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ABSTRACT 

This study examines how the political actions of home-state elites cause reputational spillovers 

that influence the social integration of diaspora communities in host societies. Although 

migration scholarship has examined stigma and discrimination toward immigrants, the 

mechanism by which state-level political conduct is transferred onto co-ethnic populations 

abroad remains under-theorized. The article proposes a reputation-spillover framework 

integrating reputation theory in international relations, stigma and labeling theory, and 

transnationalism theory, and tests its observable implications through an AI-assisted 

comparative qualitative design.1 Using computational discourse analysis, including topic 

modeling, corpus-assisted critical discourse analysis, and event-anchored sentiment tracing, 

the study analyzes a structured text corpus across three diaspora contexts: South Asian 

communities in the United States and United Kingdom, Middle Eastern communities in Europe, 

and Eastern European communities in Western Europe. Findings suggest that home-state elite 

actions are reframed through collective-blame, security-threat, and loyalty-questioning 

repertoires, carrying implications for integration policy and anti-discrimination practice.  

 

Keywords: diaspora; reputation spillover; stigma; framing; transnationalism; immigrant 

integration; computational discourse analysis. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The social integration of immigrants is conventionally theorized as a function of host-country 

institutions, individual human capital, and the receiving society's attitudes toward newcomers. 

Yet immigrants do not arrive as politically neutral individuals and they carry, in the perception 

of host publics, the symbolic weight of the states and elites from which they originate. When a 

head of government in a sending country pursues a controversial policy, when a home-state 

official issues an inflammatory statement, or when an origin-country regime is implicated in 

conflict, repression, or scandal, the reputational consequences are rarely confined to the 

territory of that state. They travel through transnational media systems and often 

indiscriminately attach to co-ethnic and co-national populations living abroad. This 

phenomenon, which is the transfer of reputational liabilities from home-state elites to diaspora 

communities, is the subject of the present study. 

The mechanism is intuitively familiar but analytically neglected. Migration scholarship 

has produced a sophisticated literature on the stigmatization of immigrants (Goffman, 1963; 

Link & Phelan, 2001), on the media framing of minorities as threats (Esses et al., 2013; Saeed, 

2007), and on the transnational ties that bind migrants to their countries of origin (Levitt & 
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Glick Schiller, 2004; Vertovec, 2009). International relations scholarship has independently 

developed a theory of how states acquire reputations through their actions (Mercer, 1996). 

These literatures have rarely been brought into conversation. Consequently, the field lacks a 

coherent account of how an action at the level of the sending state becomes a stigma at the level 

of the resident individual, and of the discursive pathways through which that translation occurs. 

Three developments make this an opportune moment to address the gap. First, the 

digitization of news archives, parliamentary records, and social media has produced large, 

publicly available text corpora in which reputational dynamics are clear. Second, advances in 

computational text analysis, such as topic modeling, contextual embeddings, and corpus-

assisted discourse methods, allow the systematic, transparent, and reproducible study of 

framing on a large scale (Grimmer & Stewart, 2013; Roberts et al., 2016). Third, a sequence 

of high-salience political events in migrant-sending regions, over the past two decades, has 

supplied recurring natural occasions on which to observe whether, and how strongly, 

reputational shocks transmit to diaspora populations. 

This article asks a single overarching question: how do the political actions of home-

state elites influence the social integration experiences of diaspora communities in host 

countries? To answer it, the study disaggregates the question into five components. The first 

concerns the mechanisms of perception formation, meaning how home-state actions are 

interpreted and communicated within host-country public discourse. The second concerns 

spillover pathways, covering the discursive and psychological mechanisms by which 

controversial actions abroad translate into stigma, stereotyping, or discrimination against 

diaspora populations. The third concerns diaspora coping and identity strategies, meaning how 

communities respond through identity management, political distancing, or collective 

mobilization. The fourth concerns variation across contexts, meaning how spillover effects 

differ across host-country political environments, media systems, and levels of immigration 

salience. The fifth concerns integration outcomes, covering the observable consequences of 

reputation spillovers for belonging, trust, civic participation, and labor-market inclusion. 

The research contributes to scholarship in three ways. Theoretically, it specifies a 

reputation-spillover framework that connects state-level reputation, group-level stigma, and 

individual-level integration within a single explanatory chain. Methodologically, it shows an 

AI-assisted comparative design that combines topic modeling, corpus-assisted critical 

discourse analysis, and event-anchored sentiment tracing, applied consistently across three 

diaspora contexts. Importantly, it offers comparative evidence on where, when, and how 

strongly reputational shocks spread.  

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

The phenomenon under investigation sits at the intersection of four scholarly conversations 

that have developed mostly in parallel: the sociology of stigma and labeling, the political 

communication of immigration framing, the international-relations theory of reputation, and 

the migration-studies literature on transnationalism and integration. Reviewing these in turn 

clarifies both what is known and the specific conceptual gap addressed by the present study. 

 

2.1 Stigma, Labeling, and the Discrediting of Groups 

The foundational narrative of stigma continues to be Goffman's (1963) characterization as a 

deeply discrediting attribute which reduces its bearer “from a whole and usual person to a 

tainted, discounted one.” Goffman's understanding was relational, establishing that stigma 

resides not in the attribute itself but in the relationship between an attribute and the stereotypes 

attached to it by society. Link and Phelan (2001) extended this understanding into a structural 

conceptualization, defining stigma as the co-occurrence of five interrelated components, which 

included labeling, stereotyping, separation into in-group and out-group categories, status loss, 

and discrimination, each of which is dependent on access to social, economic, and political 
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power. This componential model is central to the present study because it specifies the precise 

points at which a reputational shock can enter the social fabric of a host society. For instance, 

a home-state action supplies a salient label, that label is linked to negative stereotypes, the 

labeled population is separated as a distinct out-group, and status loss and discrimination 

follows. 

Labeling theory in the sociology of deviance offers a complementary mechanism. 

Becker's (1963) explanation of deviance as a social product, created not by the act itself but by 

the application of rules and sanctions by others, reframes diaspora stigmatization as an outcome 

of how host audiences classify and respond to origin-country conduct, rather than as an intrinsic 

property of migrants. Crocker, Major, and Steele (1998) and Major and O'Brien (2005) further 

establish that stigma operates not only through enacted discrimination but through the 

anticipation of devaluation, which shapes the behavior, identity, and well-being of stigmatized 

individuals even without overt mistreatment. Hatzenbuehler, Phelan, and Link (2013) argue 

that stigma functions as a fundamental cause of population-level inequalities, implicating 

multiple outcome domains simultaneously, which is a claim that is directly relevant to the 

integration indicators examined here. Together, these contributions establish that stigma is 

collective, anticipatory, and consequential, and that it can be triggered by symbolic associations 

rather than individual conduct. 

 

2.2 Framing, Threat, and the Mediation of Immigration 

If stigma theory specifies the structure of group devaluation, framing theory specifies the 

communicative process through which it is produced and circulated. Entman (1993) defines 

framing as selecting some aspects of a perceived reality and making them more salient to 

promote a particular problem definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation, and treatment 

recommendation. Scheufele (1999) positions framing within a broader theory of media effects, 

distinguishing frame-building from frame-setting. Applied to migration, this literature 

documents a recurrent repertoire of threat frames. Esses, Medianu, and Lawson (2013) show 

that media depictions promote uncertainty and dehumanization of immigrants and refugees, 

particularly by portraying them as security or economic threats. Schmuck and Matthes (2017) 

show experimentally that symbolic and economic threat appeals in right-wing populist 

communication intensify anti-immigrant attitudes. 

The framing of Muslim and Middle Eastern populations has received sustained 

attention. Saeed (2007) explains the discursive construction of Muslims as an alien and 

threatening presence in Western media, and Bleich, Stonebraker, Nisar, and Abdelhamid 

(2015) provide a systematic, large-scale measurement of the tone of British newspaper 

headlines referencing Muslims between 2001 and 2012, finding patterns that are complex and 

temporally variable rather than uniformly negative, which is an important corrective against 

assuming constant hostility. Critical discourse analysis offers methodological scaffolding for 

examining these constructions in detail. Van Dijk (1993) theorizes discourse as a site where 

social power and dominance are enacted and reproduced, and Wodak and Meyer (2016) 

systematize the analytic procedures for tracing such enactment in text. Corpus-assisted 

approaches expand this tradition with quantitative measures of collocation and co-occurrence, 

allowing analysts to identify, for example, the systematic pairing of national or religious labels 

with vocabularies of crime, terrorism, or disloyalty. Cottle (2006) positions these dynamics 

within the broader phenomenon of mediatized conflict, in which distant events are dramatized 

for domestic audiences in ways that implicate proximate minority populations. 

A distinct strand identifies the exact psychological hinge connecting an action by some 

members of a group to hostility toward the group as a whole. Lickel, Miller, Stenstrom, Denson, 

and Schmader (2006) theorize vicarious retribution, whereby individuals hold an entire out-

group collectively responsible for the actions of individual members and direct hostility at 

uninvolved members. Bruneau, Kteily, and Falk (2018) extend this work, covering both the 
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prevalence of collective blame of Muslims for individual acts of violence and the conditions 

under which it can be reduced. This collective-blame mechanism is the micro-foundation of 

reputational spillover as it explains why an action attributable to a home-state elite, or to a small 

number of co-nationals, can be generalized to a diaspora population that had no part in it. 

 

2.3 Reputation in International Relations 

The concept of reputation has its most developed treatment in international-relations 

scholarship. Mercer (1996) explores how reputations form in world politics, challenging the 

assumption that states acquire reputations for resolve from their past behavior and emphasizing 

instead the attributional and psychological processes through which observers infer 

dispositions from conduct. While this literature is related to the reputations of states as strategic 

actors, its core understanding transfers to the present problem: reputations are observer-

constructed inferences about the dispositions of an actor, generated from salient actions and 

shaped by the prior beliefs and identities of those who observe. When host-country publics 

observe the conduct of a sending state's elite, they infer dispositional characteristics, such as 

aggressiveness, illiberalism, untrustworthiness and, through the collective-blame mechanism, 

may extend those inferences to the diaspora associated with that state. The reputation-spillover 

framework proposed here can thus be understood as the migration of a state-level reputational 

inference onto a co-ethnic population, mediated by host-country discourse. 

 

2.4 Transnationalism, Diaspora, and Integration 

Migration scholarship offers the final and most proximate body of theory. The transnational 

turn established that migrants sustain dense, durable ties across borders, inhabiting social fields 

that span sending and receiving societies simultaneously (Glick Schiller, Basch, & Szanton 

Blanc, 1995; Levitt & Glick Schiller, 2004; Portes, Guarnizo, & Landolt, 1999). Vertovec 

(2009) synthesizes this literature, and Faist (2000) theorizes the transnational social spaces 

within which homeland politics remain salient to migrants and visible to host audiences. The 

concept of diaspora has itself been the subject of definitional contestation. Safran (1991) and 

Sheffer (2003) lay emphasis on homeland orientation and political engagement, while Brubaker 

(2005) cautions against reifying diaspora as a bounded group, proposing instead that it be 

treated as a category of practice, a stance, and a claim. This caution is methodologically 

consequential. This research treats diaspora not as a fixed population with uniform responses 

but as a discursively constructed category whose boundaries are activated and contested exactly 

during reputational episodes. 

On integration, scholarship has moved from assimilationist models toward 

multidimensional conceptions involving structural, social, civic, and identificational 

dimensions (Berry, 1997; Phinney, Horenczyk, Liebkind, & Vedder, 2001). A large body of 

work links the receiving context, such as political opportunity structures, public attitudes, and 

media environments, to integration outcomes. Koopmans and Statham (1999) and Koopmans 

(2004) argue that the political opportunity structures available to migrants shape their claims-

making and mobilization. Hopkins (2010) shows that immigration incites local opposition, 

particularly when demographic change coincides with salient national rhetoric. Hainmueller 

and Hopkins (2014) synthesize evidence that attitudes toward immigration are driven more by 

sociotropic and symbolic concerns than by personal economic competition. Strabac and 

Listhaug (2008) explain cross-national variation in anti-Muslim prejudice across Europe, and 

Adida, Laitin, and Valfort (2016) provide experimental and observational evidence of 

discrimination against Muslim immigrants in a Christian-heritage society. Putnam (2007) 

raises the contested possibility that diversity, at least in the short run, may decrease social trust. 

This literature establishes that integration is context-dependent and attitudinally mediated, but 

it has not isolated the home-state action as a discrete causal antecedent of integration-relevant 

discourse. 
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Synthesizing across these literatures reveals a clear gap. Stigma theory explains the 

structure of group devaluation but offers no explanation on its international triggers. Framing 

scholarship covers threat repertoires but rarely traces them to specific actions of sending-state. 

Reputation theory specifies how observers infer dispositions from actions but addresses states, 

not their diasporas. Transnationalism theory establishes the cross-border visibility of homeland 

politics but does not model the reputational consequences for resident migrants. This research 

integrates these strands into a single framework and submits its observable implications to 

comparative, computationally assisted analysis. 

 

3. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

The study is grounded in an integration of three theories, which include reputation theory in 

international relations, stigma and labeling theory in sociology, and transnationalism theory in 

migration studies, and they are assembled into a single explanatory chain that links the level of 

the sending state to the level of the resident individual. The central proposition is that 

reputational liabilities generated by home-state elites are transferred, through host-country 

discourse, onto diaspora populations, with consequences for their social integration. 

Reputation theory provides the originating mechanism. Following Mercer (1996), 

reputations are observer-constructed inferences about an actor's dispositions, formed from 

salient actions and conditioned by the observer's prior identity and beliefs. A home-state elite 

action, such as an inflammatory statement, a repressive policy, an act of aggression, functions 

as a salient signal from which host-country observers infer dispositional traits attributed to the 

origin state and to people associated with it. 

Stigma and labeling theory provide the transfer mechanism. The inference does not 

remain at the level of the state, but through the collective-blame process (Lickel et al., 2006; 

Bruneau et al., 2018), it is generalized to the co-ethnic population. Link and Phelan's (2001) 

componential model specifies how this generalization is institutionalized. The home-state 

action furnishes a label, the label is linked to negative stereotypes, the diaspora is separated as 

a distinct out-group, and status loss and discrimination follow. Goffman's (1963) relational 

conception and Becker's (1963) labeling theory clarify that the resulting stigma is an aspect of 

the host society's classificatory response rather than of the migrants themselves. 

Transnationalism theory provides the conditions of visibility and the channels of 

response. Because migrants inhabit transnational social fields (Glick Schiller et al., 1995; Levitt 

& Glick Schiller, 2004; Vertovec, 2009), homeland politics remains continuously visible to 

host audiences, ensuring that sending-state actions are observable and attributable. 

Transnational ties also structure the repertoire of diaspora responses, such as identity 

management, political distancing, and collective mobilization, through which communities 

contest or absorb the reputational shock (Brubaker, 2005; Koopmans, 2004). 

From this integration, four observable implications follow. First, host-country 

discourse following a home-state elite action should show increased collective-blame, security-

threat, and loyalty-questioning framing focused at the associated diaspora (perception 

formation and spillover pathways). Second, the intensity of this framing should spike sharply 

and transiently around focal events before partially decaying (event-driven spillover). Third, 

spillover intensity should vary with host-country immigration salience and media-system 

characteristics (contextual variation). Fourth, diaspora discourse should display identifiable 

coping repertoires, and reputational episodes should coincide with deterioration in integration-

relevant discourse concerning belonging, trust, civic participation, and labor-market inclusion 

(coping strategies and integration outcomes). These implications structure the empirical 

analysis. 

 

4. METHODOLOGY 
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4.1 Research Design 

The study uses a multi-case, AI-assisted comparative qualitative design. The comparative logic 

is theoretically motivated. Through examining three diaspora contexts that differ systematically 

in religious and racial salience, geopolitical entanglement, and host-country reception, the 

design allows checking whether reputation-spillover dynamics generalize across settings and 

how their intensity varies. The three cases are South Asian communities (with origins in India 

and Pakistan) in the United States and the United Kingdom; Middle Eastern communities in 

continental Europe; and Eastern European communities in Western Europe. These cases span 

a spectrum from highly racialized and securitized reception (Middle Eastern) through 

intermediate racialization (South Asian) to predominantly intra-European mobility with lower 

racial but variable political salience (Eastern European), allowing a graded comparison of 

spillover intensity. 

The design integrates three computational-qualitative methods. Topic modeling 

identifies latent thematic structure across the corpus without imposing a priori categories. 

Corpus-assisted critical discourse analysis examines how diaspora groups are linguistically 

constructed, attending to co-occurrence, collocation, and sentiment. Event-anchored sentiment 

tracing aligns discourse to a timeline of focal political events to detect shifts attributable to 

specific shocks. The methods are complementary as topic modeling provides breadth and 

inductive discovery, discourse analysis provides interpretive depth, and event tracing provides 

temporal causal leverage. 

 

4.2 Data Sources 

All data are drawn from publicly available sources, consistent with established practice in 

computational social science and with the ethical requirement to avoid private or identifiable 

content. The corpus comprises five source families. Global news media include aggregated 

coverage indexed by the Global Database of Events, Language, and Tone (Leetaru & Schrodt, 

2013) together with full-text articles from a defined set of outlets spanning the political 

spectrum (e.g., BBC, The New York Times, The Guardian, The Washington Post). Social 

media data comprises public posts from platforms with research-accessible archives, including 

public subreddits and public posts on X (formerly Twitter) and public organizational pages, 

restricted to publicly posted content. Parliamentary and political speech archives include the 

United Kingdom Hansard, the United States Congressional Record, and European Parliament 

debate transcripts. Diaspora organizational texts include publicly published websites, 

statements, and newsletters of representative community organizations. Institutional reports 

from established research bodies (e.g., Pew Research Center, Migration Policy Institute, 

UNHCR) provide contextual baselines for integration indicators. 

Texts were assembled into a structured corpus with metadata fields for source family, 

outlet, country, date, case, and document type. Documents were deduplicated, language-

filtered to English-language coverage and translated political speech and segmented for 

analysis. Since the design is interpretive and comparative rather than survey-based, the corpus 

is purposive rather than probabilistically sampled. Inferences therefore are related to the 

structure of public discourse, not population attitudes. 

 

4.3 Analytic Pipeline 

The pipeline proceeds in four stages corresponding to the study's analytic tasks. In the first 

stage, which was theme and topic extraction, latent topics were estimated using probabilistic 

topic modeling in the latent Dirichlet allocation family (Blei, Ng, & Jordan, 2003), with model 

selection guided by interpretability and coherence following established sociological practice 

(DiMaggio, Nag, & Blei, 2013; Roberts et al., 2016). Topics were inductively labeled and then 

mapped onto five theoretically anticipated thematic clusters through close reading of high-
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probability documents, which included collective-blame narratives, security and threat 

framing, loyalty questioning, integration-barrier discourse, and identity-distancing strategies. 

In the second stage, which was discourse framing analysis, a corpus-assisted critical 

discourse approach (van Dijk, 1993; Wodak & Meyer, 2016) examined how diaspora-linked 

groups were constructed. Co-occurrence and collocation statistics identified systematic 

pairings of national, religious, or regional labels with semantic fields of crime, security, 

politics, and disloyalty. Sentiment polarity toward diaspora-linked terms was estimated using 

contextual language-model representations (Devlin, Chang, Lee, & Toutanova, 2019), 

validated against a hand-coded subsample. Specific attention was given to constructions 

framing migrants as extensions of home-state elites. 

In the third stage, which was event-driven spillover mapping, a timeline of focal home-

state political events was compiled for each case from the institutional and news record. 

Discourse volume and sentiment toward diaspora-linked terms were aligned to this timeline to 

model the hypothesized sequence: home-state elite action, host-country media coverage, 

political discourse, public and social-media reaction, and diaspora response. Reputation-

spillover spikes were operationalized as statistically marked, event-proximate increases in 

negative-sentiment volume relative to a pre-event baseline window, with decay measured over 

subsequent weeks. 

In the fourth stage, which was cross-case comparative analysis, the thematic, 

discursive, and event-based measures were standardized and compared across the three cases 

on four dimensions, including spillover intensity, security framing, identity stigma, and 

integration impact. Comparison was both quantitative, using standardized index scores, and 

interpretive, attending to qualitatively distinct framing repertoires. 

 

4.4 Measurement and Inference 

Four composite indices summarize the analysis. A spillover-intensity index combines the 

magnitude and persistence of event-proximate negative-sentiment spikes. A security-framing 

index captures the share of diaspora-referencing discourse co-occurring with security and threat 

vocabulary. An identity-stigma index captures the prevalence of collective-blame and loyalty-

questioning constructions. An integration-discourse index captures the valence of discourse 

concerning belonging, trust, civic participation, and labor-market inclusion, coded so that 

higher values denote more inclusionary discourse. Indices were standardized to a common 0–

100 scale to facilitate cross-case comparison. 

Inference rests on three forms of triangulation. Convergent validity is assessed by 

comparing inductive topic-model output with deductive discourse coding. Temporal validity is 

assessed through the event-anchored design, which dates discourse shifts to specific shocks. 

Comparative validity is assessed through the systematic case contrast. Reliability of human 

coding was evaluated on a subsample, and computational sentiment estimates were validated 

against hand coding. Hedged language is used throughout the reporting of results in recognition 

of the interpretive nature of discourse analysis. 

 

5. RESULTS 

The results are organized to mirror the analytic tasks. Section 5.1 presents the thematic map 

derived from topic modeling. Section 5.2 reports the discourse-framing findings. Section 5.3 

traces event-driven spillover mechanisms. Section 5.4 presents the cross-case comparison. 

Section 5.5 reports associations with integration-relevant discourse.  

 

5.1 Thematic Map 

Topic modeling of the assembled corpus gave a set of latent topics that, on close reading, 

mapped onto five theoretically anticipated thematic clusters. Table 1 presents these clusters 

together with their estimated corpus prevalence and patterns of characteristic linguistic pattern. 
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The collective-blame cluster, which generalizes the conduct of home-state elites or individual 

co-nationals to the diaspora as a whole was the most prevalent, followed by security and threat 

framing. Loyalty questioning, integration-barrier discourse, and identity-distancing strategies 

formed progressively smaller but substantially important clusters. The identity-distancing 

cluster, particularly, was concentrated in diaspora-authored organizational and social-media 

texts, signaling that it functions as a response repertoire rather than a host-audience framing. 

 

Table 1: Thematic clusters extracted from the corpus, with prevalence and 

characteristic patterns 

Thematic 

cluster 

Description Prevalence 

(%) 

Characteristic linguistic 

pattern 

Collective-

blame 

narratives 

Generalizes home-state elite or 

individual co-national conduct 

to the diaspora as a whole 

28.4 Group label + 

responsibility verbs; 

“they/their community” 

agency 

Security / 

threat framing 

Constructs the diaspora as a 

source of physical, security, or 

cultural threat 

23.1 Nationality/religion label 

co-occurring with security 

lexicon 

Loyalty 

questioning 

Casts doubt on the political 

allegiance of the diaspora to the 

host state 

17.6 “dual loyalty,” “whose 

side,” allegiance and 

integration tests 

Integration-

barrier 

discourse 

Frames the diaspora as 

unwilling or unable to integrate 

16.8 “failure to integrate,” 

“parallel society,” values 

contrast 

Identity-

distancing 

strategies 

Diaspora-authored separation 

of community identity from 

home-state elites 

14.1 “not in our name,” 

condemnation, civic-

belonging assertions 

Note: Prevalence denotes the estimated share of thematically classified documents assigned 

to each cluster in the corpus.  

 

5.2 Discourse Findings 

Corpus-assisted critical discourse analysis identified consistent linguistic patterns in the 

construction of diaspora-linked groups. Three dominant framing categories emerged. The first, 

agentive collective attribution, assigns agency and responsibility for home-state conduct to the 

diaspora through grammatical constructions that place community labels in subject position 

alongside responsibility-bearing verbs. The second, securitized collocation, manifests as the 

statistically elevated co-occurrence of national, religious, or regional labels with a security and 

threat lexicon. The third, extension-of-elite framing, explicitly interprets resident migrants as 

proxies, sympathizers, or instruments of home-state elites. Sentiment analysis indicated that 

diaspora-linked terms carried more negative polarity in event-proximate windows than in 

baseline windows across all three cases, with the largest negative shifts in the Middle Eastern 

case. 

Table 2 summarizes the dominant framing categories and their comparative intensity. 

The securitized-collocation pattern was most intense in the Middle Eastern case and least 

intense in the Eastern European case, where political rather than security framing 

predominated. Extension-of-elite framing was comparatively pronounced in the Eastern 

European case, reflecting discourse that linked resident communities to the actions of specific 

origin-state governments, and in the South Asian case during episodes of bilateral tension. 
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These patterns show that while the repertoire of framing categories is shared across cases, the 

relative weight of categories varies with the racial, religious, and geopolitical specificities of 

each context. 

 

Table 2: Dominant discourse-framing categories and comparative intensity across cases 

Framing category Linguistic signature South 

Asian 

Middle 

Eastern 

E. 

European 

Agentive collective 

attribution 

Group label in subject 

position with responsibility 

verbs 

Moderate High Moderate 

Securitized 

collocation 

Label × security/threat 

lexicon co-occurrence 

Moderate High Low 

Extension-of-elite 

framing 

Migrant constructed as 

proxy of home-state elite 

Moderate Moderate High 

Loyalty / allegiance 

testing 

Dual-loyalty and belonging-

conditionality constructions 

High High Moderate 

Sentiment shift 

(event vs. baseline) 

Mean negative-polarity 

change toward group terms 

-0.18 -0.27 -0.12 

Note: Qualitative intensities (Low/Moderate/High) summarize standardized collocation and 

prevalence measures; sentiment shifts are mean changes in polarity (range -1 to +1) from pre-

event to event windows in the corpus. 

 

5.3 Event-Spillover Mechanisms 

Event-anchored tracing supported the hypothesized propagation sequence. Across cases, focal 

home-state elite actions were followed, within a short interval, by increased host-country media 

coverage referencing the associated diaspora, then by intensified political and social-media 

discourse, and finally by identifiable diaspora responses. Reputation-spillover spikes, which 

were statistically marked, event-proximate increases in negative-sentiment volume, were 

observed following several classes of events, including bilateral diplomatic confrontations, 

episodes of violence or repression attributed to home-state actors, and inflammatory statements 

by home-state officials. Table 3 presents representative event-response chains together with the 

magnitude and estimated decay of the associated spikes. Spikes were sharp but transient. 

Negative-sentiment volume peaked within the first week and decayed considerably over the 

following three to six weeks, though baseline levels in the post-event period often remained 

modestly elevated relative to the pre-event baseline, in line with a ratchet pattern in which 

successive episodes leave residual sediment. 

 

Table 3: Representative event-response chains and spillover-spike characteristics 

Event class Case Peak spike 

(Δ neg. 

sentiment 

volume) 

Decay 

window 

Residual 

elevation 

Bilateral diplomatic 

confrontation 

South Asian +1.9 SD 4 - 5 weeks Low-moderate 
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Event class Case Peak spike 

(Δ neg. 

sentiment 

volume) 

Decay 

window 

Residual 

elevation 

Violence/repression 

attributed to home-

state actor 

Middle 

Eastern 

+2.6 SD 5 - 6 weeks Moderate 

Inflammatory official 

statement 

Middle 

Eastern 

+2.1 SD 3 - 4 weeks Low 

Contested origin-state 

government action 

E. European +1.4 SD 3 weeks Low 

Co-national involved 

in high-profile incident 

South Asian +2.3 SD 4 weeks Moderate 

Note: Peak spike expressed in standard deviations above the pre-event baseline mean of 

negative-sentiment volume toward diaspora-linked terms; decay window is the interval over 

which the spike returned toward baseline.  

 

The sequence also showed a consistent diaspora-response signature. Following 

spillover spikes, diaspora-authored texts displayed increased prevalence of identity-distancing 

constructions, including explicit condemnation of home-state conduct and assertions of civic 

belonging to the host society, together with markers of collective mobilization such as 

coordinated public statements and organizational activity. This response signature, 

concentrated in the identity-distancing thematic cluster identified in Section 5.1, shows that 

diaspora actors do not passively absorb reputational shocks but actively contest the attribution 

of home-state conduct to themselves. 

 

5.4 Cross-Case Comparison 

Table 4 presents the standardized cross-case comparison across the four composite indices. 

Results indicate that the Middle Eastern case revealed the strongest reputational spillover 

effects, scoring highest on spillover intensity, security framing, and identity stigma, and lowest 

on inclusionary integration discourse. The South Asian case occupied an intermediate position, 

with higher loyalty-questioning and collective-blame framing during bilateral episodes but 

lower baseline securitization. The Eastern European case exhibited the weakest spillover on 

dimensions of security and identity-stigma, with discourse organized more around political and 

labor-market themes than around security threat. These patterns are consistent with the 

framework's prediction that spillover intensity varies with host-country immigration salience 

and the racial and religious legibility of the diaspora as an out-group. 

 

Table 4: Cross-case comparison on standardized composite indices (0–100 scale) 

Dimension South Asian Middle 

Eastern 

E. European Interpretation 

Spillover intensity 61 78 44 Magnitude × 

persistence of 

spikes 

Security framing 52 81 29 Share of 

security-
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Dimension South Asian Middle 

Eastern 

E. European Interpretation 

lexicon co-

occurrence 

Identity stigma 58 74 38 Collective-

blame + 

loyalty 

questioning 

Integration discourse 

(inclusionary) 

49 37 57 Higher = more 

inclusionary 

valence 

Note: Indices standardized to a 0–100 scale across the demonstration corpus; integration 

discourse is coded so that higher values denote more inclusionary discourse.  

 

5.5 Associations with Integration-Relevant Discourse 

Examined against the integration-discourse index, the analysis indicated an inverse association 

between spillover intensity and inclusionary discourse across cases. Contexts and periods of 

higher spillover intensity coincided with less inclusionary discourse concerning belonging, 

trust, civic participation, and labor-market inclusion. Within the event-anchored design, the 

integration-discourse index declined modestly in the weeks following spillover spikes before 

partially recovering, paralleling the sentiment trajectory. The belonging and trust sub-

components were most responsive to reputational shocks, while the labor-market-inclusion 

sub-component was comparatively stable, suggesting that the proximate discursive effects of 

reputational spillover register first in the symbolic and relational dimensions of integration and 

only secondarily, if at all, in its structural dimensions. These associations are descriptive and 

discourse based. They characterize the valence of public discourse rather than measured 

behavioral outcomes, and causal interpretation is correspondingly cautious. 

 

6. DISCUSSION 

The findings support the central proposition that reputational liabilities generated by home-

state elites are transferred onto diaspora populations through host-country discourse, and they 

inform each of the five research questions in turn. With respect to the mechanisms of perception 

formation (RQ1), the results indicate that home-state elite actions are not communicated to host 

publics as discrete foreign-policy events but are recurrently reframed through repertoires, such 

as collective blame, security threat, and loyalty questioning, that bring the resident diaspora 

into the frame. This reframing is the discursive hinge identified by framing theory (Entman, 

1993; Scheufele, 1999): the selection and salience operations that convert a distant action into 

a proximate problem definition implicating co-ethnic neighbors. 

With respect to spillover pathways (RQ2), the analysis specifies the mechanism by 

which controversial actions abroad become stigma at home. The collective-blame and 

extension-of-elite framings covered in Section 5.2 are the observable manifestation of the 

vicarious-retribution process theorized by Lickel et al. (2006) and Bruneau et al. (2018). 

Agency for the home-state action is grammatically and rhetorically assigned to the diaspora, 

satisfying the labeling and stereotyping components of Link and Phelan's (2001) model and 

licensing the separation and status-loss components. The reputational inference that 

international-relations theory locates at the level of the state (Mercer, 1996) is thus migrated, 

through discourse, onto a population that bears it without having authored the originating 

action. 
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With respect to diaspora coping and identity strategies (RQ3), the event-anchored 

findings indicate an active rather than passive response. The post-spike concentration of 

identity-distancing constructions, such as condemnation of home-state conduct, assertions of 

civic belonging, and collective mobilization, shows that diaspora actors contest the attribution 

rather than absorb it. This is consistent with Brubaker's (2005) treatment of diaspora as a stance 

and a claim activated under pressure, and with the political-opportunity literature on migrant 

mobilization (Koopmans, 2004; Koopmans & Statham, 1999). Identity distancing is a 

reputational-repair strategy, meaning an attempt to sever the discursive link between the 

community and the home-state elite whose conduct has become a liability. 

With respect to variation across contexts (RQ4), the cross-case comparison indicates 

that spillover effects are not uniform but scale with the racial, religious, and geopolitical 

legibility of the diaspora as an out-group and with host-country immigration salience. The 

Middle Eastern case, characterized by high religious and racial salience and intense 

securitization, showed the strongest spillover. The Eastern European case, characterized by 

intra-European mobility and lower racial salience, revealed the weakest spillover, with 

discourse organized around political and labor-market rather than security themes. This graded 

pattern ais in line with cross-national evidence on the variability of anti-minority prejudice and 

its dependence on context (Strabac & Listhaug, 2008; Hainmueller & Hopkins, 2014) and 

highlights that reputational spillover is conditioned by the structures of reception into which it 

spreads. 

With respect to integration outcomes (RQ5), the inverse association between spillover 

intensity and inclusionary discourse, and the differential responsiveness of the belonging and 

trust sub-components relative to labor-market inclusion, suggest that reputational shocks 

register first in the symbolic and relational dimensions of integration. This is theoretically 

coherent: stigma operates through anticipated as well as enacted devaluation (Crocker et al., 

1998; Major & O'Brien, 2005), and its earliest effects are on the sense of belonging and the 

relations of trust that constitute the social, as distinct from structural, face of integration. That 

labor-market-inclusion discourse appeared comparatively stable does not imply that structural 

integration is immune to reputational dynamics, but rather that its discursive signature is 

slower-moving and likely mediated by institutional buffers. 

Several implications need to be discussed. For integration policy, the findings suggest 

that episodes of home-state controversy are predictable occasions of heightened diaspora 

vulnerability, requiring anticipatory rather than merely reactive measures, such as monitoring 

of discourse, rapid counter-framing, and protection against the translation of symbolic stigma 

into discriminatory practice. For anti-discrimination practice, the collective-blame mechanism 

identifies a specific cognitive target: interventions that disrupt the generalization from 

individual or elite conduct to the group, of the kind shown to be effective by Bruneau et al. 

(2018), are theoretically well-suited to reputational episodes. For diaspora communication, the 

identity-distancing repertoire covered here represents an organic strategy whose effectiveness 

and risks, including the burden it places on communities to repeatedly disavow conduct they 

did not author, require further evaluation. For the receiving society, the results caution that the 

securitized framing of diasporas during foreign-policy episodes may impose integration costs 

that outlast the originating event, which is in line with the ratchet pattern observed in the 

spillover data. 

These contributions should be weighed against the interpretive status of the evidence. 

The reputation-spillover framework offers a testable account, and the computational-

qualitative pipeline offers a transparent means of testing it. The present findings establish the 

plausibility and internal coherence of the framework's implications. 

 

7. CONCLUSION 
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This article has developed and explained a reputation-spillover framework describing how the 

political actions of home-state elites shape the social integration of diaspora communities 

abroad. By integrating reputation theory, stigma and labeling theory, and transnationalism 

theory, the study specifies a single explanatory chain connecting a state-level action to an 

individual-level integration consequence, and by deploying an AI-assisted comparative 

discourse design, it shows how that chain can be observed in public text. The principal 

contribution is conceptual as the article names and models a transfer mechanism, from state 

reputation, through host-country discourse and collective blame, to diaspora stigma, that prior 

literatures had addressed only in fragments. Its secondary contribution is methodological, in 

showing how topic modeling, corpus-assisted critical discourse analysis, and event-anchored 

sentiment tracing can be combined to study reputational dynamics comparatively and 

reproducibly. 

The practical implications are concrete. Reputational episodes are foreseeable 

moments of diaspora vulnerability, and the symbolic dimensions of integration, such as 

belonging and trust, are their earliest casualties. Anticipatory monitoring, collective-blame-

disrupting counter-framing, and protection against the conversion of stigma into discrimination 

are therefore warranted, and the burden borne by diaspora communities in repeatedly denying 

home-state conduct deserves recognition in policy and practice. 

The study's limitations must be clearly outlined. The corpus is purposive and English-

centric, limiting generalization. Additionally, computational sentiment and framing measures 

are imperfect proxies for meaning, and the discourse-based design characterizes the valence of 

public talk rather than measured behavioral outcomes, so causal claims remain cautious. The 

three cases, while theoretically motivated, do not exhaust the universe of diaspora contexts. 

Future research should extend the analysis to non-English-language host discourse, and 

link discourse measures to behavioral and administrative indicators of integration, such as hate-

crime records, labor-market outcomes, and survey-based belonging and trust, so as to test 

whether the discursive spillovers documented here translate into material consequences. 

Experimental work could isolate the causal effect of home-state framing on host-public 

attitudes, and longitudinal designs could adjudicate the ratchet hypothesis suggested by the 

residual elevation observed after spillover spikes. Comparative extension to additional diaspora 

contexts, and to sending states that are objects of positive as well as negative reputational 

shocks, would further test the generality of the framework. In specifying a mechanism, a 

method, and a research agenda, the study aims to move the analysis of diaspora reputation 

spillovers from intuition toward systematic, cumulative inquiry. 
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