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Abstract Political polarization shapes how minority issues are discussed in public
and parliamentary discourse, with implications for representation and policy. We
examine the representation of migration and sexual minorities in all parliamentary
speeches across Germany and the United Kingdom from 1980 to 2021. In partic-
ular, we ask: (1) How parties in both countries contributed to shifts in the overall
salience of the two minority issues, (2) how language use differs between party
groups and the two minority issues (average linguistic differences), and (3) how
has this evolved over time (linguistic polarization). To this end, we employ natural
language processing techniques on all political speeches in both parliaments during
this period and roughly 143,000 speech parts in total. The results show that speeches
on both issues increased notably over time for all parties in both countries. More-
over, relative frequency analyses reveal that linguistic polarization concerning the
terminology used by political parties has intensified over the years. In both coun-
tries, right-leaning parties emphasized economic and security aspects more when
discussing migration, whereas left-leaning parties focused more on normative and
rights-based issues. Regarding sexual minorities, the rhetoric of left parties more
often included terms relating to equality or discrimination, while right parties more
often referred to aspects of marriage and morals. In sum, our research shows that left
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and right parties strongly differ in their language use when debating minorities and
that linguistic polarization intensifies over time.

Keywords Migration - Sexuality - Parliament speeches - Political polarization -
Linguistic polarization - Text-as-data - Political rhetoric + Minority politics

7.1 Introduction

Political polarization refers to the degree to which opinions on issues are increasingly
opposed and how such opposition grows over time (DiMaggio et al. 1996; Rekker
2021). It is a process that is generated between two or more groups in contexts of
interaction, whether real or imaginary (Kessler et al. 2020) and has attracted the
attention of researchers because its effects are usually closely related to the aspects
and actions of individuals and societies. Thus, the ability to assess and quantify shifts
in political ideology and polarization holds paramount importance for researchers,
stakeholders, and the broader public (Caravaca et al. 2022). An increase in political
polarization also polarizes public opinion in the most politically committed groups
with strong party identification (DiMaggio et al. 1996; Evans 2003; Abramowitz and
Saunders 2008; Fiorina et al. 2008). Research on polarization is structured around the
questions of whether polarized debates are a social phenomenon produced by elites
(Hunter and Wolfe 2006) or also by the public (Abramowitz and Saunders 2008) and
about the extent of polarization in the mass public (Baldassarri and Bearman 2007).

Political polarization can have an even more significant impact on public opinion,
especially on minority issues, which are often emotionally and ideologically charged
due to their underrepresentation. Debates surrounding immigration and LGBTQ +
rights, for instance, lie at the heart of partisan divides and are particularly vulner-
able to polarizing rhetoric (Dijk 1997). When polarization is heightened, the rhetoric
of political elites tends to become more charged and divisive (Quirk 2011), which
can amplify existing prejudices among the public or, conversely, mobilize support
for minority rights. For example, when political elites discuss immigration-related
issues, they can shape attitudes toward immigration (Bohman 2011; Flores 2018;
Schmidt-Catran and Czymara 2023) and increase far-right voting (May and Czymara
2024). For sexual minorities (i.e., individuals identifying as lesbian, gay, bisexual,
transgender, or queer), depending on the prevailing political rhetoric and legislative
measures enacted, such laws may serve as a catalyst for heightened persecution of
sexual minorities or, conversely, ensure their access to rights as minorities (Thrén-
hardt 1995). In addition, by focusing on specific issues, political parties can express
their core identities, which are not necessarily directly related to the issues them-
selves. Thus, the way political elites discuss minority issues stands as a central
concern in the realm of democratic governance, holding profound implications for
the political climate in an increasingly diverse society. Studying these issues allows
us to trace how political parties differentiate themselves, mobilize their bases, and
reinforce distinct ideological positions over time.
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This paper analyzes how migrants and sexual minorities issues are discussed and
represented in parliamentary debates in two European democracies, Germany and
the United Kingdom (UK), spanning the period from 1980 to 2021. We specifi-
cally focus on the representation of migrants and sexual minorities, two groups of
minorities that are similar in facing marginalization and discrimination, yet differ
significantly in the specific challenges and the progression of their rights develop-
ment. In particular, we explore a specific kind of political polarization in minority
representation, which is linguistic polarization. In the context of this study, we define
linguistic polarization as an increasing difference in the language used by political
parties when referring to the minority representation of these two groups. Linguistic
polarization can be understood as part of political polarization more broadly, such
as affective (Gidron et al. 2020) or attitudinal (Schmidt-Catran and Czymara 2023)
polarization. However, linguistic polarization is not equal to these phenomena. That
is, linguistic polarization refers specifically to semantic differences rather than differ-
ences in sentiment or emotion. While these aspects can overlap, since some words
carry more positive or negative valence, they remain distinct. Politicians, for instance,
may use different terms for the same concept while holding similar positions on the
issue. Analyzing linguistic polarization specifically is important because language
shapes public perception and can signal division even in the absence of diverging
attitudes.

Our study is based on all parliamentary debates in Germany and the UK. While
previous research on elite discourses concerning minority groups based on parliamen-
tary speeches mostly focused on single-country cases (Beese et al. 2022; Card et al.
2022), we aim to advance the understanding by examining the language employed
by political elites when discussing minority groups in a comparative framework,
focusing on two distinct cases. Our paper examines the entire corpus of more than
four decades of parliamentary discourse on migration and sexual minorities in the
two countries. In line with theoretical expectations, our results show that linguistic
polarization concerning the terminology used by political parties has intensified over
the years, with discussions on migration primarily focusing on economic aspects,
whereas those on sexual minorities concentrate on normative issues. This contrast
also reflects underlying differences in how these groups are positioned within the
political community: immigrants, often perceived as outsiders, are subject to more
polarized discourse, while discussions of sexual minorities tend to be framed within
debates about rights and values. Our paper explores the emergence and evolution of
political discourses on minorities, thereby contributing to a deeper understanding of
the political representation within contemporary democratic societies.

We begin with a timeline of significant events in the history of minority rights,
which is divided into two main areas of interest: migration and sexual minority
rights, specifically in Germany and the United Kingdom. Subsequently, the theory
and expectations section addresses the conceptual foundations and theoretical expec-
tations. This is followed by the data and methods section, which explains how the
data were collected and analyzed. Subsequently, we show the empirical results and
discuss them in relation to our theoretical expectations in the discussion. Finally, we
present the study’s limitations and suggestions for future research.
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7.2 Timeline of Major Events in Minority Rights History

Minorities are a group of people who are relatively marginalized and disadvantaged
in society compared to members of a dominant social group. While there have always
been minority groups in every society, the level of recognition and salience has been
context-dependent and has changed over time.

7.3 Migration

The end of World War Il marked a period of significant labor shortages in many Euro-
pean countries, driven by the need to rebuild economies and infrastructure devastated
by the war. Both the United Kingdom and Germany attempted to address this shortage
by encouraging international migration for employment purposes. As a result, during
the post-war period, there was a notable increase in the number of immigrants in
both countries, significantly influencing their demographic compositions and labor
markets.

7.3.1 Germany

Immigration to West Germany increased during the 1960s following an agreement
between the Federal Republic of Germany and Turkey, which brought in “guest work-
ers” to address temporary labor shortages (Triadafilopoulos and Schonwilder 2006).
Over time, this temporary arrangement led to long-term immigration (Ellermann
2015). From the early 1980s until approximately 1988, there was no considerable
political interest in immigration and the social integration of immigrants in Germany
(Miinz 2003a, b). This has changed considerably since 1989. The political debate on
the consequences of immigration was primarily a result of the major changes occur-
ring in Central and Eastern Europe, the impact on large migration flows from these
territories, the subsequent integration of these countries into the European Union,
and the potential implications of this on East—West migration flows (Miinz 2003a,
b). Despite growing diversity in the country, Germany maintained an exclusionary
national identity until the 1990s (Kurthen 1995). During the period 2000-2004,
attempts to draft new immigration regulations have dominated the intellectual and
political discourse on immigration and immigrant integration. Following four years
of intense political debate, the Immigration Act' was approved in July 2004, which

I'The complete text of the law under the official title “Gesetz zur Steuerung und Begrenzung
der Zuwanderung und zur Regelung des Aufenthalts und der Integration von Unionsbiirgern und
Auslédndern” dated July 30, 2004, is available on the website of the Ministry of the Interior: http://
www.bmi.bund.de


http://www.bmi.bund.de
http://www.bmi.bund.de
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regulates aspects of asylum and refugee and immigration focused on the labor market
(Kleiner 2004a, b).

Immigration again peaked in late 2015 when Germany received an unprecedented
number of asylum applications, surpassing all other EU countries (Burmann and
Valeyatheepillay 2017). Debates about Germany’s handling of the refugee influx
intensified further after refugees were linked to sexual assaults in Germany on New
Year’s Eve in 2015/16 (Czymara and Schmidt-Catran 2017). These events were also
accompanied by an increase in anti-refugee violence (Jackle and Konig 2019) and
the Alternative fiir Deutschland (AfD), a right-wing party advocating for stricter
immigration laws, emerged as the third-largest party in the 2017 federal election
and has maintained a presence in the parliament since then (Arzheimer and Berning
2019; Mushaben 2020).

In 2020, Germany was the second most significant international migration destina-
tion, hosting nearly 16 million international migrants, representing 17% of its total
population (McAuliffe and Triandafyllidou 2021). This influx included a diverse
group of newcomers, comprising both refugees and highly skilled workers, each
contributing to the country’s demographic and economic landscape. According to
a recent report by the International Organization for Migration (IOM) between
2015 and 2020 the number of immigrants in the country increased by almost 5
million (McAuliffe and Triandafyllidou 2021). The most numerous groups came
from Poland, Turkey, the Russian Federation, Kazakhstan, and the Syrian Arab
Republic (McAuliffe and Triandafyllidou 2021). Furthermore, in 2020, Germany
continued to harbor the largest population of refugees and asylum seekers in Europe,
ranking fifth among the world’s leading refugee-hosting nations. Notably, there was
a considerable arrival of refugees from Ukraine, initially driven by Russia’s attack
in 2014 and intensified significantly after Russia’s full-scale invasion in February
2022, leading to a sharp increase in refugee numbers (Weber et al. 2023).

Simultaneously, Germany has actively recruited highly skilled workers to address
labor and skill shortages within its economy. According to the German Federal
Employment Agency, the country reported 1.73 million vacant jobs, prompting
the implementation of the new Skilled Immigration Act aimed at simplifying the
entry and integration of skilled workers from abroad (Romaniec 2024). This under-
scores Germany’s complex approach to managing both humanitarian responsibilities
and economic necessities, marking it as a focal point of migration-related issues in
Europe.

7.3.2 United Kingdom

The election of Margaret Thatcher as Prime Minister in 1979 marked the begin-
ning of an era of severe immigration restrictions and measures against irregular
migration (Layton-Henry and Wilpert 2003). From 1980 onwards, intense work-
place raids were conducted to detect irregular workers, and they began to be excluded
from social and medical benefits (Social Security Act, 1980; Couper and Santamaria
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1984). Additionally, in 1981, with the passage of the British Nationality Act, rules
for acquiring nationality were changed for children of foreigners born in the UK,
and visas were established for nationals of countries exporting the highest number of
irregular migrants and asylum seekers. In 1987, the Immigration (Carriers’ Liability)
Act introduced fines for airlines transporting individuals without proper documen-
tation. This law received considerable criticism as it significantly affected refugees’
right to seek asylum and allowed the UK to effectively restrict or evade its interna-
tional obligations. In 1988, a new immigration law came into effect, which amended
some parts of the 1971 law while still adhering to its overall framework. The Immi-
gration Act of 1988 removed benefits that citizens of the New Commonwealth still
retained.’

In 1993, the Asylum and Immigration Appeals Act came into force, revising the
asylum procedure and granting extensive powers to the government to administer it
to prevent fraudulent applications and, therefore, irregular immigration by these indi-
viduals. For example, it reduced the government’s obligations to provide housing for
asylum seekers and established transit visas. In 1996, the Asylum and Immigration
Act established significant measures to control irregular migration. This legisla-
tion, for the first time, classified the employment of irregular workers and imposed
severe punishment fines. It also facilitated the arrest without a court order of suspects
of irregular migrants and increased penalties for irregular entry and assistance in
remaining irregularly in the country.

In 2004, nationals of the A8 countries (Poland, Lithuania, Estonia, Latvia,
Slovenia, Slovakia, Hungary, and the Czech Republic) were granted free movement,
and a worker registration scheme was introduced. The entry and work rights for immi-
grants from the European Community (EC), which had been in effect since the United
Kingdom’s accession to the EC in 1973, underwent modification on December 31,
2020, when free movement between the United Kingdom and the European Union
ended with the completion of Brexit. On January 1, 2021, the United Kingdom
implemented a points-based immigration system, which places emphasis on skills
and talent rather than the country of origin of individuals.

Similar to Germany, the United Kingdom stands as one of the primary international
immigration destinations. According to recent data from the IOM, in 2020, it held the
fourth position among the main destination countries, hosting 9 million international
migrants, accounting for 13.1% of its total population (McAuliffe and Triandafyl-
lidou 2021). Notably, immigrant populations from India, Poland, and Pakistan are
among the largest in the country. Additionally, in 2020, the United Kingdom ranked
fourth among European countries with the highest total number of refugees and
asylum seekers (McAuliffe and Triandafyllidou 2021). The issue of immigrants
and refugees remains salient, with tens of thousands of refugees having crossed

2 For example, the right to residency was exclusively granted to citizens of the United Kingdom
and those from former colonies who had resided in the country for five or more years. All other
foreigners were required to apply for special permits to live, work, or settle, which did not authorize
permanent residency or family reunification.
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the English Channel in small boats. The situation has polarized the government on
how to address the dangerous crossing and combat human trafficking effectively.

7.4 Sexual Minorities

The majority of reforms about the decriminalization of homosexuality were enacted
through legislative measures in Germany and the United Kingdom. An important
moment occurred with the issuance of the Wolfenden Committee report in 1957,
which led England and Wales to adopt its recommendations by amending the Sexual
Offenses Act in 1967, thereby decriminalizing consensual homosexual practices
between adults in private settings. On June 25, 1969, the West German parliament also
took significant action by amending the penal code two years later to decriminalize
homosexuality for adults aged 21 and above. It is important to note, however, that
both countries maintained a higher age of consent for homosexual acts in comparison
to heterosexual acts during this period.

7.4.1 Germany

During the 1980s and 1990s, Germany witnessed notable advancements in legal
recognition and rights for sexual minorities. In 1987, the East German Supreme Court
declared that “homosexual individuals are not excluded from the socialist community,
and their civil rights are guaranteed to them as to all others”. This ruling prompted
a relaxation of the provisions outlined in the Penal Code and a harmonization of the
age of consent for homosexual and heterosexual activities less than a year before the
fall of the Berlin Wall.

The reunification of East and West Germany on October 3, 1990, marked an
important moment in the nation’s history, leading to the harmonization of laws
regarding homosexuality. In 1990, several of the newly established federal states,
including Brandenburg and Saxony, formulated constitutions that explicitly prohib-
ited discrimination based on sexual orientation. On May 31, 1994, after 123 years in
force, Article 175 of the German Penal Code was repealed, thereby equalizing the
age of sexual consent for both homosexual and heterosexual individuals at 16 years.
Concurrently, in the same year, the prohibition on military service for homosexual
individuals was lifted.

Germany continued to progress in sexual minority rights with the introduction of
registered partnerships for same-sex couples on August 1, 2001. This legal change
granted same-sex couples some of the rights and obligations of marriage, including
inheritance, alimony, and health insurance benefits. Further advancements occurred
onJanuary 1,2005, when adoption rights were granted to same-sex couples, allowing
them to become parents legally. On June 30 2017, same-sex couples were granted full
marital and adoption rights. Just a few months later, on October 1, 2017, same-sex
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marriage was officially legalized, ensuring equal marriage rights for all. Finally, on
May 7, 2020, Germany took steps to protect minors by initiating a ban on conversion
therapy, a practice aimed at changing an individual’s sexual orientation or gender
identity.

7.4.2 United Kingdom

The pioneers of sexual minority rights in the United Kingdom were England and
Wales, which legalized homosexuality in 1967 under the Sexual Offences Act 1967.
Subsequently, in Scotland, homosexual acts were decriminalized by the Criminal
Justice (Scotland) Act 1980, which took effect on February 1, 1981. A year later,
Northern Ireland also legalized homosexuality. However, a setback in sexual minority
rights occurred during the 1980s. Protests and campaigns were organized to advo-
cate for more restrictive legislation, prompted by controversy surrounding a book
available in public school libraries in London, which some argued promoted homo-
sexuality among teenagers. Consequently, in 1988, the British Parliament introduced
an amendment to Section 28 of the Local Government Act, prohibiting the deliberate
promotion of homosexuality by any local government authority and the endorsement
of homosexuality acceptance in any publicly funded school.

In line with the German case, the onset of the twenty-first century saw the imple-
mentation of several legislative measures aimed at ensuring equal rights within
British law. In 2000, legislation was enacted to establish an equal age of consent
for both homosexual and heterosexual relationships. Subsequently, in 2004, the
Sexual Offences Act 2003 came into force, removing all references to homosex-
uality from the 1967 law, thereby eliminating the requirement for strict privacy and
no longer delineating differences in the sexual orientation of participants in any given
activity. Additionally, the Criminal Justice Act 2003 designated hostility based on
sexual orientation as an aggravating factor in any offense. In November 2004, legis-
lation regarding civil unions for same-sex couples was ratified. In October 2007,
the English government announced plans for the introduction of an amendment to
the penal code to criminalize hate speech based on sexual orientation. Furthermore,
in 2008, rights pertaining to same-sex parenting were formally recognized. Same-
sex marriage was introduced in England and Wales in July 2013 and in Scotland in
December 2014, marking a significant milestone in the pursuit of equal rights. This
legislation also facilitated the recognition of same-sex marriage in Northern Ireland
in 2020, following an extensive process of advocacy and political deliberation.

Although both Germany and the United Kingdom experienced developments
in migration and sexual minority rights, key differences lie in their institutional
and historical contexts. On the one hand, the institutional gap between Germany’s
multi-party system and the UK’s (mainly) two-party structure. On the other hand,
Germany’s history is strongly shaped by labor migration and post-war integration
policies, while the UK’s colonial legacy influences how diversity, citizenship, and
identity are discussed. Similarly, recent legal changes regarding sexual minority



7 Linguistic Polarization in Minority Representation: Analyzing ... 163

rights in Germany were influenced by the reunification and the repeal of Section 175
in 1994. Whereas in the UK, political debates continue to reflect the historical
impact of Section 28 in 1988. These differences help contextualize how minority
issues entered political agendas and set the stage for understanding country-specific
dynamics in political discourse.

7.5 Theory and Expectations

As demonstrated in the previous section, minority rights have been expanded grad-
ually, often sparking major debates between majority and minority groups, as well
as among political camps. In this section, we aim to place our study in the literature
of minority rights and party politics, focusing on ideological differences in how left-
and right-leaning parties frame these issues and how these differences intensify over
time.

Minority rights are closely tied to liberalism (Will Kymlicka and Rubio Marin
1999), and their political prominence has evolved alongside human rights advance-
ments promoted by international organizations (Kymlicka 2007). The issues of
minority rights started to receive more attention in the political arena, particularly
from 1980 to 1990s with the multiculturalism debates and the breakup of the former
Yugoslavia and the former Soviet Union (Pejic 1997), which created large migra-
tion streams to Western Europe as well as an increasing number of declarations,
resolutions, reports, and treaties to strengthen the international legal protection of
minorities (Wippman 1997). We conceptualize salience not merely as an outcome but
as a precursor to partisan engagement and polarization. As minority issues become
more visible in political discourse, parties are compelled to respond—often in diver-
gent ways. Thus, understanding this trend is foundational to explaining the patterns
that follow. As a result of these transformations, we expect that:

e Expectation 1: Minority issues are addressed more frequently over time in
parliamentary debates in both countries.

7.5.1 Partisan Differences in Framing Minority Issues

As minority issues have become increasingly prominent in political debates, parties
have had to engage with them more frequently. However, rather than fostering
consensus, this growing salience has reinforced partisan divides in how these issues
are framed. Political parties do not simply differ in how often they address minority
rights; they also employ distinct rhetorical strategies, reflecting ideological divisions
over issues of inclusion, national identity, and economic impact. These differences in
framing are especially pronounced between left- and right-wing parties. Broadly, left-
wing and liberal parties have historically been the primary advocates for expanding
minority rights, aligning with ideological commitments to individual liberty, equality
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and diversity (Magni and Reynolds 2023). Accordingly, we expect left-wing parties to
be more responsive to minority views and identities, framing them through normative
appeals to inclusion and rights.

In contrast, right-wing parties are, by nature, more interested in preserving the
status quo, which, arguably, can go hand in hand with the interest of the majority.
Right-wing political parties have been stricter on immigration than their leftist oppo-
nents, tending to emphasize issues such as national security, cultural cohesion, and
economic burden (Shehaj et al. 2021), while left-wing parties tend to become “the
defender of immigration and multiculturalism” (Dancygier and Margalit 2020). This
implies that conservative parties will focus more on the majority perspective when
addressing minority-related issues. Relevant to our study, we expect that rhetoric
revolving around economic aspects is more likely used by the political right, while
the political left should use normative aspects more often. Due to the politicization
of both issues, we expect that the difference between parties in both aspects should
increase over time.

e Expectation 2a: Parties on the right use more terms related to traditional norms
when discussing minorities.

e Expectation 2b: Parties on the left use more terms related to inclusion when
discussing minorities.

7.5.2 Differences Between Migration and Sexual Minority
Issues

While both migrants and sexual minorities are framed as “minorities” in political
discourse, their political potential differs due to their divergent access to electoral
participation and institutional representation. They differ in two key aspects: (1) how
their rights were dealt with in society and (2) their status as native citizens. These
distinctions should also shape how political parties engage with the two groups and
influence the degree of politicization and polarization surrounding each issue.

First, political representation and party responsiveness differ significantly between
these groups. Democracy induces governments to be responsive to the preferences of
the voters and the goal of political parties is to represent these people (Stokes 1999).
Political parties are rooted in social cleavages and their goals are to translate the
demands of the populace into policy and aggregate the demands of their voters (Ford
and Jennings 2020; Lipset and Rokkan 1967). Past research shows that the increasing
visibility and legal recognition of LGBT families has prompted institutional changes
and greater social legitimacy, particularly through the recognition of parenting rights
and family diversity (Moore and Stambolis-Ruhstorfer 2013). In parallel, cross-
national studies show that public attitudes and policy responsiveness toward LGBTQ
issues have evolved as these groups gained visibility, legal recognition, and political
voice through democratic channels (Adamczyk and Liao 2019).



7 Linguistic Polarization in Minority Representation: Analyzing ... 165

In addition, groups with voting rights and established civil society networks—such
as sexual minorities—are more likely to be addressed in inclusive rhetoric (Brown
et al. 2024), whereas non-citizen migrants are often politically disregarded. Unlike
sexual minorities who usually have voting rights, the lack of political rights and
formal representation mechanisms often renders non-citizen migrants less visible
within political agendas compared to enfranchised minorities. This puts the two
minorities differently in the political landscape. While sexual minorities are voters
in national politics, immigrants do not have voting rights unless they are naturalized.
In that sense, sexual minorities are situated within the political community, whereas
immigrants are outside of the community.

Second, the historical framing and public perception of these two groups differ. As
we mentioned in the previous section, both Germany and the UK have begun to adopt
immigrants to overcome the shortage of labor after World War II. While the rights
of immigrants have been expanded over time with the development of human rights,
the immigration issue was mainly driven by “realistic” reasons, to solve some of the
economic challenges the countries were facing. In addition, adopting immigrants is
closely related to their welfare policy and taxation, which leads countries to approach
the issue more realistically. This is different from sexual minority rights where the
issue of sexual minority rights is more related to adopting values that some view as
incompatible with the existing social norms. In addition, the issue of migration is
often more securitized beyond everyday politics, whereas sexual minority issues are
more related to ideological and political struggles (Unlu and Kotonen 2024).

Moreover, political parties in Europe have become increasingly responsive to
public opinion on immigration (Dassonneville et al. 2024), making it a highly politi-
cized and electorally salient issue (Alonso and Fonseca 2012; Grande et al. 2019). By
contrast, advances in sexual minority rights have typically resulted from long-term
normative shifts, rather than direct voter pressure. Taken together, these dynamics
suggest that migration issues are more frequently discussed in parliament due to
their centrality to economic, demographic, and political concerns. In addition to
partisan divisions, we consider how the nature of the minority group—citizen-based
or not—shapes party rhetoric. We therefore expect that:

e Expectation 3: Migration is a more salient issue than sexual minorities in
parliamentary debates in both countries.

7.5.3 The Dynamics of Language Use Over Time: Linguistic
Polarization

However, the increased salience of these issues can also lead to increasingly different
rhetoric between the political camps and their view of these issues. Given the ideo-
logical differences between left/liberal and right/conservative parties, it is likely
that these two groups also differ in their language use, and that this difference in
language gets stronger over time (Card et al. 2022). That is, left and right parties
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are likely to increasingly use different terms when talking about the same issues
(Jensen et al. 2012). We refer to this tendency as linguistic polarization. Generally,
linguistic polarization may stem from two mechanisms, which are different but not
mutually exclusive. First, it can reflect increasing distance in political party posi-
tions, with language mirroring deeper divides along party lines. Second, language
itself may become a strategic tool and, thus, language use can become more polar-
ized over time as a strategic process reinforcing group boundaries and signaling
differentiation, even when underlying positions remain stable, manifesting more in
rhetorical style than in actual policy stances or actions. While we acknowledge that
this relationship can be reciprocal, we emphasize salience as a primary driver that
compels parties to respond and differentiate rhetorically. Moreover, linguistic polar-
ization may not only be a consequence of issue salience but may also contribute to
it: differences in how parties frame and discuss an issue can increase public attention
and perceived controversy, thereby reinforcing its salience and potentially deepening
polarization. In any case, the increasing importance of minority issues should likely
be reflected in the terms left and right parties use when discussing these issues. This
should be a pattern that generalizes across contexts and should thus be the case for
both Germany and the UK.

e Expectation 4a: Linguistic polarization of minority issues in political speeches
increases over time.

While linguistic polarization is expected to rise across all minority issues, we also
anticipate variation in its intensity depending on the particular issue. Specifically,
migration debates are likely to generate more pronounced polarization than those
concerning sexual minority rights. As discussed above, migration is more frequently
framed in exclusionary, securitized, and strategic terms, particularly by right-wing
and populist parties. These actors emphasize threats to cultural identity, economic
burden, and national sovereignty, while left-wing parties tend to adopt normative,
rights-based, and inclusionary language. The fact that two groups have different polit-
ical statuses implies that political parties have different approaches to the groups. The
issues of sexual minorities were more related to them being discriminated against
and underrepresented in politics (Magni and Reynolds 2021, 2023) and to their
limited rights and to expanding the rights. On the contrary, immigrants do not have
voting rights and are hardly considered ingroup members or “us” in terms of national
identity, which is an important part of defining a political community. Even though
immigrants raise their voices, political parties often do not have enough incentives
to take their demands into account. Instead, the debates on immigration can be more
politicized when political elites use the issue to attract voters, whether through anti-
immigration rhetorics or through granting more rights to minority groups including
immigrants. The recent success of anti-immigrant populist parties has been attributed
to the idea of us versus them, as a form of identity politics, to explicitly exclude immi-
grants from the political community (Mudde 2007; Noury and Roland 2020). The
populist parties have argued that politics should be an expression of the general will
of the people, which excludes immigrants. This shows that, unlike sexual minorities,
the issue of immigrants was mobilized by political elites. Thus, at the elite level, we
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could assume that immigration is a more politicized issue than sexual minorities.
The result is a sharper linguistic divide between party camps.

In contrast, while sexual minority rights also provoke disagreement, they are less
frequently tied to national security or existential threat narratives, and are less often
used as a central mobilizing issue by parties—especially on the right. Thus, we expect
the linguistic divergence between left and right to be more muted in discussions of
sexual minorities compared to migration.

e Expectation 4b: Linguistic polarization between left and right parties is higher for
migration than for sexual minorities issues.

7.6 Data and Methods

7.6.1 Data

We use a data set of all parliamentary speeches in Germany and the UK. For Germany,
we draw upon data from the PolMine Project (version 2.0.0) provided by Blaette
(2023). For the UK, the data comes from the Hansard Speeches (version 3.1.0)
corpus provided by Odell (2021). Both sources provide all speeches given in the
respective parliament, the Bundestag and the House of Commons, from January
1980 to September 2021. We used the data from each parliament and used Python
and R to perform the analysis. All code is available at https://github.com/czymara/
min-rep-parl-speech.

To identify relevant speeches, we used four sets of keywords (one for each issue
and country) taken from prior research, web searches, and ChatGPT. To have a mean-
ingful comparison, we decided to keep the migration and sexual minorities keywords
as similar as possible between Germany and the UK. The full list of keywords can
be found in Appendix A. We ensured the reliability of these keyword sets through
manual annotation of random samples. The manual validation also revealed that
using full speeches as the unit of analysis is too broad. This issue was particularly
pronounced with longer speeches,’ where keywords were present but the overar-
ching speech content diverged significantly from the targeted issues. To address this,
we split each speech into tri-sentence segments, enabling a more granular analysis
by examining keyword presence within these concise units. We refer to this unit of
analysis as speech parts. This refined method allowed for the precise tuning of our
keywords with minimal adjustments—for instance, isolating “gay” as a standalone
term—resulting in a reduction of false positives to below 10 percent in each case.
This keyword-driven strategy, thus, proved highly effective, consistently isolating
relevant segments of speeches across both countries. This worked particularly well
for the sexual minorities issues, where almost all selected texts were relevant in both

3 The average speech length (in characters) of the random samples is: Migration Germany: 6,059,
Migration UK: 3,238, Sexual minorities DE: 5,033, Sexual minorities UK: 3,018.
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countries.* For immigration-related issues, this approach resulted in 63,558 speech
parts for Germany and 67,939 speech parts for the UK. For issues relating to sexual
minorities, the keywords yielded 4,592 speech parts for Germany and 6,988 speech
parts for the UK. These speech parts are the basis of all following analyses and treated
as four data sets. Figures 7.5, 7.6, 7.7 and 7.8 in the appendix show the trends in
the total number of speech parts about migration and sexual minorities by party in
Germany and the UK, respectively.

7.6.2 Method

The main goals of this research are to examine (1) the salience of minority-related
issues, (2), the average linguistic differences in word use between parties, and (3)
their linguistic polarization over time. The salience is measured by the frequency
of speech parts that contain issues-related keywords. The level of linguistic differ-
ences and of linguistic polarization are measured by applying relative frequency
analysis. For the salience analysis, we present the frequency of the extracted tri-
sentence segments about a specific issue per date and party.’ The relative frequency
analysis, in contrast, depicts words that are relatively more often used by one group
compared to another group, in our case left- and right-leaning parties (see below).
This analysis is conducted using the quanteda R package (Benoit et al. 2018) and
follows a bag-of-words approach. To explore how language use differs between polit-
ical parties, we analyze the frequency of individual words across party groups. For
each word, we calculate a Chi-squared statistics, also known as keyness, which indi-
cates how strongly a word is associated with either political side. Words with higher
values are used significantly more often by one group than would be expected by
chance. This is calculated by comparing the observed frequency of each word in one
party group to its expected frequency under the assumption of equal usage across
groups. The greater the difference between observed and expected counts, the higher
the keyness score. To capture how these linguistic patterns evolve over time, we
conduct the relative frequency analysis separately for each year, allowing us to track
changes in language use across the observed time span. We use the signed version
of the Chi-squared statistic to indicate the direction of association. If a word is more
frequent in the left-leaning group than overall expected, the score is positive; if it
is relatively more frequent in the right-leaning group, the score is negative. Before
performing the relative frequency analysis, we used the following pre-processing
steps: lemmatization, removal of numbers, symbols, and stop-words.

4 The false positive rates are: Migration Germany: 9%, Migration UK: 8%, Sex minorities DE: 0%,
Sex min UK: 2%.

3 Salience is measured as the frequency of speech parts (tri-sentence segments) on a given issue.
While the share of speech parts on an issue relative to all speech parts would provide a more precise
estimate of salience, we rely on raw counts due to the computational demands of segmenting the
full corpus of all speeches into tri-sentence segments.
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In the German political landscape, the left group includes the Social Democratic
Party (SPD), the Left (Die Linke), and the Greens (Biindnis 90/Die Griinen). On
the right side, the spectrum comprises the Christian Democratic Union (CDU) along
with its Bavarian sister party, the Christian Social Union (CSU), the Alternative for
Germany (AfD), and the Free Democratic Party (FDP). In the UK political landscape,
the left group includes the Labour Party, and the Scottish National Party (SNP). On the
right side, the spectrum comprises the Conservative Party, and the Liberal Democrats.

7.7 Results

In the following, we first present a descriptive overview of the fotal number of speech
parts by party for each issue and country over time. We refer to this as salience. This
allows us to assess our first expectation on the trends in the overall frequency of the
two issues in the parliamentary debates in Germany and the UK.

Next, we inspect average differences in language use between parties by
employing relative frequency analyses showing which terms were used more often
by right vs. left parties to test our Expectations 2a and 2b on the terms related to
norms being more frequently featured by right parties and terms related to inclusion
more by left parties. This is a measure of average linguistic difference. We illustrate
these average differences using word clouds.

Finally, we explore the time trends in these differences in word usage between
the parties, which captures linguistic polarization, based on chi-squared values from
relative frequency analyses to test our Expectations 4a and 4b, arguing that linguistic
polarization generally increased over time, and is higher for migration than for sexual
minorities issues.

We follow these three steps (salience, average linguistic difference, linguistic
polarization), for each issue-country-combination, first presenting the results of the
migration debate in Germany and the UK, followed by the discourse on sexual
minorities in Germany and the UK.

(1) Discourse on Migration in the German Parliament

As shown in the first plot of Fig. 7.1, migration has significantly increased as an
issue in parliamentary speeches since the 2010s in Germany by all the major parties,
with some considerable fluctuations. There was a minimal focus on migration before
1990, with three prominent surges in discourse occurring between 1992 and 1993,
caused by the war in Yugoslavia and the related “Asylkompromiss”, between 2015
and 2016, caused by the war in Syria, and between 2018 and 2019. The upper
panel of Fig. 7.1 further indicates that Germany’s two major parties, the center-
conservative CDU/CSU and the social-democratic SPD, emerged as the primary
drivers of migration discussions, with the AfD joining the conversation around 2018.
Notably, parties maintained a relatively similar share of the overall number of speech
parts on migration in Germany, except during the years 2015/16. The overall trend
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shows that immigration issues became more salient over time, with some peaks
during the major events.

The second plot of Fig. 7.1 shows the terms that were used in these debates, with
larger words being more often used in general, words at the top being more often used
by left leaning parties, and words at the bottom more often by right leaning parties.
We see that left and right parties differ in the way they refer to fleeing people. While
left parties are more likely to use the term “Fliichtlinge” (refugees) or “Gefliichtete”
(persons who fled), right parties more often use the word “Asylbewerber” (asylum
seekers). Moreover, parties on the right are much more likely to use a security
frame when talking about migration, using words such as “illegal” or “problem”.
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Fig. 7.1 Discourse on migration in political speeches in Germany
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They also use language that suggests ingroup and outgroup dynamics, highlighting
national identity and outsiders with terms like “Deutschland” (Germany), “Auslin-
der” (foreigner), and “Deutsch” (German). This language use may thus reinforce
divisions between citizens and non-citizens.

The third plot of Fig. 7.1 shows that there is also fluctuation in the polarization
in the usage of these words over time. The plot displays the Chi-squared (keyness)
values for selected keywords related to migration, showing how strongly each word is
associated with either left- or right-leaning parties over time. Positive values indicate
that the term was used more frequently by left-leaning parties in a given year, while
negative values reflect higher usage by right-leaning parties. We see that the difference
in word usage occurs most often during the two peaks in refugee migration, in the
early 1990s and after 2015. We also see that the left is more likely to address racism
during times of high migration compared to the right. Interestingly, we also observe
a shift in language use within left parties over time. While they referred to refugees
primarily as “Fliichtlinge” (refugees) before 2015, they changed to predominantly
use the term “Gefliichtete” (persons who fled) after. While the term “Fliichtlinge” is
the traditional word for refugees, “Gefliichtete” is meant to emphasize the action of
fleeing and is often used to highlight the agency of the individuals.

(2) Discourse on Migration in the UK Parliament

Turning to the migration discourse in the UK, the first plot of Fig. 7.2 shows that,
in contrast to Germany, migration issues have been consistently salient since the
1980s in the UK. Yet, we also observe an increase over time, which confirms our first
expectation that the issue of immigration becomes more salient in both countries over
time. This trend was predominantly led by the two major parties—the Conservative
and the Labour Party, with prominent surges around the refugee inflow of 2015.
However, if we look closely at the speeches by party, a clear shift is evident. Between
1999 and 2009, the Labour Party demonstrated a heightened focus on migration
issues, surpassing the Conservative Party. This trend reversed since 2010, with the
Conservative party taking a more prominent role in discussing migration, while
Labour’s attention relatively decreased during this period (See Appendix).

The second plot of Fig. 7.2 shows that, similar to Germany, the right-wing parties
are more likely to use a security frame when discussing migration, by using terms
such as “illegal”, “deportation”, “offender”, or “control”. Left-wing parties, on the
other hand, were more likely to address issues of family migration, by using words
such as “child”, “family”, or “woman”. This is an aspect we did not observe for the
German left-leaning parties talking about immigration.

The third plot of Fig. 7.3 displays that the polarization in word usage was again
most pronounced during times of high migration in the early 1990s and after 2015.
We see that, after 2016, left parties were much more likely to use the term “hostile”
compared to right-wing parties, perhaps in the way they describe the discussion
and current policies. Another interesting finding is that the use of the term refugee
actually flipped over time: while right-wing parties were more likely to use the term
refugee in the late 1980s than left parties, this changed completely after 2005, when
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Fig. 7.2 Discourse on migration in political speeches in the UK

left parties were much more likely to use the word refugee as compared to right
parties.

(3) Discourse on Sexual Minorities in the German Parliament

In contrast to speeches on migration, issues relating to sexual minorities received
comparatively less attention in political debates in Germany, marked by fluctuations
in the number of speech parts in the first plot of Fig. 7.3. The issue gained limited
attention until the early 2010s, with an exception at the beginning of the 2000s, when
Germany introduced registered partnerships for same-sex couples. Notably, parties
generally maintained a similar share of the overall number of speech parts on sexual
minorities, except in 2017 when CDU/CSU placed a significantly higher focus on the
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issue compared to other major parties. This is when the CDU/CSU remained in the
government (forming a coalition with the SPD) after federal elections, and same-sex
couples were granted full marital and adoption rights shortly after.

The word cloud in the second plot of Fig. 7.3 shows remarkable differences in
the terms used by left and right parties when addressing issues related to sexual
minorities. Left parties were more likely to address the identities of sexual minori-
ties, by using the terms “schwul” (gay) or “lesbisch” (lesbian), but also their
“Diskriminierung” (discrimination). In contrast, right parties primarily talk about
traditional values such as “Familie” (family), “Ehe” (marriage), ‘“Partnerschaft”
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or “Lebenspartnerschaft” (both meaning partnership), and “Lebensgemeinschaft”
(cohabitation).

The third plot in Fig. 7.3 shows that, somewhat similar to the migration discourse,
polarization in word use is strongest when the issue is salient, i.e. in times of big
events or policy reforms. This is true for both the left’s focus on identities and the
right’s focus on family values and marriage. Although the spikes in the third plot of
Fig. 7.3 are strongest in the 2010s, this pattern was already in place in the 1990s.

(4) Discourse on Sexual Minorities in the UK Parliament

Finally, Fig. 7.4 displays the sexual minorities discourse in the UK. Comparing the
first plots of Figs. 7.3 and 7.4, the UK and Germany both exhibited a gradual increase
in discussions related to sexual minorities. However, the issue of sexual minorities
was notably more salient in the UK than in Germany, but there is also somewhat more
fluctuation. What is interesting in the UK is that the two major parties consistently
held similar shares of speeches since the 1980s, with five distinct instances of heated
debates: around the mid-1980s, 2000, mid-2000s, and before and after 2015.

The word cloud in the second plot of Fig. 7.4 shows a remarkably similar pattern to
the word cloud for Germany in Fig. 7.3: the left parties mostly address identity terms
in the sexual minorities debate, such as “gay”, “lesbian”, “bisexual”, “transsexual”,
or “transgender” (although the latter aspect did not play a larger role in Germany,
even for the left parties). Left parties are also more likely to address “discrimination”
and “homophobia”. In contrast, the right parties mostly address the traditional values
related to “marriage”, “couple”, or “moral”. One unique aspect of the UK is the pres-
ence of terms related to the “navy” and the “military”, or “armed” forces. This is due
to the Merchant Shipping (Homosexual Conduct) Act 2017, which repealed sections
of the Criminal Justice and Public Order Act 1994 that permitted the dismissal of
merchant ship crew members for engaging in homosexual acts and was passed on
27 April 2017 (hence the use of the term “merchant” among right parties).

The trends of word use polarization in the third plot in Fig. 7.4 are somewhat
less clear. While the spike in the use of words related to the Merchant Shipping Act
among the right happened, as expected, in 2017, the polarization in other terms seems
to fluctuate. It does appear, however, that word use became more polarized in recent
years, during which issues related to sexual minorities were generally more salient
in the parliament of the UK.

7.8 Discussion

Our frequency analysis of discourse on minority issues, specifically immigration and
sexual minorities, in Germany and the UK have demonstrated a growing salience of
these issues over time, aligning with our first expectation. Notably, the issue of
immigration was discussed significantly more often than issues relating to sexual
minorities, engaging a broader spectrum of political parties (Expectation 3). This
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suggests that immigration has been one of the most salient political issues in Europe
(Givens and Luedtke 2005; Noury and Roland 2020).

Our relative frequency analysis revealed an increasing linguistic polarization
concerning these issues over time, with a notable rise in the average values of
Chi-square for the four groups under study (Expectation 4a). This polarization
suggests that as debates around immigration and sexual minorities become more
frequent, the ideological divide in language choice between left- and right-wing
parties also intensifies. Specifically, right-wing parties emphasize economic and
security aspects, using terms like “provide,” “illegal,” “offender,” and “border”” when
discussing migration. Meanwhile, left-wing parties focus on normative and rights-

based terms such as “rights,” “asylum seekers,” “refugee,” and “child”. Regarding

99 <
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sexual minorities, left-wing rhetoric includes terms like “community,” “discrimina-
tion,” and “equality,” while right-wing discussions often revolve around “marriage,”
“civil service,” “money,” and “public”.

Moreover, in analyzing the language used by different political spectrums, it
is evident that left parties consistently employ terminology more supportive of and
associated with minority groups (Expectation 2b). For instance, in both Germany and
the UK, left-wing discourse frequently includes terms such as “refugees,” “child,”
“family,” and “woman,” emphasizing a humanitarian perspective focused on indi-
vidual and familial aspects of immigrants. This highlights a pattern where left-
wing parties prioritize minority well-being in their discourse. Conversely, right-wing
parties in both countries adopt a lexicon centered around national identity and security
concerns. Commonly used terms include “Germany” and “foreigners” in Germany,
and “illegal”, “deportation”, and “control” in the UK, indicating a discourse that
frames immigration primarily as a security issue rather than a humanitarian one. This
finding is consistent with previous literature that has examined political speeches in
the U.S. (Card et al. 2022), demonstrating that this pattern is somewhat common in
countries experiencing an increase in immigrant and minority populations (Expec-
tation 2a). We find similar patterns in discourses about sexual minorities. Left-wing
parties tend to focus on the rights and issues of minorities, whereas right-wing parties
often emphasize traditional values such as “marriage”, and “moral”. Typically, these
discussions avoid direct mentions of sexual minority groups, using terms such as
“gays”, “lesbians”, or “transgender”. Linguistic polarization stems from the political
values that different party groups care about, regardless of the specific issues, such
as immigration and sexual minorities.

Migration, being discussed more frequently than sexual minority issues in both
countries, shows stronger patterns of linguistic divergence between parties on
average. One possible explanation is that issues with high political attention attract
clearer ideological positioning, encouraging parties to differentiate their rhetorical
strategies. The relationship between salience and linguistic polarization is illustrated
most clearly in the German case. Our results show that major peaks in migration-
related parliamentary discourse—particularly in the early 1990s and around 2015—
coincide with sharp increases in linguistic polarization. These moments, linked to the
Post-Yugoslav and Syrian refugee crises, triggered intensified debates between left
and right parties, as evidenced by higher divergence in word use. In the UK, although
salience of migration remained more stable over time, peaks in polarization also align
with periods of intense debate, such as post-2015. Similarly, in the case of sexual
minorities, polarization grew notably during key legislative events, such as the legal-
ization of same-sex marriage in both countries. These findings suggest that polariza-
tion tends to rise not merely with overall salience, but during politicized moments
that concentrate party attention and emphasize ideological differences. Therefore,
the temporal overlap observed in our data supports the theoretical expectations.

While our findings show similar trends in both countries, institutional and histor-
ical specificities may help explain variations in the intensity and framing of linguistic
polarization. On one hand, the institutional gap between Germany’s multi-party
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system and the UK’s two-party structure may shape the dynamics of political polar-
ization. Coalition governments in Germany often require compromise, which can
encourage more moderated discourse. In contrast, the UK’s adversarial system tends
to produce sharper rhetorical devices. On the other hand, national histories also
influence how minorities are represented. Germany’s migration debates are rooted
in labor migration and economic integration, while the UK’s colonial legacy shapes
discourses of citizenship and diversity. A similar pattern emerges in the history of
sexual minority rights. In Germany, the repeal of Section 175 in 1994 and reunifi-
cation led to a more institutionalized focus on legal equality, with early inclusion of
anti-discrimination clauses in regional constitutions. In the UK, however, the legacy
of Section 28 in 1988, which banned the promotion of homosexuality in schools, still
resonates in political discourse, especially among Conservative voices. These distinc-
tions may help explain cross-national differences in language use and suggest that
both institutional design and historical legacies are relevant factors in the evolution
of linguistic polarization.

7.9 Conclusion

Based on all political speeches held in the parliaments of Germany and the United
Kingdom in the period from 1980 to 2021, our study explored the differences in
language use between left and right parties when debating issues related to immi-
gration and sexual minorities. Using natural language processing, we show that both
issues became much more salient over our investigated period. Deeper analyses reveal
that left and right parties strongly differed in the terms they used when talking about
the two issues. In parliamentary discussions on migration, right-leaning parties in
both countries prioritize economic and security issues, while their left-leaning coun-
terparts emphasize human rights and ethical considerations more often. Regarding
sexual minorities, the discourse from the left often centered on issues of equality and
discrimination, whereas the right was more concerned with moral and marital values.
Importantly, the tendencies in the differences in language use clearly increased over
time. Thus, linguistic polarization, which we defined as an increase in the differences
in the usage of words over time between political parties, intensified over the years.

This study also has some limitations. The method we employed to analyze the
parliamentary debate makes use of the so-called bag-of-words approach, while
counting the occurrence of the words, we are not capturing the deeper semantic
meanings of the sentences or the context in which these words are used. Additionally,
the focus on keywords might miss less frequent but potentially significant expres-
sions that signal emerging trends or shifts in attitude that are not yet predominant
in the discourse. Given these constraints, future research could benefit from incor-
porating more advanced linguistic analyses that consider the context. Expanding the
scope to include media representations or public opinion surveys could also provide a
more comprehensive understanding of how these issues are discussed and perceived
in society. Moreover, while our paper focuses on language, future research could
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explore how linguistic and other types of political polarization relate to each other.
For example, it is likely that certain words carry a particular valence. For example,
the German “Gefliichtete” (person who fled) has a more positive connotation than
“Asylbewerber” (asylum seeker). Future research may want to examine these patterns
more systematically to explore whether linguistic polarization aligns with shifts in
policy positions or is a more autonomous dynamic. Finally, we focused on minority
representation in Germany and the UK in the past 40 years, but future research
may want to explore linguistic polarization with respect to other issues, contexts,
or even larger time frames. While we do think minority representation with respect
to immigration and sexual minorities is particularly relevant in the current political
discourse, the concept of linguistic polarization is likely to apply to other political
issues as well. Moreover, one might also go beyond the political sphere and examine
linguistic polarization, for example, in newspaper articles or social media posts (Bail
et al. 2018; Czymara and Gorodzeisky 2024). The increasing availability of such
data sources to computational social scientists will increasingly allow us to explore
such research questions.

These limitations notwithstanding, our study shows that language use in polit-
ical speeches has polarized between left and right parties when discussing minority
representations in both Germany and the UK. Given that political rhetoric can have
a significant impact on public opinion, understanding how political elites refer to
issues of minority representation is particularly important. This is particularly true
for both immigration and the rights of sexual minorities, which are likely to be highly
salient and vividly discussed issues in the coming years.

Appendix

(A) Keywords

e Migration (German): “Einwander”, “Zuwander”, “Migrant”, “Migration”,
“Auslander”, “Fliichtling”, “Gefliichtete”, “Asyl”, “Visum”, “Abschieb”,
“Einbiirgerung”, “Aufenthaltsgenehmigung”

9% 9% 9 ¢

e Migration (English): “migrant”, “migration”, “foreigner”, “refugee”, “asy-
lum”, r"\bvisa\b”, “deport”, “naturalization”, “residence permit”

e Sexuality (German): “schwul”, “lesbisch”, “homosexuell”, “bisexuell”,
“Maénner, die Sex mit Méannern haben”, “transgender”, “transsex”, “queer”,
“lgbt”, “homophob”, “gleichgeschlechtlich”, “ehe fiir alle”

e Sexuality (English): r"\bgay\b”, “lesbian”, “homosexual”, “bisexual”, “men
who have sex with men”, “transgender”, “transsex”, “queer”, “LGBT”,

“homophob”, “same sex”.

Number of Speech Parts on Migration by Party
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Sexual Minorities (Germany)
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Number of Speech Parts on Sexual Minorities by Party



7 Linguistic Polarization in Minority Representation: Analyzing ... 181

Sexual Minorities (UK)

Conservative Labour
300
200
100
0
Liberal Scottish National Party

Total number of speech parts
@
8
8

N
s}
S}

NI\ PV M

1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020
year

Fig. 7.8 Sexual minorities (UK)

References

A.I. Abramowitz, K.L. Saunders, Is polarization amyth? The J. Polit. 70(2), 542-555 (2008). https://
doi.org/10.1017/S0022381608080493

ACNUR, La proteccién internacional de las personas LGBTI: solicitudes de la condicién de refu-
giado relacionadas con la orientacién sexual y/o la identidad de género (2014). https://biblio.fla
csoandes.edu.ec/libros/141549-opac

A. Adamczyk, Y.C. Liao, Examining public opinion about LGBTQ-related issues in the United
States and across multiple nations. Ann. Rev. Sociol. 45(1), 401-423 (2019). https://doi.org/10.
1146/50c.2019.45 issue-1. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-073018-022332

S. Alonso, S.C.D. Fonseca, Immigration, left and right. Party Polit. 18(6), 865-884 (2012). https://
doi.org/10.1177/1354068810393265

K. Arzheimer, C.C. Berning, How the Alternative for Germany (AfD) and their voters veered to the
radical right, 2013-2017. Electoral Stud 60, 102040. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2019.
04.004

C.A. Bail, L.P. Argyle, T.W. Brown, J.P. Bumpus, H. Chen, M.F. Hunzaker, J. Lee, M. Mann,
F. Merhout, A. Volfovsky, Exposure to opposing views on social media can increase political
polarization. Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. 115(37), 9216-9221 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.
1804840115

D. Baldassarri, P. Bearman, Dynamics of political polarization. Am. Sociol. Rev. 72(5), 784-811
(2007). https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240707200507

D. Beese, O. Piitz, S. Eger, FairGer: Using NLP to Measure Support for Women and Migrants in
155 Years of German Parliamentary Debates (2022). arXiv. http://arxiv.org/abs/2210.04359

K. Benoit, K. Watanabe, H. Wang, P. Nulty, A. Obeng, S. Miiller, A. Matsuo, Quanteda: an R
package for the quantitative analysis of textual data. J. Open Source Softw. 3(30), 774 (2018).
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.00774

A. Blaette, PolMine Project (2023). http://polmine.github.io


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381608080493
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381608080493
https://biblio.flacsoandes.edu.ec/libros/141549-opac
https://biblio.flacsoandes.edu.ec/libros/141549-opac
https://doi.org/10.1146/soc.2019.45.issue-1
https://doi.org/10.1146/soc.2019.45.issue-1
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-073018-022332
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068810393265
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068810393265
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2019.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2019.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1804840115
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1804840115
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240707200507
http://arxiv.org/abs/2210.04359
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.00774
http://polmine.github.io

182 Y. Lee et al.

A. Bohman, Articulated antipathies: political influence on anti-immigrant attitudes. Int. J. Comp.
Sociol. 52(6), 457-477 (2011). https://doi.org/10.1177/0020715211428182

M. Bondi, Scott. n.d. Keyness in Texts. Scl.41 (John Benjamins Publishing Company, 2024).
Accessed 13 May 2024. https://benjamins.com/catalog/scl.41

N.E. Brown, C.J. Clark, A.M. Mahoney, O. Siow, M.G. Strawbridge, Intersectional identity and
representative politics. Polit. Gend. 20(3), 727-733 (2024). https://doi.org/10.1017/S1743923X
24000199

M. Burmann, M. Valeyatheepillay, Asylum recognition rates in the top 5 EU Countries. CESifo
DICE Rep. 15(2), 48-50 (2017)

F. Caravaca, J. Gonzélez-Cabaiias, A. Cuevas, R. Cuevas, Estimating ideology and polarization in
European countries using Facebook data. EPJ Data Sci. 11(1), 56 (2022). https://doi.org/10.
1140/epjds/s13688-022-00367-1

D. Card, S. Chang, C. Becker, J. Mendelsohn, R. Voigt, L. Boustan, R. Abramitzky, D. Jurafsky,
Computational analysis of 140 years of US political speeches reveals more positive but increas-
ingly polarized framing of immigration. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 119(31), 2120510119 (2022).
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2120510119

K. Couper, U. Santamaria, An elusive concept: the changing definition of illegal immigrant in the
practice of immigration control in the United Kingdom. Int. Migr. Rev 18(3), 437452 (1984)

C.S. Czymara, A. Gorodzeisky, Hostility on Twitter in the aftermath of terror attacks. J. Comput.
Soc. Sci. 7(2), 1305-13257 (2024). https://doi.org/10.1007/s42001-024-00272-9

C.S. Czymara, A.W. Schmidt-Catran, Refugees unwelcome? Changes in the public acceptance of
immigrants and refugees in Germany in the course of Europe’s ‘immigration crisis’. Eur. Sociol.
Rev. 33(6), 735-751 (2017). https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcx07 1

R. Dancygier, Y. Margalit, The evolution of the immigration debate: evidence from a new dataset
of party positions over the last half-century. Comp. Pol. Stud. 53(5), 734-774 (2020). https://
doi.org/10.1177/0010414019858936

R. Dassonneville, N. Fréchet, A. Jabbour, B. Ferland, J. Homola, Party responsiveness over time:
from left-right to issue-specific dimensions. Party Polit. 31(4), 751-760 (2025). https://doi.org/
10.1177/13540688241245065

T.A.V. Dijk, Political Discourse and Racism: Describing Others in Western Parliaments (1997)

P. DiMaggio, J. Evans, B. Bryson, Have American’s social attitudes become more polarized? Am.
J. Sociol. 102(3), 690-755 (1996)

A. Ellermann, Do policy legacies matter? Past and present guest worker recruitment in Germany. J.
Ethn. Migrat. Stud. 41(8), 1235-1253 (2015). https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2014.984667

J.H. Evans, Have Americans’ attitudes become more polarized?—An update. Soc. Sci. Q. 84(1),
71-90 (2003)

R.D. Flores, Can elites shape public attitudes toward immigrants?: Evidence from the 2016 US
presidential election. Soc. Forces 96(4), 1649-1690 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soy001

M.P. Fiorina, S.A. Abrams, J.C. Pope, Polarization in the American public: misconceptions and
misreadings. The J. Polit. 70(2), 556-560 (2008). https://doi.org/10.1017/S002238160808050X

R. Ford, W. Jennings, The changing cleavage politics of Western Europe. Annu. Rev. Polit. Sci.
23(1), 295-314 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-052217-104957

N. Gidron, J. Adams, W. Horne, American Affective Polarization in Comparative Perspective
(Cambridge University Press, 2020)

E. Grande, T. Schwarzbozl, M. Fatke, Politicizing immigration in Western Europe. J. Eur. Publ.
Policy 26(10), 1444-1463 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2018.1531909

J.D. Hunter, A. Wolfe, Is There a Culture War? A Dialogue on Values and American Public Life.
ed. by E.J. Dionne, M. Cromartie (Brookings Institution Press, 2006). https://www.jstor.org/sta
ble/10.7864/j.cttowptn4

S. Jackle, P.D. Konig, Drei Jahre Anschldge auf Fliichtlinge in Deutschland—welche Faktoren
erkldren ihre raumliche und zeitliche Verteilung? Three years of attacks against refugees in
Germany—which factors explain the spatial and temporal distribution? KZfSS Kolner Zeitschrift


https://doi.org/10.1177/0020715211428182
https://benjamins.com/catalog/scl.41
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1743923X24000199
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1743923X24000199
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjds/s13688-022-00367-1
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjds/s13688-022-00367-1
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2120510119
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42001-024-00272-9
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcx071
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414019858936
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414019858936
https://doi.org/10.1177/13540688241245065
https://doi.org/10.1177/13540688241245065
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2014.984667
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soy001
https://doi.org/10.1017/S002238160808050X
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-052217-104957
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2018.1531909
https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.7864/j.ctt6wpfn4
https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.7864/j.ctt6wpfn4

7 Linguistic Polarization in Minority Representation: Analyzing ... 183

fiir Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie 71(4), 623—-649. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11577-019-006
39-1

J.Jensen, E. Kaplan, S. Naidu, L. Wilse-Samson, Political polarization and the dynamics of political
language: evidence from 130 Years of Partisan speech. Brookings Papers on Econ. Activity 43(2
(Fall)), 1-81 (2012)

G. Kessler, B. Focas, J.M.O. de Zarate, E. Feuerstein, The ‘Divergents’ in a Polarized scenario:
an exploratory study on the ‘Non-Polarized’ in controversies about crime news on argentine
television. Revista SAAP 14(2) (2020). https://doi.org/10.46468/rsaap.14.2.A3. [Original in
Spanish]

D. Kleiner, The new German immigration law: history and details. Migraciones: J. Univer. Institut.
Migrat. Stud. 16, 227-236 (2004)

H. Kurthen, Germany at the crossroads: national identity and the challenges of immigration. Int.
Migr. Rev. 29(4), 914-938 (1995)

W. Kymlicka, The internationalization of minority rights. Int. J. Constitutional Law 6(1), 1-32
(2007). https://doi.org/10.1093/icon/mom032

W. Kymlicka, R.R. Marin, Liberalism and minority rights. an interview. Ratio Juris 12(2), 133-152
(1999). https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9337.00116

Z. Layton-Henry, C. Wilpert eds,.Challenging Racism in Britain and Germany. Migration,
Minorities, and Citizenship (New York, Palgrave Macmillan, 2003)

S.M. Lipset, S. Rokkan, Cleavage structures, party systems, and voter alignments (1967)

G. Magni, A. Reynolds, Voter preferences and the political underrepresentation of minority groups:
lesbian, gay, and transgender candidates in advanced democracies. J. Polit. 83(4), 1199-1215
(2021). https://doi.org/10.1086/712142

G. Magni, A. Reynolds, Why Europe’s right embraces gay rights. J. Democr. 34, 50-64 (2023).
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2023.0003

A.C. May, C.S. Czymara, Careless whisper: political elite discourses activate national identities
for far-right voting preferences. Nations Nationalism 30(1), 90-109 (2024). https://doi.org/10.
1111/nana.12985

McAuliffe and Triandafyllidou, World Migration Report 2022 [EN/SW]—World | ReliefWeb
(2021). 1 Dec 2021. https://reliefweb.int/report/world/world-migration-report-2022

M.R. Moore, M. Stambolis-Ruhstorfer, LGBT sexuality and families at the start of the twenty-first
century. Ann. Rev. Sociol. 39, 491-507 (2013). https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-071312-
145643

C. Mudde, Populist Radical Right Parties in Europe. 1st ed. (Cambridge University Press, 2007).
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511492037

R. Miinz, Germany and its immigrants. Migraciones: J. Univer. Institute for Migrat. Stud. 14, 7-42
(2003). [Original in Spanish]

J.M. Mushaben, A spectre haunting Europe. German Polit. Soc. 38(1), 7-29 (2020). https://doi.org/
10.3167/gps.2020.380102

A.Noury, G. Roland, Identity politics and populism in Europe. Annu. Rev. Polit. Sci. 23(1), 421-439
(2020). https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-050718-033542

E. Odell, Hansard speeches 1979-2021: version 3.1.0 (Version V 3.1.0) [Data set]. Zenodo (2021).
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4843485

J. Pejic, Minority rights in international law. Hum. Rights Q. 19(3), 666—685 (1997). https://doi.
org/10.1353/hrq.1997.0032

PJ. Quirk, Polarized populism: masses, elites, and partisan conflict. The Forum 9(1),
0000102202154088841428 (2011). https://doi.org/10.2202/1540-8884.1428

R. Rekker, The nature and origins of political polarization over science. Public Underst. Sci. 30(4),
352-368 (2021). https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662521989193

R. Romaniec, Germany: would-be migrant workers worried by growing racism (2024).
Dw.Com. 2024. https://www.dw.com/en/germany-would-be-migrant-workers-worried-by-gro
wing-racism/a-68095799


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11577-019-00639-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11577-019-00639-1
https://doi.org/10.46468/rsaap.14.2.A3
https://doi.org/10.1093/icon/mom032
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9337.00116
https://doi.org/10.1086/712142
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2023.0003
https://doi.org/10.1111/nana.12985
https://doi.org/10.1111/nana.12985
https://reliefweb.int/report/world/world-migration-report-2022
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-071312-145643
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-071312-145643
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511492037
https://doi.org/10.3167/gps.2020.380102
https://doi.org/10.3167/gps.2020.380102
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-050718-033542
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4843485
https://doi.org/10.1353/hrq.1997.0032
https://doi.org/10.1353/hrq.1997.0032
https://doi.org/10.2202/1540-8884.1428
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662521989193
https://www.dw.com/en/germany-would-be-migrant-workers-worried-by-growing-racism/a-68095799
https://www.dw.com/en/germany-would-be-migrant-workers-worried-by-growing-racism/a-68095799

184 Y. Lee et al.

A.W. Schmidt-Catran, C.S. Czymara, Political elite discourses polarize attitudes toward immigration
along ideological lines. A comparative longitudinal analysis of Europe in the twenty-first century.
J. Ethn. Migrat. Stud. 49(1), 85-109 (2023). https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2022.2132222

A. Shehaj, A.J. Shin, R. Inglehart, Immigration and right-wing populism: an origin story. Party
Politics 27(2), 282-293 (2021). https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068819849888

Social Security Act, n.d., Social security act 1980. Text. Statute Law Database (1980). Accessed
14 May 2024. https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1980/30/contents

S.C. Stokes, Political parties and democracy. Annual Rev. Polit. Sci. 26 (1999)

M. Stubbs, Three concepts of keywords. in Keyness in Texts, ed. by M. Bondi, M. Scott Studies in
Corpus Linguistics (John Benjamins Publishing Company, 2010), pp. 21-42. https://doi.org/10.
1075/scl.41.03stu

D. Thrénhardt, The political uses of xenophobia in England, France and Germany. Party Politics
1(3), 323-345 (1995). https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068895001003002

T. Triadafilopoulos, K. Schonwilder, How the federal republic became an immigration country:
norms, politics and the failure of west Germany’s guest worker system. German Polit. Soc. 24,
1-19 (2006). https://doi.org/10.3167/104503006780441629

A. Unlu, T. Kotonen, Online polarization and identity politics: an analysis of Facebook discourse
on Muslim and LGBTQ+ communities in Finland. Scand. Polit. Stud. 47(2), 199-231 (2024).
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9477.12270

M. Weber, D. Grunow, Y. Chen, S. Eger, Social solidarity with Ukrainian and Syrian refugees in
the Twitter discourse. a comparison between 2015 and 2022. Europ. Societ. 0(0), 1-28 (2023).
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2023.2275604

D. Wippman, The evolution and implementation of minority rights. FORDHAM Law Rev. 66 (1997)

Open Access This chapter is licensed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0
International License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate
credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license and
indicate if changes were made.

The images or other third party material in this chapter are included in the chapter’s Creative
Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the chapter’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not permitted by
statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from
the copyright holder.


https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2022.2132222
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068819849888
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1980/30/contents
https://doi.org/10.1075/scl.41.03stu
https://doi.org/10.1075/scl.41.03stu
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068895001003002
https://doi.org/10.3167/104503006780441629
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9477.12270
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2023.2275604
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	7 Linguistic Polarization in Minority Representation: Analyzing Parliamentary Speeches in Germany and the UK (1980–2021)
	7.1 Introduction
	7.2 Timeline of Major Events in Minority Rights History
	7.3 Migration
	7.3.1 Germany
	7.3.2 United Kingdom

	7.4 Sexual Minorities
	7.4.1 Germany
	7.4.2 United Kingdom

	7.5 Theory and Expectations
	7.5.1 Partisan Differences in Framing Minority Issues
	7.5.2 Differences Between Migration and Sexual Minority Issues
	7.5.3 The Dynamics of Language Use Over Time: Linguistic Polarization

	7.6 Data and Methods
	7.6.1 Data
	7.6.2 Method

	7.7 Results
	7.8 Discussion
	7.9 Conclusion
	Appendix
	References


