is not relevant in the same way 

to political, media and public actors in Luxembourg. Indeed, not all the frames identified 

in asylum discourse appear across the three platforms. While political and media actors 

use an Administrative frame, public actors do not. At the level of the political platform, the 

origin of this frame can be traced to a discourse relating to a backlog in asylum 

applications. At the level of the media platform, the origin of this frame can be traced to 

a European discourse relating to the harmonisation of asylum and immigration policies. 

Public actors are the only ones to use a Public Ignorance frame, which relates to people’s 

(perceived) general ignorance about the refugee and asylum question. 

Individual frames were expected to be more similar to news frames than to 

political frames, because the public usually accesses refugees, asylum seekers and political 

actors through the means of the media, which are intermediaries between political and 

public actors. This expectation was met, inasmuch as public actors admitted to receiving 

most of their information about the refugee and asylum question from the media, and in 

that they felt they never interacted with political actors. Also, political actors were shown 

to frame the refugee and asylum question mainly in legal-administrative terms; media 

actors in both administrative and humanitarian terms; and public actors mainly in 

humanitarian terms. 

 

 

Table 19: Political, News, and Individual Frames 

 

Political Platform Media Platform Public Platform 
Administrative Frame Human Dignity Frame Genuineness Frame 
Genuineness Frame Genuineness Frame Human Dignity Frame 

Human Dignity Frame Administrative Frame Public Ignorance Frame 
Return Home Frame Return Home Frame Return Home Frame 

 

 

Political, media and public actors, then, all use a Genuineness frame to refer to the 

refugee and asylum question, but this frame is not articulated in the same way across the 

three platforms. The common ground between them is that while some people have 

genuine claims for asylum, others do not. Protection from persecution must only be 
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given to people in genuine need of help, and abuses of the asylum must be prevented. In 

fact, ‘genuineness’ is defined in terms of differences between ‘political refugees’ and 

‘economic refugees’. This can be explained by the fact that these notions have societal 

currency. As the reviews of previous research provided in the preceding chapters show, 

the phrases ‘political refugee’ and ‘economic refugee’ have been widely used and 

understood at all levels of society, as well as they have been extensively used in 

discourses relating to the Cold War. 

Political actors define genuineness in legal terms, and rely on the Geneva 

Convention and the Dublin Convention in the process. The Geneva Convention defines 

a refugee as someone who is persecuted, or has genuine fears of being persecuted, 

because of her/his race, religion, nationality, political opinions, or belonging to a 

particular social group. People persecuted for other reasons will not be considered as 

genuine refugees or asylum seekers. The Dublin Convention determines whether or not 

Luxembourg is responsible to examine asylum applications, meaning that while an 

asylum seeker may have genuine reasons for fleeing, s/he may not be eligible for refugee 

status in Luxembourg. Not all political actors agree on the legal bases from which to 

determine refugee status. Indeed, minor opposition parties would rely on all the 

conventions relating to Human Rights to which Luxembourg is party to determine 

‘genuineness’. However, these were minority views, and they had no bearing on the 

eventual formulation of asylum legislation.  

Media actors simply define genuineness in terms of differences between political 

and economic refugees. The former are portrayed as real refugees, because they flee 

political persecution, and the latter as fake refugees who are abusive of the asylum 

system, because they really flee to improve on their financial conditions. Public actors are 

more encompassing in defining genuineness than either political or media actors; they 

rely on political, humanitarian and economic considerations. First, they consider that 

people persecuted because of their political opinions should always be granted refugee 

status. Second, they consider that people who fear for their and their families’ lives and 

safety should be eligible for refugee status. Third, they consider that economic refugees 

should not be granted refugee status because they are abusive of the asylum system. In 

effect, the main difference between public actors and both political and media actors is 

that they portray people who flee poverty because they risk dying as real refugees. 
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A Human Dignity frame relating to the need to preserve the human dignity of 

refugees and asylum seekers is used by political, media and public actors. This frame is 

not articulated in the same way across the three platforms, but the common ground is 

that refugees and asylum seekers are human beings who have to be treated as such. At 

the level of the political platform, preserving human dignity is perceived as a balancing 

act between administrative and humanitarian concerns. Political actors balance the 

interests of the Luxembourgian State and people against those of refugees and asylum 

seekers. Their first priority is to prevent abuses of the asylum system, which would 

reduce the moral and financial costs of asylum. 

The gradual disintegration of Yugoslavia during the course of the 1990s, and the 

continued supply of media images of atrocities that accompanied it, played important 

roles in the articulation of the Human Dignity frame at the level of the media platform. 

Media actors perceive human dignity in terms of the humanitarian relevance of the 

refugee and asylum question, and in terms of the need to assist people in need of 

protection from persecution. Another aspect of the Human Dignity frame, as it is used by 

media actors, concerns the perceived inhumane treatment of asylum seekers. This relates 

to the manner of execution of Operation Milano, when 36 asylum seekers were deported 

to Italy from Luxembourg in November 1999, and to media actors’ perception that not 

allowing asylum seekers to work robs them of their human dignity.  

The articulation of the Human Dignity frame at the level of the public platform is 

similar to that of the media platform. Indeed, public actors also believe that not allowing 

asylum seekers to work robs them of their dignity. In fact, this is thought to lead them to 

become involved with criminal circles, because they have no other means of survival at 

their disposal. That is why public actors believe asylum seekers should be allowed to 

work. Public actors’ concerns with humanitarian aspects of the refugee and asylum 

question can be explained by their perception that refugees and asylum seekers are, first 

and foremost, human beings, just like they are. This leads them to empathise with the 

fate of other human beings who have had to flee their home countries because it was not 

safe for them to remain there. This can also explain why public actors feel little sympathy 

for people who pretend to be persecuted, and really migrate to improve on their financial 

conditions. These people are portrayed as abusing Luxembourg’s generosity towards 

people in need of protection from persecution, and as taking something away from those 

in real need of help. 

 



 

 

163 

Political, media and public actors all use a Return Home frame to refer to the 

refugee and asylum question, and it is articulated differently across the three platforms. 

The common ground between them is that the return home of refugees and asylum 

seekers must be addressed, in one way or other. At the level of the political platform, 

‘return home’ relates to the deportation and repatriation of asylum seekers. It is a legal 

matter regulated by the Dublin Convention (which was ratified in 1996), and the 2000 

Asylum Law. If the examination of an asylum application is the responsibility of a 

country other than Luxembourg, according to the Dublin Convention, then the 

concerned asylum seeker will have to be deported there. A temporary protection regime 

coming into force in cases of massive fluxes of asylum seekers arriving in Luxembourg 

was introduced in the 2000 Asylum Law. This protection regime is valid for a maximum 

period of three years (renewable once), and people who are granted it will have to return 

to their home countries once it expires. The return home of refugees and asylum seekers, 

then, became a political reality relatively recently. 

At the level of the media platform, the deportation of rejected asylum seekers is 

also portrayed as a legal necessity. In addition, the limited availability of accommodation 

structures for asylum seekers in Luxembourg is deemed to necessitate the policy of 

return home implemented by the State. Media actors are concerned, however, that this 

policy is implemented in a humane manner. The Return Home frame is most clearly 

articulated at the level of the public platform, where two positions are identified. On the 

one hand, there are people in favour of allowing refugees and asylum seekers to remain 

in Luxembourg for as long as they wish, if they contribute positively to the well-being of 

society. On the other hand, there are people who hold that refugees and asylum seekers 

should return to their home countries, as soon as the situation there will have been 

stabilised, and their lives will not be in danger anymore. 

 

An Administrative frame is used by political and media actors, but not by public 

actors to refer to the refugee and asylum question. This implies that while political and 

media actors frame the question in terms of its administrative and legal relevance, the 

public does not. The way in which this frame is articulated at the level of the political 

platform, however, is not the same as in the media platform. Political actors are 

concerned with national problems, while media actors are concerned with the 

harmonisation of Europe’s asylum and immigration policies. 
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Political actors are concerned with a problem of congestion in the administrative 

circuits responsible for the examination of asylum applications. This congestion stems 

from the arrival in large numbers of refugees and asylum seekers in Luxembourg, which 

led the country not being able to fulfil legal and moral obligations it has towards people 

in need of protection from persecution. That is why political actors agreed to adopt 

asylum legislation regulating access to the asylum procedure. Political actors’ concern 

with the national interest can be explained by the fact that they are representatives of the 

Luxembourgian State and people. When interests of the State and of its citizens are 

balanced against those of refugees and asylum seekers, the former take precedence. Also, 

political actors’ emphasis on legal-administrative aspects of the refugee and asylum 

question can be explained by the fact that policy asylum discourse was analysed in this 

study. The analysis of political pamphlets, and the like, may have yielded different results. 

At the level of the media platform, the administrative concerns relate to the 

problem of asylum shopping, where asylum seekers file applications in several countries, 

with the hope of settling in the one that will give them the ‘best deal’. This relates to the 

issue of burden sharing in the European Union, where Member States do not want to 

accept more than what they perceive to be their fair share of asylum seekers. That the 

media are concerned with European harmonisation cannot be explained so easily, 

although the routines of news making may have played a role here. It is a well-known 

fact that the media find it difficult to report on the policy process, because it is not 

amenable to the routines of news making. The concepts of ‘asylum shopping’, ‘burden 

sharing’ and ‘European harmonisation’, on the other hand, are more amenable to the 

routines of news making, in that they raise concrete problems relating to such issues as 

Sovereignty, Fairness, Profiteering, and the like, on a regular basis.  

 

Public actors are the only ones to use a Public Ignorance frame, which relates to the 

(perceived) fact that people in general are ignorant about refugees and asylum seekers. 

This ignorance originates in a lack of interest in, and a lack of information about, the 

refugee and asylum question. To remedy to that ignorance, the State is perceived as 

having to make more information about the question available to the public. 
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Framing Power 

 

It has been demonstrated that political, media and public actors in Luxembourg do not 

frame the refugee and asylum question in exactly the same terms; they each have 

definitional and interpretational framing power. The former is understood as the ability 

the groups of actors involved in the framing process have to delimit the boundaries of 

meaning of an issue. The latter is understood as the ability these groups of actors have to 

interpret the meaning of that issue in ways specifically relevant to them. Both types of 

framing power are affected by proximity and access to the issue, as can be exemplified by 

Wolfsled’s (1993: xviii) argument that “people living outside Israel […] are no doubt 

more dependent on the news media for information about the intifada than Israelis. 

Israelis, especially those who have physical contact with the intifada, are more likely to 

develop more independent frames about the conflict, because they have so many 

additional sources about it”.  

 The groups of actors involved in the framing process each have different 

measures of definitional and interpretational framing power. While governmental and 

non-governmental political actors may try to set the agenda of discussion through the 

means of staged events, media actors have the power to (re-)frame that agenda in ways 

they think will be relevant to the audience. This ‘power of (re-)interpretation’, however, is 

not limited to the media. Indeed, the public has the power to re-interpret and re-frame 

what the media report, as well as they have access to other discourses. In sum, how any 

given issue comes to be framed by political, media or public actors is contingent on the 

relevance of that issue. As Van Gorp (2002: 330) argues, “every individual, including the 

journalist, can ‘reframe’ [issues], meaning that [what is communicated] can be re-

interpreted with another frame. [This process] is influenced by all sorts of cultural 

elements, such as, among others, the dominating values, norms, myths and stereotypes” 

that rule a society. 

 Differences in the articulation of political, news and individual frames originate in 

the fact that framing is an interactive process of negotiation. Political, media and public 

actors all have definitional and interpretational framing power, the extent of which is 

variable. The framing process, then, is affected by the context in which it takes place; the 

availability of information about the issue being framed; the relevance of the issue for the groups 

of actors involved in the process; and, the type of access these groups have to the issue. 

Just as the framing process is context-sensitive, the group of actors with the largest 
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measure of definitional framing power is variable. In the context of the framing of the 

refugee and asylum question in Luxembourg, political actors have the largest measure of 

definitional framing power. It is likely, however, that another group would have more 

such power in another country, and in relation to another issue.  

 In fact, factors external to the groups of actors involved in the framing process 

can influence how an issue is framed. For example, the concepts of ‘political refugee’ and 

‘economic refugee’ originate in an international discourse relating to the Cold War, but 

they are used by political, media and public actors in Luxembourg alike. The Genuineness 

frames identified across the three platform probably originate outside Luxembourg, 

although political actors did manage (consciously or not) to impose such a way of 

thinking about the refugee and asylum question onto the media and the public, even if 

these three groups of actors do not define ‘genuineness’ in exactly the same terms. 

Furthermore, the restrictive undercurrent of European asylum discourse permeated to 

Luxembourgian asylum discourse, whether at the levels of political, media or public 

actors. 

 

 

The Framing Power of Political Actors 

 

Political actors had the largest say in determining how the refugee and asylum question 

was framed at the level of policy. Policy making is a negotiation process, where differing, 

and sometimes conflicting, views need to be balanced against each other. The final 

formulation of asylum legislation resulted from a process of negotiation between the 

actors involved in policy making, and the distribution of definitional framing power 

within the political platform was unequal. Indeed, the legislator appears to have most, 

simply because he drafted asylum legislation and wrote the explanatory memorandum 

that initiated the policy making process. Definitional framing power can, however, be 

mitigated by external factors.  

In drafting asylum legislation, the legislator was affected by legal and moral 

obligations of the State towards refugees and asylum seekers, discourses relating to the 

Cold War and the harmonisation of European asylum and immigration policies, as well 

as by the views of other actors involved in the policy making process. All in all, the 

legislator did not have a free hand in delimiting the boundaries of meaning of the refugee 

and asylum question at the level of policy. For example, the Council of State and the 
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UNCHR had large measures of definitional framing power, in that they got the legislator 

to ditch the inclusion of ethnic criteria in Asylum Law. An overwhelming majority of 

Members of Parliament eventually voted in favour of adopting the legislative texts 

formulated by the legislator. A minority of political actors framed the refugee and asylum 

question differently. Indeed, as it has become apparent, representatives of minor 

opposition parties framed the question in broader humanitarian terms, but their views 

had no bearing on the final policy product. These views had no definitional framing 

power, but they attest to the existence of interpretational framing power within the 

political platform. While not all political actors had the power to delimit the boundaries 

of meaning of the refugee and asylum question for ‘general consumption’, they all had 

the ability to interpret the meaning of the question within their own interests, for ‘private 

consumption’. It is in this context that political actors used the news media as critical 

forums, to express their own views about the refugee and asylum question. 

 

 

The Framing Power of Media Actors 

 

Journalists have definitional and interpretational framing power. Indeed, they have the 

ability to re-define the boundaries of meaning of issues, by the simple fact of choosing 

what to report and who to quote (Brants & Brants, 1991). They can also interpret the 

information they glean to make it relevant to both themselves and their audiences. In 

fact, Blumler & Gurevitch (1995: 12-13) argue that media power stems from three 

sources. First, there is “structural power”, which relates to the media’s power to deliver 

large audiences to political actors. The latter need the media to communicate their views 

to the public, which can explain why they open channels of information. Second, there is 

“psychological power”, which relates to the media’s high level of credibility in the eyes of 

the audience. Third, there is “normative power”, which relates to the “respect that is 

accorded in competitive democracies to such tenets of liberal philosophy as freedom of 

expression and the need for specialized organs to safeguard citizens against possible 

abuses of political authority” (p.13), the responsibility for which is thrust upon the news 

media. 

In the case of Luxembourg, the limited pool of active journalists in the country 

may act as a limiting factor in the media’s definitional framing power. Limitations in the 

resources available for investigative journalism may be such that news gathering about 
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the refugee and asylum question is confined to trusted channels of information, such as 

press conferences and press releases. However, while journalists did call upon the 

expertise of people involved with the refugee and asylum question to collect background 

information on the matter, they did not report all that information in the news. The 

media in Luxembourg do have a degree of autonomy in framing the refugee and asylum 

question, although they may have more interpretational than definitional framing power. 

 

 

The Framing Power of Public Actors 

 

Public actors mainly have interpretational framing power; their definitional framing 

power is limited to political and media interpretations of public opinion polls, or of 

public demonstrations. In fact, public views were shown to only be taken into account by 

political and media actors if and when they suit their needs. Public actors themselves feel 

that their views are not taken into account by political and media actors. In any event, the 

public’s framing power resides in that people frame issues in ways specifically relevant to 

them. They base their framing judgements on a multiplicity of information sources, albeit 

mostly media sources. People, however, are not passive receivers of information, but 

active interpreters. As Gamson (1992) demonstrates, people use three information 

resources in framing political issues – media discourse, popular wisdom and experiential 

knowledge, which they combine into three strategies – a cultural strategy, a personal strategy and 

an integrated strategy. 

People who use a cultural strategy rely on information drawn from media discourse 

and popular wisdom while ignoring their experiential knowledge when they frame an issue. 

Those using this strategy are more likely to be influenced by news coverage of an issue. 

The majority of lay people who participated in the focus groups set up in this study relied 

on such a strategy. Indeed, they readily admitted that they had had no personal 

experiences with refugees and asylum seekers, and that they gathered most of their 

information on the question from the media. At the risk of putting forward a slightly 

tautological argument, these people’s interpretations of the refugee and asylum question 

are bound to have been affected by media representations of the question.  

People using the personal strategy rely on their experiential knowledge and on popular 

wisdom when they frame issues, neglecting media discourse in the process. They are the least 

likely to be influenced by the news. Seeing that all the participants in the focus groups set 



 

 

169 

up in this study claimed to attend to the news media, none of them can be said to rely on 

such a strategy in framing the refugee and asylum question. Finally, people using the 

integrated strategy combine media discourse, popular wisdom and experiential knowledge when 

framing issues. They are influenced ‘selectively’ by news content, in that they tend to only 

pay attention to information that confirms their previous beliefs. It is arguable that all 

members of the organised public, and the few lay people who had had personal contacts 

with refugees and asylum seekers, used this strategy. 

 

 

Summary 

 

In the context of the framing of the refugee and asylum question in Luxembourg, 

political actors had more definitional framing power than media actors, who, in turn, had 

more such power than public actors. The latter had limited definitional power, and all 

three groups of actors had equivalent measures of interpretational framing power. The 

public, however, did re-interpret and re-frame information in ways more relevant to its 

own interests, as differences in the frames attest to. In the words of Neuman, Just & 

Crigler (1992: 3), “people pay attention to whatever catches their interest and actively 

ignore, reorganize, and interpret the news that comes their way”. 

 

 

Potential for Frame Transmission 

 

Media actors were expected to have the highest potential for frame transmission, 

followed by political actors and then public actors. The process of frame transmission, 

however, is not that simple. Indeed, as it has been noted, the media act as intermediaries 

between political and public actors. Political frames are re-interpreted and re-framed by 

journalists and integrated into news discourse, and the public is exposed to this re-

interpretation of politics. As a result, (some aspects of the) frames used by political actors 

will be carried through to the public via the media. This point has to be considered in the 

light of the fact that political actors and the public rarely interact with each other. The 

media convey political information to the public, and public interpretations of political 

issues are therefore likely to be affected by media messages. In effect, political actors are 
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more apt at transmitting their frames to the media than to the public. The media, 

however, re-frames information communicated to them by political actors, and parts of 

this re-framed information is conveyed to the audience. The media, then, have a large 

potential for frame transmission, while political actors are dependent on them to convey 

their frames to the audience. The public has a limited potential for frame transmission, 

which comes from its lack of contact with political and media actors. However, the 

public’s interpretation of an issue is likely to affect political and media actors in indirect 

ways, e.g., when people vote or demonstrate. 

 

 

Framing Theory Revisited 

 

The framing process does not happen in a vacuum; the context in which it takes place 

plays a key role in determining how an issue is framed. The framing process is affected 

by social, historical, cultural, economic and political factors, the prevalence of which at 

any given time is difficult to assess. There are, in fact, many ways in which an issue can 

be framed at the societal level, and these are contingent on the relevance of the issue for 

the groups of actors involved in the framing process. Effectively, frames originate with 

communicators, receivers, the texts they engage with, and the culture they are located in, 

as Entman (1993) points out. 

This study demonstrated that the framing process is not a linear process of 

imposition where primary definers limit the agenda of discussion, and impose their views 

on secondary definers. Rather, it is a situated, interactive process of negotiation between groups of 

interested actors. It is situated because it is context-sensitive. Its character of interactive 

negotiation comes from the fact that political, media and public actors negotiate the 

meaning of the issue being framed, both among themselves and with other groups. These 

groups of actors are interested in that they frame issues in ways specifically relevant to 

them; proximity and access to the issue affect the framing process. In fact, these groups 

of actors can have vested interests in framing issues in certain ways. For example, 

political actors might (want to) frame the refugee and asylum question in terms of abuses 

of the asylum systems of the European Union; media actors might (want to) frame the 

question in ways they think will keep the audience’s interest; or, people concerned with 

the well-being of refugees and asylum seekers might (want to) frame the question in ways 

that would be beneficial to them. 
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In this study, frames were conceptualised as consisting of five features, namely: 

problem definition, problem diagnosis, moral evaluation, treatment recommendation, and rhetorical 

structures. During the course of the analysis, it became apparent that rhetorical structures 

are not, properly speaking, a 'feature. Instead, they relate to problem definitions, problem 

diagnoses, moral evaluations, or treatment recommendations, the features of a frame. 

Rhetorical structures, then, are indicators of the language used by the groups of actors 

involved in the framing process to refer to the issue being framed. Their significance 

cannot be ignored, in that calling someone a ‘political refugee’ or an ‘economic refugee’, 

for example, can have far reaching consequences as to how that person will be treated.  

At the theoretical level, then, frames can then be conceptualised as being 

articulated around a problem definition, a problem diagnosis, a moral evaluation, and a treatment 

recommendation. At the practical level, however, some frames identified in policy, news and 

public asylum discourse were not articulated around these four features, as can be seen in 

Figure 2: Political Frames on page 79, in Figure 6: News Frames on page 117, and in Figure 7: 

Public Frames on page 138. The question that arises here is to know whether these can 

indeed be referred to as ‘frames’. The answer to that question is open to debate, along 

with knowing whether or not it is admissible to talk of ‘partial frames’. The argument 

against calling them ‘frames’ is that latter consist of four features, and if they display any 

less, they cannot be called so. 

The argument in favour of ‘partial frames’ would consider that frames are 

heuristic devices that help people organise the complexity of the world into meaningful 

categories, and that they are subject to change. The representation of the Return Home 

frame identified in the political platform (see Figure 2, on page 79), for instance, only 

consists of a treatment recommendation. Political actors’ perceived need for rejected 

asylum seekers to be deported, and for people part of massive fluxes to return home 

after the temporary protection regime they qualify for expires, is so strong, however, that 

it is justifiable to identify a Return Home frame in policy asylum discourse. Furthermore, 

the active policy of repatriation that was implemented in Luxembourg at the time of 

writing suggests that political actors do frame the refugee and asylum question in terms 

of Return Home. Furthermore, the discourse on asylum extends beyond the texts that were 

analysed in the present study. The corpora of policy, news and public asylum discourse 

collected in this study were partial; that is perhaps why not all the features of the 

identified frames appeared in them. In fact, the interactive approach to framing theory 

adopted in this study needs to be refined, evaluated and tested in more diverse contexts, 
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with more diverse issues. This would allow for a better understanding of the framing 

process and of the inner-structure of frames. 

 

 

Recommendations for Further Research 

 

Subject matter is anecdotal and news stories are ephemeral. Implementing a context-

sensitive approach to framing theory would allow for a better understanding of how the 

stake-holders involved with an issue frame it, and of how they communicate their 

understandings of that issue to other stake-holders. Because the framing process has 

been shown to be an interactive process of negotiation, political, media and public actors 

all need to be taken into consideration. Research needs to be sensitive to the fact that 

these groups of actors have both definitional and interpretational framing power. The 

structure of political, news and individual frames needs to be investigated closely, as it 

would allow for a thorough examination of the framing process. This includes carrying 

out framing studies in various social, political, economic, cultural and historical contexts. 

Political actors and news practitioners are also members of the public. As such, it 

is likely that they use individual frames when referring to an issue. Therefore, further 

research needs to investigate the extent to which frames used by political and media 

actors at the professional level differ, if at all, from those they use at the personal level. 

This relates to the roles played by ‘proximity’ and ‘access’ to an issue in the framing 

process. In fact, a wide variety of groups of actors need to be taken into account in 

framing studies. Indeed, there are many stake-holders involved with any given issue, 

including, among others, local, national and international policy makers; politicians; 

political parties; journalists; volunteers; activists; members of NGOs; people directly 

concerned by the issue; members of the lay and organised publics; etc. The relevance of 

the issue being framed will be different for each of these groups of actors, and framing 

studies cannot afford to neglect the contexts in which people and institutions live and 

evolve. 
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Conclusion 

 

The interactive approach to framing theory implemented in this study need not be 

considered in opposition to either the generic or the issue-based approaches that have, so 

far, dominated framing studies in the field of political communication. Instead, it can be 

seen as a complementary and supplementary approach. Indeed, while the generic and 

issue-based approaches are usually concerned with news discourse, the interactive 

approach implemented in this study can be applied simultaneously to political, news and 

public discourses. 



 

 

174 



 

 

Appendices 

 

Appendix 1: Policy Documents 

 

Policy Documents in Parliamentary Project 3806 

 

 
A-1996-030-0001 

 
 
Loi du 3 avril 1996 portant création d'une procédure relative à l'examen d'une 

demande d'asile.  

 
C-1995-O-026-0004 

 
 

4. Projet de loi 3806 portant création d’une procédure relative à l’examen d’une 
demande d’asile et Projet de loi 4039 portant approbation du Protocole relatif 

aux conséquences de l’entrée en vigueur de la Convention de Dublin sur 
certaines dispositions de la Convention d’application de l’Accord de Schengen, 

signé à Bonn, le 26 avril 1994  
Rapport de la Commission juridique Rapport de la Commission des Affaires 

étrangères et européennes Discussion générale Lecture du texte du projet de loi 
3806 (par M. Jean Asselborn) Lecture du texte du projet de loi 4039 (par M. 

Jean Asselborn) 

 

 
C-1995-O-027-0002 

 
 

2. Projet de loi 3806 portant création d’une procédure relative à l’examen d’une 
demande d’asile et Projet de loi 4039 portant approbation du Protocole relatif 

aux conséquences de l’entrée en vigueur de la Convention de Dublin sur 
certaines dispositions de la Convention d’application de l’Accord de Schengen, 

signé à Bonn, le 26 avril 1994  
Vote sur l’ensemble du projet de loi 3806 et dispense du second vote 

constitutionnel - Motions 

 

 
J-1995-O-0003 

 
 

N ° 3806/6 PROJET DE LOI portant création d'une procédure relative à 
l'examen d'une demande d'asile  

6. AVIS COMPLEMENTAIRE DU CONSEIL D'ETAT (l 1.10.1995) 
 

 
J-1995-O-0004 

 
 

N° 3806/7 PROJET DE LOI portant création d'une procédure relative à 
l'examen d'une demande d'asile  

7. PROPOSITIONS DU LËTZEBUERGER FLUCHTLINGSROT par 
rapport au texte amendé par la Commission juridique et avisé 

complémentairement par le Conseil d'Etat (25.10.1995) 

 

 
J-1995-O-0005 

 
 

N° 3806/8 PROJET DE LOI portant création d'une procédure relative à 
l'examen d'une demande d'asile  

8. AVIS DU CONSEIL NATIONAL POUR ETRANGERS (13.l 1.1995) 
 

 
J-1995-O-0051 

 
 

N° 3806/9 PROJET DE LOI portant création d'une procédure relative à 
l'examen d'une demande d'asile  

9. AMENDEMENTS ADOPTES PAR LA COMMISSION JURIDIQUE ET 
NOUVEAU TEXTE COORDONNE DU PROJET DE LOI DEPECHE 
DU PRESIDENT DE LA CHAMBRE DES DEPUTES AU PRESIDENT 

DU CONSEIL D'ETAT (22.11.1995) 

 

 
J-1995-O-0127 

 
 

Projet de loi portant création d'une procédure relative à l'examen d'une 
demande d'asile  

Deuxième avis complémentaire du conseil d'état 
 

 
J-1995-O-0128 

 
 

Projet de loi portant création d'une procédure relative à l'examen d'une 
demande d'asile  

1. Rapport de la commission juridique 2. Avis de la commission des affaires 
étrangères et européennes 

 

 
J-1995-O-0129 

 
 

Projet de loi portant création d'une procédure relative à l'examen d'une 
demande d'asile  

Dispense du second vote constitutionnel par le conseil d'état 
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V-1995-O-03-01 

 
 

Projet de loi 3806 portant création d’une procédure relative à l’examen d’une 
demande d’asile 

 

 
J-1994-O-0034 

 
 

Projet de loi portant création d'une procédure relative à l'examen d'une 
demande d'asile. N° 3806.  

2.1. Avis du Conseil d'Etat (22.11.1994). 
 

 
J-1994-O-0312 

 
 

No 3806/3 PROJET DE LOI portant création d'une procédure relative à 
l'examen d'une demande d'asile  

3.1) Règlement grand-ducal du portant application de l'article 8 de la loi du 
portant création d'une procédure relative à l'examen d'une demande d'asile - 

Avis du Conseil d'Etat (22.11.1994) 3.2) Règlement grand-ducal portant 
application des articles 14 et 20 de la loi du portant création d'une procédure 

relative à l'examen d'une demande d'asile - Avis du Conseil d'Etat (22.11.1994) 
3.3) Dépêche du Ministre de la Famille au Ministre de la Justice (3.5.1995) 

 

 
J-1994-O-0313 

 
 

No 3806/4 PROJET DE LOI portant création d'une procédure relative à 
l'examen d'une demande d'asile  

4. AVIS DE LA COMMISSION CONSULTATIVE POUR LES REFUGIES 
 

 
J-1994-O-0314 

 
 

N° 3806/5 PROJET DE LOI portant création d'une procédure relative à 
l'examen d'une demande d'asile  

5. AMENDEMENTS ADOPTES PAR LA COMMISSION JURIDIQUE 
DEPECHE DU PRESIDENT DE LA CHAMBRE DES DEPUTES AU 

PREMIER MINISTRE (18.7.1995) 

 

 
J-1993-O-0200 

 
 

Projet de loi portant création d'une procédure relative à l'examen d'une 
demande d'asile. N° 3806.  

1.1. Avis du "Letzebuerger Flüchtlingsrot" (Collectif Réfugiés) (29.10.1993). - 
Examen d'ensemble - Commentaire des articles - Texte amendé du projet de 
loi 1.2. Avis du Haut-Commissariat aux Réfugiés de Bruxelles (5.11.1993) - 

Commentaire des articles. 

 

 
J-1992-O-0438 

 
 

Projet de loi portant création d'une procédure relative à l'examen d'une 
demande d'asile. N° 3806.  

0.1. Arrêté Grand-Ducal de dépôt (14.6.1993) 0.2. Texte du projet de loi 0.3. 
Exposé des motifs 0.4. Commentaire des articles 0.5. Résolution sur une 
approche harmonisée des questions relatives aux pays tiers d'accueil 0.6. 

Résolution sur les demandes d'asile manifestement infondées 0.7. Conclusions 
concernant les pays où, en règle générale, il n'existe pas de risque sérieux de 

persécution. 
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Policy Documents in Parliamentary Project 4572 

 

 
A-2000-025-0001 

 
 
Loi du 18 mars 2000 - portant création d'un régime de protection temporaire; - 
portant modification de la loi modifiée du 3 avril 1996 portant création d'une 

procédure relative à l'examen d'une demande d'asile. 

 
C-1999-O-018-0003 

 
 

3. Projet de loi 4572 - portant création d'un régime de protection temporaire; - 
portant modification de la loi modifiée du 3 avril 1996 portant création d'une 

procédure relative à l'examen d'une demande d'asile  
Rapport de la Commission juridique - Discussion générale 

 
C-1999-O-018-0005 

 
 

5. Projet de loi 4572 (Suite)  
Discussion générale (Suite) - Lecture du texte du projet de loi - Vote et dispense 

du second vote constitutionnel - Résolution et Motions 

 
J-1999-O-0081 

 
 

PROJET DE LOI N°4572/02 - portant création d'un régime de protection 
temporaire pour les Albanais du Kosovo - portant modification de la loi 

modifiée du 3 avril 1996 portant créa tion d'une procédure relative à l'examen 
d'une demande d'asile  

AMENDEMENTS GOUVERNEMENTAUX (22.11.1999) 1) Texte des 
amendements 2) Exposé des motifs 3) Commentaire des articles 4) Texte 

coordonné 

 
J-1999-O-0092 

 
 

PROJET DE LOI N°4572/03 - portant création d'un régime de protection 
temporaire pour les Albanais du Kosovo - portant modification de la loi 

modifiée du 3 avril 1996 portant création d'une procédure relative à l'examen 
d'une demande d'asile  

AVIS COMPLEMENTAIRE DU CONSEIL D'ETAT (30.11.1999) 

 
J-1999-O-0206 

 
 

PROJET DE LOI N°4572/04 - portant création d'un régime de protection 
temporaire pour les Albanais du Kosovo - portant modification de la loi 

modifiée du 3 avril 1996 portant création d'une procédure relative à l'examen 
d'une demande d'asile  

AMENDEMENTS ADOPTES PAR LA COMMISSION JURIDIQUE 
DEPECHE DU PRESIDENT DE LA CHAMBRE DES DEPUTES AU 

PRESIDENT DU CONSEIL D'ETAT (3.1.2000) 

 
J-1999-O-0234 

 
 

PROJET DE LOI N°4572/05 - portant création d'un régime de protection 
temporaire pour les Albanais du Kosovo - portant modification de la loi 

modifiée du 3 avril 1996 portant création d'une procédure relative à l'examen 
d'une demande d'asile  

COMMENTAIRES DE LA DELEGATION DU HAUT COMMISSARIAT 
DES NATIONS UNIES POUR LES REFUGIES A BRUXELLES 

(13.9.1999) 

 
J-1999-O-0235 

 
 

PROJET DE LOI N°4572/06 - portant création d'un régime de protection 
temporaire pour les Albanais du Kosovo - portant modification de la loi 

modifiée du 3 avril 1996 portant création d'une procédure relative à l'examen 
d'une demande d'asile  

DEUXIEME AVIS COMPLEMENTAIRE DU CONSEIL D'ETAT 
(1.2.2000) 

 
J-1999-O-0251 

 
 

PROJET DE LOI N°4572/07 - portant création d'un régime de protection 
temporaire; - portant modification de la loi modifiée du 3 avril 1996 portant 

création d'une procédure relative à l'examen d'une demande d'asile  
RAPPORT DE LA COMMISSION JURIDIQUE (9.2.2000) 

 
J-1999-O-0306 

 
 

PROJET DE LOI N°4572/08 - portant création d'un régime de protection 
temporaire; - portant modification de la loi modifiée du 3 avril 1996 portant 

créa tion d'une procédure relative à l'examen d'une demande d'asile  
DISPENSE DU SECOND VOTE CONSTITUTIONNEL PAR LE 

CONSEIL D'ETAT (7.3.2000) 
 

V-1999-O-03-09 
 

 
Projet de loi 4572 - portant création d'un régime de protection temporaire; - 
portant modification de la loi modifiée du 3 avril 1996 portant création d'une 

procédure relative à l'examen d'une demande d'asile 
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C-1998-O-050-0001 

 
 1. Dépôt d'un projet de loi 

 
J-1998-O-0645 

 
 

PROJET DE LOI N°4572 - portant création d'un régime de protection 
temporaire pour les Albanais du Kosovo - portant modification de la loi 

modifiée du 3 avril 1996 portant création d'une procédure relative à l'examen 
d'une demande d'asile  

(Dépôt: le 6.5.1999) 1)Arrêté Grand-Ducal de dépôt (4.5.1999) 2)Texte du 
projet de loi 3)Exposé des motifs 4)Commentaire des articles 5) Projet de 

règlement grand-ducal portant modification du règlement grand- ducal du 22 
avril 1996 portant application de l'article 3 de la loi modifiée du 3 avril 1996 
portant création d'une procédure relative à l'examen d'une demande d'asile - 

Commentaire 

 
J-1998-O-0661 

 
 

PROJET DE LOI n°4572/01 - portant création d'un régime de protection 
temporaire pour les Albanais du Kosovo - portant modification de la loi 

modifiée du 3 avril 1996 portant création d'une procédure relative à l'examen 
d'une demande d'asile  

AVIS DU CONSEIL D'ETAT (11.5.1999) 
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Appendix 2: Political Questionnaire 

 

Instructions 
 
Le présent questionnaire concerne les interactions qui existeraient entre les représentants 
politiques, médias d’information et membres du public luxembourgeois.  
 
La première partie du questionnaire concerne les interactions entre les représentants 
politiques et les médias d’information luxembourgeois.  
 
La deuxième partie du questionnaire concerne les interactions entre représentants 
politiques et membres du public. 
 
La troisième partie du questionnaire concerne le rôle joué par les représentants politiques 
dans l’élaboration de la politique d’asile du Grand-Duché de Luxembourg. 
 
Chacune des parties du questionnaire est constituée d’un certain nombre de questions à 
choix multiples, et d’un certain nombre de questions ouvertes. Cela devrait vous prendre 
à peu près 15 minutes pour remplir le questionnaire.  
 
Aucune information personnelle ne vous sera demandée ou sera enregistrée. Les résultats 
obtenus, quant à eux, seront utilisés dans le cadre d’une thèse de doctorat qui sera 
défendue à l’université d’Amsterdam, Pays-Bas. 
 
Une fois que vous aurez rempli le questionnaire, pourriez-vous le placer dans l’enveloppe 
jointe à celui-ci, qu’il vous suffira de glisser dans la boite aux lettres ? Les frais 
d’expédition sont à charge du receveur. 
 
Merci de votre coopération. 
 
Henri Nickels, 
Amsterdam School of Communications Research, 
ASCoR, 
48, Kloveniersburgwal, 
1012 CX, 
Amsterdam, 
Pays-Bas. 
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1) Interactions avec les médias d’information 
 
i) Entretenez-vous des contacts avec les médias d’information ? 
(a) Oui     •  
(b) Non     •  
 
ii) Si vous avez répondu « Oui » à la question précédente, avec quel(s) médias 
d’information êtes-vous en contact ? Veuillez cocher les cases correspondantes. Si vous 
avez répondu « Non », rendez-vous à la question vii, page suivante. 
(a) La presse écrite nationale  •   
(b) La presse écrite internationale  •  
(c) La télévision nationale   •   
(d) La télévision internationale  •   
(e) La radio nationale   •  
(f) La radio internationale   •  
(g) Autres     •  
 
iii) Avec quelle fréquence diriez-vous que vous entretenez des contacts avec les médias 
d’information ? Veuillez cocher une seule case. 
(a) Continuellement    •  
(b) Plusieurs fois par jour   •  
(c) Une fois par jour    •  
(d) Plusieurs fois par semaine  •  
(e) Une fois par semaine   •  
(f) Plusieurs fois par mois   •  
(g) Une fois par mois   •  
(h) Sporadiquement    •  
 
iv) Par quel moyen entrez-vous en contact avec les médias d’information ? Veuillez 
cocher les cases correspondantes. 
(a) Communiqués de presse   •  
(b) Conférences de presse   •  
(c) Contacts amicaux   •  
(d) Contacts personnels   •  
(e) Contacts téléphoniques   •  
(f) Autres     •  
(g) Veuillez préciser : 
 
v) Entretenez-vous des rapports privilégiés avec certains journalistes ? 
(a) Oui     •  
(b) Non     •  
 
vi) Si vous avez répondu « Oui » à la question précédente, pourriez-vous préciser la 
nature de ces contacts privilégiés ? 
 
vii) Prêtez-vous attention aux nouvelles ? 
(a) Oui     •  
(b) Non     •  



 

 

181 

 
viii) Lesquels de ces médias d’information lisez, regardez ou écoutez-vous ? Veuillez 
cocher les cases correspondantes. 
(a) Presse : 
1. D’Lëtzebuerger Land   •  
2. La Voix du Luxembourg   •  
3. Le Jeudi    •  
4. Le Quotidien     •  
5. Lëtzebuerger Journal    •  
6. Luxemburger Wort    •  
7. Tageblatt    •  
8. Zeitung vum Lëtzebuerger Vollek •  
 
(b) Radio et Télévision : 
1. RTL Radio Lëtzebuerg – Journal  •  
2. RTL Télé Lëtzebuerg – Journal  •  
3. Autres nouvelles radiodiffusées  •  
4. Autres nouvelles télédiffusées  •  
 
(c) Autres     •  
(d) Aucun     •  
 
 
ix) Quelle est votre média d’information préféré, et avec quelle fréquence le lisez, 
regardez ou écoutez-vous  
(a) Média d’information préféré:  
(b) Fréquence d’usage :   
 
x) Plus précisément, avec quelle fréquence lisez-vous les quotidiens suivants? 
(a) Luxemburger Wort  •  
1. Quotidiennement   •  
2. Régulièrement   •  
3. Sporadiquement   •  
4. Jamais    •  
 
(b) Tageblatt    •  
1. Quotidiennement   •  
2. Régulièrement   •  
3. Sporadiquement   •   
4. Jamais   •  
 
xi) Comment diriez-vous que vous tenez compte de ce qui est publié par les médias 
d’information dans votre travail quotidien ? 
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2) Interactions avec le public 
 
i) Entretenez-vous des contacts avec les membres du public ? 
(a) Oui     •  
(b) Non     •  
 
ii) Si vous avez répondu « Oui » à la question précédente, avec quelle fréquence diriez-
vous que vous entretenez des contacts avec les membres du public? Veuillez cocher une 
seule case. Si vous avez répondu « Non », rendez-vous à la question vii, page suivante. 
(a) Continuellement   •  
(b) Plusieurs fois par jour  •  
(c) Une fois par jour   •  
(d) Plusieurs fois par semaine •  
(e) Une fois par semaine  •  
(f) Plusieurs fois par mois  •  
(g) Une fois par mois  •  
(h) Sporadiquement   •  
 
iii) Par quel moyen entrez-vous en contact avec les membres du public ? Veuillez 
cocher les cases correspondantes. 
(a) Campagnes électorales   •  
(b) Manifestations    •  
(c) Meetings politiques   •  
(d) Pétitions     •  
(e) Prospection électorale   •  
(f) Rencontres de quartier   •  
(g) Autres     •  
(h) Veuillez préciser : 
 
iv) Quand vous entrez en contact avec des membres du public, s’agit-il : 
(a) De citoyens « normaux »   •  
(b) De représentants du monde associatif •  
(c) De sympathisants politiques  •  
 
v) Entretenez-vous des rapports privilégiés avec certains membres du public ? 
(a) Oui     •  
(b) Non     •  
 
vi) Si vous avez répondu « Oui » à la question précédente, pourriez-vous préciser la 
nature de ces rapports privilégiés ? 
 
vii) Comment diriez-vous que vous prenez les revendications du public en 
considération dans votre travail quotidien ? 
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3) La politique d’asile 
 
i) Avez-vous été impliqué (dans quelque mesure que ce soit) dans l’élaboration de la 
politique d’asile du Grand-Duché de Luxembourg ? 
(a) Oui  •  
(b) Non  •  
 
ii) Si vous avez répondu « Oui » à la question précédente, quel a été votre rôle dans ce 
processus ? Si vous avez répondu « Non », rendez-vous au point vi, page suivante. 
 
iii) Quelle(s) source(s) d’information avez vous utilisé pour vous guider dans votre 
démarche ? 
 
iv) Quel rôle, estimez-vous, les médias d’information luxembourgeois ont-il joué dans 
l’élaboration de la politique d’asile du Grand-Duché de Luxembourg ? Et quels genres de 
contacts avez-vous eu avec les médias Luxembourgeois lors de ce processus ? 
 
v) Comment avez-vous pris les revendications du public luxembourgeois en compte 
dans le rôle que vous avez joué dans l’élaboration de la politique d’asile du Grand-Duché 
de Luxembourg ? 
 
vi) Avez-vous des commentaires à faire par rapport aux interactions qui existeraient 
entre représentants politiques, médias d’information et le public au Grand-Duché de 
Luxembourg, ou par rapport à la politique d’asile du Grand-Duché de Luxembourg ? 
 
 
Merci de votre coopération. 
Henri Nickels, 
Amsterdam School of Communications Research, 
ASCoR, 
48, Kloveniersburgwal, 
1012CX, 
Amsterdam, 
Pays-Bas. 
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Appendix 3: Media Questionnaire 

 

Instructions 
 
Le présent questionnaire concerne les interactions qui existeraient entre les médias 
d’information, représentants politiques, et membres du public luxembourgeois.  
 
La première partie du questionnaire concerne les interactions entre les médias 
d’information et les représentants politiques luxembourgeois.  
 
La deuxième partie du questionnaire concerne les interactions entre les médias 
d’information et les membres du public.  
 
La troisième partie du questionnaire concerne la question des réfugiés au Grand-Duché 
de Luxembourg. 
 
Chacune des parties du questionnaire est constituée d’un certain nombre de questions à 
choix multiples, et d’un certain nombre de questions ouvertes. Cela devrait vous prendre 
à peu près 15 minutes pour remplir le questionnaire.  
 
Aucune information personnelle ne vous sera demandée ou sera enregistrée. Les résultats 
obtenus, quant à eux, seront utilisés dans le cadre d’une thèse de doctorat qui sera 
défendue à l’université d’Amsterdam, Pays-Bas. 
 
Une fois que vous aurez rempli le questionnaire, pourriez-vous le placer dans l’enveloppe 
jointe à celui-ci, qu’il vous suffira de glisser dans la boite aux lettres ? Les frais 
d’expédition sont à charge du receveur. 
 
Merci de votre coopération. 
 
Henri Nickels, 
Amsterdam School of Communications Research, 
ASCoR, 
48, Kloveniersburgwal, 
1012 CX, 
Amsterdam, 
Pays-Bas. 
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1) Interactions avec les représentants politiques 
 
i) Entretenez-vous des contacts avec les représentants politiques luxembourgeois? 
(a) Oui   •  
(b) Non   •  
 
ii) Si vous avez répondu « Oui » à la question précédente, avec quel type de 
représentants politiques luxembourgeois entretenez-vous des contacts ? Veuillez cocher 
les cases correspondantes. Si vous avez répondu « Non », rendez-vous à la question vii, 
page suivante. 
(a) Députés   •  
(b) Ministres   •  
(c) Porte-parole   •  
(d) Conseillers spéciaux •  
(e) Autres   •  
 
iii) Avec quelle fréquence diriez-vous que vous entretenez des contacts avec les 
représentants politiques luxembourgeois? Veuillez cocher une seule case.   
(a) Continuellement   •  
(b) Plusieurs fois par jour   
(c) Une fois par jour   •  
(d) Plusieurs fois par semaine •  
(e) Une fois par semaine   
(f) Plusieurs fois par mois  •  
(g) Une fois par mois  •  
(h) Sporadiquement   •  
 
iv) Par quel moyen  entrez-vous en contact avec les représentants politiques 
luxembourgeois? Veuillez cocher les cases correspondantes. 
(a) Communiqués de presse  •  
(b) Conférences de presse  •  
(c) Contacts amicaux  •  
(d) Contacts personnels  •  
(e) Contacts téléphoniques  •  
(f) Interviews    •  
(g) Autres    •  
(h) Veuillez préciser : 
 
v) Entretenez-vous des contacts privilégiés avec certains représentants politiques 
luxembourgeois? 
(a) Oui   •  
(b) Non   •  
 
vi) Si vous avez répondu « Oui » à la question précédente, pourriez-vous préciser la 
nature de ces contacts? 
 
vii) Comment diriez-vous que vous tenez compte des représentants politiques 
luxembourgeois dans votre travail quotidien ? 
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2) Interactions avec le public 
 
i) Entretenez-vous des contacts avec les membres du public ? 
(a) Oui   •  
(b) Non   •  
 
ii) Si vous avez répondu « Oui » à la question précédente, avec quelle fréquence diriez-
vous que vous entretenez des contacts avec les membres du public? Veuillez cocher une 
seule case. Si vous avez répondu « Non », rendez-vous à la question vii, page suivante. 
(a) Continuellement   •  
(b) Plusieurs fois par jour  •  
(c) Une fois par jour   •  
(d) Plusieurs fois par semaine •  
(e) Une fois par semaine  •  
(f) Plusieurs fois par mois  •  
(g) Une fois par mois  •  
(h) Sporadiquement   •  
 
iii) Lors de quelles occasions entrez-vous en contact avec les membres du public ? 
Veuillez cocher les cases correspondantes. 
(a) Manifestations   •  
(b) Meetings politiques  •  
(c) Rencontres de quartier  •  
(d) Interviews dans la rue  •  
(e) Autres    •  
(f) Veuillez préciser : 
 
iv) Quand vous entrez en contact avec des membres du public, s’agit-il : 
(a) De citoyens « normaux »   •  
(b) De représentants du monde associatif •  
 
v) Entretenez-vous des rapports privilégiés avec certains membres du public ? 
(a) Oui   •  
(b) Non   •  
 
vi) Si vous avez répondu « Oui » à la question précédente, pourriez-vous préciser la 
nature de ces rapports privilégiés ? 
 
vii) Comment diriez-vous que vous prenez les revendications du public en 
considération dans votre travail quotidien ? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

187 

3) La question des réfugiés 
 
i) Avez-vous été impliqué (dans quelque capacité que ce soit) dans la couverture 
médiatique de la question des réfugiés au Grand-Duché de Luxembourg ? 
(a) Oui    •  
(b) Non    •  
 
ii) Si vous avez répondu « Oui » à la question précédente, quel a été votre rôle dans ce 
processus ? Si vous avez répondu « Non », rendez-vous au point vi, page suivante. 
 
iii) Quels genres de contacts avez-vous (eu) avec les représentants politiques 
luxembourgeois dans votre couverture médiatique de la question des réfugiés ? 
 
iv) Quel rôle, estimez-vous, les médias d’information luxembourgeois ont-ils joué dans 
l’élaboration de la politique d’asile du Grand-Duché de Luxembourg ? 
 
v) Comment prenez-vous en compte les revendications du public luxembourgeois 
dans votre couverture de la question des réfugiés au Grand-Duché de Luxembourg ? 
 
vi) Avez-vous des commentaires à faire par rapport aux interactions qui existeraient 
entre représentants politiques, médias d’information et le public au Grand-Duché de 
Luxembourg, ou par rapport à la question des réfugiés au Grand-Duché de 
Luxembourg ? 
 
 
Merci de votre coopération. 
Henri Nickels, 
Amsterdam School of Communications Research, 
ASCoR, 
48, Kloveniersburgwal, 
1012 CX, 
Amsterdam, 
Pays-Bas. 
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Appendix 4: The Focus Groups 

 

1) Focus Group 1: 26/1/2003: Lay Public. The participants in this focus group had 
been friends for a long time. They were: 
 
i) Amy, commercial representative, Bascharage. 
ii) Charles, educator for children, Pétange. 
iii) Franck, computer programmer, Differdange. 
iv) Owen, hospital worker, Bereldange. 
v) Patrick, transfer agent in an insurance company, Bascharage 
 
2) Focus Group 2: 27/01/2003: Lay Public. The participants in this focus group were 
working for the same software development company at the time. They were: 
 
i) Cathy, Executive Assistant, Esch-sur-Alzette. 
ii) Gary, CEO, Esch-sur-Alzette. 
iii) Eric, Project and Quality Manager, Capellen. 
iv) Patty, Account Manager, Walferdange. 
 
3) Focus Group 3: 26/02/2003: Organised Public. The participants in this focus 
group were involved with the Sesopi, an NGO concerned with the question of 
immigration in general. The participants in focus group 3 rarely entered in direct contact 
with refugees and asylum seekers; they were involved with administrative aspects of the 
refugee and asylum question. They were: 
 
i) George, concerned with the accommodation of refugees and asylum seekers, Keil 
ii) Serge, concerned with collecting statistical data relating to refugees and asylum 
seekers, and with the procedure of examination of asylum applications, Luxembourg-
Ville. 
 
4) Focus Group 4: 27/02/2003: Organised Public. The participants in this focus 
group were ex-refugees involved with the Caritas, an NGO concerned with disfavoured 
people in general. They claimed to meet refugees and asylum seekers on a daily basis. 
They were: 
 
i) Nancy, form Belgrade in Serbia. She had been living in Luxembourg for 10 years, 
in Manternach. She had been involved with the refugee service of the Caritas since 1997. 
ii) Faye, Kosovo Albanian. She had been living in Luxembourg for 8 years, in 
Luxemburg-Ville. She had been involved with the refugee service of the Caritas since 
1999. 
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Appendix 5: Headline Analysis – Complete Tables 

 

Table 1: Issues in the Headlines 

 

Issues 
L 

361 
arts. 

A 
252 
arts. 

B 
217 
arts. 

E 
70 

arts. 

P 
63 

arts. 

U 
53 

arts. 

M 
285 
arts. 

TOTAL 
1301 
arts. 

Return Home 32 63 33 1 2 1 21 153 

Asylum Legislation 38   15 50 3 4 110 

Aid to Refugees 32 38 17     87 

War and Violence 4 31 3   4 10 52 

Deportation 25  9  3 1 2 40 

Refugee Camps  38      38 

Immigration 6   15  1 9 31 

Diseases  19      19 

Restriction of Legislation    2 15 1  18 

Massacres  14      14 

Illegal Immigration    3   10 13 

Famine  5 4    3 12 

Work Permits 11  1     12 

Cease Fire  7 4     11 

Harmonisation of Legislation    7    7 

Kosovo 2  3 2    7 

Ethnic Cleansing   6     6 

Reception of Refugees 6       6 

Reformation of Legislation     6   6 

Asylum Seekers    1 2  2 5 

Housing of Refugees 5       5 

Integration of Refugees 5       5 

People Smuggling       5 5 

Schengen    3 2   5 

Acceptance of Refugees    4    4 

Arson Against Refugees       4 4 

Asylum Compromise     4   4 

Evacuation of Refugees  4      4 

Mass Dying  4      4 

Public Protests 4       4 

Asylum Debate     3   3 

Mass Fleeing       3 3 

Refugee Quotas    3    3 

Asylum Practice     1  1 2 

Geneva Convention      2  2 

Third Country of Asylum     2   2 

Asylum Conspiracy       1 1 

Asylum Decisions       1 1 

Asylum Solution       1 1 

EU Refugee Definition      1  1 

Family Reunification    1    1 
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Genocide  1      1 

Krajina War   1     1 

Refugee Movements  1      1 

Residence Permits   1     1 

Tampere Summit    1    1 

Xenophobia       1 1 

TOTAL 170 225 82 58 90 14 78 717 
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Table 2: Actors in the Headlines 

 

Actors 
L 

361 
arts. 

A 
252 
arts. 

B 
217 
arts. 

E 
70 

arts. 

P 
63 

arts. 

U 
53 

arts. 

M 
285 
arts. 

TOTAL 
1301 
arts. 

UNHCR 2 11 23   19 6 61 

Governments 18 12   6  8 44 

UN   13   21 8 42 

LRC 38       38 

Ministry of 
Justice 

25  1 7    34 

Rebels  23     4 27 

Council of 
Ministers 

16  1 1    18 

Parliament 10    6   16 

Caritas 15       15 

Serbs   15     15 

Kabila  14      14 

European 
Commission 

   13    13 

Prime Minster 13       13 

UN Secretary 
General 

 8    4  12 

UNHCR 
Commissioner 

     12  12 

Mobutu  11      11 

Interior 
Ministry 

   8   2 10 

EU Parliament    9    9 

Hutus  9      9 

Ministry of 
Family Affairs 

8       8 

Army  5     2 7 

Hutu 
Oppressors 

 7      7 

Clinton       5 5 

Milosevic   5     5 

Pax Christi 5       5 

Tutsi Rebels  5      5 

Castro       4 4 

Tutsis  4      4 

UN Volunteers  4      4 

CSV 3       3 

EU Countries    1   2 3 

RPF  3      3 

Tudjman   3     3 

UCK   3     3 

Foreign 
Ministry 

2       2 

UNICEF  2      2 

CLAE 1       1 

Karadzic   1     1 

Mugabe       1 1 

TOTAL 156 118 65 39 12 56 42  
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Table 3: Refugees in the Headlines 

 

Refugees 
L 

361 
arts. 

A 
252 
arts. 

B 
217 
arts. 

E 
70 

arts. 

P 
63 

arts. 

U 
53 

arts. 

M 
285 
arts. 

TOTAL 
1301 
arts. 

People from the 
Kosovo 

34  24     58 

Kurds    1   13 14 

Muslims   13     13 

Hutus  11      11 

Cubans       9 9 

War Refugees 5  1    1 7 

Palestinians       6 6 

Bihac Refugees   5     5 

Chechens 2      3 5 

Elian Gonzalez       5 5 

Abdallah Oçalan       3 3 

Balkans 3       3 

Bosnians   1 2    3 

Tutsis  3      3 

Haitians       2 2 

Rwandans  2      2 

Abchasia Refugees       1 1 

Burundians  1      1 

Cambodians       1 1 

Ebola Refugees  1      1 

Karen Refugees       1 1 

Krajina Refugees   1     1 

Liberians       1 1 

Montenegrins 1       1 

Sarajevo Refugees   1     1 
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Table 4: Locations in the Headlines 

 

Locations 
L 

361 
arts. 

A 
252 
arts. 

B 
217 
arts. 

E 
70 

arts. 

P 
63 

arts. 

U 
53 

arts. 

M 
285 
arts. 

TOTAL 
1301 
arts. 

Zaire/Congo  175     1 176 

Rwanda 4 168      172 

Bosnia 7  83   1 1 92 

Luxembourg 78  6   2  86 

Ex-Yugoslavia 24  52    1 77 

USA  6     61 67 

Kosovo 14  42    1 57 

Croatia   55     55 

Germany   4  25  13 42 

Cuba       41 41 

Albania 9  13    9 31 

Serbia   31     31 

Burundi  29    1  30 

Chechnya       25 25 

Russia       24 24 

France  11 4  7   22 

Italy       22 22 

Belgium  2   11 7  21 

Macedonia 4  15     19 

Turkey      1 16 17 

Netherlands     7  8 15 

Tanzania  15      15 

UK     2  12 14 

Country Borders  13      13 

Israel       13 13 

Montenegro 9  3     12 

Africa  5 1   2 3 11 

Balkans 4  4     8 

Haiti       8 8 

Poland     2  6 8 

Austria   2    5 7 

Indonesia       7 7 

Iraq       7 7 

Spain       7 7 

Mexico       6 6 

Middle East       6 6 

Switzerland       6 6 

Caucasus       5 5 

East Timor       5 5 

Ingushetia       5 5 

Lebanon       5 5 

Thailand       5 5 

China       4 4 

Europe 4       4 

Georgia       4 4 

Greece       4 4 
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Liberia       4 4 

Srebrenica       4 4 

Sri Lanka       4 4 

Afghanistan       3 3 

Canada  1     2 3 

CIS       3 3 

North Korea       3 3 

Panama       3 3 

Vietnam       3 3 

Algeria       2 2 

Australia       2 2 

Cambodia       2 2 

East Slavonia   2     2 

Ghana       2 2 

Hong Kong       2 2 

India       2 2 

Kenia  1     1 2 

Malaysia       2 2 

Malta       2 2 

Moldavia       2 2 

Palestine       2 2 

Portugal     2   2 

Romania       2 2 

West Timor       2 2 

Abchasia       1 1 

Adriatic       1 1 

Angola       1 1 

Bahamas       1 1 

Bessarabia       1 1 

Congo-Brazzavile  1      1 

Denmark     1   1 

Gabon  1      1 

Gaza-Jericho      1  1 

Guinea       1 1 

Hungary       1 1 

Iran       1 1 

Kashmir       1 1 

Norway       1 1 

Pakistan       1 1 

Sierra Leone       1 1 

South Korea       1 1 

Southern Europe       1 1 

Sudan       1 1 

Togo      1  1 

Western Europe      1  1 

Yemen       1 1 
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Table 5: Rhetorical Structures in the Headlines 

 

Rhetorical Structures 
L 

361 
arts. 

A 
252 
arts. 

B 
217 
arts. 

E 
70 

arts. 

P 
63 

arts. 

U 
53 

arts. 

M 
285 
arts. 

TOTAL 
1301 
arts. 

Refugee Drama 1 19 9  1  12 42 

Stream of Refugees 1 6 8 1 1  21 38 

Wave of Refugees 1 2 11    15 29 

Exodus  6 4   1 4 15 

Refugee Misery 1 5 5   1 3 15 

Refugee Catastrophe 1 7 5    1 14 

Massacres  12      12 

Mass Fleeing  6     3 9 

Refugee Tragedy 1 4     4 9 

Nightmare  1 3    1 5 

Atrocities   4     4 

Columns/Lines of Refugees   4     4 

Mass Dying  4      4 

Refugee Flux  3      3 

Asylum/Refugee Flood   1    1 2 

Odyssey       2 2 

Refugee Chaos   2     2 

Refugee Tide   2     2 

Asylum Bomb 1       1 

Blood Bath   1     1 

Closing the Gates     1   1 

Economic Refugee       1 1 

Ethnic Cleansing Wave   1     1 

Mass Murder  1      1 

Massive Flux     1   1 

Refugee Disaster  1      1 

Refugee Emergency 1       1 

Refugee Invasion       1 1 

Super Kosovos   1     1 

Terror Corridors   1     1 

War Misery   1     1 
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Samenvatting 

 

In deze dissertatie wordt de beeldvorming van het vluchtelingen- en 

asielzoekersvraagstuk door politieke, media en publieke actoren in Luxemburg 

onderzocht. Daartoe wordt een interactieve benadering van Framing Theory toegepast in 

drie stappen. Ten eerste worden de bijdragen van deze groepen actoren in het 

framingproces onderzocht. Ten tweede worden interacties tussen deze groepen in het 

proces geïdentificeerd. Ten derde wordt de framingmacht van deze groepen vastgesteld. 

Een frame is een heuristiek dat mensen helpt de complexiteit van de wereld in 

betekenisvolle categorieën in te delen. Frames worden gevormd onder andere door de 

interactie tussen de media en politieke en publieke instanties. Het onderzoek laat zien 

hoe de beeldvorming van het vluchtelingen- en asielzoekersvraagstuk in vijf frames in te 

delen is. Deze zijn: een Administratief Frame, een Oprechtheidsframe, een Menselijk 

Waardigheidsframe, een Terug-Naar-Huis Frame, en een Publieke Onwetendheidsframe. De studie 

laat zien hoe deze frames op verschillende manieren door de betrokken partijen worden 

gearticuleerd. 

Het onderzoek toont aan dat de interactie tussen politici, de media en de 

samenleving in het framingproces onevenwichtig is. Terwijl er veel formele en informele 

interacties tussen de politiek en de media bestaan, is er niet zo veel interactie tussen het 

publiek enerzijds en de politiek en de media anderzijds. Op dezelfde wijze hebben de 

politiek, de media en het publiek in verschillende mate definiërende en interpretatieve 

framingmacht. Definiërende framingmacht is de macht die betrokkenen hebben om de 

beeldvorming rond een vraagstuk te bepalen. Interpretatieve framingmacht is de macht 

die zij hebben om de betekenis van een vraagstuk te interpreteren, op een manier die 

relevant is voor hun specifieke interessen. Terwijl alle partijen evenveel interpretatieve 

macht hebben, heeft de politiek meer definiërende macht dan de media en het publiek. 

De media hebben op hun beurt meer definiërende macht dan het publiek. 

Deze studie concludeert dat framing een contextafhankelijk en interactief proces 

van onderhandelingen tussen betrokken partijen is. Dat is waarom de media en politieke 

en publieke instanties altijd in overweging moeten worden genomen in studies van frames 

en het framingproces. 


