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International migration has become one of the most prominent and contested political issues in 

Europe, particularly since the 2015 refugee crisis. While migration may be understood as a 

humanitarian responsibility, an economic resource, or a social challenge, it is increasingly framed in 

political discourse as a matter of security. In Finland, debates on migration have gained political 

significance, reflecting broader tensions between the country's humanitarian welfare-state tradition 

and concerns about national identity, public order, and the sustainability of the welfare system. This 

thesis examines how migration is framed in Finnish party and government programmes and analyses 

the extent to which these framings reflect securitising or desecuritising tendencies across the electoral 

periods 2019–2023 and 2023–2027. 

The research gap was addressed through a qualitative frame analysis informed by securitisation 

theory, examining party and government programmes. The empirical data comprise official party and 

government programmes produced during two consecutive Finnish electoral periods (2019–2023 and 

2023–2027). Drawing on framing theory and the Copenhagen School’s securitisation approach, the 

analysis identified the dominant migration frames in these documents and assessed whether they 

portray migration as a security threat requiring exceptional measures or as a matter of ordinary 

political governance. 

The analysis identified five dominant frames: Migration as a Security Issue, Migration as an 

Economic Resource, Migration as an Integration Challenge, Migration as Governance and 

Regulation, and Migration within the Welfare State Framework. The findings showed significant 

differences between political actors and electoral periods. While some parties primarily framed 

migration through economic, humanitarian, and governance perspectives, others increasingly 

associated it with security concerns, public order, and the sustainability of the welfare state. The 

analysis also revealed a shift towards more restrictive and security-oriented migration governance in 

the 2023–2027 period. Overall, the findings suggested that Finnish migration discourse was 

characterised by the coexistence of securitising, desecuritising, and pragmatic policy-oriented 

approaches rather than a single dominant understanding of migration. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

International migration has become one of the most salient political and societal issues of the twenty-

first century (Dancygier & Margalit, 2020). In Europe, particularly since the so-called refugee crisis 

of 2015, questions of asylum, border control, and integration have moved to the centre of political 

debate. The number of asylum seekers in Finland increased tenfold in 2015 compared to the average 

annual figures between 2000 and 2014. In 2016, the number of asylum applicants declined again to 

pre-2015 levels (Pyrhönen & Wahlbeck, 2018). Migration is not only a demographic or economic 

phenomenon but also an issue that frequently evokes concerns about identity, culture, and national 

security (Huysmans, 2000; Bourbeau, 2011). International migration significantly influences 

European politics and societies, and the future of Europe will be shaped by irregular migration, 

international students, and mobility within the European Union (EU) (Geddes & Scholten, 2016). 

Although Europe has historically been shaped by migration, there remain ambiguous and contested 

views regarding its societal effects. European countries are characterised by social, ethnic, religious, 

and linguistic diversity. For some, these characteristics are perceived as an enrichment, while for 

others immigration-related diversity is associated with unwanted multiculturalism. In several EU 

countries, such as France and Germany, multicultural policies have been criticised for placing 

emphasis on diversity at the expense of shared social cohesion (Geddes & Scholten, 2016). In Finland, 

as in many other European countries, migration has increasingly entered political discourse and has 

become a subject of heightened public attention, polarising both political actors and the general public 

(Ylä-Anttila, Bauvois & Pyrhönen, 2019). Over the past two decades, Finnish political parties have 

increasingly incorporated anti-immigration positions into their agendas and party manifestos 

(Pyrhönen, 2013). 

This thesis examines how migration is constructed in Finnish political discourse through the lenses 

of framing theory supported by securitisation theory. While migration can be addressed in multiple 

ways, as a humanitarian obligation, an economic resource, or a social challenge, it is frequently 

framed as a security issue. Such framing can contribute to what scholars of the Copenhagen School 

describe as securitisation: a process through which political actors represent an issue as an existential 

threat, thereby legitimising extraordinary political measures (Wæver, 1995; Buzan, Wæver & de 
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Wilde, 1998; Balzacq, 2005). Through this process, migration may come to be treated not as a policy 

issue among others, but as a matter of security requiring urgent and exceptional responses (Wæver, 

1995; Buzan, Wæver, & de Wilde, 1998; Huysmans, 2000). 

The aim of this thesis is to analyse how Finnish political parties and governments frame migration in 

their official programme documents and to assess whether these framings contribute to processes of 

securitisation or desecuritisation. The central problem addressed in this thesis is the limited 

understanding of how migration is constructed within these authoritative texts, despite their crucial 

role in articulating political priorities and shaping national policymaking. According to Huysmans 

(2000, 2006), Bourbeau (2011), and Ceccorulli (2019), the securitisation of migration has become an 

important area of research within European migration studies. Existing scholarship has examined how 

migration is increasingly linked to concerns about security, border control, national identity, and 

social cohesion, and how these constructions influence political discourse and policy responses. 

Despite this growing body of research, studies focusing specifically on Finland remain comparatively 

limited. Only a small number of studies examine how Finnish political actors construct migration as 

a security issue (Pyrhönen, 2013; Palander & Pellander, 2019), and even fewer combine securitisation 

theory with frame analysis as an integrated methodological approach. At the same time, Finland 

provides a particularly interesting case for examining migration framing and securitisation. Although 

Finland has traditionally been described as a Nordic humanitarian welfare state (Keskinen, 2016), 

political debates on migration have become increasingly polarised over the past decade. Research 

suggests that migration has been discussed not only in terms of humanitarian responsibility and labour 

market needs, but also in relation to public order, welfare sustainability, and national identity (Ylä-

Anttila et al., 2019; Lönnqvist et al., 2020). This development reflects broader European trends 

identified in the migration literature, where migration has increasingly become a contested political 

issue shaped by both inclusionary and security-oriented narratives (Huysmans, 2000; Bourbeau, 

2011). The coexistence of these competing perspectives makes Finland a particularly valuable case 

for exploring how migration is framed by political actors and how these framings relate to processes 

of securitisation and desecuritisation. 

Building on these observations, the present study investigates how Finnish political parties and 

governments articulate migration-related frames in their formal programme documents. Political 

programmes are widely regarded as authoritative texts that communicate ideological priorities, define 

policy objectives, and identify issues requiring political action (Volkens et al., 2022). Despite their 

importance, systematic analyses combining party programmes and government programmes across 
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multiple electoral periods remain relatively limited. This thesis addresses this gap by examining party 

election programmes (party programmes) and government programmes from two consecutive 

electoral periods (2019–2023 and 2023–2027) using qualitative frame analysis informed by 

securitisation theory. The study is limited to these programme documents and does not examine media 

discourse, parliamentary debates, legislative acts, or public opinion, as its objective is to analyse 

political texts that articulate party positions and governmental priorities. 

The research is guided by the following main research question:  

How is migration framed in Finnish political programmes, and to what extent do these frames 

reflect securitising or desecuritising tendencies across the electoral periods 2019–2023 and 

2023–2027? 

This main question is supported by three sub-questions: 

1. What dominant frames shape migration discourse in Finnish party and government 

programmes? 

2. In what ways is migration presented as a security issue, and when is it treated as part of normal 

political debate in party and government programmes? 

3. How are migration frames translated from party programmes into government programmes, 

and how does this vary across political actors and electoral periods? 

The theoretical framework of this thesis combines securitisation theory (Wæver, 1995; Buzan et al., 

1998; Balzacq, 2005; Huysmans, 2006) with framing theory (Goffman, 1974; Entman, 1993; de 

Vreese, 2005; van Gorp, 2007). Securitisation theory provides the conceptual lens for understanding 

how political actors construct certain issues as security threats, while framing theory offers analytical 

tools for examining how these actors organise and communicate migration through specific 

interpretative schemata. Together, these perspectives enable a systematic analysis of how political 

discourse assigns meaning, identifies problems, and legitimises policy responses. 

Methodologically, the thesis employs qualitative frame analysis of Finnish political discourse as 

articulated in party programmes and government programmes. These documents represent 

authoritative and formalised expressions of political priorities, making them a suitable source for 

identifying how migration is defined, problematised, and linked to broader societal concerns. The 

analysis focuses on whether and how these frames contribute to processes of securitisation or 

desecuritisation in discussions of migration. 
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Existing scholarship demonstrates that migration is frequently securitised across Europe (Huysmans, 

2000, 2006; Bourbeau, 2011; Ceccorulli, 2019), yet research focusing specifically on Finland remains 

comparatively limited. Studies of Finnish migration discourse have often focused on public opinion, 

party politics, policy development, or media representation (Pyrhönen, 2013; Ylä-Anttila et al., 2019; 

Palander & Pellander, 2019). However, relatively few studies have systematically combined 

securitisation theory with frame analysis to examine formal political programme documents across 

multiple electoral periods. This thesis addresses this gap by analysing how political actors construct 

migration within the most central policy-defining texts in the Finnish political system. 

The study’s contribution is twofold. Empirically, it offers a longitudinal comparison of migration-

related framing across party and government programmes. Theoretically and methodologically, it 

shows how framing analysis can operationalise key elements of securitisation theory within formal 

political discourse. The thesis thus contributes to research on the securitisation of migration, political 

communication, and Finnish migration and integration policy. 

Chapter 2 develops the theoretical framework by examining migration in Finland and outlining 

securitisation and framing theories, with particular attention to how these approaches intersect in 

studies of political discourse. Chapter 3 presents the research design and methodology, including data 

selection, coding procedures, and analytical strategy. Chapter 4 presents the empirical analysis of 

party and government programmes, identifying dominant frames and assessing their securitising or 

desecuritising effects. Chapter 5 discusses the findings in relation to existing scholarship and 

theoretical debates and addresses the thesis’s limitations. Finally, Chapter 6 concludes the thesis by 

answering the research question, presenting theoretical contributions, contribution to existing 

research, and suggesting directions for future research. 

 



 5 

2 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND  

This chapter establishes the thesis’s theoretical framework by integrating securitisation theory and 

framing theory. Drawing on Entman’s (1993) understanding of framing and the securitisation 

framework developed by Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde (1998), these approaches provide the 

conceptual and analytical foundations for examining how migration is constructed in political 

discourse and how such constructions may contribute to processes of securitisation or 

desecuritisation. 

The chapter begins by situating migration in Finland. The main theoretical framework, securitisation 

theory, is presented, outlining the shift from traditional, state-centred conceptions of security towards 

socially and discursively constructed understandings. It then sets out the core assumptions and key 

concepts of securitisation theory, explaining how political actors may frame migration as an 

existential threat within political discourse. The chapter subsequently introduces framing theory as a 

primary analytical framework, highlighting its usefulness for identifying the interpretative frames, 

narratives, and problem definitions through which securitising moves are articulated. Finally, the 

chapter clarifies how securitisation theory and framing theory are combined in this thesis to analyse 

migration-related discourse in Finnish party and government programmes. 

2.1 Migration in Finland: Contextual Overview 

This section provides a contextual overview of migration in Finland, outlining its historical 

development, contemporary trends, and key areas of political relevance. Rather than offering a 

detailed policy analysis, the aim is to situate migration within its broader socio-economic and political 

context. Attention is given to developments that have shaped the increasing salience and politicisation 

of migration, including shifts in migration patterns, the 2015 refugee crisis, and more recent security-

related dynamics. This contextual background is essential for understanding how migration is 

constructed in political discourse, which is examined in the following sections through the lenses of 

securitisation and framing theory. 

After the Second World War, Finland experienced fast industrialisation and urbanisation, alongside 

with significant internal migration and large-scale emigration. Migration within the Nordic countries 

was facilitated by relatively open labour mobility arrangements, and many Finns moved to Sweden 

in search of work opportunities. As a result, Finland was historically characterised as a country of 

emigration rather than immigration. During the 1960s and 1970s, migration flows were directed 

primarily towards Sweden and North America and were largely driven by economic factors. 
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Immigration to Finland remained comparatively limited until the late twentieth century, when 

geopolitical changes, including the collapse of the Soviet Union, conflicts in the former Yugoslavia, 

and increasing global mobility began to reshape migration patterns. These developments were 

accompanied by the return migration of Finns who had previously emigrated, particularly from 

Sweden (Korkiasaari & Söderling, 2003; Heikkilä & Peltonen, 2002). For this reason, Finland is often 

described as a "latecomer" immigration country, having transitioned relatively recently from a 

country of emigration to a destination for international migrants (Saukkonen, 2016). Immigration 

increased gradually from the 1990s onwards, supported by Finland’s integration into broader 

European and global political and economic structures, including accession to the European Union in 

1995 (Koskela, 2010; Saukkonen, 2016). Compared to many Western European countries with longer 

immigration histories, migration emerged relatively late as a major political and societal issue in 

Finland, contributing to ongoing debates over its meaning, impacts, and governance (Saukkonen, 

2016). This historical trajectory helps explain why migration has become a relatively recent political 

issue in Finland. As a result, debates surrounding migration and its societal implications remain 

contested among political actors (Saukkonen, 2016; Keskinen, 2016). 

In recent decades, Finland has experienced a steady increase in immigration, reflected in the growing 

number of foreign-born residents and individuals with a foreign background (Statistics Finland, 

2025a; OECD, 2024). Although the overall share of migrants remains lower than in many Western 

European countries, immigration has grown rapidly, contributing to the gradual diversification of 

Finnish society (OECD, 2024; Saukkonen, 2016). Migration to Finland takes place through several 

channels, including labour migration, family reunification, international student mobility, and 

asylum-related migration. Among these, labour migration has become increasingly important in 

response to demographic ageing and labour shortages in sectors such as healthcare, construction, and 

services (OECD, 2024; Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment, n.d.). As a result, migration 

has become closely connected to discussions about economic competitiveness, workforce 

availability, and the long-term sustainability of the Finnish welfare state. This growing emphasis on 

labour migration is also reflected in government policy. Through the Talent Boost Programme 2023–

2027, implemented in cooperation between the Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment and 

the Ministry of Education and Culture, Finland seeks to attract and retain international talent, 

strengthen innovation capacity, and support economic growth. The programme highlights the 

increasingly strategic role of work-based immigration in addressing labour market needs and 

enhancing Finland’s attractiveness as a destination for international professionals and students 

(Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment, n.d.). The coexistence of labour migration, family 
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migration, student mobility, and asylum-related migration illustrates the multidimensional nature of 

migration in Finland. Depending on the political and policy context, migration may be understood as 

an economic resource, a humanitarian responsibility, or a governance challenge, making it a highly 

contested and politically significant issue (Saukkonen, 2016; OECD, 2024). 

A major turning point in Finland’s migration landscape occurred in 2015, when the country 

experienced a sharp increase in asylum applications as part of the broader European refugee crisis. 

The number of asylum seekers rose significantly compared to previous years, placing pressure on 

reception systems, migration administration, and political decision-making (Pyrhönen & Wahlbeck, 

2018; Statistics Finland, 2025a). Although the number of asylum applications declined in subsequent 

years, the events of 2015 had a lasting impact on the political salience of migration. Migration became 

a central issue in political debate, particularly in relation to asylum governance, border control, 

integration, and the sustainability of the welfare state (Pyrhönen & Wahlbeck, 2018; Keskinen, 2016). 

The refugee crisis also contributed to the growing politicisation of migration and provided fertile 

ground for more security-oriented interpretations of migration, reflecting broader trends observed 

across Europe (Huysmans, 2000; Bourbeau, 2011). The events of 2015 can therefore be understood 

as a critical juncture that reshaped migration debates in Finland and increased the prominence of 

migration as a political and societal issue (Pyrhönen & Wahlbeck, 2018). 

Migration debates in Finland are closely linked with discussions about the welfare state, social 

cohesion, and economic sustainability. The Finnish welfare model has traditionally been based on 

universalistic principles, emphasising equal access to social rights and public services (Keskinen, 

2016; Kettunen, 2001). However, increasing ethnic and cultural diversity has generated debates about 

the distribution of resources, social solidarity, and the boundaries of welfare entitlement (Keskinen, 

2016; Saukkonen, 2016). Migration occupies an often contested position in Finnish political 

discourse. On the one hand, migration is sometimes framed in relation to perceived pressures on the 

welfare state, including concerns about public expenditure, labour market integration, and access to 

social benefits. On the other hand, migration is increasingly presented as a necessary response to 

demographic ageing, labour shortages, and long-term economic sustainability (OECD, 2024; 

Saukkonen, 2016). This duality reflects the ideological complexity of migration politics and helps 

explain why migration has become a highly politicised issue in Finland (Keskinen, 2016; Pyrhönen 

& Wahlbeck, 2018). Finnish immigration politics has been strongly shaped by economic rhetoric and 

welfare-state concerns. Keskinen (2016) identifies three distinct discursive positions in Finnish 

migration debates: welfare nationalism, welfare chauvinism, and welfare exclusionism. Welfare 

nationalism, dominant across many established political parties, frames migration primarily through 
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the lens of national economic interest, evaluating migrants according to their perceived contribution 

to or burden on the welfare state. Welfare chauvinism, most consistently associated with the Finns 

Party (FP), combines economic arguments with cultural othering and presents certain migrant groups 

as both economically and culturally problematic. Welfare exclusionism, which advocates restricting 

welfare benefits even for legal residents, appeared in FP discourse but remained marginal in formal 

policymaking during the period examined by Keskinen (2016). The growing prominence of these 

discourses has been linked to the broader politicisation of migration in Finland. The electoral rise of 

FP, particularly its breakthrough in the 2011 parliamentary elections, contributed to bringing 

immigration and asylum policy closer to the centre of political debate (Pyrhönen, 2013; Pyrhönen & 

Wahlbeck, 2018). Subsequent debates on asylum policy, welfare provision, and integration 

increasingly reflected tensions between universalistic welfare-state principles and more exclusionary 

understandings of national membership. As Keskinen (2016) argues, discussions about welfare 

entitlements are ultimately inseparable from broader questions of belonging, identity, and the 

boundaries of the national community. 

Since 2023, migration has become increasingly connected to questions of border management and 

national security in Finland, particularly in relation to developments at the country's eastern border. 

The arrival of third-country nationals through border crossing points from Russia prompted concerns 

about the instrumentalisation of migration and led the Finnish government to introduce temporary 

border closures and strengthen border-control measures (Ministry of the Interior, 2024). These 

developments reinforced the political salience of migration and contributed to a stronger association 

between migration, border security, and national resilience. They also reflect broader European trends 

identified in the literature, where migration has increasingly been discussed not only as a 

humanitarian or economic issue but also as a matter of security and border protection (Huysmans, 

2000; Bourbeau, 2011). Research suggests that migration debates in Finland have become 

increasingly linked to questions of welfare-state sustainability, national belonging, and social 

solidarity (Keskinen, 2016; Saukkonen, 2016). While migration is often discussed in relation to 

labour market needs and demographic challenges, it has also become a politically contested issue 

shaped by competing understandings of national identity, welfare entitlement, and cultural cohesion. 

This reflects a broader European pattern in which migration has become one of the most visible and 

polarising political issues of recent decades (Geddes & Scholten, 2016). 

The politicisation of migration in Finland intensified significantly during the 2000s, driven in large 

part by the rise of the right-wing populist Finns Party, which placed immigration at the centre of its 

political agenda (Pyrhönen, 2013; Pyrhönen & Wahlbeck, 2018). This development mirrors trends 
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observed elsewhere in Europe, where populist radical-right parties have increasingly mobilised 

migration as a political issue and linked it to concerns about welfare provision, national identity, and 

cultural change (Mudde, 2007). The electoral breakthrough of the Finns Party in 2011 marked an 

important turning point in Finnish migration politics, bringing restrictive immigration positions closer 

to the political mainstream. The politicisation of migration reached a new level during the 2015 

refugee crisis, when the number of asylum seekers in Finland increased dramatically. Public and 

political debates became increasingly polarised, focusing on questions of asylum governance, burden-

sharing, border control, and welfare-state sustainability (Pyrhönen & Wahlbeck, 2018). Research has 

shown that migration was increasingly framed through security-related narratives during this period, 

particularly in parliamentary debates and party political discourse (Ylä-Anttila et al., 2019). The 

participation of FP in government further strengthened the visibility of restrictive migration positions 

within national policymaking (Pyrhönen & Wahlbeck, 2018). 

Overall, migration in Finland has evolved into a multidimensional and politically contested issue 

shaped by historical developments, demographic change, labour market needs, welfare-state 

considerations, and security concerns (OECD, 2024; Saukkonen, 2016). Understanding these 

developments provides an important context for analysing how migration is framed in Finnish party 

and government programmes and why different political actors construct migration in markedly 

different ways. 

2.2 Securitisation Theory 

This section introduces securitisation theory as the main theoretical framework of the thesis. 

Originally developed within the Copenhagen School of Security Studies, securitisation theory 

challenges traditional understandings of security by arguing that security threats are not objective 

realities but are socially and politically constructed through discourse (Buzan, Wæver, & de Wilde, 

1998). From this perspective, issues become security concerns when political actors successfully 

present them as serious threats that require urgent attention and exceptional responses. The theory 

has been widely applied to the study of migration, where it provides a useful framework for examining 

how migration can be constructed either as a security issue or as a matter of normal political 

governance (Huysmans, 2000; Bourbeau, 2011). The following subchapters first explain the 

evolution of security thinking and the shift from traditional state-centred approaches to more socially 

constructed understandings of security. Later, they outline the core assumptions, concepts, and 

mechanisms of securitisation theory that are relevant for analysing migration in Finnish party and 

government programmes. 
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2.2.1 From Traditional Security to a Constructivist Understanding  

To engage with securitisation theory, it is first necessary to clarify how the concept of security is 

understood. Security is a contested concept, and there is no universally accepted definition. Different 

theoretical traditions conceptualise security in distinct ways, reflecting divergent assumptions about 

threats, referent objects, and political authority (Baldwin, 1997; Buzan, 1991).  

In its traditional formulation, particularly within realist theory, security is understood in state-centred 

terms and defined primarily as the protection of the state from external military threats. Within this 

perspective, the state constitutes the principal referent object of security, and threats are treated as 

objective conditions that can be countered through military power, deterrence, and strategic 

capabilities. This understanding dominated security studies throughout the Cold War, during which 

competition between major powers reinforced the primacy of military security, sovereignty, and 

territorial integrity (Morgenthau, 1948; Walt, 1991; Buzan, 1991). Despite subsequent theoretical 

developments, this traditional conception has continued to influence security thinking, as 

demonstrated by state responses to major security shocks, such as the attacks of 11 September 2001 

(Fusiek, 2020). From the late Cold War period onwards, this narrow understanding of security was 

increasingly challenged. As interstate warfare became less central in many regions, scholars began to 

emphasise economic instability, environmental degradation, and societal cohesion as relevant sources 

of insecurity. This development gave rise to a theoretical debate between so-called traditionalists, 

who maintained that security studies should remain focused on military threats and war, and wideners, 

who argued for a broader security agenda encompassing political, economic, societal, and 

environmental dimensions (Krause & Williams, 1996; Buzan, 1997). Barry Buzan, in particular, 

criticised traditional security studies for privileging the state and neglecting broader societal 

dimensions of insecurity, such as threats to identity, social cohesion, and welfare (Buzan, 2007). This 

rethinking of security marked a conceptual shift towards constructivist and critical perspectives, 

which emphasise that security is not an objective condition but a socially and politically mediated 

concept. From this perspective, issues become security concerns not solely because of their material 

characteristics, but because they are interpreted, framed, and communicated as threats within specific 

political and social contexts. Security thus comes to be understood as the outcome of political 

processes rather than as a pre-given state of affairs (Wæver, 1995; Buzan, Wæver, & de Wilde, 1998; 

Huysmans, 2006; McDonald, 2008). 

The Copenhagen School is commonly associated with this constructivist turn and the widening of the 

security agenda. While acknowledging the continued relevance of military security, its scholars 
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conceptualise security as a sector-specific phenomenon in which different referent objects and 

existential threats emerge depending on the context. In this framework, the state typically constitutes 

the referent object in the military sector, sovereignty and political authority in the political sector, 

economic stability in the economic sector, collective identity in the societal sector, and ecological 

systems in the environmental sector (Buzan, 1997; Buzan, Wæver, & de Wilde, 1998). This sectoral 

understanding of security underscores the central assumption of securitisation theory: an issue 

becomes a security concern when it is framed as an existential threat to a valued referent object within 

a particular sector. Although the Copenhagen School initially emphasised the role of speech acts in 

this process, later scholarship highlighted the importance of audience acceptance and broader political 

context in determining whether securitising moves succeed (Balzacq, 2005; McDonald, 2008). The 

following section builds on this insight by outlining how securitisation operates as a political and 

discursive process. 

  

 

Figure 1. Conceptual development of security from traditional state-centred approaches to 

securitisation theory. 

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on Buzan (1991, 1997, 2007) and Walt (1991) 

2.2.2 Core Assumptions of Securitisation Theory 

Securitisation theory, developed within the Copenhagen School of security studies, conceptualises 

security not as an objective condition but as a political and discursive process. Rather than assuming 

that certain issues are inherently threatening, the theory focuses on how security threats are 

constructed through language, political practices, and social interaction (Buzan et al., 1998; Balzacq, 

2005; McDonald, 2008). At the core of securitisation theory lies the assumption that an issue becomes 

a security concern when it is presented as an existential threat to a valued referent object (Wæver, 

1995; Buzan et al., 1998). This process is initiated through what the Copenhagen School describes as 

a securitising move, whereby a political actor frames an issue in terms of survival and urgency. By 
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invoking the language of existential threat, securitising actors seek to move an issue beyond the realm 

of normal politics and into the domain of security, where exceptional measures may be justified 

(Buzan et al., 1998). Within securitisation theory, public issues are understood as existing along a 

continuum ranging from non-politicised to politicised and securitised. Non-politicised issues remain 

outside public debate and political decision-making. Politicisation refers to the process by which an 

issue becomes subject to discussion, negotiation, and policy-making within established institutional 

frameworks. Securitisation, by contrast, involves framing an issue as an existential threat that requires 

urgent and extraordinary responses, potentially justifying the suspension or circumvention of normal 

political procedures. Importantly, not all politicised issues are securitised, and securitisation 

represents a qualitatively different mode of political engagement rather than merely an intensification 

of politicisation (Wæver, 1995; Buzan, et al., 1998; Huysmans, 2006). 

 

 

 

Figure 2. The movement of issues along the continuum from non-politicisation to politicisation and 

securitisation 

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on Buzan, Wæver and de Wilde (1998). 

Importantly, securitisation is not considered successful solely on the basis of the securitising actor’s 

intentions. The Copenhagen School emphasises the role of the audience in accepting or endorsing the 

securitising framing. Without sufficient audience acceptance, a securitising move remains incomplete 

and fails to transform the issue into a recognised security concern. Security is therefore understood 

as an intersubjective outcome, dependent on shared meanings rather than objective threats (Buzan et 
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al., 1998; Balzacq, 2005). The consequence of successful securitisation is the legitimisation of 

extraordinary measures that would otherwise be difficult to justify within the framework of normal 

politics. These measures may include restrictive policies, expanded executive powers, or the 

prioritisation of security concerns over competing political values. In this sense, securitisation theory 

highlights the political implications of framing issues as security threats and underscores the 

normative importance of analysing when and how such framings occur (Huysmans, 2006; McDonald, 

2008). 

2.2.3 Key Concepts of Securitisation Theory 

To analytically examine securitisation processes, it is necessary to clarify the key concepts developed 

within the Copenhagen School framework. These concepts provide the analytical vocabulary for 

identifying how security is constructed in political discourse and are central to the empirical analysis 

conducted in this thesis. The securitising actor refers to the individual or collective entity that 

articulates a particular issue as an existential threat. Typically, securitising actors are political elites, 

such as government representatives, political parties, or institutional authorities, who possess 

sufficient authority and legitimacy to make security claims credible. In the context of this thesis, 

political parties and governments function as securitising actors through their programme documents, 

which formally articulate policy priorities and problem definitions (Buzan, et al., 1998; Balzacq, 

2005). The referent object denotes that which is presented as being existentially threatened and 

therefore in need of protection. While traditional security studies primarily focus on the state as the 

referent object, securitisation theory allows for a broader range of referent objects depending on the 

sector and context. These may include state sovereignty, territorial integrity, national identity, societal 

cohesion, welfare systems, or political order. Identifying the referent object is crucial for 

understanding what is framed as being at stake in a securitising move (Buzan et al., 1998; McDonald, 

2008). An existential threat is a threat that is framed as endangering the survival of the referent 

object. Within securitisation theory, the emphasis lies not on the objective severity of a threat, but on 

how it is discursively constructed as existential. The invocation of survival, urgency, and exceptional 

danger distinguishes securitising discourse from ordinary political debate. An issue becomes 

securitised when it is represented as posing a fundamental threat that cannot be addressed through 

routine political means (Wæver, 1995; Buzan et al., 1998). The audience plays a central role in 

determining whether securitisation is successful. According to the Copenhagen School, a securitising 

move only becomes effective if it is accepted or endorsed by a relevant audience. This audience may 

consist of the general public, political institutions, or other key stakeholders whose recognition 

confers legitimacy on the securitising framing. Security is thus understood as an intersubjective 
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outcome that depends on shared interpretations rather than unilateral declarations by political actors 

(Buzan et al., 1998; Balzacq, 2005). Later scholarship has emphasised that audience acceptance is 

influenced not only by the content of the security claim but also by the political authority of the actor 

and the broader social context (Balzacq, 2005). A defining feature of successful securitisation is the 

legitimisation of extraordinary measures. These are actions that go beyond established political 

rules, norms, or procedures and are justified on the grounds of addressing an existential threat. 

Extraordinary measures may include restrictive policies, emergency legislation, expanded executive 

authority, or the prioritisation of security considerations over competing political values. The 

invocation of such measures illustrates the political consequences of framing an issue as a matter of 

security (Buzan et al., 1998; Huysmans, 2006). In addition to securitisation, the Copenhagen School 

also introduces the concept of desecuritisation, which refers to the process by which issues are 

moved out of the security domain and back into the sphere of normal politics. Desecuritisation 

involves reframing an issue in non-existential terms, thereby enabling it to be addressed through 

routine political procedures and democratic deliberation. This concept is particularly relevant for 

analysing whether political discourse presents alternative, non-security-oriented framings of 

migration (Wæver, 1995; Roe, 2004). 
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Table 1. Core Concepts of Securitisation Theory and Their Analytical Indicators 

Concept Definition 
Analytical Indicators in 

Political Texts 

Securitising actor 
Political actor who presents an 

issue as an existential threat. 

Party or government articulating 

urgency, protection, survival 

language. 

Referent object 
Entity claimed to be existentially 

threatened. 

Explicit or implicit reference to 

state sovereignty, national 

identity, welfare system, public 

order, borders. 

Existential threat 

Representation of an issue as 

threatening survival or 

fundamental stability. 

Language of crisis, loss of 

control, danger, survival, 

collapse, erosion. 

Audience acceptance 

Recognition or endorsement of 

security framing by relevant 

audience. 

Institutionalization in official 

programmes; policy 

commitments framed as 

necessary protection. 

Extraordinary measures 
Actions justified outside normal 

political procedures. 

Border closures, emergency 

legislation, intensified control, 

restrictive reforms. 

Desecuritisation 
Reframing issue back into 

normal political domain. 

Emphasis on integration, 

management, cooperation, 

rights-based solutions. 

 

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on Buzan et al. (1998) and Wæver (1995). 

Table 1 summarizes the core analytical vocabulary derived from securitisation theory and specifies 

how these concepts are operationalized in the present study. By linking theoretical concepts to 

observable textual indicators, the table enhances analytical transparency and clarifies how securitising 

elements are identified in party and government programme documents. These indicators form part 

of the coding framework applied in Chapter 3. 

2.2.4 Securitising Moves and Discourse 

Within the Copenhagen School framework, securitisation is understood as a discursive process 

through which political actors construct an issue as a matter of security. Central to this process is the 

notion of the securitising move, defined as an articulated claim that presents a particular issue as an 

existential threat to a valued referent object. Through such moves, political actors seek to elevate an 

issue beyond normal political debate and justify the adoption of extraordinary measures (Wæver, 

1995; Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde, 1998; Balzacq, 2005). Originally, securitisation theory 

conceptualised securitising moves primarily as speech acts, emphasising the performative power of 

language in declaring something a security issue. According to this perspective, utterances such as 
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framing an issue in terms of survival, urgency, or exceptional danger do not merely describe threats 

but actively constitute them within political discourse (Wæver, 1995). Security, in this sense, is 

produced through language rather than discovered as an objective condition. Subsequent scholarship 

has extended this understanding beyond spoken speech acts to include written texts, institutional 

practices, and routine forms of political communication. Policy documents, legislative texts, and party 

and government programmes can function as sites of securitisation by systematically constructing 

certain issues as threats and embedding security-oriented frames into formal political discourse 

(Huysmans, 2006; Balzacq, 2005). While the Copenhagen School initially emphasised the 

performative power of language, later scholarship argued that securitisation should be understood as 

a broader social process shaped by context, institutional settings, and audience reception (Balzacq, 

2005; McDonald, 2008). Such texts may contain explicit securitising language, but securitisation can 

also occur implicitly through recurring problem definitions, metaphors, and narratives that associate 

an issue with danger, instability, or loss of control. Importantly, securitising moves do not need to 

rely on overt references to security in order to be effective. Discursive strategies such as linking 

migration to crime, welfare strain, cultural erosion, or border instability can contribute to 

securitisation by invoking existential risks without explicitly naming them as security threats. These 

indirect forms of securitisation are particularly relevant in formal political texts, where security claims 

may be articulated in technocratic or policy-oriented language rather than through dramatic rhetoric 

(Huysmans, 2006; Balzacq, 2005). Securitising moves must also be understood in relation to their 

broader discursive and institutional context. The success of securitisation depends not only on the 

articulation of threat but also on the authority of the securitising actor, the resonance of the framing 

with dominant narratives, and the acceptance of the audience. Written programme documents, while 

not interactive in the same way as speeches, play a central role in stabilising and normalising security 

framings by presenting them as part of coherent policy agendas endorsed by political actors (Balzacq, 

2005; McDonald, 2008). 

By focusing on securitising moves within political discourse, securitisation theory provides analytical 

tools for examining how issues are framed as security concerns and how such framings shape political 

priorities and policy options. This thesis applies this perspective to the analysis of party and 

government programme documents, examining how migration-related frames articulate existential 

threats, identify referent objects, and implicitly or explicitly legitimise securitising or desecuritising 

approaches (Buzan et al., 1998; Huysmans, 2006). 
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2.2.5  Critiques and Developments of Securitisation Theory 

Since its formulation by the Copenhagen School, securitisation theory has generated extensive debate 

and critique within security studies. While widely applied across empirical contexts, scholars have 

identified several conceptual and methodological limitations that are relevant for the present study. 

One prominent critique concerns the perceived elitism of securitisation theory. Early formulations 

emphasised the role of political elites as securitising actors, potentially overlooking bottom-up 

processes and the role of non-elite actors in shaping security discourses. Critics argue that this focus 

risks underestimating how societal actors, media, or everyday practices contribute to the construction 

of security threats (Balzacq, 2005; McDonald, 2008). However, in the context of this thesis, which 

examines party and government programme documents, the emphasis on elite actors is analytically 

appropriate, as these texts represent authoritative and institutionalised expressions of political 

priorities. A second line of critique addresses the concept of the audience. While securitisation theory 

posits audience acceptance as a condition for successful securitisation, scholars have questioned how 

such acceptance can be empirically identified and measured. In formal political texts, audience 

reactions are not directly observable, which complicates assessments of whether securitising moves 

are successful. To address this limitation, this study does not seek to evaluate the success of 

securitisation in terms of audience response, but rather focuses on identifying securitising and 

desecuritising framings within political programmes themselves (Balzacq (2005). Further critiques 

concern the original formulation of securitisation as a speech act, which has been criticised for 

privileging explicit and dramatic declarations of threat. Subsequent research has demonstrated that 

securitisation can occur through more subtle, routinised, and bureaucratic forms of discourse, 

particularly in policy documents and institutional settings (Huysmans, 2006; Stritzel, 2007; 

McDonald, 2008). This insight is especially relevant for the analysis of party and government 

programmes, where securitisation may be embedded in technocratic language, policy problem 

definitions, or implicit associations rather than overt security rhetoric. 

In response to these critiques, later developments of securitisation theory have adopted a more flexible 

and practice-oriented perspective. Scholars have expanded the concept of securitisation to include 

discursive patterns, institutional practices, and framing processes that normalise security logics over 

time (Balzacq, 2005; Stritzel, 2007). These developments strengthen the applicability of securitisation 

theory to written political texts and support its combination with framing theory as an analytical tool. 

Finally, normative critiques have highlighted the political consequences of securitisation, particularly 

its tendency to legitimise exceptional measures and marginalise democratic deliberation. This has led 

to increased scholarly interest in desecuritisation as a desirable alternative, emphasising the 
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importance of reframing issues in non-existential terms. This normative dimension is relevant for the 

present study, which examines not only securitising framings of migration, but also the presence of 

alternative frames that may contribute to desecuritisation (Huysmans, 2006; Roe, 2004). 

Taken together, these critiques and developments do not undermine the analytical value of 

securitisation theory, but rather inform its careful and context-sensitive application. By focusing on 

elite political discourse, written programme documents, and framing processes, this thesis adopts a 

refined understanding of securitisation theory that is well suited to the empirical analysis of migration 

in Finnish political programmes (Balzacq, 2005; McDonald, 2008) 

2.3. Securitisation of Migration 

Building on the theoretical framework of securitisation outlined in the previous section, this chapter 

examines how migration has been constructed as a security issue within contemporary political 

discourse. Rather than treating migration as an objective or inherently threatening phenomenon, 

securitisation theory directs analytical attention to the political processes through which migration is 

articulated as an existential threat requiring urgent or exceptional measures (Buzan, Wæver, & de 

Wilde, 1998; Wæver, 1995; Bourbeau, 2011). Migration becomes a matter of security not because of 

intrinsic characteristics, but because political actors frame it as threatening the survival or stability of 

valued referent objects. In the European context, the securitisation of migration has been widely 

documented, particularly in relation to border control, asylum governance, and internal security 

policies (Huysmans, 2006; Geddes & Scholten, 2016; Ceccorulli, 2019). Migration has increasingly 

been linked to discourses of risk, crisis, and instability, thereby embedding mobility within broader 

security frameworks. As Huysmans (2006) argues, this process often unfolds not only through 

dramatic political rhetoric but also through administrative and bureaucratic practices that normalise 

security logics in everyday governance. In this sense, securitisation may operate both through explicit 

speech acts and through more gradual institutionalisation. A central feature of migration securitisation 

is the articulation of specific referent objects claimed to be under threat. In political discourse, 

migration may be constructed as endangering state sovereignty (through weakened border control), 

public order (through associations with crime or instability), national identity (through cultural 

change), or the sustainability of the welfare state (through perceived economic burden). These 

dimensions reflect the expansion of security beyond traditional military concerns toward societal, 

cultural, and economic domains (Buzan et al., 1998; Huysmans, 2006; Bourbeau, 2011). The 

securitisation of migration is therefore often multidimensional, combining identity-based, socio-

economic, and governance-related anxieties. Importantly, not all politicised discussions of migration 
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constitute securitisation. As securitisation theory distinguishes between non-politicised, politicised, 

and securitised issues, migration may be debated within ordinary policy frameworks without being 

elevated to the level of existential threat (Buzan et al., 1998; Huysmans, 2006). Securitisation occurs 

when migration is framed as posing a threat to collective survival and when exceptional or 

extraordinary responses are legitimised. It is therefore analytically necessary to distinguish between 

restrictive or critical migration discourse and securitising constructions that invoke urgency, survival, 

and the inadequacy of normal political procedures. Moreover, securitisation may vary in intensity. In 

some contexts, migration is framed through explicit emergency rhetoric, emphasising crisis, invasion, 

or loss of control. In others, security logics are embedded more subtly within policy language that 

prioritises control, surveillance, and protection without overtly invoking existential threat. 

Recognising this variation allows for a more nuanced analysis of how security discourse operates 

within institutional political texts Bourbeau (2011). Understanding the securitisation of migration 

thus requires attention to the discursive mechanisms through which threat, urgency, and 

exceptionalism are articulated and normalised. Rather than presuming that migration is inherently 

destabilising, securitisation theory provides analytical tools for examining how political actors 

construct migration as a security concern within specific institutional and temporal contexts. This 

perspective establishes the foundation for analysing whether and how party and government 

programmes articulate migration in security terms (Huysmans, 2006; Bourbeau, 2011). 

At the same time, while securitisation theory explains how migration may be elevated to the status of 

security through constructions of existential threat, analysing the broader interpretive structures 

through which migration is presented requires engagement with framing theory. The following 

section therefore introduces framing as a complementary analytical perspective for examining how 

political actors organise and communicate meanings surrounding migration. 

2.4 Framing Theory 

Framing theory provides a conceptual framework for analysing how social and political issues are 

constructed, interpreted, and communicated within public discourse. Rather than treating political 

texts as neutral representations of reality, framing theory emphasises that political actors actively 

select, emphasise, and organise certain aspects of perceived reality in order to promote specific 

interpretations and policy responses (Entman, 1993; Chong & Druckman, 2007; van Gorp, 2007). In 

this sense, framing is understood as a process of meaning-making through which social problems are 

defined, responsibilities are attributed, and solutions are legitimised. The concept of framing 

originates in the sociological work of Goffman (1974/1986), who described frames as interpretive 
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schemata that enable individuals to locate, perceive, identify, and label occurrences within their social 

world. Building on this foundation, framing theory was further developed within political 

communication research, where it has become a central analytical tool for examining how political 

actors shape public understanding of complex and contested issues (Entman, 1993; Scheufele, 1999; 

de Vreese, 2005). By highlighting dimensions of a phenomenon while downplaying others, frames 

structure how issues are perceived and debated. In the context of migration politics, framing is 

particularly significant. Migration can be constructed in multiple and competing ways: as a 

humanitarian responsibility, an economic opportunity, a demographic necessity, a cultural challenge, 

or a security threat(Geddes & Scholten, 2016; Huysmans, 2006; Bourbeau, 2011). The framing of 

migration therefore has direct implications for policy priorities, political mobilisation, and the 

justification of restrictive or inclusive measures. Analysing how migration is framed in party and 

government programmes enables a systematic investigation of the interpretive patterns through which 

political actors position migration within broader political and security narratives.While framing 

theory and securitisation theory originate from different intellectual traditions, both are concerned 

with how political actors construct social reality through discourse. Framing theory helps identify the 

interpretive structures through which migration is understood, whereas securitisation theory enables 

an assessment of whether these constructions portray migration as an existential threat requiring 

exceptional responses (Entman, 1993; Buzan, Wæver, & de Wilde, 1998). 

To understand how framing operates as a discursive and political process, it is necessary to examine 

its conceptual foundations. The following subsection traces the origins of framing theory to its 

sociological roots and outlines how the concept of “frame” evolved from a cognitive and interactional 

perspective to a central analytical tool in political communication research. 

2.4.1 Conceptual Foundations of Framing 

The concept of framing originates in the sociological work of Erving Goffman (1974/1986), who 

introduced the notion of frames as interpretive schemata that organise experience and render social 

reality intelligible. For Goffman, frames provide cognitive structures through which individuals 

locate, perceive, identify, and label events within their social world. Social reality is therefore not 

experienced as raw or unmediated, but as structured through culturally embedded interpretive 

frameworks. In this sense, framing reflects a broader constructivist understanding of social life, where 

meaning is actively produced rather than passively received (Goffman, 1974/1986; Scheufele, 1999). 

While Goffman’s work focused primarily on everyday interaction and the organisation of experience, 
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the concept of framing was subsequently adapted and expanded within political communication 

research. In this context, framing shifted from a micro-sociological perspective to an analysis of how 

political actors strategically construct interpretations of social and political issues. Robert M. Entman 

(1993) conceptualises framing as the process of selecting certain aspects of a perceived reality and 

making them more salient in a communicating text in order to promote particular problem definitions, 

causal interpretations, moral evaluations, and treatment recommendations. This formulation 

highlights the selective and strategic nature of framing, emphasising its role in shaping political 

discourse and public understanding (Entman, 1993; de Vreese, 2005; Chong & Druckman, 2007). 

From a constructionist perspective, frames do not merely reflect reality but actively constitute it (van 

Gorp, 2007). Political actors employ frames to structure public debates, define policy priorities, and 

legitimise specific courses of action (Entman, 1993; de Vreese, 2005). Framing thus operates as a 

discursive mechanism through which social problems are constructed, contested, and stabilised 

within institutional contexts. The study of framing therefore provides insight into how political 

meaning is organised and how particular interpretations gain prominence within formal political texts. 

In migration politics, the stakes of framing are particularly high, as interpretive constructions 

influence how political problems are defined and addressed within institutional contexts (Geddes & 

Scholten, 2016; Bourbeau, 2011). Understanding the conceptual foundations of framing is therefore 

essential for analysing how political actors structure meaning in formal programme documents and 

how specific interpretations become stabilised within policy discourse. 

2.4.2 Framing in Political Communication 

Within political communication research, framing is understood as a strategic process through which 

political actors construct and promote particular interpretations of social and political issues. Rather 

than merely reflecting objective conditions, political texts actively organise meaning by emphasising 

certain dimensions of an issue while marginalising others (Entman, 1993). Framing thus functions as 

a mechanism of political competition, enabling actors to define problems, attribute responsibility, and 

justify policy responses within contested public debates. Scholars commonly distinguish between 

frame-building and frame-setting (de Vreese, 2005). Frame-building refers to the processes through 

which political elites, parties, and institutions construct interpretive frameworks in their 

communication. Frame-setting, by contrast, concerns the potential effects of these frames on public 

opinion and audience perceptions. The present study focuses on frame-building, examining how 

political actors articulate and institutionalise interpretations of migration within official party and 

government programme documents. From a constructionist perspective, framing is embedded within 
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broader cultural and institutional contexts (van Gorp, 2007). Frames draw upon shared symbolic 

repertoires and normative assumptions, which enable certain interpretations to resonate while 

marginalising alternative understandings. In this sense, political framing is not purely individual or 

strategic but situated within structured discursive environments that shape the range of available 

meanings. Political party and government programmes constitute particularly relevant sites of 

framing, as they represent formal and authoritative articulations of policy priorities and ideological 

positions (Entman, 1993; de Vreese, 2005). Unlike spontaneous political speech or media 

commentary, programme documents are strategically crafted texts that consolidate party positions 

and signal governing intentions. The frames embedded within such documents therefore provide 

insight into how political actors seek to structure policy discourse and shape the boundaries of 

legitimate political debate. In the context of migration politics, framing plays a central role in defining 

whether migration is positioned as a social, economic, humanitarian, or security issue (Huysmans, 

2006; Geddes & Scholten, 2016). These interpretive constructions influence not only policy 

orientation but also the conditions under which more restrictive or exceptional measures may be 

considered legitimate. Understanding framing as a strategic and institutionalised practice is therefore 

essential for analysing how migration is positioned within Finnish political programmes. 

 2.4.3 Framing as a Process 

Framing should not be understood as a static attribute of political texts, but as an ongoing and 

temporally situated process of meaning construction. As Entman (1993) argues, framing involves the 

selection of certain aspects of perceived reality and their elevation in salience within communicative 

texts. However, this process does not occur in isolation or at a single moment in time. Rather, frames 

emerge, evolve, and stabilise through repeated articulation within institutional and political contexts 

(Entman, 1993; Scheufele, 1999). Within political communication research, framing is 

conceptualised as a multi-level and dynamic process involving the production, circulation, 

contestation, and institutionalisation of interpretive schemes (de Vreese, 2005; van Gorp, 2007). 

Political actors engage in frame-building by constructing representations of issues, but the durability 

of these frames depends on broader structural conditions, including electoral dynamics, governing 

responsibilities, and prevailing normative assumptions (Scheufele, 1999; de Vreese, 2005). Over 

time, certain frames may become sedimented within institutional discourse, while others may be 

marginalised or replaced. Conceptualising framing as a process also highlights the inherently 

contested nature of political meaning. Competing actors may promote divergent interpretations of the 

same issue, seeking to establish their preferred frame as dominant within public and institutional 
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debate. The success or failure of particular frames is therefore shaped not only by strategic 

communication but also by shifting political configurations and contextual developments (van Gorp, 

2007). In the study of migration politics, this processual perspective is particularly important. 

Interpretations of migration are not fixed; they may intensify, moderate, or transform across electoral 

cycles and changing governmental compositions. Frames that were previously peripheral may gain 

prominence under new political leadership, while others may become institutionalised as taken-for-

granted policy assumptions. Viewing framing as dynamic and evolving thus enables a longitudinal 

analysis of how migration is positioned within successive party and government programmes. 

 2.4.4 Limitations of Framing Theory 

While framing theory provides a powerful analytical tool for examining how political actors construct 

and communicate social issues, it is not without limitations. One frequently noted concern relates to 

conceptual ambiguity. As Entman (1993) observed, framing has developed as a “fractured paradigm,” 

with varying definitions and applications across disciplines. The term “frame” has been used to 

describe cognitive schemata, discursive structures, strategic communication devices, and cultural 

narratives, which can lead to analytical inconsistency if not clearly operationalised. In response to 

this concern, the present study adopts Entman’s four framing functions—problem definition, causal 

interpretation, moral evaluation, and treatment recommendation—as a structured analytical basis. A 

second limitation concerns methodological variability. Framing research encompasses diverse 

approaches, ranging from quantitative content analysis to qualitative discourse-oriented 

interpretations (de Vreese, 2005). In qualitative analyses in particular, the identification of frames 

may involve interpretive judgment, raising questions about reliability and replicability. To mitigate 

this risk, this study applies transparent analytical criteria and clearly defined indicators for identifying 

framing patterns within political programme documents. Finally, framing theory has been criticised 

for sometimes remaining at a descriptive level, identifying interpretive patterns without sufficiently 

explaining their broader political implications (Entman, 1993; de Vreese, 2005). This limitation is 

particularly relevant in the study of migration politics, where frames may have significant 

consequences for policy development and the legitimation of restrictive or exceptional measures 

(Huysmans, 2006). To address this concern, the present research integrates framing theory with 

securitisation theory (Buzan, Wæver, & de Wilde, 1998). By combining these approaches, the 

analysis moves beyond identifying how migration is framed and examines when and how framing 

practices contribute to the construction of migration as a matter of security. Acknowledging these 
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limitations does not diminish the analytical value of framing theory; rather, it clarifies the theoretical 

and methodological choices guiding the present study. 

2.5 Combining Securitisation and Framing 

Although framing theory and securitisation theory originate from distinct intellectual traditions, they 

share a common concern with the discursive construction of political meaning. Both approaches reject 

the assumption that security threats or political problems are objective and self-evident; instead, they 

emphasise how issues become defined, interpreted, and prioritised through communicative practices. 

Framing theory highlights processes of selection and salience in political texts (Entman, 1993), while 

securitisation theory focuses on how political actors articulate existential threats and justify 

exceptional measures (Buzan, Wæver, & de Wilde, 1998). In this sense, both theories adopt a 

constructivist understanding of political reality (Entman, 1993; Buzan et al., 1998; McDonald, 2008). 

Despite these conceptual affinities, the two approaches differ in scope and analytical focus. Framing 

theory provides a broader analytical lens for examining how issues are structured and interpreted 

within political discourse. It does not necessarily imply urgency or threat; frames may organise 

political meaning within ordinary policy debates. Securitisation theory, by contrast, is specifically 

concerned with moments in which an issue is elevated to the status of security, framed as an existential 

threat to a referent object and presented as requiring extraordinary political measures (Buzan et al., 

1998; Balzacq, 2005). While framing can occur within routine political processes, securitisation 

represents a particular intensification of political meaning. In the context of migration politics, this 

distinction is especially relevant. Migration may be framed in various ways—economic, 

humanitarian, demographic, or cultural without necessarily being securitised (Geddes & Scholten, 

2016). However, when migration is constructed as a threat to national identity, public order, or the 

welfare state, framing practices may contribute to a securitising move (Huysmans, 2006). 

Securitisation can thus be understood as a specific configuration of framing characterised by the 

articulation of existential threat and the legitimisation of exceptional responses. Combining framing 

and securitisation therefore enables a more differentiated analysis of political discourse (de Vreese, 

2005; Balzacq, 2005). Framing analysis allows for the identification of dominant and competing 

interpretations of migration across party and government programmes, while securitisation theory 

provides additional criteria for assessing when and how these frames take on a security character. 

Rather than treating the two approaches as separate or competing, the present study conceptualises 

them as analytically complementary: framing captures the broader processes of meaning construction, 

while securitisation identifies a particular escalation within those processes. Framing theory can 
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therefore be understood as identifying the interpretive structures through which securitising and 

desecuritising meanings are communicated, while securitisation theory provides criteria for assessing 

whether these meanings construct migration as an existential threat requiring exceptional political 

responses (Balzacq, 2005; McDonald, 2008). This integrated perspective establishes the theoretical 

foundation for the methodological approach developed in the following chapter, where the analytical 

framework and research design are specified in detail. 

Table 2. Analytical Integration of Framing and Securitisation 

Framing Theory Securitisation Theory 
Analytical Function in This 

Thesis 

Focuses on how issues are 

structured and interpreted 

Focuses on when issues are 

elevated to existential 

security status 

Enables identification of 

both routine and security-

oriented constructions 

Identifies problem definition, 

causal interpretation, moral 

evaluation, treatment 

recommendation  

Identifies existential threat, 

referent object, extraordinary 

measures  

Provides structured coding 

categories for textual 

analysis 

Does not necessarily imply 

urgency or threat 

Implies urgency, survival 

logic, exceptionalism 

Distinguishes politicisation 

from securitisation 

Captures competing and 

dominant interpretations 

Captures escalation of 

framing into security logic 

Enables longitudinal 

comparison across electoral 

periods 

 

Source: Author’s own elaboration based on Entman (1993) and Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde (1998). 

Table 2 summarises the analytical relationship between framing theory and securitisation theory as 

applied in this thesis. While framing theory provides a broad framework for identifying how 

migration is structured and interpreted within political texts, securitisation theory introduces 

additional criteria for determining when such frames escalate into constructions of existential threat. 

By distinguishing between routine political framing and security-oriented framing, the table clarifies 

the complementary roles of the two approaches and justifies their combined use in the empirical 

analysis. While securitisation theory provides the main theoretical framework for understanding how 

migration can be constructed as a security issue, framing theory serves as the primary analytical tool 

used to identify and interpret these constructions in political texts. In this sense, framing analysis is 

employed to operationalise the study of securitisation processes. While framing theory and 

securitization theory originate from different theoretical traditions, they share an interest in how 

political actors construct social reality through discourse (Entman, 1993; Wæver, 1995; McDonald, 
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2008). Framing theory explains how issues are defined, interpreted, and presented to audiences, 

whereas securitization theory examines how particular issue constructions can transform ordinary 

political questions into matters of security requiring special attention or exceptional measures (Buzan 

et al., 1998). In this study, frames are understood as the discursive structures through which 

securitizing and desecuritising meanings are articulated. The framing of migration therefore shapes 

whether migration is presented as a threat requiring restrictive responses or as a normal political issue 

to be addressed through conventional policy instruments. 

2.6. Approaches to the Study of Party Programmes 

Political party programmes are an important empirical source for analysing how political actors define 

social problems, set priorities, and justify policy choices. As officially adopted and collectively 

negotiated documents, party programmes hold a central position in political discourse and are 

therefore widely used in political science research on party competition, political representation, and 

policy development (Volkens et al., 2020; Aarnio & Pekonen, 1999). However, scholars approach 

the study of party programmes in different ways, depending on their theoretical and methodological 

assumptions about political language and the role of discourse in shaping power relations (Fairclough, 

1995; Krippendorff, 2018). Building on the constructivist perspective discussed in the previous 

sections, this chapter treats party programmes as discursive arenas in which political meanings are 

produced and stabilised. Rather than assuming that programmes simply reflect fixed policy 

preferences or directly determine political outcomes, they are understood as texts in which issues are 

framed, threats are articulated, and political legitimacy is constructed (Entman, 1993; Bacchi, 2009). 

This perspective is particularly relevant for the analysis of migration, which is a contested policy area 

characterised by competing interpretations of security, responsibility, and belonging. 

2.6.1 Party Programmes as Political Texts 

From a constructivist standpoint, party programmes are not neutral descriptions of political reality 

but political texts that actively participate in the construction of social meaning. While their formal 

status as officially adopted party documents lends them a degree of institutional authority, their 

analytical relevance lies less in their capacity to predict concrete policy outcomes than in their role in 

shaping how political problems are defined and understood (Fairclough, 1995; Bacchi, 2009). Party 

programmes articulate interpretative frameworks that link specific policy issues to broader narratives 

about society, identity, and political order. 
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Language plays a central role in this process. Through the selection of concepts, metaphors, and 

problem definitions, party programmes frame political issues in particular ways and delimit the range 

of responses presented as legitimate or necessary (Entman, 1993; van Gorp, 2007). Analysing party 

programmes as political texts therefore allows researchers to examine not only what positions parties 

take, but how those positions are justified, normalised, and embedded within wider discursive 

structures. This approach is especially important in the case of migration, where political debates 

often focus less on concrete policy measures and more on how migration itself is defined and 

interpreted (Huysmans, 2000; Huysmans, 2006). Party programmes provide insight into whether 

migration is framed primarily as a humanitarian issue, an economic concern, or a security threat 

(Entman, 1993; Buzan et al., 1998; Keskinen, 2016). 

2.6.2 Quantitative Approaches to the Study of Party Programmes 

One well-established approach to the study of party programmes is quantitative content analysis, 

which treats programmes as collections of policy statements that can be systematically coded and 

compared across parties, countries, and electoral periods. This approach underlies large comparative 

research projects such as the Manifesto Project Database (MARPOR), which codes programme 

statements into predefined categories in order to measure issue salience and ideological positioning 

(Volkens et al., 2020). Quantitative approaches are particularly useful for identifying broad patterns 

in party competition and for tracing changes in the prominence of specific issues over time. By 

focusing on the frequency with which issues appear in party programmes, they allow researchers to 

assess whether certain topics, such as migration, gain or lose salience across electoral cycles. As such, 

the Manifesto Project Database has become a standard reference point in the comparative study of 

party programmes. At the same time, the analytical focus of quantitative approaches differs from that 

of qualitative, interpretative research. Predefined coding categories are designed to ensure 

comparability, but they necessarily abstract from context and meaning. As a result, quantitative 

content analysis is limited in its ability to capture how political issues are framed, how problems are 

defined, or how particular policy responses are justified within programme texts (Krippendorff, 2018; 

Schreier, 2012). In qualitative research, however, quantitative datasets such as MARPOR can still 

play a supportive role. Rather than serving as the primary analytical method, they can be used as 

orientational and contextual tools—for example, to identify periods in which migration becomes more 

salient in party programmes or to situate qualitative findings within broader trends identified in the 

literature. In the present study, the Manifesto Project Database is therefore used only as a contextual 
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reference point. The analysis of framing and securitisation is conducted independently of the 

MARPOR coding scheme and is based on close, interpretative reading of the full programme texts. 

2.6.3 Qualitative and Discourse-Oriented Approaches 

Qualitative and discourse-oriented approaches focus on how meaning is constructed within party 

programmes. Qualitative content analysis seeks to identify key themes, interpretative patterns, and 

underlying assumptions in texts, often using inductive coding strategies that allow categories to 

emerge from the data (Krippendorff, 2018; Schreier, 2012). This makes it possible to capture nuance 

and context that are often lost in quantitative analyses. Discourse analysis places even greater 

emphasis on the role of language in politics. From this perspective, party programmes are seen as 

discursive practices through which political actors define problems, assign responsibility, and justify 

policy responses (Fairclough, 1995). Rather than counting how often an issue appears, discourse-

oriented analyses examine how issues are presented, which actors are portrayed as threatening or 

deserving, and how certain solutions are made to appear necessary or unavoidable. Research on 

Finnish party programmes illustrates the value of this approach. Keskinen’s (2016) discourse-analytic 

study of immigration programmes shows how party programmes function as sites where economic, 

cultural, and welfare-related arguments about migration are articulated and normalised. Her work 

demonstrates that party programmes are particularly suitable for analysing how migration is framed 

in relation to national identity, welfare state sustainability, and deservingness. 

2.6.4 Party Programmes as Processes and Sites of Contestation 

Beyond their textual form, party programmes can be understood as political processes shaped by 

internal negotiations, compromises, and struggles over representation. Rather than fixed or purely 

technical documents, party programmes reflect changing political priorities and respond to broader 

societal developments. As such, they are not static expressions of ideology but outcomes of ongoing 

contestation within political parties and the wider political field (Aarnio & Pekonen, 1999). In the 

Finnish context, the role of party programmes has evolved alongside transformations in party 

organisation and political communication. Earlier conceptions treated party programmes primarily as 

stable ideological commitments closely linked to mass-party structures and long-term policy 

orientations. Over time, however, party programmes have increasingly come to function as flexible 

political texts that initiate debate, frame political issues, and legitimise policy positions rather than 

providing comprehensive policy blueprints (Aarnio & Pekonen, 1999). This shift highlights the 
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importance of analysing party programmes not only for their policy content but also for their 

discursive role in shaping political meaning. Conceptualising party programmes as sites of 

contestation draws attention to their role in stabilising certain interpretations of political issues while 

marginalising others. Through framing processes, party programmes define what counts as a political 

problem, who is positioned as responsible or threatening, and which policy responses are presented 

as legitimate (Entman, 1993; van Gorp, 2007). In the case of migration, this is particularly significant, 

as competing frames may portray migration as a humanitarian responsibility, an economic challenge, 

or a security threat. This understanding aligns closely with securitisation theory, which emphasises 

how political actors construct issues as existential threats in order to justify exceptional measures 

(Buzan et al., 1998). Analysing party programmes as both discursive texts and political processes 

therefore provides a suitable framework for examining how migration is framed and, in some cases, 

securitised within Finnish party programmes. 

2.6.5 Positioning the Present Study 

Building on the approaches to the study of party programmes outlined above, the present study adopts 

a qualitative, frame-oriented analysis of political programmes. Party programmes are treated as 

discursive texts through which political actors define social problems, set priorities, and justify 

particular policy positions. Rather than analysing programmes as repositories of measurable policy 

preferences, the study focuses on processes of meaning-making and legitimation embedded in 

language (Fairclough, 1995; Bacchi, 2009). By combining securitisation theory with frame analysis, 

the study examines how migration is constructed as a political and security issue within Finnish party 

programmes across electoral periods. This approach allows for a nuanced analysis of how meanings 

are produced, how legitimacy is claimed, and how exceptional measures are discursively justified 

(Buzan et al., 1998; Entman, 1993; Bacchi, 2009), thereby providing the conceptual foundation for 

the empirical analysis that follows. In addition to party programmes, the study also analyses 

government programmes as key political texts. While party programmes articulate the ideological 

positions and policy priorities of individual parties, government programmes reflect negotiated policy 

agreements between coalition partners and outline the strategic direction of the executive. Despite 

these institutional differences, both types of documents play a central role in shaping political 

discourse, as they define policy problems, establish priorities, and legitimise particular courses of 

action (Aarnio & Pekonen, 1999; Bacchi, 2009). From a discursive perspective, party and government 

programmes can therefore be analysed using the same analytical framework, as both function as 
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authoritative texts through which political actors frame migration and, in some cases, advance 

securitising claims (Entman, 1993; Buzan et al., 1998). 

By positioning party and government programmes as comparable discursive objects, this chapter 

provides the conceptual foundation for the research design and methods presented in the following 

chapter. Chapter 3 builds on this framework to specify the selection of materials, analytical 

procedures, and coding strategy used in the empirical analysis. 

2.7 Chapter Summary 

This chapter has established the theoretical foundations of the thesis by integrating securitisation 

theory and framing theory within a constructivist understanding of political discourse. It began by 

situating migration within the Finnish context, highlighting the increasing political salience of 

migration and its growing association with questions of borders, identity, welfare, and security. This 

contextual overview provided the societal backdrop against which political actors articulate 

competing interpretations of migration. The chapter then introduced securitisation theory as the 

central theoretical framework. Drawing on the Copenhagen School, it conceptualised security as a 

discursive and political process rather than an objective condition. Key concepts—including 

securitising actors, referent objects, existential threat, audience acceptance, extraordinary measures, 

and desecuritisation—were outlined in order to establish the analytical vocabulary used in the 

empirical chapters. The discussion further addressed critiques and developments of securitisation 

theory, clarifying its refined and context-sensitive application to written political programme 

documents. Building on this foundation, the chapter examined the securitisation of migration as a 

specific empirical phenomenon. It demonstrated how migration may be constructed as a 

multidimensional security issue linked to sovereignty, public order, national identity, and welfare 

sustainability. Importantly, the distinction between politicisation and securitisation was emphasised, 

enabling analytical differentiation between ordinary policy debate and existential security 

constructions. The chapter subsequently introduced framing theory as a complementary analytical 

perspective. After outlining its conceptual origins in Goffman’s work and its development within 

political communication research, framing was defined as a process of selecting and emphasising 

certain aspects of reality in order to structure meaning and legitimise policy responses. The discussion 

highlighted the strategic and processual character of framing and addressed key methodological and 

conceptual limitations of the approach. The theoretical integration of securitisation and framing 

formed the core contribution of this chapter. While framing theory captures the broader processes 

through which migration is interpreted and structured within political discourse, securitisation theory 
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identifies specific moments in which these frames escalate into constructions of existential threat and 

exceptionalism. By conceptualising securitisation as a particular configuration of framing, the chapter 

established a coherent analytical framework for examining how migration is articulated within 

Finnish party and government programmes. Finally, the chapter positioned party and government 

programmes as authoritative discursive texts suitable for qualitative frame-oriented analysis. By 

clarifying the theoretical assumptions underlying the study, this chapter provides the conceptual 

foundation for the research design and methodological procedures developed in Chapter 3. 
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3 RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS  

Building on the theoretical framework and conceptual positioning outlined in Chapter 2, this chapter 

presents the research design and methodological approach of the study. Drawing on the discussion of 

party and government programmes as discursive and authoritative political texts in Section 2.6.5, it 

explains how these documents are analysed in order to examine the framing and securitisation of 

migration in Finnish political discourse. 

The chapter first outlines the overall research design and theoretical orientation of the study, situating 

it within a qualitative and interpretative research tradition. It then clarifies the selection of data and 

documents and explains how securitisation theory and framing theory are translated into concrete 

analytical tools for examining the material. The chapter concludes by outlining the methods of 

analysis and discussing issues of reliability, validity, and limitations. Together, these sections provide 

transparency regarding the research process and justify the methodological choices underlying the 

empirical analysis. 

3.1 Research Design and Approach 

This study adopts a qualitative research design to examine how migration is framed and potentially 

securitised in Finnish political discourse. More specifically, the study can be characterised as a 

qualitative comparative document analysis across two electoral periods. By analysing party and 

government programmes, the research investigates how political actors construct migration as a 

policy issue and, at times, as an existential concern linked to national security. The unit of analysis 

consists of party and government programmes as institutional political texts that articulate official 

policy positions and normative orientations (Volkens et al., 2022). Qualitative research is concerned 

with understanding processes, interpretations, and context-specific constructions of social reality 

rather than with numerical measurement or hypothesis testing (Bryman, 2016; Creswell & Creswell, 

2018). It is particularly suited to the analysis of political discourse, where the objective is to uncover 

how meanings are produced, stabilised, and contested within specific institutional and temporal 

contexts. The aim is not statistical generalisation but analytical insight into patterns of meaning-

making within a defined political setting. 

The research is grounded in an interpretivist epistemology, which, as an epistemological position, 

emphasises the understanding of socially constructed meanings rather than the identification of 
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objective laws (Bryman, 2016; Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). From this perspective, political reality is 

not treated as a fixed or objective entity but as constituted through discourse and social interaction 

(Berger & Luckmann, 2011). Knowledge is therefore generated through the systematic interpretation 

of texts and the identification of underlying interpretive patterns. This epistemological orientation is 

compatible with both securitisation theory and framing theory. Framing theory assumes that political 

actors actively construct meaning by selecting, emphasising, and interpreting particular aspects of 

reality, therefore shaping how issues are understood and evaluated (Entman, 1993; van Gorp, 2007). 

Similarly, securitisation theory conceptualises security not as an objective condition but as a socially 

constructed and discursive process. According to this approach, issues become matters of security 

through speech acts that present them as existential threats requiring extraordinary measures (Buzan, 

Wæver, & de Wilde, 1998). Both approaches therefore share an interest in how political actors 

produce meaning through discourse and how particular interpretations become politically influential. 

The analysis of party and government programmes as sites of meaning-making is therefore 

methodologically coherent with both the interpretivist orientation of qualitative research and the 

theoretical assumptions underlining framing and securitisation theory. The combined use of these 

approaches enables the study to examine not only how migration is framed in political discourse, but 

also whether these frames contribute to processes of securitisation or desecuritisation. 

3.2 Data Selection and Materials 

The empirical data consists of official party programmes and government programmes produced 

during two consecutive Finnish electoral periods (2019–2023 and 2023–2027). These documents 

were selected as the primary data source because they represent formal and institutionalised political 

texts that articulate consolidated policy positions, ideological orientations, and strategic priorities 

(Bryman, 2016; Volkens et al., 2022). While some parties publish a single comprehensive election 

manifesto, others present their electoral platform through several thematic policy programmes. This 

is the case of FP, which structured its electoral platform for the 2023 parliamentary election as a set 

of thematic policy programmes rather than one unified manifesto. These include, for example, the 

immigration policy programme, the economic policy programme, and additional thematic policy 

documents published on the party’s official website (Perussuomalaiset, n.d.). In this study, these 

documents are collectively treated as the party’s electoral programme for the 2023 election. 

The data were collected from official and publicly accessible sources in spring 2026. Government 

programmes were downloaded from the Finnish Government’s official website (Finnish Government, 

2019; Finnish Government, 2023). Party election programmes were collected primarily from the 
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Pohtiva database of political programmes maintained by Tampere University (Pohtiva, n.d.), which 

provides a comprehensive archive of Finnish political party programmes. When necessary, 

programme documents were supplemented with materials retrieved from the official websites of the 

respective political parties to ensure that the most recent or complete versions of the documents were 

included. Only officially published and final adopted versions of the documents were included to 

ensure institutional validity and consistency. The reliance on publicly accessible and formally 

approved documents strengthens the transparency and reproducibility of the research design (Bowen, 

2009). 

All political parties represented in the Finnish Parliament during the respective electoral periods were 

included, including minor parliamentary actors such as Liike Nyt. The analysis includes the 

programmes of the following parties: The Social Democratic Party of Finland (Suomen 

Sosialidemokraattinen Puolue, SDP), The National Coalition Party (Kansallinen Kokoomus, NCP), 

The Finns Party (Perussuomalaiset, FP), The Centre Party of Finland (Suomen Keskusta, CP), The 

Green League (Vihreä liitto, GL), The Left Alliance (Vasemmistoliitto, LA), The Swedish People’s 

Party of Finland (Suomen Ruotsalainen Kansanpuolue, SPP), The Christian Democrats (Suomen 

Kristillisdemokraatit, CD), and Movement Now (Liike Nyt, MN). Together, the corpus consists of 

party programmes produced for the parliamentary elections of 2019 and 2023 as well as two 

government programmes. In total, the dataset includes 18 party programme documents and two 

government programmes, comprising approximately 972 pages of text. Most of the analysed 

programme documents were retrieved in original language, Finnish. For analytical purposes, relevant 

excerpts were translated to English by the author with the assistance of an AI-based translation tool. 

The author reviewed the translations to ensure that the meaning and context of the original Finnish 

wording were preserved. The original Finnish texts remain the authoritative source. Attention was 

paid to preserving the nuance of key concepts related to migration, security, identity, and welfare. In 

the main text English version or English translation is used and the original Finnish text is provided 

in the footnote.  

Table 3. Language of Programme Documents and Translation 

Party / Actor 
Programme 

(Year) 

Original 

Language 

Translation 

Required 
Notes 

SDP 

Parliamentary 

Programme 

(2019) 

Finnish Yes 
Translated by 

author 
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SDP 

Parliamentary 

Programme 

(2023) 

Finnish Yes 
Translated by 

author 

NCP 

Parliamentary 

Programme 

(2019) 

Finnish Yes 
Translated by 

author 

NCP 

Parliamentary 

Programme 

(2023) 

Finnish Yes 
Translated by 

author 

FP 

Parliamentary 

Programme 

(2019) 

Finnish Yes 
Translated by 

author 

FP 

Immigration 

Policy 

Programme 

(2023) 

Finnish Yes 
Translated by 

author 

CP 

Parliamentary 

Programme 

(2019) 

Finnish Yes 
Translated by 

author 

CP 

Parliamentary 

Programme 

(2023) 

Finnish Yes 
Translated by 

author 

GL 

Parliamentary 

Programme 

(2019) 

Finnish Yes 
Translated by 

author 

GL 

Parliamentary 

Programme 

(2023) 

Finnish Yes 
Translated by 

author 

LA 

Parliamentary 

Programme 

(2019) 

Finnish Yes 
Translated by 

author 

LA 

Parliamentary 

Programme 

(2023) 

Finnish Yes 
Translated by 

author 

SPP 

Parliamentary 

Programme 

(2019) 

English No 
English version 

used 
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SPP 

Parliamentary 

Programme 

(2023) 

English No 
English version 

used  

KD 

Parliamentary 

Programme 

(2019) 

Finnish Yes 
Translated by 

author 

KD 

Parliamentary 

Programme 

(2023) 

Finnish Yes 
Translated by 

author 

MN 

Parliamentary 

Programme 

(2019) 

Finnish Yes 
Translated by 

author 

MN 

Parliamentary 

Programme 

(2023) 

Finnish Yes 
Translated by 

author 

Marin´s 

Government 

Government 

Programme 

(2019) 

English No 
English version 

used 

Orpo´s 

Government 

Government 

Programme 

(2023) 

English No 
English version 

used 

 

Source: Author’s own compilation. 

After collection, the documents were compiled into a unified digital corpus organised by party and 

by parliamentary term. Non-substantive elements, such as tables of contents, formatting features, 

visual design components, or metadata, were omitted to focus exclusively on the substantive textual 

content. The resulting corpus formed the basis for the subsequent frame analysis. 

Including two electoral periods makes it possible to compare how migration discourse changes over 

time. The goal is not to provide statistical results, but to better understand how migration is presented 

within a specific political and institutional context (Bryman, 2016). Since the analysis focuses only 

on official programme documents, it does not include everyday political communication, debates, or 

media coverage. The findings therefore reflect official party positions, not real-time political 

discussions. 



 37 

3.3 Analytical Framework 

This study adopts a qualitative, interpretative methodological framework to examine how migration 

is constructed in Finnish political programmes. Political texts are approached not as neutral 

reflections of reality, but as discursive interventions through which political actors define social 

problems, attribute responsibility, and legitimise particular policy responses (Fairclough, 1995; 

Bacchi, 2009). The analysis therefore focuses on processes of meaning-making rather than on the 

measurement of policy preferences or issue salience. Several qualitative approaches can be employed 

in the analysis of political and legal documents, including discourse analysis and frame analysis. 

Discourse analysis places primary emphasis on linguistic structures, such as vocabulary, syntax, and 

rhetorical patterns, and examines how language is used in specific social and institutional contexts 

(Vine, 2023). Frame analysis, by contrast, adopts a broader contextual perspective by focusing on 

how issues are interpreted, structured, and rendered meaningful within political texts (Goffman, 

1974/1986; Entman, 1993; de Vreese, 2005). Given the research focus on problem definitions, 

interpretative patterns, and legitimising logics, this study employs a frame-oriented approach. 

Framing theory is particularly well suited to the analysis of party and government programmes, as 

these documents represent strategic and authoritative articulations of political priorities and policy 

orientations (Entman, 1993; van Gorp, 2007). Frame analysis enables a systematic examination of 

how migration is constructed as a social, economic, humanitarian, or security issue, and how these 

constructions vary across political actors and electoral periods. At the same time, the methodological 

framework is informed by securitisation theory, which provides a conceptual lens for assessing when 

framing practices contribute to the construction of migration as a matter of security requiring 

exceptional political measures (Buzan, Wæver, & de Wilde, 1998; Balzacq, 2005). By combining 

framing and securitisation within a qualitative interpretative framework, the study captures both the 

discursive construction of migration and its political implications. This approach ensures coherence 

between the theoretical framework presented in Chapter 2 and the analytical procedures applied in 

the empirical analysis. 

Frame analysis was chosen as the primary analytical method because it allows for the systematic 

investigation of how issues are presented, defined, and connected to broader political or security 

concerns. Following the principles of framing theory (Entman, 1993; de Vreese, 2005), the study 

focuses on identifying the ways in which political texts select certain aspects of migration reality and 

make them more salient in order to promote specific problem definitions, causal interpretations, moral 

evaluations, and policy recommendations. The analysis is also informed by securitisation theory 
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(Buzan, Wæver, & de Wilde, 1998), which provides a theoretical lens for understanding how framing 

practices may contribute to the construction of migration as a security issue. Integrating these two 

approaches allows the research to bridge the conceptual gap between discursive construction and 

political effect—examining not only what frames are used, but also how they serve to legitimize 

securitising moves within Finnish politics. The analytical framework specifies the criteria used to 

identify framing and securitisation in the analysed party and government programmes. Drawing on 

Entman’s (1993) conceptualisation of framing, the analysis focuses on four core framing functions: 

problem definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation, and treatment recommendation. These 

functions provide a structured set of analytical categories for examining how migration-related issues 

are constructed within political texts. Problem definition refers to how migration is presented as a 

political issue, including whether it is framed as a challenge, opportunity, responsibility, threat. 

Causal interpretation concerns the attribution of causes and responsibility, such as the identification 

of actors, institutions, or processes held accountable for migration-related developments. Moral 

evaluation captures the normative judgments embedded in the text, including references to values 

such as security, solidarity, fairness, national responsibility, or cultural cohesion. Treatment 

recommendation refers to the policy responses proposed or legitimised, ranging from restrictive 

border measures to integration-oriented or humanitarian solutions (Entman, 1993). 

Table 4. Operationalisation of Framing Functions 

Framing Function Analytical Indicator Guiding Analytical Question 

Problem Definition 
Construction of migration as issue 

(challenge, opportunity, threat) 

How is migration defined in 

the programme? 

Causal Interpretation 
Attribution of responsibility (actors, 

institutions, processes) 

Who is presented as 

responsible? 

Moral Evaluation 

Normative principles (security, 

solidarity, fairness, national 

responsibility) 

Which values are invoked? 

Treatment 

Recommendation 

Proposed policy responses 

(integration, restriction, control) 

What solutions are 

legitimized? 

Source: Author’s own operationalisation based on Entman (1993). 
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Table 4 presents the operationalisation of the four framing functions derived from Entman (1993) and 

adapts them to the empirical context of Finnish political programme documents. Each function is 

translated into observable analytical indicators and guiding questions that structure the coding 

process. This systematic operationalization ensures analytical transparency and supports consistent 

identification of framing patterns across parties and electoral periods. While the analysis identifies 

overarching frames at the macro level, it is important to note that these frames are internally 

heterogeneous. Each macroframe encompasses a set of micro-level discursive elements 

(microframes), which may vary in their evaluative orientation depending on the political actor. This 

understanding is consistent with framing scholarship, which views frames as broader interpretative 

packages that may contain multiple, and sometimes competing, frame elements (de Vreese, 2005; 

van Gorp, 2007). In this study, frames are therefore not treated as uniform constructs, but as structured 

clusters of meaning in which specific problem definitions, causal interpretations, moral evaluations, 

and policy recommendations may carry either positive or negative connotations in line with party 

ideology. Consequently, the same macroframe may be used by different political actors to support 

contrasting political positions and policy preferences. 

In addition to these framing functions, the analytical framework incorporates indicators derived from 

securitisation theory. Following Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde (1998), the analysis examines whether 

migration is constructed as an existential threat, which referent objects are invoked (such as the state, 

public order, national identity, or the welfare system), and whether extraordinary measures are 

justified or normal political procedures are portrayed as insufficient. At the same time, the analysis 

draws on later developments in securitisation theory, which emphasise that security constructions are 

shaped not only through speech acts but also through broader political and social contexts (Balzacq, 

2005; McDonald, 2008). These indicators allow for the identification of securitising logics embedded 

within broader framing practices and provide a basis for assessing the extent to which migration is 

moved from the realm of normal politics into the realm of security. 

Table 5. Operationalisation of Securitisation Indicators 

Securitisation Concept Indicator 
Guiding Analytical 

Question 

Securitising Actor 
Political actor articulating 

migration as a threat 

Who presents migration as a 

security issue? 
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Referent Object 

Aspect presented as 

endangered (state, identity, 

welfare, public order) 

What is constructed as being 

under threat? 

Existential Threat 
Language of survival, 

urgency, protection 

Is migration framed as an 

existential threat? 

Extraordinary Measures 
Justification of exceptional 

or restrictive action 

Are extraordinary measures 

portrayed as necessary? 

Source: Author’s own operationalisation based on Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde (1998). 

Table 5 operationalizes key concepts of securitisation theory and translates them into concrete 

analytical indicators and guiding questions. These criteria structure the second stage of the analysis, 

enabling the systematic identification of securitising elements within migration-related frames in 

party and government programme documents. 

The unit of analysis consists of thematically relevant textual segments within party and government 

programmes, including paragraphs or sections addressing migration, asylum, borders, integration, or 

related policy areas. Frames are identified through close reading and comparative analysis, with 

attention to both dominant and competing interpretations across political actors and electoral periods 

(van Gorp, 2007). Frame analysis constitutes the primary research method of this study. Securitisation 

theory, drawing on Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde (1998), functions as a complementary analytical 

lens rather than a standalone method. It is employed as an added layer of analysis to address the 

research question of whether migration is securitised through framing in Finnish political discourse. 

Rather than conducting a separate securitisation analysis, this study examines securitising elements 

— such as the construction of existential threat, the invocation of referent objects, and the justification 

of extraordinary measures as properties that may or may not be present within the identified frames. 

This approach keeps frame analysis central while allowing securitisation theory to sharpen the 

interpretive focus where relevant. 

Together, the framing functions and securitisation indicators form an analytical framework that 

enables a systematic and transparent examination of how migration is framed and, in some cases, 

securitised in Finnish political discourse. This framework provides the analytical foundation for the 

empirical analysis presented in the following chapter. 
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3.4 Method of Analysis 

The analysis was conducted as a qualitative frame analysis based on close and systematic reading of 

party and government programme documents (Entman, 1993; van Gorp, 2007). The aim was to 

examine how migration is presented in these texts and whether it is framed in a securitising way. The 

analysis was guided by the framing functions shown in Table 4 and the securitisation indicators shown 

in Table 5. 

The analysis was carried out in several steps. First, all programme documents were read in full in 

order to understand their structure and main themes. Next, all sections dealing with migration, 

asylum, border control, integration, labour migration, or related topics were identified and selected 

for closer analysis. These text segments became the main units of analysis. The analysis also included 

policy areas where migration may appear indirectly, such as labour market policy, welfare state 

issues, internal security, and EU migration governance. Not all extracted quotations are included in 

the final analytical chapter. The final selection contains the most relevant and representative examples 

for each frame. Some quotations were relevant to more than one frame and were therefore discussed 

in more than one section. All programme documents used in this study are publicly available and 

were collected from official party and institutional sources, as described in the data section. In the 

next step, the selected text segments were coded using the four framing functions developed by 

Entman (1993): problem definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation, and treatment 

recommendation. The analysis focused on how migration was described, who was presented as 

responsible, which values or principles were emphasised, and what kinds of solutions were proposed. 

The study then examined whether these framings also included elements of securitisation. Based on 

securitisation theory (Buzan, Wæver, & de Wilde, 1998; Balzacq, 2005), the analysis asked whether 

migration was presented as a serious or existential threat, what was described as being under threat, 

and whether stricter or exceptional measures were justified. It also looked at who was making these 

claims and whether migration was instead framed as a normal political issue that could be addressed 

through management, integration, or rights-based policies. The same coding categories were applied 

across all documents and both electoral periods. This enabled comparison of how different parties 

framed migration and how these framings changed between 2019–2023 and 2023–2027. In this way, 

the analysis identified similarities, differences, and broader trends over time. 
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Figure 3. Design of the Analysis 

Source: Author’s own elaboration 

Figure 3 outlines the design of the analytical process. The four steps progress from data collection 

and identification of quotes to interpretation, with securitisation assessment integrated as the final 

analytical layer. 

The coding was carried out by the author, with the help of an AI tool to identify and organise relevant 

parts of the text. However, all decisions regarding interpretation, coding, and classification were made 

by the author. Notes were kept throughout the process to support consistency and transparency. 

3.5 Reliability, Validity, and Limitations 

This study is qualitative and interpretative study, so it does not aim for statistical reliability but for 

clear and consistent analysis. Instead, the objective is to ensure transparency, consistency, and 

analytical coherence throughout the research process (Bryman, 2016; Creswell & Creswell, 2018). 

The identification of frames and securitising elements involves different interpretations. Different 

reader brings a different analysis. To make the analysis more reliable, clear criteria based on framing 

and securitisation theory were used and applied in the same way across all documents. In terms of 

validity, the study uses official party and government programme documents, which represent formal 

and approved political positions. This strengthens the credibility of the findings (Bowen, 2009). 

However, the analysis focuses only on these documents and does not include other forms of political 

communication, such as debates, media coverage, or everyday political statements. The results 

therefore reflect official positions rather than the full political discussion around migration. Another 

limitation concerns language. Some documents were originally written in Finnish and had to be 

translated into English. Where official English versions were unavailable, translations were generated 

by AI tools and then checked by the author. Although care was taken to preserve meaning, some 

nuances may have been lost in translation. Finally, the study focuses on two electoral periods. This 

allows comparison over time, but the results cannot be generalised beyond this specific context. The 
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findings should therefore be understood as insights into how migration is framed in Finnish political 

programmes during this period, rather than as general conclusions about all migration debates 

(Bryman, 2016). 

3.6 Ethical considerations 

This study is based on publicly available party and government programme documents. As the 

material consists of institutional and official texts, no confidential information or personal data were 

collected or processed. The research therefore does not involve human participants or require formal 

ethical approval. Despite the public nature of the material, ethical considerations remain relevant in 

relation to accurate representation and interpretation. All programme documents are cited precisely, 

and efforts have been made to prevent quotations from being taken out of context or selectively 

presented. Where documents were translated from Finnish into English, particular attention was paid 

to maintaining semantic nuance and contextual meaning. The analysis is conducted in accordance 

with principles of scholarly integrity, methodological transparency, and responsible engagement with 

political texts (Bryman, 2016). 

3.7 Chapter Summary  

This chapter has described the research design and methodological approach of the study. It adopts a 

qualitative perspective and treats migration as a discursively constructed political issue, focusing on 

how it is framed and whether it is presented as a security concern in Finnish party and government 

programmes. The chapter has described the selection and handling of data, including the choice of 

programme documents, data collection, and translation. It has also introduced the analytical 

framework, which combines framing theory and securitisation theory to guide the analysis. The 

method of analysis was presented as a systematic and step-by-step examination of texts, allowing for 

comparison across political actors and electoral periods. In addition, the chapter addressed key issues 

of reliability, validity, and limitations, acknowledging the interpretative nature of the analysis. 

Overall, this chapter provides a clear and structured foundation for the empirical analysis presented 

in the following chapter. 
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4 EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS 

This chapter presents an empirical analysis of Finnish party and government programmes across the 

electoral periods 2019–2023 and 2023–2027. Building on the analytical framework developed in 

Chapter 3, the chapter examines how migration is framed and under what conditions these framings 

become securitising or desecuritising. The analysis proceeds in three stages. First, it identifies 

dominant framing patterns that structure migration discourse. Second, it examines whether and how 

these frames articulate an existential threat and invoke specific referent objects. Third, it compares 

framing and securitising patterns across political actors and electoral periods. 

4.1 Introduction to the Empirical Analysis 

This chapter presents the study’s empirical analysis and applies the analytical framework developed 

in Chapter 3 to selected party and government programme documents. The analysis examines how 

migration is framed in Finnish political programmes across two electoral periods (2019–2023 and 

2023–2027) and assesses the extent to which these framings reflect securitisation. Building on the 

operationalisation of framing functions and securitisation indicators outlined in Tables 3 and 4, the 

analysis proceeds in two interconnected stages. First, it identifies dominant and competing frames 

through which migration is constructed in party and government programmes. It attends to problem 

definitions, causal attributions, moral evaluations, and proposed policy responses. Second, the 

analysis evaluates whether and under what conditions these frames incorporate securitising elements, 

such as articulating an existential threat, invoking specific referent objects, or justifying extraordinary 

measures. The chapter is structured to provide both thematic and comparative insights. It begins by 

identifying the dominant migration frames across the analysed documents. It then compares framing 

patterns among political actors and across electoral periods, highlighting continuities and shifts in 

interpretative strategies. Finally, the chapter examines the presence and intensity of securitising logics 

within these frames, distinguishing between routine politicisation and more pronounced constructions 

of migration as a security issue, or, on the other hand, the process of desecuritisation.  Together, these 

analytical steps provide a systematic basis for answering the main research question concerning how 

migration is framed in Finnish political programmes and to what extent such framings contribute to 

processes of securitisation or desecuritisation. 
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Table 6. Analysed Political Programmes by Electoral Period 

Political Actor  2019–2023 2023–2027 

Suomen 

Sosialidemokraattinen 

Puolue  

(Social Democratic Party of 

Finland) SDP 

Coalition Opposition 

Kansallinen Kokoomus 

(National Coalition Party) 

NCP 

Opposition Coalition 

Perussuomalaiset  

(Finns Party) FP 
Opposition Coalition 

Suomen Keskusta  

(Centre Party of Finland) 

CP 

Coalition Opposition 

Vihreä liitto  

(Green League) GL 
Coalition Opposition 

Vasemmistoliitto  

(Left Alliance) LA 
Coalition Opposition 

Suomen ruotsalainen 

kansanpuolue  

(Swedish People’s Party of 

Finland) SPP 

Coalition Coalition 

Suomen 

Kristillisdemokraatit 

(Christian Democrats) CD 

Opposition Coalition 

Liike Nyt 

(Movement Now) MN 
Opposition Opposition 

Government Programme Marin Government Orpo Government 

Source: Author’s own compilation based on official parliamentary data (Eduskunta, n.d.) and 

government composition information (Finnish Government, 2019, 2023). 

Table 5 provides an overview of the political actors included in the empirical analysis across the two 

examined electoral periods (2019–2023 and 2023–2027). The table distinguishes between coalition 

and opposition parties in each period to contextualise differences in framing strategies and 

securitising tendencies. Including both governing and opposition actors enables a comprehensive 

examination of how institutional position may influence the construction of migration in political 

programme documents. 
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4.2 Overview of the Frames 

Building on the analytical framework introduced in Chapter 3, this section identifies the dominant 

frames through which migration is constructed in the analysed political programmes. Following 

Entman’s (1993) approach to framing, frames organise political discourse by defining problems, 

identifying causes, making moral evaluations, and proposing policy responses. 

The five frames identified in this analysis: Migration as a Security Issue, Migration as an Economic 

Resource, Migration as an Integration Challenge, Migration as Governance and Regulation, and 

Migration within the Welfare State Framework were not predetermined categories applied to the 

material. Instead, they emerged inductively from a systematic close reading of both party and 

government programmes, using Entman's (1993) four framing functions (problem definition, causal 

interpretation, moral evaluation, and treatment recommendation) as the analytical lens. Passages were 

coded according to the dominant logic they expressed, and frames were consolidated where recurring 

thematic clusters appeared consistently across multiple coding units. The five frames presented here 

represent the most substantively significant and recurrent discursive patterns found across the 

programmes, collectively accounting for the full range of ways migration is constructed, 

problematised, and governed in Finnish government discourse between 2019 and 2027. The frames 

identified in this analysis should be understood as overarching macroframes that organise broader 

patterns of political discourse. Within each of these frames, more specific microframes can be 

observed. These reflect how individual political actors assign different meanings and evaluative 

orientations to migration, for instance by emphasising risks, benefits, or governance challenges. As a 

result, similar macroframes may contain substantially different internal compositions depending on 

party ideology. 

Table 7. Identified Migration Frames 

Frame Short Description 

Migration as an Economic Resource 

Migration framed in relation to labour 

markets, economic growth, demographic 

needs, and workforce shortages. 
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Migration as an Integration Challenge 

Migration framed through integration 

policies, inclusion, education, language 

learning, and social participation. 

Migration Governance and Regulation 

Migration framed as an issue of policy 

management, asylum systems, border 

administration, and institutional regulation. 

Migration within the Welfare State 

Framework 

Migration framed in relation to welfare 

services, social benefits, public resources, 

and access to the welfare state. 

Migration as a Security Issue 

Migration framed in connection with security 

concerns such as border control, crime, 

public order, or societal stability. 

Source: Author’s own analytical categorisation based on the frame analysis of Finnish party and 

government programmes. 

At the same time, the analysis assesses securitisation within each frame. Drawing on the securitisation 

framework of Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde (1998), particular attention is paid to whether migration 

is constructed as an existential threat, which referent objects are invoked, and whether extraordinary 

measures are justified. Rather than treating securitisation as a separate analytical dimension, it is 

examined as a property of specific frames and of their articulation in political discourse. This 

approach allows for a systematic comparison not only of how migration is framed, but also of the 

extent to which these frames contain securitising elements across political actors and electoral 

periods. 

4.3 Migration as an Economic Resource  

One of the most salient frames identified in the analysed programme documents presents migration 

as an economic resource that can address labour shortages and support economic growth. Within this 

framing, migration is treated as a policy instrument capable of responding to labour market needs and 

sustaining economic development (Boswell, 2007). This perspective contrasts with alternative 

political framings that portray migration as a source of economic pressure, welfare dependency, or 
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societal strain (FP, Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019, 2023). The identified frame does not 

always carry the same meaning. Depending on the political actor, migration may be framed positively 

or negatively, or it may be largely absent from the discourse within the frame. 

4.3.1 Economic Resource Frame Across Political Actors (2019–2023) 

Absent discourse 

The Social Democratic Party of Finland (SDP) does not address labour migration, migrants' economic 

contributions, or migration as a resource for economic growth in its 2019-2023 electoral programme. 

The entire 2019 discourse focuses on humanitarian and refugee policy. The economic resource frame 

is absent and therefore cannot be securitised (SDP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019). The 

economic resource frame is also entirely absent in the Movement Now (MN) party programme in 

2019, and therefore it is not securitised (MN Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019). 

Positive discourse 

The National Coalition Party (NCP) frames migration as an economic resource, focusing on labour 

market needs and the attraction of skilled workers. Migration is presented as a solution to structural 

labour shortages, while removing barriers for the talented workforce: “Workforce availability 

consideration will be abolished, and foreign degree students will automatically be granted at least a 

two-year residence permit after graduation”1. This is complemented by a proactive approach to 

international recruitment, with the party proposing that “A recruitment programme for skilled and 

educated labour will be established and a platform will be created to connect Finnish employers with 

foreign professionals”2. Overall, migration is constructed as a strategic economic asset, with policies 

aimed at facilitating the inflow and retention of skilled labour. The NCP does not securitise migration, 

instead presenting it as a positive and fully desecuritised economic asset supporting labour market 

needs and competitiveness (NCP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019). The Centre Party of 

Finland (CP) presents migration as a necessary economic resource, emphasising its role in addressing 

labour shortages and supporting economic growth. This is reflected in the statement: “Finland needs 

managed labour-based immigration. Working conditions must be the same for everyone. The 

 
1 ”Poistetaan työvoiman saatavuusharkinta ja myönnetään ulkomaisille tutkinto-opiskelijoille valmistumisen jälkeen 

automaattisesti vähintään kahden vuoden oleskelulupa” (NCP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019, p. 4). 

 
2 ”Perustetaan koulutetun ja osaavan työvoiman rekrytointiohjelma ja luodaan alusta suomalaisten työntekijöiden ja 

ulkomaisten osaajien kohtaamiselle” (NCP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019, p. 4).  
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practices governing employees' residence permits must be simplified and clarified. Labour market 

testing for employees' residence permits should be gradually abolished.”3 The framing combines 

economic pragmatism with a strong emphasis on equal treatment and labour rights. In addition, 

asylum recipients are viewed as potential contributors whose skills should be identified and activated 

through rapid integration into education and work. Overall, migration is presented as a beneficial and 

necessary economic asset to be facilitated through deregulation and effective policy design rather 

than restriction (CP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019). The Green League (GL) supports the 

economic resource frame, connecting migration to demographic decline and labour market needs. 

Migration is presented as a necessary and beneficial. "As the population ages and the birth rate 

declines, Finland will increasingly need immigrants in the labour market."4 The analysis shows a 

clear emphasis on removing institutional barriers, facilitating labour migration, and enabling rapid 

labour market access not only for migrants but also for asylum seekers, who are treated as economic 

actors rather than dependents. Overall, migration is presented as a necessary and beneficial solution 

supported by deregulatory, inclusive, and rights-based policies (GL Parliamentary Election 

Programme, 2019). The Left Alliance (LA) frames migration as an economic resource primarily 

through a labour-rights perspective. Labour migration is presented as legitimate and desirable, but 

the key problems lie in bureaucratic inefficiency and insufficient protection of migrant workers, not 

in migration itself. This is clearly reflected in the statement: 

We will make the processing of work permits faster and improve the monitoring of working 

conditions. At present, work permit processes for workers coming from outside the EU and 

EEA can take almost a year at worst. We will speed up work permit processes by increasing 

the resources of the ELY Centres. At the same time, we will strengthen both ex ante and ex 

post monitoring of the working conditions of foreign labour, among other things by 

improving the information rights of shop stewards.5 

 
3 ”Suomi tarvitsee hallittua työperäistä maahanmuuttoa. Työehtojen tulee olla kaikille samat. Työntekijän 

oleskelulupakäytäntöjä pitää yksinkertaistaa ja selkeyttää. Työntekijän oleskeluluvan saatavuusharkinnasta on 

luovuttava asteittain” (CP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019, p. 3). 

 
4 ”Suomi tulee väestön vanhetessa ja syntyvyyden laskiessa tarvitsemaan maahanmuuttajia työmarkkinoille yhä 

enemmän” (GL Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019, p. 10). 

  
 

5 Teemme työlupien käsittelystä nopeampaa ja työehtojen valvonnasta parempaa. EU- ja ETA-maiden ulkopuolelta 

tulevien työntekijöiden työlupaprosessit kestävät tällä hetkellä pahimmillaan lähes vuoden. Nopeutamme 

työlupaprosesseja lisäämällä ELY-keskusten resursseja. Samalla vahvistamme ulkomaalaisen työvoiman työehtojen 

ennakko- ja jälkikäteisvalvontaa muun muassa luottamushenkilöiden tiedonsaantioikeuksia parantamalla (LA 

Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019, p. 8). 
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The party emphasizes both facilitating labour migration through faster permits and protecting 

workers’ rights with stronger monitoring and better information rights, positioning migrant workers 

as rights-holders rather than economic tools (LA Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019). The 

Swedish People's Party of Finland (SPP) constructs migration as a positive economic resource, 

although this framing remains relatively concise and programmatically focused. The key emphasis 

lies on removing regulatory barriers to labour migration, particularly through the proposal to abolish 

labour market testing, which is framed as an unnecessary bureaucratic obstacle to efficient labour 

allocation. Migration is thus understood primarily through a liberal economic lens that prioritises 

market mechanisms and employer autonomy. In addition, the expectation that newcomers engage in 

employment or education highlights the linkage between economic participation and societal 

inclusion, positioning migrants as potential contributors rather than dependents (SPP Parliamentary 

Election Programme, 2019, pp. 1-2). The Christian Democrats (CD) briefly mention the positive 

outcome of migration through providing a positive characterisation of immigrants as students, 

workers, family migrants, and entrepreneurs who bring "great value" to Finland. This is a strongly 

positive moral evaluation that frames immigration as a benefit to the receiving society. It implicitly 

counters narratives that portray all immigrants as burdensome. However, the conditional framing 

"successfully integrated" also implies that unsuccessfully integrated immigrants may not carry the 

same value. The framing is conditionally positive, it celebrates the success of well-integrated 

immigrants (CD Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019, p. 16). 

Negative discourse 

FP position migration as an economic burden rather than a resource. Immigration is presented as 

costly, failing to contribute to the tax base, and placing an unfair burden on taxpayers. 

Immigration to Finland in its current form costs a great deal, and that money is out from 

other purposes. Such immigration does not bring more taxpayers to our country or ease 

future challenges. On the contrary, its high costs fall on taxpayers, regardless of whether a 

person arrives primarily to seek protection or to work in low-wage labour markets. Highly 

educated professionals come to Finland only in very small numbers.6 

 
6 ”Nykyisen kaltainen Suomeen suuntautuva maahanmuutto maksaa valtavasti, ja tuo raha on pois jostakin muualta. 

Tällainen maahanmuutto ei tuo maahamme lisää veronmaksajia tai helpota tulevaisuuden haasteita. Päinvastoin, sen 

suuret kustannukset lankeavat veronmaksajille, riippumatta siitä, saapuuko henkilö Suomeen ensisijaisesti hakemaan 

turvaa vai halpatyömarkkinoille töihin. Korkeakoulutettuja osaajia Suomeen tulee hyvin vähän” (FP Parliamentary 

Election Programme, 2019, p. 2). 
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The party suggests that the current migration structure brings mainly low-skilled workers and asylum 

seekers instead of highly qualified professionals. Overall, migration is constructed as economically 

unsustainable, with only limited recognition that highly skilled migration could be beneficial. In the 

economic frame, FP moderately securitises migration by framing it as a fiscal burden on public 

finances and taxpayers. Overall, migration as an economic resource is framed mostly in a positive 

way. SDP and MN do not discuss this aspect in their party programmes, FP frames migration as an 

economic burden and the rest of the parties frame migration in this case as resource of labour and 

possible contribution.  

4.3.2 Economic Resource Frame Across Political Actors (2023–2027) 

Absent discourse 

The economic resource frame is entirely absent from CP's 2023 migration discourse. Despite having 

been a prominent frame in 2019, the party's dramatically reduced migration content in 2023 contains 

no mention of labour migration, economic benefits of immigration, or work-based permit reform (CP 

Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023). 

Positive discourse 

The SDP frames migration primarily as an economic resource. The main focus is on labour shortages 

and the need to support economic growth, with labour migration presented as a key solution, as the 

programme states that “Finland needs labour-based immigration to respond to the demand for skilled 

labour and to strengthen opportunities for economic growth.”7 This is further reflected in the emphasis 

on attracting skilled workers, as the programme states that: “We need more expertise in international 

recruitment and in attracting skilled professionals to Finland”.8 Overall, migration is presented in a 

pragmatic and positive way, as something Finland needs to support its economy, rather than as a 

problem or a security issue. Migration is framed as a positive economic resource. The economic frame 

is the opposite of securitisation — it normalises and valorises migration (SDP Parliamentary Election 

Programme, 2023). The NCP continues with presentation of migration as an economic necessity in 

relation to demographic change and welfare sustainability.  

 
7 ”Suomi tarvitsee työperäistä maahanmuuttoa, jolla vastataan osaavan työvoiman tarpeeseen ja vahvistetaan kasvun 

mahdollisuuksia” (SDP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023, p. 17). 

 
8 Tarvitsemme enemmän osaamista kansainväliseen rekrytointiin ja osaajien Suomeen houkutteluun (SDP 

Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023, p. 17). 
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We will accelerate international recruitment. Finland's working-age population is decreasing 

while the number of elderly people is increasing. This equation challenges the foundations 

of our welfare. We will reduce bureaucracy throughout the international recruitment chain. 

We will ensure that people can come to Finland smoothly for work and that work permits 

are issued quickly.9 

Overall, migration is constructed as a strategic and essential tool for maintaining economic stability 

and welfare sustainability. The NCP does not securitise migration, instead presenting it as a solution 

to a mildly securitised demographic threat to welfare sustainability. The GL maintains its positive 

economic framing, though in a briefer form, while supporting labour migration and the removal of 

regulatory barriers. "Remove labour market testing for work permits in order to promote labour-based 

immigration."10 Migration is presented as a necessary and beneficial solution. While the core position 

remains unchanged, the analysis shows a clear reduction in depth and specificity, with migration more 

concisely integrated into broader employment and social policy rather than developed as a standalone 

issue. The LA develops a comprehensive labour-rights-based economic framing of migration. 

Migration is seen as a normal and beneficial part of the labour market, but the key issues lie in 

regulation, worker protection, and underutilised skills, not in migrants themselves The party 

emphasizes fair working conditions, faster permit processes, access to work for asylum seekers, and 

recognition of foreign qualifications, framing migrants as workers and contributors whose rights must 

be protected (LA Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023). The SPP strengthens its economic 

framing. “Finland is in a labour shortage crisis. The retirement rate and the need for additional 

recruitment mean that foreign labour is needed, and therefore we want to see measures for increasing 

and facilitating labour migration” (SPP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023, pp. 9-10). 

Migration is presented as an economic necessity, supported by proposals to make processes easier, 

helping migrants find jobs faster, and keeping skilled workers in the country (SPP Parliamentary 

Election Programme, 2023). In 2023, the CD expand their economic framing of migration compared 

to 2019. Labour migration is presented as necessary for the economy, focusing on making permit 

processes easier and faster, supporting graduates to stay, and helping migrants enter the labour market 

more quickly. The party also links migration to language learning and integration (CD Parliamentary 

 
9 ”Nopeutamme kansainvälistä rekrytointia. Suomen työikäinen väestö vähenee samaan aikaan, kun ikääntyneiden 

määrä kasvaa. Yhtälö haastaa hyvinvointimme perustaa. Kevennämme koko kansainvälisen rekrytoinnin ketjun 

byrokratiaa. Varmistamme, että Suomeen pääsee sujuvasti töihin ja että työluvat myönnetään nopeasti” (NCP 

Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023, pp. 3-4). 

 
10 ”Poistetaan työlupien saatavuusharkinta työhön johtavan maahanmuuton 

Edistämiseksi” (GL Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023, p. 6). 
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Election Programme, 2023). The MN presents migration as an economic necessity. Labour migration 

is framed as a key issue for Finland, with a strong focus on attracting talent and making policy more 

efficient and evidence based. The party is treating migrants as contributors to the economy and 

proposing concrete solutions. Overall, migration is framed as an opportunity rather than a problem 

(MN Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023). 

Negative discourse 

The FP develops a highly elaborated economic framing of migration that consistently presents it as a 

structural burden rather than a resource. Immigration is portrayed as fiscally costly, linked to low-

skilled labour, welfare dependency, and wage suppression, while companies are criticised for 

externalising costs onto taxpayers. This is reinforced through explicit quantification of the economic 

burden, as “Official statistics show that, for example, a person coming from the Middle East and its 

surrounding regions pays €16,000 less in taxes per year than they receive in transfers and public 

services.”11 The discourse also introduces urgency and crisis language, framing migration as a 

measurable and escalating financial problem, and explicitly rejects the idea that migration can solve 

demographic or labour shortages. At the same time, a clear hierarchy of migrants is constructed, 

where highly skilled individuals are acceptable but migration from developing countries is depicted 

as uniformly negative. Policy responses focus on restriction, wage thresholds, and tighter state control 

over labour migration. Overall, migration is framed as economically harmful, reinforcing a detailed 

and system-level critique of its impact on public finances and labour markets. The FP exhibits a 

moderate to moderately high level of securitisation by framing migration as a systemic fiscal and 

labour market threat, particularly through quantified costs, crisis language, and origin-based 

distinctions. (FP Alternative Budget, 2023). 

Overall, the economic view of migration becomes stronger and more clearly defined in 2023. Most 

parties continue to see migration as positive aspect for the economy or even emphasise it more than 

before. In contrast, the FP still presents migration as an economic problem and points out how 

different the FP understands migration comparing to other parties ‘views. 

 
11 ”Viralliset tilastotiedot osoittavat, että esimerkiksi Lähi-idästä ja sen lähialueilta tullut maksaa vuodessa 16 000 euroa 

vähemmän veroja kuin saa tulonsiirtoja ja käyttää julkisia palveluita” (FP Alternative Budget, 2023, p. 10). 
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4.4 Migration as an Integration Challenge 

Another frame positions migration as an integration challenge requiring targeted social and 

institutional responses. Within this framing, migration is understood not only in economic terms but 

also through processes of social inclusion, participation, and access to services (Helbling, 2014). Each 

broader frame contains multiple microframes that differ in their orientation toward migration. As a 

result, migration may be articulated positively, negatively, or remain largely absent depending on the 

political actor. 

4.4.1 Integration Challenge Frame Across Political Actors (2019–2023) 

Absent discourse 

The SDP does not discuss integration challenges, language learning, social inclusion, or the 

integration of migrants into Finnish society in the party programme. The integration challenge frame 

is absent, therefore cannot be securitised (SDP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019).  The 

integration frame is entirely absent in 2019 also in the MN party programme; therefore it is not 

securitised (MN Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019). 

Positive discourse  

The NCP frames migration as an integration challenge, focusing on the need for faster and more 

effective inclusion of migrants into society. Integration is presented as a practical policy issue, 

emphasising that “Those who have received a residence permit must quickly gain access to 

employment and opportunities to learn the language and other skills. Participation of children in early 

childhood education should be promoted”.12 Overall, the frame highlights integration as a matter of 

enabling participation through employment, education, and institutional support. The NCP does not 

securitise migration, presenting integration as a socio-economic policy issue focused on enabling 

employment, education, and participation, without any reference to threats or extraordinary measures 

(NCP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019). The CP frames migration as an integration 

challenge in a constructive and supportive manner, focusing on removing structural barriers and 

enabling inclusion. Integration is primarily understood as labour market access, education, and 

language acquisition, with immigrants positioned alongside other vulnerable groups rather than as a 

distinct problem. The discourse emphasises early activation, skills utilisation, and comprehensive 

 
12 Oleskeluluvan saaneiden on päästävä nopeasti työhön sekä kieltä ja muita taitoja oppimaan. Lasten osallistumista 

varhaiskasvatukseen on edistettävä (NCP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019, p. 5). 
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support for immigrant youth and families, including mentoring and increased representation in key 

professions (CP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019). 

Young people with an immigrant background and their families must be supported in 

education, language learning, obtaining employment, and other aspects of integration. 

Native Finn support persons are needed to support immigrants. In professions important for 

young people's integration, such as teachers, social and youth workers, and police officers, 

there should also be an increasing number of persons with an immigrant background.13 

Overall, integration is framed as a shared societal responsibility, where both immigrants and the host 

society play active roles, and the emphasis is on inclusion, equality, and the effective use of human 

potential rather than on risk or threat (CP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019). The GL frames 

integration as a positive, inclusive, and rights-based process grounded in equal belonging, as 

expressed in:  

The Finland of the Greens does not belong only to people who look a certain way, have a 

certain colour, or meet certain conditions. The Finland of the Greens is a shared Finland that 

is a good home for everyone. Shared Finland for women, men and other genders, for those 

born here and those who have moved here, for young and old, for minorities and majorities.14 

The analysis shows that integration is not treated as a problem but as a matter of removing structural 

barriers and enabling participation through employment, education, and early support, including for 

asylum seekers, with a strong emphasis on proactive state responsibility and universal inclusion (GL 

Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019). The LA frames integration as a state responsibility, 

focusing on improving support systems such as language training and integration services. Integration 

is presented as an investment rather than a burden (LA Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019).  

The SPP constructs integration as a structured, values-based process grounded in both institutional 

design and normative principles. The integration frame is articulated through three key dimensions: 

the recognition of Finland’s bilingual context, a comprehensive four-pillar model of integration 

(language, work, education, and community), and the expectation of active participation by 

newcomers in employment or education. Integration is thus conceptualised as a holistic process 

 
13 ”Maahanmuuttajanuoria ja heidän perheitään on tuettava koulutuksessa, kielen oppimisessa, työpaikan saannissa ja 

muussa kotoutumisessa. Maahanmuuttajien tueksi tarvitaan kantasuomalaisia tukihenkilöitä. Myös nuorten 

kotoutumisen kannalta tärkeisiin ammatteihin kuten opettajiksi, sosiaali- ja nuorisotyöntekijöiksi ja poliiseiksi on 

saatava yhä enemmän maahanmuuttajataustaisia henkilöitä” (CP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019, p. 7). 
14 ”Vihreiden Suomi ei kuulu vain tietyn näköisille, tietyn värisille, 

tietyt edellytykset täyttäville. Vihreiden Suomi on yhteinen Suomi, joka on hyvä koti jokaiselle. Yhteinen Suomi niin 

naisille, miehille kuin muille sukupuolille, täällä syntyneille ja muualta muuttaneille, 

nuorille ja vanhoille, vähemmistöille ja enemmistöille” (GL Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019, p. 2). 
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combining economic participation, social belonging, language acquisition, and personal 

development. A distinctive feature of this framing is the emphasis on bilingual integration, reflecting 

SPP’s core political identity and commitment to linguistic equality. Normatively, the frame is 

anchored in “humanity and solidarity,” positioning integration not merely as a policy challenge but 

as a reflection of societal values. Overall, integration is presented as a cooperative process, balancing 

opportunities provided by the host society with expectations placed on newcomers (SPP 

Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019). The CD presents integration as a shared responsibility. 

Society should provide support such as education, jobs, and language training, while migrants are 

expected to learn the language and adapt to Finnish values. The approach is clear and balanced, with 

a positive and practical tone. Integration is seen as something that can be managed through policy, 

not as a security issue (CD Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019).  

Negative discourse 

The FP frames integration not as a policy challenge to be improved, but as a fundamentally flawed 

and ineffective approach. Integration efforts are portrayed as misdirected, prioritising immigrants 

over the domestic workforce, while immigrants themselves are depicted as lacking the necessary 

skills for successful inclusion. 

Integration interests educational institutions and decision-makers more than ensuring that 

the Finnish labour market receives skilled domestic labour. At the same time, highly 

educated Finns are moving abroad at an increasing pace. In their place, Finland receives 

uneducated immigrants, a significant share of whom do not even possess basic literacy 

skills.15 

The discourse suggests a broader “replacement” dynamic, in which educated Finns leave and are 

replaced by less qualified migrants, leading to a decline in human capital. Overall, integration is 

constructed as largely unachievable and a misallocation of resources, reinforcing a strongly negative 

and sceptical framing. 

Overall, integration in 2019 is mainly framed as a policy and inclusion challenge, with FP standing 

out for its negative and sceptical approach. 

 
15 ”Kotouttaminen kiinnostaa koulutustahoja ja päättäjiä enemmän kuin se, että suomalaisille työmarkkinoille saadaan 

osaavaa kotimaista työvoimaa. Samalla korkeasti koulutettuja suomalaisia muuttaa ulkomaille yhä kiihtyvällä tahdilla. 

Tilalle saamme kouluttamattomia maahanmuuttajia, joista merkittävällä osalla ei ole edes luku- ja kirjoitustaitoa” (FP 

Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019, pp. 3–4). 
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4.4.2 Integration Challenge Frame Across Political Actors (2023–2027) 

Absent discourse 

The integration challenge frame is entirely absent from CP's 2023 migration discourse. Despite being 

the party's most developed migration frame in 2019, it receives no attention in the 2023 programme 

(CP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023). 

Positive discourse 

The SDP presents integration as a broad process that includes support for migrants and their families. 

The programme explicitly recognises that migration involves more than economic contribution, 

stating that: “A person who moves to Finland for work does not bring only their labour contribution 

but their entire life”.16 SDP emphasises the state’s responsibility to ensure smooth and comprehensive 

service provision, highlighting that:  

We must give professionals moving to Finland and their families a service promise that, in 

addition to permit processes, other official dealings and access to services will be smooth 

and that life in Finland can begin smoothly. This also means facilitating family reunification. 

Active support must be provided for the integration of families and the employment of the 

spouse moving with them.17 

Overall, integration is presented in an empathetic and pragmatic way, as a matter of effective service 

delivery rather than as a burden or a security concern. Integration is framed as a positive obligation 

of the state toward migrants, not as a security or societal challenge. SDP does not present failed 

integration as a threat to Finnish society (SDP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023). Even 

though NCP frames migration as an integration challenge, they emphasise stronger obligations and 

the need for more effective integration policies. Integration is presented as insufficient and requiring 

stricter measures, as  

We will combat youth exclusion, crime and gang involvement and prevent the Swedish path. 

We will use both soft and hard means. We will improve youth preventive support services, 

 
16 Työhön Suomeen muuttava ei tuo Suomeen vain työpanostaan, vaan koko elämänsä (SDP Parliamentary Election 

Programme, 2023, p. 17). 
17 Meidän on annettava Suomeen muuttaville ammattilaisille ja heidän perheilleen palvelulupaus, 

että lupaprosessien ohella muu viranomaisasiointi ja palveluiden piiriin pääseminen on sujuvaa ja 

elämän Suomessa pääsee aloittamaan kitkattomasti. Tämä tarkoittaa myös perheenyhdistämisen 

helpottamista. Perheiden kotoutumiseen ja mukana muuttavan puolison työllistymiseen on 

tarjottava aktiivisesti tukea (SDP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023, p. 17). 
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child protection and integration policies. We will invest in youth mental health and 

preventive substance abuse work. We will toughen the penalties for street gang crime and 

firearms offences.18 

The discourse links inadequate integration to broader risks of social exclusion, crime, and youth 

marginalisation, highlighting the need for both preventive policies and stricter enforcement. Overall, 

integration is framed as a key condition for maintaining social stability. The NCP moderately 

securitises migration by linking failed integration to crime and societal decline while still combining 

this with supportive policy measures (NCP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023). The GL 

maintains its inclusive and rights-based integration framing, emphasising genuine belonging and 

participation, as reflected in "We want everyone living in Finland to be genuinely part of society, able 

to study, find employment, and feel welcome".19 The analysis shows continuity with 2019 in values 

but a clear reduction in specificity, with integration presented more as an aspirational goal than 

through concrete policy measures (GL Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023). The LA continues 

to frame integration as a structural issue, focusing on institutional barriers such as language training 

and access to work. "Language training must be accessible to all immigrants. Finland's current 

language training system is fragmented and inconsistent in quality and it treats people differently 

depending on whether they are entitled to integration services."20 The SPP presents a stronger and 

more developed integration frame. While it keeps the same focus on work, education, and bilingual 

integration as in 2019, it places more emphasis on the responsibility of Finnish society. The 

programme openly recognises that integration has not worked well enough and argues that Finland 

must improve its approach. Integration is framed as a societal obligation, requiring faster access to 

jobs and education, as well as active efforts to combat racism and discrimination. Overall, the 2023 

framing is more self-critical and places greater importance on inclusion and equal opportunities (SPP 

Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023). In 2023, integration becomes the main focus for the CD. 

They see integration as a shared responsibility of society and emphasise inclusion, support, and 

everyday interaction. Overall, the approach is practical and positive, focused on preventing problems 

 
18 ”Torjumme nuorten syrjäytymistä, rikollisuutta ja jengiytymistä sekä estämme Ruotsin tien.Hyödynnämme sekä 

pehmeitä että kovia keinoja. Laitamme kuntoon nuorten ennaltaehkäisevät tukipalvelut, lastensuojelun ja 

kotouttamispolitiikan. Panostamme nuorten 

mielenterveyteen ja ehkäisevään päihdetyöhön. Kovennamme katujengirikollisuuden ja ampuma-aserikosten 

rangaistuksia” (NCP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023, p. 6). 
19 Haluamme, että kaikki Suomessa asuvat ovat aidosti osa yhteiskuntaa, 

voivat opiskella, työllistyä ja kokea olevansa tervetulleita (GL Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023, p. 12). 
20 ”Kielikoulutuksen pitää olla saavutettavaa kaikille maahan muuttaneille. Suomen nykyinen kielikoulutusjärjestelmä 

on hajanainen ja laadullisesti epätasainen, ja se kohtelee ihmisiä eri tavoin riippuen siitä, onko heillä oikeutta 

kotoutumispalveluihin” (LA Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023, p. 5). 
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rather than excluding migrants CD Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023). The MN starts to focus 

on integration as an important issue. It emphasises that migrants should be able to adapt, but also that 

the state should provide support, especially through education. Integration is seen as something that 

can be improved with better policies, combining personal responsibility and state support (MN 

Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023). 

Negative discourse 

The FP frames migration as an integration challenge in strongly negative and increasingly radical 

terms, presenting integration as largely unsuccessful and, in many cases, fundamentally impossible. 

This is explicitly captured in the claim that “Finnish immigration policy has failed across the board. 

This is reflected, among other things, in the low employment rate of immigrants, poor PISA results 

among students with immigrant backgrounds, and crime among immigrant youth.”21 The discourse 

constructs a comprehensive failure narrative, linking immigration to unemployment, poor educational 

outcomes, crime, and broader societal decline, while also introducing concepts such as “parallel 

societies” and the breakdown of social cohesion. Integration is no longer framed as a policy to be 

improved but as a misdirected effort, with a shift toward exclusionary solutions, including return 

migration and restrictive policies. The framing is further reinforced by cultural determinism and by 

the “Sweden” narrative, which serves as a warning of potential societal collapse. Overall, integration 

is portrayed as a systemic and irreversible problem that undermines key societal institutions. The FP 

exhibits a moderate to high level of securitisation by portraying integration failure as systemic, 

permanent, and threatening to social cohesion and societal stability. 

Overall, the integration frame in 2023 becomes more differentiated. While most parties maintain 

inclusion-oriented approaches, securitising elements become more visible, particularly in the 

discourse of FP and the National Coalition Party, at smaller extent.  

4.5 Migration within the Welfare State Framework  

Another important frame presents migration in relation to the welfare state. In this context, migration 

is discussed in terms of access to public services, social rights, and the sustainability of welfare 

systems. Previous research shows that immigration is often debated in relation to welfare provision 

 
21 ”Suomen maahanmuuttopolitiikka on kautta linjan epäonnistunut. Tämä näkyy muun muassa maahanmuuttajien 

matalassa työllisyysasteessa, maahanmuuttajataustaisten oppilaiden huonoissa PISA‑tuloksissa ja 

maahanmuuttajanuorten rikollisuudessa” (FP Immigration Policy Programme, 2023, p. 3). 
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and the distribution of public resources (Allen et al., 2025). The macroframe is divided into 

microframes based on the tone of the discourse: absent, positive, and negative.  

4.5.1 Welfare State Frame Across Political Actors (2019–2023) 

Absent discourse 

The SDP does not frame migration in terms of welfare state sustainability, social security costs, or 

welfare conditionality. The welfare state frame is absent; therefore, it cannot be securitised (SDP 

Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019). The CP does not frame migration within a welfare state 

perspective at all, avoiding narratives of fiscal burden or welfare dependency and instead addressing 

migration through economic and integration lenses, where migrants are implicitly seen as contributors 

rather than costs (CP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019). The CD do not address migration in 

relation to the welfare state. Issues such as welfare sustainability, social benefits, or access to services 

are not mentioned, so this frame is absent from the programme (CD Parliamentary Election 

Programme, 2019). The MN does not mention migration in relation to the welfare state. Issues such 

as welfare costs, social benefits, or dependency are not mentioned. The party focuses instead on 

integration and governance, keeping its approach practical and avoiding welfare-related debates (MN 

Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019). 

Positive discourse 

The NCP frames migration within the welfare state context as a matter of sustaining labour 

market participation and economic contribution. Migration is linked to the need to strengthen 

the working-age population. At the same time, the discourse highlights the importance of 

rapid integration into employment and education. Overall, migration is framed as supporting 

the sustainability of the welfare state through active participation rather than as a burden. The 

NCP does not securitise migration, presenting it instead as a positive contributor to the 

sustainability of the Finnish welfare state, without constructing any threat or proposing 

extraordinary measures (NCP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019). The GL frames migration 

within the welfare state through a strongly universalist and rights-based approach, advocating that 

"Guarantee undocumented migrants essential healthcare, subsistence support, and emergency 

accommodation."22 The analysis shows that welfare is treated as a basic human right that should 

 
22 Taataan paperittomille välttämätön terveydenhuolto ja toimeentulo sekä hätämajoitus (GL Parliamentary Election 

Programme, 2019, p. 10).  
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extend beyond legal status, positioning GL at the most inclusive end of the welfare–migration 

spectrum. The LA presents migration within the welfare state through an inclusive and universalist 

perspective. Rather than portraying migrants as a burden, the party argues that the welfare system 

should support and integrate them through accessible services and equal treatment. The programme 

emphasises investments in integration measures, universal access to services for newcomers, and the 

removal of financial barriers to family reunification. In this framing, welfare is understood as a social 

right that should not depend on migration status or income. (LA Parliamentary Election Programme, 

2019).  Similarly, the SPP frames the welfare state as inclusive and accessible to migrants, including 

people with insecure legal status. The programme supports access to healthcare and education for 

undocumented migrants and proposes extending maternity benefits to asylum seekers. These 

measures reflect an understanding of welfare as based on universal rights and equality rather than 

restricted membership in society. Overall, migration is not constructed as a threat to the welfare state, 

but as an area where welfare provision should promote inclusion, dignity, and social support (SPP 

Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019). 

Negative discourse 

The FP frames migration as a direct threat to the welfare state. Immigration is portrayed not merely 

as a challenge but as making it “impossible” to maintain core elements of the welfare state, including 

social security, labour conditions, and equality. This absolutist framing positions immigration and the 

welfare state as irreconcilable, constructing the welfare state as a core, almost sacred national 

institution under threat. At the same time, migration is presented as a financial burden that diverts 

resources away from public services.  "Immigration to Finland makes it impossible to maintain strong 

social security and labour conditions, good wage development, good schools, equality, social stability 

– a good Finland."23 Overall, migration is constructed as a direct threat to the sustainability and 

integrity of “a good Finland,” combining existential and fiscal arguments into a strongly exclusionary 

welfare framing. The FP exhibits a very high level of securitisation by portraying migration as 

fundamentally incompatible with and an existential threat to the Finnish welfare state. 

Migration in relation to the welfare state is omitted in the SDP, CP, CD, and MN party programmes. 

FP is presenting the topic negatively, once again casting migration as a challenge and threat to the 

 
23 ”Suomeen saapuva maahanmuutto tekee mahdottomaksi ylläpitää hyvää sosiaaliturvaa ja työehtoja, hyvää 

palkkakehitystä, hyviä kouluja, tasa-arvoa, yhteiskuntarauhaa – hyvää Suomea” (FP Parliamentary Election 

Programme, 2019, p. 2).   
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sustainability and integrity of “a good Finland”. The rest of the parties are positioning 

migration in this case as inclusive, supportive and positive.  

4.5.2 Welfare State Frame Across Political Actors (2023–2027) 

Absent discourse 

The welfare state frame remains completely absent from CP´s 2023 migration discourse (CP 

Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023).  The GL does not address migration within the welfare 

state framework, with the previously strong 2019 position on welfare rights for undocumented 

migrants absent, reflecting either a condensed programme or a strategic omission of this politically 

sensitive issue (GL Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023). The MN in 2023 still does not address 

migration in relation to the welfare state. It does not discuss welfare costs, benefits, or dependency. 

Instead, the party focuses on integration and governance, keeping its approach practical and avoiding 

welfare-related arguments (MN Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023). 

Positive discourse 

The SDP introduces the welfare state frame, but unlike right-wing parties, it does not connect 

migration to welfare dependency. Instead, the programme links migration to concerns about fairness 

and equality in the labour market. This is reflected in the statement that “As a result of exploitation, 

there is a risk that dual labour markets will emerge, and this development must be stopped.”24 Here, 

the perceived problem is not migration itself, but the exploitation of migrant workers and the unequal 

labour conditions that may follow. The SDP therefore frames the issue as a structural and regulatory 

challenge rather than a threat caused by migrants. The focus is on protecting fair working conditions 

and preventing divisions within the labour market. Compared with right-wing welfare narratives that 

emphasise welfare costs or dependency, the SDP’s approach remains clearly inclusive and centred on 

labour rights. Although the programme identifies a potential societal risk, this does not constitute 

securitisation. The risk is linked to exploitation and inadequate regulation, not to migration itself, 

keeping the discussion within the sphere of normal politics rather than security discourse. The NCP 

frames migration within the welfare state context as both an economic necessity and a tool for 

maintaining social stability. Migration is linked to sustaining the welfare system in the face of 

demographic decline, while also being connected to challenges of social exclusion and youth crime 

 
24 ”Hyväksikäytön seurauksena uhkaa syntyä kahdet 

työmarkkinat ja tämä kehitys on pysäytettävä” (SDP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023, p. 18). 
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when integration fails. The frame combines economic reasoning with concerns about welfare state 

performance, emphasising both labour market participation and the role of welfare institutions in 

preventing social problems. Overall, migration is presented as a resource for sustaining the welfare 

state, but one that requires effective integration and governance to avoid social risks The NCP exhibits 

a low to moderate level of securitisation by portraying the welfare state as under demographic and 

integration-related pressure while framing migration both as a necessary resource and a potential risk 

(NCP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023). The LA keeps a strong inclusive approach, 

supporting equal access to services and reducing barriers, especially in family reunification and 

integration (LA Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023). The SPP continues to support extending 

the maternity package to asylum seekers, maintaining its emphasis on equal treatment and symbolic 

inclusion. However, broader proposals from 2019, such as access to healthcare and education for 

undocumented people, are no longer present. This suggests a narrowing of the frame, while still 

preserving its core logic. Overall, the welfare state is still framed as a tool for inclusion rather than 

exclusion, even if the scope of proposed measures is reduced (SPP Parliamentary Election 

Programme, 2023). 

Negative discourse 

The FP frames migration within the welfare state context as a direct threat to both the sustainability 

and the normative foundations of the Finnish welfare system. Immigration is portrayed as enabling 

systemic exploitation, where migrants benefit from residence-based social security without legitimate 

entitlement, thereby weakening the welfare of Finnish citizens. This is reflected in the claim that “It 

is unfair to weaken the social security of Finns because people who move to Finland in pursuit of its 

generous welfare system exploit the system even for their entire lives.”25 The proposed solution is a 

fundamental restructuring of the welfare state toward a citizenship-based model, effectively 

excluding non-citizens from full social protection. At the same time, the discourse introduces a 

demographic dimension, framing immigration as a problematic substitute for declining birth rates and 

raising concerns about the erosion of the Finnish-speaking population. Overall, migration is 

constructed as both a fiscal and demographic threat, justifying deep structural reforms and 

exclusionary welfare policies. The FP exhibits a high level of securitisation by portraying migration 

as a systemic threat to the sustainability, fairness, and demographic foundations of the Finnish welfare 

state (FP Alternative Budget, 2023). The CD introduce in 2023 the welfare frame for the first time. 

 
25 ”Suomalaisten sosiaaliturvaa on epäreilua heikentää siksi, että Suomeen hyvän sosiaaliturvan perässä muuttavat 

henkilöt käyttävät järjestelmää hyväkseen jopa koko elämänsä ajan” (FP Alternative Budget, 2023, p. 11). 
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They warn against creating a low-paid labour class, seeing it as both unfair and economically 

unsustainable.  

Immigrants coming to low-paid sectors must not become a new cheap labour class in 

Finland. That is neither ethical nor sustainable in terms of social security expenditure. 

Although people coming from elsewhere are also needed to address the sustainability gap 

and labour shortage, the primary solution should be to get more people already living in 

Finland into work.26 

The party emphasises that domestic workers should come first, with migration as a supplement. 

Overall, the approach is cautious but not securitised.  

Overall, the welfare frame becomes less prominent in 2023 but remains divided: some parties support 

inclusion, while others, especially FP, frame migration as a threat to the welfare state. 

4.6 Migration Governance and Regulation  

Another important frame presents migration as an issue of governance and regulation. In simple 

terms, migration is about how the state manages it through laws, policies, and institutions. This 

includes things like asylum procedures, residence permits, or border control. Research shows that 

migration governance is complex and involves many actors and different levels of decision-making, 

rather than being handled in one single policy area (Adamson, 2023). The identified frame does not 

always carry the same meaning. Depending on the political actor, migration may be framed positively 

or negatively. 

4.6.1 Governance and Regulation Frame Across Political Actors (2019–2023) 

Positive discourse 

The SDP frames migration as a humanitarian governance issue, focusing on global responsibility and 

human rights rather than control or security. The SDP is talking about increasing the quota for 

refugees and facilitating faster process for asylum seekers with employing more stuff at Finnish 

Immigration services. There is no hint of securitisation (SDP Parliamentary Election Programme, 

 
26 ”Matalapalkka-aloille tulevista maahanmuuttajista ei saa syntyä Suomeen uutta halpatyövoimaluokkaa. Se ei ole 

eettistä eikä sosiaaliturvamenojen kannalta kestävää. Vaikka kestävyysvajetta ja työvoimapulaa paikkaamaan tarvitaan 

myös muualta tulevia, pitää ensisijainen ratkaisu olla, että useammat Suomessa jo asuvat saadaan töihin” (CD 

Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023, p. 19). 
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2019). The CP frames migration primarily through a governance and regulation lens, emphasising 

order, efficiency, and international cooperation. The party advocates for simplified and well-managed 

labour migration, stronger EU-level coordination, a shift towards quota-based refugee systems, and 

more effective enforcement against system abuse. At the same time, it promotes faster asylum 

processing and early integration, alongside addressing the root causes of migration globally. Overall, 

migration is not problematized but understood as an issue of effective, balanced, and rule-based 

governance, guided by the principle of combining realism with humanitarian responsibility (CP 

Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019). The GL frames governance in a rights-based way, 

focusing on fairness, legal protection, and access to asylum. "Restore humanity, human rights, and 

legal protection to asylum policy. Reinstate legal aid that has been removed from asylum seekers."27 

The LA frames migration governance as a rights-based and facilitative system, where the main 

problem lies in state inefficiency and restrictive policies, not migration itself. The party emphasizes 

faster procedures, stronger legal protections, increased refugee quotas, and easier family 

reunification, presenting governance as a tool to expand access and uphold rights. Migration is 

managed through improving institutions, not through restriction. (LA Parliamentary Election 

Programme, 2019). The SPP frames migration governance as a system that should be more open, fair, 

and rights-based. The programme focuses on removing unnecessary barriers (such as labour market 

testing), increasing humanitarian commitments (through a higher refugee quota), and strengthening 

legal protections for migrants (including legal aid, humanitarian protection, and family reunification). 

"We want to give asylum seekers the right to sufficient legal aid" (SPP Parliamentary Election 

Programme, 2019, p. 2). Governance is presented as a tool to enable migration rather than restrict it, 

with a strong emphasis on functionality, fairness, and respect for rights. Overall, the frame reflects a 

liberal humanitarian approach, where improving migration governance means expanding access and 

correcting shortcomings in the existing system. The CD see migration as something that should be 

managed in a responsible and humane way. They support changes to the EU asylum system and prefer 

organised resettlement of refugees. "The EU should agree on an asylum system that emphasizes the 

responsibility of member states. We do not support an automatic redistribution mechanism that 

encourages smuggling; instead, the system should be developed so that those in need of help are taken 

directly from refugee camps."28 Overall, their approach combines practical thinking with a focus on 

 
27 ”Tuodaan inhimillisyys ja ihmisoikeudet ja oikeussturva takaisin 

turvapaikkapolitiikkaan. Palautetaan turvapaikanhakijoilta viety 

oikeusapu” (GL Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019, p. 9). 
28 ”EU:n tulee sopia jäsenvaltioiden omaa vastuuta korostavasta turvapaikkajärjestelmästä. Emme kannata salakuljetusta 

kiihdyttävää automaattista jakomekanismia, vaan järjestelmää on kehitettävä niin, että apua tarvitsevat otetaan suoraan 

pakolaisleireiltä” (CD Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019, p. 14). 
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helping people. The MN approaches migration mainly as a question of governance. The party focuses 

on EU-level solutions, shared responsibility, and well-functioning systems. Migration is not seen as 

a problem, but as something that should be managed through clear rules and effective institutions 

(MN Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019). The NCP presents migration governance as a mix 

of openness and control. On one hand, it supports labour migration and reduces bureaucracy. On the 

other hand, it also emphasises stronger border control and stricter asylum rules. "In asylum policy, 

the focus will be shifted from uncontrolled applications across borders towards refugee quotas and 

the processing of applications at the EU's external borders. The control of the EU's external borders 

must be credible."29 The discourse can be categorised both as positive and negative.  

Negative discourse 

The FP frames migration governance as a matter of strict control and restriction. "We want to 

completely stop immigration to Finland that is harmful and costly for society."30 Immigration is 

presented as inherently harmful and costly, requiring strong intervention from the state. Governance 

is not about managing migration effectively but about preventing its negative impacts through 

limiting inflows and promoting return migration. The discourse emphasises that current policies are 

insufficient and that only stricter control measures can address the problem. Overall, migration 

governance is constructed in highly restrictive and exclusionary terms, focused on protection rather 

than facilitation. The FP strongly securitises migration by portraying it as harmful to society and 

calling for strict control and the complete cessation of certain types of immigration through absolutist 

and exclusionary measures. 

In 2019, most parties framed migration as a governance and management issue rather than a security 

threat. SDP, GL, LA, SPP, CD, and MN take a more humanitarian and rights-based approach, 

focusing on fairness, cooperation, and effective systems. NCP combines openness with stronger 

control measures. In contrast, the FP stands out by framing migration as harmful and calling for strict 

limits, showing a high level of securitisation. Overall, governance is the main frame, with a clear 

divide between inclusive and restrictive approaches. 

 

 
29 ”Turvapaikkapolitiikassa painopistettä siirretään rajan yli tapahtuvasta hallitsemattomasta hakemisesta 

kiintiöpakolaisuuteen ja EU:n ulkorajalla tapahtuvaan hakemusten käsittelyyn. EU:n ulkorajojen valvonnan on oltava 

uskottavaa” (NCP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019, p. 8). 
30 ”Haluamme lopettaa kokonaan Suomeen suuntautuvan haitallisen ja yhteiskunnalle kalliiksi tulevan maahanmuuton” 

(FP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019, p. 2).   
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4.6.2 Governance and Regulation Frame Across Political Actors (2023–2027) 

Positive discourse 

The SDP narrows its focus to labour migration, especially protecting workers from exploitation. 

“Labour exploitation and labour market crime must be tackled more effectively, and the position of 

their victims must be improved. As a result of exploitation, there is a risk of creating two labour 

markets, and this development must be stopped.”31 Migration is not seen as a threat. The governance 

concern is about protecting migrants from exploitation, not about protecting society from migrants. 

It is the opposite of securitisation (SDP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023). The NCP, 

similarly, to previous electoral period, can be categorised into positive and negative discourse. On 

one hand, it supports labour migration through reducing bureaucracy and promoting international 

recruitment. On the other hand, the party emphasises the need to tighten asylum governance, improve 

returns, and prevent system abuse, alongside strengthening border security and introducing more 

obligatory integration measures. Overall, migration is framed as a governance issue requiring both 

efficient management and stricter control within an increasingly security-aware regulatory 

framework. The NCP shows a low to moderate level of securitisation by combining practical reforms 

with stricter control measures, while still staying within standard legal rules (NCP Parliamentary 

Election Programme, 2023). The CP presents only a minimal and general approach, focusing on 

international cooperation without detailed policies (CP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023). 

The discourse is neutral rather than positive. The GL maintains its humanitarian and rights-based 

governance approach, combining continuity with new proposals, as seen in "Increase the refugee 

quota, facilitate family reunification, and implement a humanitarian visa."32 The analysis shows a 

focused emphasis on expanding legal pathways and embedding migration policy in human rights 

principles, including reforms at both national and EU levels. The LA calls for broad reforms, focusing 

on transparency, faster processes, and stronger protection of migrants’ rights. "The Finnish migration 

administration must be thoroughly reformed. The Aliens Act must be reformed through a human-

rights-based approach."33 The SPP develops a more detailed governance approach, emphasising 

 
31 ”Työperäiseen hyväksikäyttöön ja työmarkkinarikollisuuteen on puututtava nykyistä tehokkaammin 

ja niiden uhrien asemaa on parannettava. Hyväksikäytön seurauksena uhkaa syntyä kahdet 

työmarkkinat ja tämä kehitys on pysäytettävä” (SDP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023, p. 18). 
32 ”Nostetaan pakolaiskiintiötä, helpotetaan perheenyhdistämistä ja 

toteutetaan humanitaarinen viisumi” (GL Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023, p. 12). 
33 ”Suomen maahanmuuttohallinto pitää uudistaa perinpohjaisesti. Ulkomaalaislaki tulee uudistaa 

ihmisoikeusperustaisesti. Maahanmuuttoviraston toiminnan valvontaa on tehostettava, ja toiminnan läpinäkyvyyttä on 

lisättävä” (LA Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023, p. 5). 
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efficiency, better administration, and international responsibility while maintaining a rights-based 

perspective (SPP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023). The CD develop their migration 

governance approach further and put more emphasis on national control. While keeping their core 

ideas—support for quota refugees and state responsibility—they add clearer rules, a stronger focus 

on human dignity, and a distinction between humanitarian and economic migration. Overall, the 

approach becomes more detailed and more focused on control, while still remaining humanitarian 

(CD Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023). In 2023 the MN continues to see migration mainly 

as a question of governance, but its approach becomes more restrictive. While earlier it supported 

broader EU-level solutions and shared responsibility, in 2023 it focuses more on control and limits 

humanitarian migration mainly to quota refugees. Overall, migration is still treated as something that 

should be managed through clear rules and well-designed systems, rather than as a problem in itself 

(MN Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023). 

Negative discourse 

The FP constructs migration governance as fundamentally failed and in need of a comprehensive and 

restrictive overhaul. The discourse is highly control-oriented, presenting immigration as a source of 

escalating societal and economic costs that require immediate and decisive intervention. This is 

captured in the claim that “The only way to mitigate the negative side effects of immigration is to 

strongly reduce immigration from outside the EU and EEA to Finland through legislative and 

administrative measures.”34 which frames restrictive action as both necessary and non-negotiable. 

Governance proposals are extensive and systemic, including limiting asylum geographically, making 

protection strictly temporary, tightening citizenship and family reunification rules, and explicitly 

aiming to make Finland “as unattractive as possible” for immigration. The overall framing shifts from 

reform to deterrence and exclusion, redefining migration governance as a tool of control, restriction, 

and demographic management rather than inclusion. The FP exhibits a high level of securitisation by 

presenting restrictive and exclusionary migration policies as the only viable response to an urgent and 

escalating societal threat. 

In 2023, most parties frame migration as an issue of governance rather than a direct threat, but their 

approaches differ. SDP, GL, LA, and SPP take a rights-based approach focused on fairness and 

protecting migrants. NCP combines support for labour migration with stricter control measures. In 

 
34 ”Ainoa keino lieventää maahanmuuton negatiivisia lieveilmiöitä on voimakkaasti vähentää lainsäädännöllisillä ja 

hallinnollisilla toimenpiteillä maahanmuuttoa EU- ja ETA-maiden ulkopuolelta Suomeen” (FP Blue and White 

Transformation Programme, 2023, p. 1). 
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contrast, FP strongly securitises migration, presenting it as a serious problem that requires restriction. 

CD and Movement Now also move toward more control-oriented approaches, while still treating 

migration mainly as something to be managed through rules and policies. Overall, governance 

remains the dominant frame, but with a clearer divide between inclusive and restrictive approaches. 

4.7 Migration as a Security Issue  

Another important frame presents migration as a security issue. In this context, migration is linked to 

threats such as crime, border control, or risks to social stability. Migration can be seen as a threat in 

various contexts: to national identity, to economy, to welfare state, to bilateral relations, to public 

order, to national security. These threats might sometimes overall each other (Gifra, 2024, p. 46). 

Migration framed as a security issue can be omitted from the party programme if the party does not 

see the topic as a threat or on the other hand can be strongly highlighted in the party programme. 

4.7.1 Security Frame Across Political Actors (2019–2023) 

Absent discourse 

In the first period 2019-2023 most of the parties do not frame migration as a security issue. The SDP, 

GL, LA, and SPP do not bring up the security framing, on the contrary, they employ desecuritisation 

of the topic.  

Negative discourse 

The NCP links migration to border control and crime, showing a moderate level of securitisation. At 

the same time, the discourse links migration to crime and law enforcement, emphasising that “The 

return of immigrants who have committed crimes and asylum seekers who have received negative 

decisions will be intensified through legislative changes as well as by strengthening the work of 

authorities and international cooperation.”35 The CP uses only limited, law-and-order language 

focused on illegal migration and crime. Migration is not constructed as a general threat; rather, the 

party emphasizes that  

The Centre Party does not accept any form of abuse of the immigration system. We do not 

want criminals in our country. Everyone arriving in Finland must comply with our laws and 

principles, for example regarding equality between women and men. The return of foreign 

 
35 ”Tehostetaan rikoksiin syyllistyneiden maahanmuuttajien ja kielteisen päätöksen saaneiden turvapaikanhakijoiden 

palauttamista kotimaihinsa lainsäädäntömuutoksilla sekä viranomaisten toimintaa ja kansainvälistä yhteistyötä 

vahvistamalla” (NCP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2019, p. 8). 
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nationals who have entered the country illegally and those guilty of crimes must be made 

more effective. 

The FP strongly securitises migration, presenting it as a threat to safety, society, and national values. 

“Immigration also increases crime and insecurity and erodes the most important values of our society 

such as equality. Children and women must be able to be safe in our country.” At the same time, the 

discourse frames migration as a threat to state sovereignty and control, using strong metaphors such 

as “Dumping money into the black hole of immigration must stop. The only thing that will help the 

problem is not walking across Finland's borders.” More broadly, migration is constructed as 

incompatible with the functioning of Finnish society, with claims that “Immigration to Finland makes 

it impossible to maintain strong social security and labour conditions, good wage development, good 

schools, equality, social stability – a good Finland.” The CD show selective and moderate 

securitisation, focusing mainly on uncontrolled and illegal migration. "Negative phenomena must be 

addressed by reducing the number of people residing illegally in the country through effective 

immigration control and removals." The MN uses only limited security language, mainly related to 

border control. "The European Union must create a common international protection system aimed 

at managed humanitarian migration. Europe's borders must be secured, and asylum applications must 

be processed in processing centres located in border areas" (MN Parliamentary Election Programme, 

2019, p. 5). 

4.7.2 Security Frame Across Political Actors (2023–2027) 

Absent discourse 

In the second period 2023-2027 differences between parties become more defined. The SDP, GL, 

LA, and SPP still do not frame migration as a security issue. The CP unlike in 2019, no longer uses 

security framing at all. 

Negative discourse 

The NCP strengthens its security framing, linking migration to border protection, system abuse, and 

public order. The asylum system is presented as vulnerable to misuse, with the party stating that “We 

will update asylum policy. We will direct asylum protection to those most in need and prevent abuse 

of the system. We will improve both asylum application processing and returns to countries of 
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origin.”36 The FP takes securitisation even further, presenting migration as a big threat to security, 

society, and national identity. Migration is constructed as an “uncontrolled” process that threatens 

Finland’s demographic composition, while specific groups are directly linked to internal security 

risks, crime, and social instability. "Migration to Finland particularly from developing countries in 

Africa and the Middle East weakens internal security, undermines social cohesion, and becomes very 

costly for public finances."37 The discourse clearly divides migrants into different groups, for example 

by presenting some refugees (e.g. Ukrainian women, children, and the elderly) as “genuine,” while 

others are seen as less legitimate. This creates a hierarchy where some migrants are viewed as more 

deserving than others. “Ukrainian women, children and elderly people have not caused the same kinds 

of problems in Finland as the tens of thousands of young men from the Middle East and Africa who 

arrived in the country between 2015 and 2016.”38 The CD shift toward more concrete security 

concerns (e.g. segregation, crime) but still propose mainly inclusive solutions.  

Poorly managed immigration and growth in the number of people staying in the country 

illegally often lead to side effects. To avoid Sweden's mistakes, housing policy must prevent 

regional concentration. Gang formation and lack of integration are best prevented through 

inclusion: everyone who moves to Finland for different reasons needs friends and contacts 

in Finnish society. The third sector has much to contribute here.39 

The MN also strengthens its security framing, especially through concerns about crime and illegal 

migration, but keeps it selective rather than general. "Foreign nationals staying in the country illegally 

and committing crimes must be removed from the country immediately" (MN Parliamentary Election 

Programme, 2023, p. 3). 

Overall, the security frame is not dominant across Finnish parties. It is strongly present mainly in FP, 

while most other parties either avoid it or use it only in a limited and selective way. 

 
36 ”Päivitämme turvapaikkapolitiikan ajan tasalle. Ohjaamme turvapaikat kaikkein hädänalaisimmille ja estämme 

järjestelmän väärinkäytön. Tehostamme sekä turvapaikkahakemusten käsittelyprosesseja että palautuksia lähtömaihin” 

(NCP Parliamentary Election Programme, 2023, p. 6). 
37 ”Erityisesti Afrikan ja Lähi-idän kehitysmaista Suomeen suuntautuva muuttoliike heikentää maamme sisäistä 

turvallisuutta, rikkoo sosiaalisen koheesion ja tulee julkistaloudelle erittäin kalliiksi” (FP Alternative Budget, 2023, p. 

10). 
38 ”Ukrainalaiset naiset, lapset ja vanhukset eivät ole aiheuttaneet Suomessa samanlaisia ongelmia kuin maahamme 

2015–2016 välillä saapuneet kymmenet tuhannet nuoret miehet Lähi-idästä ja Afrikasta” (FP Alternative Budget, 2023, 

pp. 10–11). 
39 ”Huonosti hoidettu maahanmuutto ja laittomasti maassa oleskelevien määrän kasvu johtavat usein lieveilmiöihin. 

Ruotsin virheiden välttämiseksi on asuntopolitiikalla ehkäistävä alueellista keskittymistä. Jengiytymistä ja 

kotoutumattomuutta estetään parhaiten osallisuudella: jokainen Suomeen eri syistä muuttava tarvitsee ystäviä ja 

kontakteja suomalaiseen yhteiskuntaan. Tässä kolmannella sektorilla on paljon annettavaa” (CD Parliamentary Election 

Programme, 2023, p. 20). 
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4.8 Securitisation of Migration among Political Parties 

According to securitisation theory, issues become securitised when political actors construct them as 

existential threats that require extraordinary political measures (Buzan, Wæver, & de Wilde, 1998). 

The SDP does not securitise migration in either electoral period. Migration is framed through human 

rights, labour needs, and integration, without any reference to threat or security. Similarly, 

the GL, LA, and SPP avoid security framing and instead highlights rights, inclusion, and 

humanitarian responsibility. These parties represent clear cases of de-securitisation. In contrast, 

the FP securitises migration across all frames. Migration is presented as a significant threat to public 

safety, the welfare state, the economy, and national identity. This securitisation becomes more 

detailed and systematic in 2023, when it is combining strong threat language with concrete restrictive 

policy proposals. The NCP represents a case of moderate and increasing securitisation. It is not as 

strong as the FP but they reamin precaucos. While maintaining support for labour migration, the party 

increasingly links migration to border control, system abuse, and public order, especially in 2023. 

However, its approach remains within standard legal frameworks. The CD show selective and 

moderate securitisation. They focus mainly on uncontrolled or illegal migration, but still, they 

maintain strong humanitarian commitments. Their approach balances security concerns with 

inclusive and value-based policies. The MN shifts from non-securitisation in 2019 to partial 

securitisation in 2023. Security concerns become more visible, especially through references to crime 

and the “Swedish path,” but remain selective and combined with a positive view of labour migration. 

The CP does not securitise migration overall, and its discourse becomes even less prominent in 2023, 

suggesting a move toward depoliticisation. Securitisation is presented most strongly in the security 

frame and the welfare state frame. In these frames, migration is connected to crime, public safety, or 

pressure on public finances. To some extent, migration is present in governance and integration 

frames, especially when linked to system abuse or social disorder. In contrast, economic and 

humanitarian frames are generally non-securitising and present migration as beneficial or 

manageable. Political parties differ clearly in how they approach securitisation of migration. Not all 

of the analysed political parties position themselves as a securitising actor. The FP stands out as the 

only party that consistently presents migration as a wide threat to society across all areas. The NCP 

and the CD take a more moderate and selective approach, focusing mainly on issues like border 

control, crime, or system abuse. The MN introduces some securitising elements in 2023, especially 

in relation to illegal migration and crime, but remains positive toward labour migration. In contrast, 

the SDP, GL, LA, and SPP do not frame migration as a security issue at all. Instead, they focus on 

human rights, integration, and economic contributions. When migration is securitised, it is mostly 
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linked to several key referent objects: public safety (such as crime), the welfare state (social services 

and benefits), the economy (jobs and public finances), national identity and social cohesion, and state 

sovereignty, especially border control. On the other hand, parties that do not securitise migration shift 

the focus away from protecting society from migrants and instead emphasise protecting migrants and 

human dignity. 

In summary, securitisation of migration in Finnish political discourse is not uniform. The FP is the 

main securitising actor across all frames and all referent objects. Their narrative is strongly against 

migration and representing it in every aspect as a threat. Some parties show some mild shifts towards 

securitisation in some frames and about one third of parties go through de-securitisation path. The 

Finnish case therefore shows a spectrum ranging from clear de-securitisation to strong securitisation, 

rather than a single dominant pattern. 

4.9 Migration Frames in the Government Programmes 

This section analyses frames within the topic of migration in the government programmes during two 

consecutive electoral periods (2019-2023 and 2023-2027). Unlike party programmes, government 

programmes reflect negotiated and institutionalised policy positions and therefore provide insight into 

how different political priorities are translated into concrete governance (Raunio, 2011).  Both 

government programmes discuss all the major frames that came up in the party analysis, but the 

weight they give them changes quite a lot between the two electoral periods. The 2019–2023 

programme approaches migration mainly as a question of governance and economics, with a strong 

emphasis on rights, integration, and welfare. Migration is something to be managed through 

international cooperation, well-functioning institutions, and respect for human rights. The tone 

around the economy is clearly positive. The labour migration is seen as something Finland needs to 

deal with demographic challenges and keep the economy going. Integration is treated as the state's 

responsibility, with a focus on providing services, promoting inclusion, and ensuring equality. The 

security frame is present but it stays in the background. Migration is not presented as a threat, but 

rather as one of many European-level challenges that call for coordination. Securitisation remains 

low overall, and migration stays firmly within the realm of normal politics, shaped by humanitarian 

values and multilateral commitments (Government Programme, 2019). The 2023–2027 programme 

tells a very different story. There is a clear turn toward restriction and security. The security frame 

moves to the forefront, with migration now explicitly tied to border protection, internal security, and 

geopolitical risks. References to hybrid threats, tighter border control, and stricter asylum rules all 
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point to a notable rise in securitisation. The other frames shift too, though in milder ways. The 

economic frame is still there, but it becomes more selective. The focus narrows to migrants who are 

seen as contributing to growth and public finances. Integration moves away from a rights-based model 

toward one built on obligations and personal responsibility, with stricter requirements and even 

sanctions for non-compliance. The governance frame, meanwhile, takes on a more controlling tone, 

stressing enforcement, limiting access to asylum, and asserting state sovereignty more forcefully. A 

similar pattern shows up in how welfare is handled. The earlier programme takes an inclusive, 

universalist approach, extending services even to undocumented migrants. The later one pulls back, 

introducing more conditions and restrictions, and moving toward a system where access depends on 

status (Government Programme, 2023). Taken together, the comparison shows a real transformation 

in how migration is understood at the government level. The 2019–2023 programme reflects a 

humanitarian, rights-oriented, and cooperative approach with little securitisation. The 2023–2027 

programme, by contrast, is built around control, risk, and state protection. This shift is not just about 

policy priorities, but it signals a broader change in political discourse, where migration is increasingly 

pulled into the security domain, even as economic and governance considerations remain part of the 

picture. 
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5 DISCUSSION 

This chapter presents findings from analyses of Finnish party election programmes (2019 and 2023) 

and government programmes (2019–2023 and 2023–2027), applying the theoretical frameworks of 

Entman's (1993) framing functions and the Copenhagen School's securitisation theory. The 

discussion is organised into five thematic sections: a summary of the main findings, a dedicated 

discussion of the securitisation of migration across parties, an account of discursive shifts between 

the two electoral periods, a cross-reference of how party-level migration ideas translated into 

government policy, and the study's limitations. 

5.1 Main Findings 

This thesis identified several dominant frames through which migration is discussed in Finnish party 

and government programmes between 2019 and 2027. The analysis revealed five recurring frames: 

Migration as a Security Issue, Migration as an Economic Resource, Migration as an Integration 

Challenge, Migration as Governance and Regulation, and Migration within the Welfare State 

Framework. These frames were not predetermined but emerged inductively from the analysed 

material. Their identification supports the central assumption of framing theory that political issues 

can be interpreted through multiple competing perspectives that shape how problems, causes, and 

solutions are understood (Entman, 1993; de Vreese, 2005). The findings demonstrate that migration 

was framed differently across political actors and electoral periods. In some cases, migration was 

presented as an opportunity, particularly in relation to labour shortages, demographic challenges, and 

economic development. In other cases, migration was associated with security concerns, integration 

difficulties, or pressure on public services. Some themes were also entirely absent from particular 

programmes, suggesting that political actors differed not only in how they framed migration but also 

in which migration-related issues they considered politically relevant. This observation is consistent 

with van Gorp's (2007) argument that frames do not simply organise political communication but also 

shape which aspects of reality become visible and which remain marginal. A key finding of this thesis 

is that Finnish migration discourse is not characterised by a single dominant frame. Instead, migration 

is constructed through multiple overlapping and competing frames that reflect broader ideological 

differences between political actors. While the Security Issue frame appeared most strongly among 

right-wing and nationalist actors, particularly FP, parties such as the Greens and the Left Alliance 

more frequently framed migration through human rights, equality, inclusion, and international 

responsibility. At the same time, the Economic Resource frame appeared across a broad range of 
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parties, suggesting a relatively widespread political recognition of migration's economic significance. 

This finding supports previous research arguing that migration has become a multidimensional 

political issue that cannot be reduced solely to questions of security (Huysmans, 2000; Bourbeau, 

2011).  

Overall, the findings show that migration is discussed in different ways across the Finnish political 

spectrum. While some political actors emphasise security concerns and present migration as a 

potential threat, others focus on its economic benefits, integration, governance, or humanitarian 

aspects. This supports previous research suggesting that migration is not framed exclusively as a 

security issue but can be understood through multiple and sometimes competing perspectives 

(Huysmans, 2000; Bourbeau, 2011; Ceccorulli, 2019). The findings therefore suggest that there is no 

single dominant understanding of migration in Finnish politics. Instead, different political actors 

frame migration in ways that reflect their own ideological priorities and political objectives. 

5.2 Securitisation of Migration 

The findings suggest that securitisation is not the dominant feature of migration discourse in Finland. 

Although migration is frequently discussed as an important political issue, most political actors do 

not present it as an existential threat. Instead, migration is more often discussed in relation to 

governance, labour market needs, integration, or welfare policies. This supports the argument of the 

Copenhagen School that not every politicised issue becomes securitised (Buzan, Wæver, & de Wilde, 

1998). In the Finnish context, migration appears to be highly politicised, but only selectively 

securitised. The findings also reveal important differences between political actors. Centre-right and 

conservative parties often expressed concerns about irregular migration, border control, criminality, 

or the effectiveness of migration governance. At the same time, they generally recognised the 

economic benefits of labour migration and supported forms of immigration that contribute to Finnish 

society. This suggests that migration is usually viewed as an issue that should be managed effectively 

rather than as a threat in itself. Similar findings have been identified in previous research, which 

shows that migration can be discussed as both a security concern and an economic necessity at the 

same time (Huysmans, 2000; Bourbeau, 2011). In contrast, left-wing, green, and liberal actors rarely 

present migration as a security issue. Instead, they tend to discuss migration through themes such as 

human rights, equality, inclusion, and international responsibility. In some cases, they even reverse 

the usual security logic by presenting migrants as the group that needs protection. In these 

programmes, insecurity is linked not to migration itself but to restrictive policies, discrimination, or 

failures of public institutions. This reflects what Wæver (1995) describes as desecuritisation, where 
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issues are addressed through normal political processes rather than through the language of security. 

The FP represents the clearest exception to this pattern. Compared to other political actors, they used 

a considerably stronger security-oriented discourse and linked migration to concerns about public 

safety, social cohesion, national identity, and the sustainability of the welfare state. These findings 

correspond with previous studies that identify right-wing populist parties as key actors in the 

securitisation of migration across Europe (Huysmans, 2000; Bourbeau, 2011). The analysis also 

suggests that during the 2023–2027 period these security-oriented narratives became increasingly 

reflected in concrete policy proposals, indicating a stronger connection between political discourse 

and government policy. 

Overall, the findings show that migration in Finland cannot be understood simply in terms of 

securitising and non-securitising actors. Different political actors approach migration in different 

ways, ranging from humanitarian and rights-based perspectives to more security-oriented approaches. 

This supports Bourbeau's (2011) argument that securitisation is not a black or white phenomenon but 

can take different forms and degrees depending on the political context and the actors involved. 

5.3 Changes between Electoral Periods 

The comparison between the two electoral periods suggests that the main change was not simply a 

shift in policy priorities but a broader change in how migration was understood and discussed. During 

the 2019–2023 period, migration was more often presented as a social, economic, and administrative 

issue that could be addressed through integration policies, effective governance, and labour market 

measures. Integration was largely framed as a shared responsibility, migration governance was linked 

to legal safeguards and administrative efficiency, and labour migration was viewed as an important 

response to demographic and labour market challenges. In the 2023–2027 period, migration was 

increasingly discussed through the language of obligations, conditions, and control. Access to 

residence, welfare benefits, and long-term membership became more strongly linked to economic 

contribution, successful integration, and compliance with societal expectations. A similar shift can be 

observed in the role assigned to the state. While the earlier period often presented the state as a 

facilitator responsible for supporting integration and protecting rights, the later period more 

frequently portrayed the state as a regulator responsible for monitoring, controlling, and enforcing 

migration-related rules. At the same time, the findings reveal important elements of continuity. 

Labour migration, language acquisition, integration, and migration governance remained central 

topics throughout both electoral periods. What changed was not necessarily the topics themselves, 

but the way they were justified and understood. Labour migration became more closely connected to 



 78 

economic utility and labour market needs, integration increasingly emphasised individual 

responsibilities, and governance discussions placed greater emphasis on conditions and compliance. 

This suggests that the shift was driven less by the emergence of new migration issues and more by 

changing political interpretations of existing ones. These developments are consistent with broader 

European trends identified in previous research. Following the 2015 refugee crisis, migration has 

increasingly been linked to questions of border control, state capacity, and security across Europe 

(Huysmans, 2000; Ceccorulli, 2019). However, the Finnish case also demonstrates that this 

development has not resulted in a uniform securitisation of migration. Instead, economic, governance-

related, and humanitarian perspectives continued to coexist alongside stronger security-oriented 

narratives. 

Overall, the findings suggest that the most significant change between the two electoral periods was 

a gradual move from a more inclusion-oriented approach towards a stronger emphasis on 

conditionality, control, and security considerations. Although this does not represent a complete 

securitisation of migration discourse, it indicates that security concerns became more influential in 

shaping migration policy and political debate during the later period. This observation aligns with 

Bourbeau's (2011) argument that securitisation develops gradually and unevenly rather than 

appearing as a sudden or uniform transformation. 

5.4 Translation of Party Frames into Government Policy 

The comparison between party programmes and government programmes suggests that election 

programmes do matter, but their influence on government policy is neither direct nor automatic. Not 

all ideas presented during election campaigns become part of government programmes. Instead, 

migration policies are shaped through coalition negotiations, where parties must balance their own 

priorities with those of their coalition partners. As a result, government programmes should not be 

understood as a simple collection of party promises, but rather as negotiated political compromises. 

From a framing perspective, this suggests that migration frames are not fixed or static. Rather, they 

can be modified, combined, or weakened during the transition from electoral competition to 

government formation. This observation supports the argument that political frames are shaped not 

only by ideological preferences but also by political and institutional constraints (Entman, 1993; de 

Vreese, 2005). The comparison of the 2019 and 2023 government programmes illustrates this process. 

In Marin´s government, migration policy was generally shaped by more inclusive and rights-based 

approaches. The government programme included measures aimed at strengthening legal protections, 

supporting integration, expanding access to services, and attracting international talent. In contrast,  
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Orpo´s government adopted a more restrictive approach. Greater emphasis was placed on temporary 

residence permits, return policies, stricter family reunification rules, and stronger conditions for 

obtaining permanent residence and citizenship. The findings therefore suggest that changes in 

government composition can significantly influence how migration is understood and governed. 

Similar migration-related issues remained present in both periods, but they were interpreted through 

different political priorities and policy objectives. From the perspective of securitisation theory, this 

shift is particularly significant. The findings suggest that migration does not become securitised 

simply because a particular issue is discussed. Rather, the extent to which migration is framed through 

security concerns depends on the political actors involved and the broader governing context. While 

the 2019 government programme generally framed migration as a matter of integration, governance, 

and social inclusion, the 2023 programme placed greater emphasis on control, conditionality, and 

security considerations. This supports the argument that securitisation is not an inherent characteristic 

of migration itself but a political process through which migration is interpreted and governed 

(Wæver, 1995; Buzan, Wæver, & de Wilde, 1998). 

The findings also show that coalition partners do not influence all policy areas equally. Some aspects 

of migration policy appear to reflect the priorities of particular parties more strongly than others. In 

the 2019 coalition, GL, LA, and SDP had a visible impact on integration, welfare, and rights-related 

policies. In the 2023 coalition, FP appears to have had a stronger influence on asylum policy, family 

reunification, and return procedures, while NCP shaped the broader governance framework within 

which these policies were implemented. This suggests that government programmes reveal not only 

which parties are in government, but also which parties are most influential in specific policy areas. 

At the same time, some policy ideas appear more resistant to political change than others. Labour 

migration, administrative efficiency, language learning, and integration measures remain present 

across both electoral periods, even though they are justified differently. In contrast, issues such as 

refugee protection, the rights of undocumented migrants, family reunification, and humanitarian 

obligations change more noticeably with shifts in government composition. This suggests that 

practical and administrative issues are more likely to remain stable across electoral cycles, while 

issues involving values, rights, and belonging are more strongly shaped by ideological differences 

between governing coalitions. 

More broadly, the findings demonstrate the value of examining party programmes and government 

programmes together. While party programmes reveal how political actors frame migration during 

electoral competition, government programmes show which of these frames become influential 
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enough to shape public policy. This finding supports the view that framing and securitisation are 

closely interconnected processes. The analysis suggests that securitising and desecuritising 

tendencies emerge through specific migration frames and are further shaped by coalition bargaining 

and government formation (Entman, 1993; Buzan, Wæver, & de Wilde, 1998). Government 

programmes therefore provide an important insight into how political framing translates into policy 

outcomes. 

5.5 Limitations 

Several limitations should be acknowledged when interpreting the findings of this thesis. First, the 

analysis was limited to party and government programmes. While these documents represent official 

political positions and provide valuable insight into how migration is framed by political actors, they 

are carefully constructed policy texts and may not fully reflect migration discourse as expressed in 

parliamentary debates, political speeches, media appearances, or social media communication. As a 

result, the analysis captures formal political framing rather than the full spectrum of political 

discourse on migration. Second, language and translation present an important limitation. With the 

exception of the Swedish People's Party and government programmes, all analysed documents were 

originally written in Finnish and subsequently translated into English using an AI-assisted translation 

tool. Although the translations were carefully reviewed for accuracy, the translation process may have 

introduced interpretive bias. Certain linguistic nuances, cultural references, and rhetorical elements 

embedded in Finnish political language may have been altered, simplified, or lost in translation. In 

addition, AI-assisted translation and analytical support were used during the research process. While 

all analytical decisions remained the author's responsibility, the possibility of machine-generated 

inaccuracies or biases cannot be entirely excluded. Third, the findings are influenced by the 

interpretive nature of qualitative frame analysis. Identifying and categorising frames requires 

analytical judgement, and alternative researchers might have identified different frames or interpreted 

the same passages differently. Although a systematic coding procedure was applied throughout the 

study, complete objectivity cannot be achieved in qualitative research. A further limitation concerns 

the generalisability of the findings. The study focuses exclusively on the Finnish political context and 

examines a specific set of political documents. Consequently, the findings cannot be automatically 

generalised to other Nordic or European countries. Moreover, party programmes reflect official party 

positions rather than the attitudes or perceptions of voters. The temporal scope of the research also 

limits the conclusions that can be drawn. The analysis covers two consecutive electoral periods, 

2019–2023 and 2023–2027. Migration discourse is dynamic and continuously shaped by political, 
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social, and international developments. Analysing different electoral periods or extending the 

timeframe could potentially reveal different framing patterns and securitising dynamics. Finally, the 

study examines migration framing solely from the perspective of political texts. It does not investigate 

how these frames are received, interpreted, or contested by audiences, the media, or other societal 

actors. As a result, the analysis provides insight into the production of migration frames but not into 

their broader societal impact or effectiveness. Despite these limitations, the study provides a 

systematic analysis of migration framing in Finnish party and government programmes across two 

consecutive electoral periods. By combining framing theory and securitisation theory, it offers insight 

into how migration is politically constructed, how these constructions vary across political actors, and 

how they are translated into government policy. The findings should therefore be understood as a 

context-specific contribution to the study of migration politics in Finland rather than as broadly 

generalisable conclusions. 
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5 CONCLUSION 

This chapter summarises the findings and offers answers to the main research question and all three 

supporting sub-questions. Lastly, it presents suggestions for possible future research on the examined 

topic.  

6.1 Summary of Findings   

This study uncovered five dominant frames across party and government programmes during the last 

two electoral periods in Finland. The frames were coded as Migration as a Security Issue, Migration 

as an Economic Resource, Migration as an Integration Challenge, Migration as Governance and 

Regulation, and Migration within the Welfare State Framework. The findings demonstrated that 

Finnish migration discourse is characterised by multiple competing frames rather than a single 

dominant narrative. Different political actors emphasised different aspects of migration depending on 

their ideological priorities and policy objectives. While securitising tendencies were present, 

particularly among FP and to a lesser extent some centre-right actors, most parties framed migration 

primarily through economic, governance, integration, or humanitarian perspectives. Migration 

therefore cannot be understood solely through the lens of securitisation. The comparison of the two 

electoral periods revealed a broader shift from inclusion-oriented approaches towards greater 

emphasis on conditionality, control, and security considerations, particularly in the 2023–2027 

period. 

6.2 Answer to Research Question   

This section provides answers for the main research question and three supporting sub-questions.  

How is migration framed in Finnish political programmes, and to what extent do these frames 

reflect securitising or desecuritising tendencies across the electoral periods 2019–2023 and 

2023–2027? 

The analysis showed that migration is framed through five main perspectives: Migration as a Security 

Issue, Migration as an Economic Resource, Migration as an Integration Challenge, Migration as 

Governance and Regulation, and Migration within the Welfare State Framework. These frames were 

present to different levels across political parties and government programmes. While some actors 

mainly discussed migration in relation to labour market needs, integration, human rights, or migration 
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management, others placed greater emphasis on security, public order, and the sustainability of the 

welfare state. Overall, the findings show that Finnish migration discourse is not dominated by a single 

view of migration. Instead, different political actors understand and present migration in different 

ways. The comparison of the two electoral periods also suggests a shift towards a more restrictive 

and security-oriented approach in the 2023–2027 period. 

What dominant frames shape migration discourse in Finnish party and government 

programmes? 

The analysis identified five dominant frames: Migration as a Security Issue, Migration as an 

Economic Resource, Migration as an Integration Challenge, Migration as Governance and 

Regulation, and Migration within the Welfare State Framework. Among these, the governance and 

regulation frame appeared most frequently across both party and government programmes. At the 

same time, the findings showed that the same frame could be used in different ways depending on the 

political actor and its priorities. Migration was therefore discussed through several different and often 

competing perspectives, both positive and negative. 

In what ways is migration presented as a security issue, and when is it treated as part of normal 

political debate in party and government programmes? 

Migration was most often presented as a security issue when it was linked to crime, border control, 

public safety, social cohesion, or pressure on the welfare state. These arguments appeared most 

strongly in the programmes of FP and, to a lesser extent, some centre-right parties. In contrast, 

migration was treated as part of normal political debate when it was discussed as an economic 

necessity, an integration issue, a governance challenge, or a humanitarian responsibility. These 

approaches were particularly visible among left-wing, green, and liberal parties. At government level, 

the 2019 government programme is closer to normal-policy management with rights-based balancing, 

while the 2023 government programme expands security logics across multiple domains, namely 

asylum, return, permanence, border governance, and welfare conditionality.  

How are migration frames translated from party programmes into government programmes, 

and how does this vary across political actors and electoral periods? 

The findings show that migration frames do not move directly from party programmes into 

government programmes. Instead, government programmes are the result of negotiations and 

compromises between coalition partners. This means that not all party priorities are reflected equally 
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in government policy. Which migration frames become part of the government programme depends 

largely on the composition of the coalition and the influence of individual parties. The comparison 

between the two electoral periods shows a clear difference in how migration was translated into 

government policy. The 2019–2023 government programme reflected a more inclusive approach, 

with a strong focus on integration, legal protection, access to services, and attracting international 

talent. In contrast, the 2023–2027 government programme placed greater emphasis on control, 

obligations, and security. This was visible in stricter asylum policies, tighter family reunification 

rules, and stronger conditions for residence and citizenship. The findings also suggest that different 

parties influenced different areas of migration policy. In the 2019–2023 period, GL, LA, and SDP 

had a visible impact on integration and rights-related policies. In the 2023–2027 period, FP played an 

important role in promoting more restrictive migration policies, while NCP shaped the broader 

governance approach. Overall, the comparison shows that the main change between the two periods 

was not the topics being discussed, but the way they were understood and addressed. Issues such as 

labour migration, integration, and migration governance remained important in both periods, but the 

later government programme approached them through a more restrictive and security-oriented lens. 

The findings revealed clear differences between political actors. Right-wing and nationalist parties 

generally used stronger security-oriented narratives, while left-wing, green, and liberal parties tended 

to frame migration through human rights, inclusion, integration, and economic contribution. The 

comparison of the two electoral periods showed that security and control became more visible in 

migration discourse after 2023, especially at the government level. This suggests that changes in 

coalition composition had an important influence on how migration was framed and governed. 

6.3 Theoretical Contributions 

This study contributes to the literature on migration, framing, and securitisation by combining 

framing theory and securitisation theory within a single analytical framework. While these 

approaches have frequently been applied separately, this thesis demonstrates their value when used 

together to examine how migration is politically constructed and how particular understandings of 

migration may contribute to either securitising or desecuritising tendencies. Framing theory provided 

a useful tool for identifying the dominant ways in which migration was presented in Finnish political 

discourse, while securitisation theory made it possible to assess whether these framings portrayed 

migration as a security threat or as a matter of ordinary political governance (Entman, 1993; Buzan, 

Wæver, & de Wilde, 1998). The findings suggest that securitisation does not emerge independently 

of framing processes. Rather, migration becomes securitised through specific frames that define 
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migration-related problems, identify threats, and justify particular policy responses. In this respect, 

the study supports the view that security is not an objective characteristic of migration itself but is 

constructed through political discourse (Wæver, 1995). At the same time, the analysis demonstrates 

that not all migration frames have the same securitising potential. While the Security Issue frame and, 

to a lesser extent, the Welfare State frame were more likely to contain securitising elements, the 

Economic Resource, Integration Challenge, and Governance and Regulation frames generally 

remained within the sphere of normal political debate. The study also contributes to the growing body 

of research examining migration beyond a simple securitised versus non-securitised distinction. The 

findings indicate that migration discourse in Finland is characterised by the coexistence of 

securitising, desecuritising, and pragmatic policy-oriented approaches. This suggests that 

securitisation should be understood as a matter of degree rather than a binary condition, with different 

political actors employing varying levels of threat construction depending on their ideological 

positions and policy priorities. By highlighting these variations, the thesis provides a more nuanced 

understanding of the relationship between migration framing and securitisation in contemporary 

political discourse. 

6.4 Contribution to Existing Research 

This study contributes to existing research on migration politics by providing an analysis of migration 

framing in Finnish party and government programmes across two consecutive electoral periods. 

While previous studies have often focused on specific political actors, migration crises, or broader 

European developments (Huysmans, 2000; Bourbeau, 2011; Ceccorulli, 2019), this thesis examined 

how migration was framed across the Finnish political spectrum between 2019 and 2027. The study 

also highlights the importance of analysing both party programmes and government programmes. 

The findings suggest that government programmes do not simply reproduce party positions but reflect 

coalition negotiations and political compromise. As a result, the same migration issues may be framed 

differently depending on the composition of the governing coalition. Lastly, the study provides new 

insights into changes in Finnish migration discourse between the 2019–2023 and 2023–2027 electoral 

periods. While many migration-related topics remained present across both periods, the later period 

placed greater emphasis on conditionality, control, and security considerations. These findings 

contribute to a better understanding of how migration discourse evolves over time and how political 

change influences migration governance in Finland. 
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6.3 Future Research 

The findings of this study point to several possibilities for future research. First, future studies could 

expand the range of analysed materials beyond party and government programmes. Including 

parliamentary debates, political speeches, election campaigns, social media content, or media 

coverage could provide a more complete picture of how migration is discussed in Finnish politics. 

Second, it would be valuable to examine migration framing over a longer period of time. Extending 

the analysis beyond the two electoral periods covered in this thesis could help reveal whether the 

identified frames remain stable or change in response to major political and social developments, 

such as the 2015 refugee crisis, the COVID-19 pandemic, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, or changes 

in government composition.In addition, comparative studies would offer valuable insights into the 

broader relevance of the findings. Examining migration framing across the Nordic countries could 

help determine whether the patterns identified in Finland are unique to thfe Finnish political context 

or form part of wider regional trends. Comparative research could also provide useful insights. 

Examining migration framing in other Nordic countries would help determine whether the patterns 

identified in Finland are unique to the Finnish context or reflect broader regional trends. In addition, 

some themes that appeared in the analysed programmes deserve closer attention. In particular, 

questions related to identity, culture, religion, and belonging emerged in several programmes but 

remained outside the main focus of this study. Future research could explore these topics in greater 

depth. Finally, this thesis focused on how migration is framed by political actors. Future studies could 

examine how these frames are received and interpreted by the media, civil society organisations, and 

the public. This would provide a better understanding of the broader impact of migration discourse 

on public opinion and policy debates in Finland. 
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