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Abstract: In social and political psychology, pronoun use, especially “we”, plays an important role reflecting social identity and predicting
leadership success in the political realm and beyond. Previous research focused on top-level political leaders and word-counting methods. We
examinedWe-language and reelection success based on 349,783 speeches from 3,630members of the German federal parliament from 1949 to
2021. We combined traditional We-counts with new Natural Language Processing (NLP) tools to explore syntactic and semantic contexts.
We-language predicted next-term reelections and total number of reelections from the frontbench to the backbench and acrossmany social and
political factors. There were differential effects for We-language versus Our-language, We-specification, and We-categories. Our study revealed
an upward trend of We-language in the parliament in recent decades. This research illustrates the use of new large-scale speech datasets and
NLP-based tools for language and leadership research. We give valuable insights into the subtle language behind successful leadership.

Keywords: social identity, leadership, parliamentary debate, pronoun use, computational text analysis

In contemporary society, politicians face the complex task
of representing diverse groups, acting on their behalf, and
simultaneously unifying and shaping those to garner sup-
port for political initiatives and enact meaningful change.
Language, their primary tool in a parliamentary democracy,
plays a crucial role in this endeavor, making understanding
how leaders leverage language for identity leadership vital.
This paper illustrates how extensive political speech data-
sets and advancements in computational language analysis
can contribute to a deeper understanding of the interplay
between identity leadership, language, and political success.

Political Leadership as Identity Leadership

Leadership research has undergone a significant transfor-
mation, moving away from the traditional great man concept
to embrace contextual, transformational, and social di-
mensions. The Social Identity Approach to Leadership
(Haslamet al., 2020;Hogg et al., 2012) is a prime example of
this evolution. In this approach, leadership is rooted in group
processes and revolves around a shared social identity
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979), enabling both leadership and

followership (Haslam& Platow, 2001; Hogg, 2001). Haslam
et al. (2020) synthesized Identity Leadership (IL) in four key
components: prototypicality (“being one of us”), advance-
ment (“doing it for us”), entrepreneurship (“crafting a sense
of us”), and impresarioship (“making us matter”). Within
this framework, leadership operates as “power through us”
(Haslam et al., 2020, p. 57). Leaders must embody the
group’s identity and then lead through shaping the group’s
self-concept and actions. The robustness of the approach has
been demonstrated in both meta-analytical work (Steffens
et al., 2021) as well as large-scale, cross-cultural studies
(Bracht et al., 2023; van Dick et al., 2018).

Political psychological research has explored social
identity (Brewer, 2001; Huddy, 2001) and leadership
through social identity (Mols et al., 2023; Monzani et al.,
2024), examining various political phenomena such as
national identity and international cooperation (Mols et al.,
2009; Reicher & Hopkins, 2000), or political identity and
partisanship (Huddy & Bankert, 2017; Steffens et al.,
2018). It suggested that political leaders achieve effec-
tiveness by aligning themselves and their political agenda
with a shared social identity among leaders and followers
(Haslam et al., 2020; Reicher & Hopkins, 2000).
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Language of Political and Identity
Leadership

Language analysis is a well-established research tool in social
and political psychology (Dehghani & Boyd, 2022), typically
focusing on political speeches as “natural language” and
employing qualitative methods (Hopkins, 2023). Condor
et al. (2013) identified two analytical perspectives: argu-
ment and speaker identity. While political speakers may
strategically avoid identifying with an audience (Fløttum,
2010), Condor et al. highlighted their task to convey implicit
identity alignment with the audience, emphasizing the sig-
nificance of first-person-plural pronouns, specifically “we.”
Similarly, the Social Identity Approach to political leadership
utilizes We-pronouns as reference to a shared social identity
and IL language, drawing on extensive quotations from
political speeches (Haslam et al., 2020), detailed case studies
on political leaders (Haslam et al., 2023), and specific
qualitative speech analysis methods (Gleibs et al., 2018).
Simultaneously, IL research utilizes quantitative language

analysis. Computational word counting methods gained
prominence in psychological research (Pennebaker et al.,
2003; Tausczik & Pennebaker, 2010), offering a reliable tool
for uncovering subtle language cues such as the “secret life of
pronouns” (Pennebaker, 2011), and various group processes
(Pennebaker, 2011; Van Swol & Kane, 2019). For example,
Steffens and Haslam (2013) leveraged this quantitative and
computational analysis predicting election results by quan-
tifying the use of “we” and “I” in presidential candidates’
speeches. Other research explored complex pronoun com-
binations in parliamentary debates (Chulvi et al., 2024).
Notably, previous quantitative studies often treatedWe-

use as indicator for social identity construction and
leadership without controlling for other factors influencing
pronoun use (Chulvi et al., 2024; Steffens & Haslam, 2013;
also Fladerer et al., 2021), such as political ideology (Jost &
Krochik, 2014), political power (Houck et al., 2022), social
status (Kacewicz et al., 2014; Shen, 2024), and other so-
ciodemographics (Rouhizadeh et al., 2016).

Expanding Research With Large-Scale
Parliamentary Speech Data

Leveraging an extensive dataset of German parliamentary
speeches from 1949 to 2021, we investigated IL as We-
language, contributing to IL research in the political realm
on three key aspects:
First, IL is claimed to be not only an insightful analytical

perspective but also an effective leadership practice (Haslam
et al., 2017, 2020). An intriguing question arises whether
there is a general trend in the adoption of IL by politicians.
For example, Jordan et al. (2019) observed a shift toward less

analytical and more assertive political leadership styles in
English-speaking countries over the past century. Our data,
spanning over 70 years, enabled us to investigate long-term
trends in We-language in the German parliament, both in
absolute terms and in comparison to I-language.

Research Question 1 (RQ1): Is there a long-term in-
crease in IL/We-language in the German parliament
from 1949 to 2021? Is there a relative increase of We-
language compared to I-language?

Second, demonstrating the effectiveness of political IL
poses challenges. Experimental IL studies, more prevalent
in organizational settings (Steffens et al., 2021; van
Knippenberg, 2011), are limited in the political domain
(Gleibs &Haslam, 2016; Steffens et al., 2014). Steffens and
Haslam (2013) proposed an approach focusing election
results, showing that We-language in Australian presi-
dential candidates’ speeches predict their election. Our
study examined whether We-language in parliamentary
speech predict the reelection of parliamentarians. Our
data enabled two novel perspectives: election sequences
for studying the evolution of power in parliament and
speaker diversity for assessing We-language controlling
for other speaker characteristics.

Research Question 2 (RQ2): Does IL/We-language in
parliamentary speeches predict next-term reelection
and total reelections into the parliament?

Third, IL research on political leadership often exam-
ined prominent figures, including historical individuals
(Haslam et al., 2020) or current state leaders such as
Barack Obama (Augoustinos & De Garis, 2012; Steffens
et al., 2014) or Donald Trump (Haslam et al., 2023). Some
research extended the analysis, focusing on presidential
spouses as “identity mediators” (Gleibs et al., 2018).
However, more attention is needed for second-tier polit-
ical leaders. Parliamentary debates (Ilie, 2017) provide a
rich source of IL from both frontbenchers and
backbenchers.

Research Question 3 (RQ3): Are there differences in the
predictive value of IL/We-language for reelection
between frontbenchers and backbenchers?

Uncovering the Meaning of “We” With New
Computational Text Analysis Tools

We employed quantitative analysis, incorporating new
computational text analysis tools. Traditional word-
counting methods, treating all word instances equally,
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are limited in capturing contextual meaning (Boyd &
Schwartz, 2021), especially evident with pronouns such
as “we.” To whom “we” refers, and consequently, the
related social identities, can only be understood within the
context. Qualitative speech analysis excels at incorporat-
ing contextual richness (Gleibs et al., 2018). Even previous
quantitative studies reanalyzed We-references qualita-
tively (Steffens & Haslam, 2013). However, this approach
faces limitations with large-scale text data, such as our
parliamentary dataset. Advancements in computational
text analysis, especiallyNatural Language Processing (NLP),
are revolutionizing our capacity for understanding words
in contexts (Berger & Packard, 2022; Jackson et al., 2022).
In our study, we adopted a twofold approach, combining
traditional We-counts with advanced NLP-based tools to
explore the syntactic and semantic context of We-words,
contributing to a more nuanced understanding of We-
language and its effectiveness on three aspects:

We employed word-counting to address an un-
answered question in previous research. While estab-
lished dictionary tools such as the Linguistic Inquiry and
Word Count (LIWC, Tausczik & Pennebaker, 2010)
combine personal (“we”) and possessive pronouns
(“our”), IL research has inconsistently excluded pos-
sessive pronouns without exploring potential differential
effects (Fladerer et al., 2021; Steffens & Haslam, 2013).
However, researchers advocated for distinguishing be-
tween collective identity (“we”) and collective ownership
(“our;” Verkuyten & Martinovic, 2017), illustrating how
Our-language can hinder or enhance IL through implicit
exclusion (Nijs et al., 2021, see also Haslam et al., 2023).
To investigate this dynamic, we examined We-language
(“we Germans”) and Our-language (“our country”) as
separated predictors for reelection as well as their
interaction.

Research Question 4 (RQ4): Do both We-language and
Our-language predict reelection? Do they interact?

Furthermore, we utilized NLP-based tools to address
more nuanced aspects of We-language. We-use was char-
acterized as implicit identity reference (Condor et al., 2013),
and even with contextual information, determining the
referent of “we” can be challenging. IL research posited,
however, that the effectiveness of IL relies on making
identity salient and explicit, allowing leaders to portray
themselves as prototypical and shape group identity
(Haslam et al., 2020; Hogg et al., 2012). NLP-based syn-
tactic analysis enabled us to identify instanceswhere “we” is
specified by a dependent syntactic construction, for ex-
ample, a predicative noun (“We are Germans”). Our study
assessed whether these We-specifications influence the
predictiveness of We-language for reelection.

Research Question 5 (RQ5): Do both We-language and
We-specification predict reelection? Do they interact?

Lastly, our research delved into the semanticmeaning of
We-use. Both political leadership (Mols et al., 2009;
Reicher & Hopkins, 2000) and IL research (Gleibs et al.,
2018; Haslam et al., 2020) have linked We-use to specific
social identities. Steffens and Haslam (2013), for example,
rated how often presidential candidates specified “we” as
nation, government, or party. Our NLP-based analysis
allowed us to identify syntactically dependent words, fa-
cilitating a large-scale semantic analysis of We-
specifications. We assessed the relative frequencies of
these semantic specifications to explore the predictiveness
of specific We-categories for reelection.

Research Question 6 (RQ6): Which We-categories
predict reelection?

Method

Samples

We used a newly available corpus of speeches held in the
German federal parliament (“Deutscher Bundestag”)
from its establishment in 1949 to 2021 (Richter et al.,
2023, opendiscouse.de). From digitalized parliamentary
protocols, the corpus extracted individual speeches and
their speakers. We included only complete parliamentary
terms, excluding the current term, and only members of
parliament, excluding president, deputy president,
government members, and guest speakers. Furthermore,
we included speeches between 500 and 100,000 words
and speakers with this word count per term. Three
samples addressed our research questions: The first
sample (N0 = 349,783) included all speeches meeting our
criteria. The second sample (N1 = 9,243) aggregated
variables for each speaker within each term, resulting in
a longitudinal sample with terms as repeated observa-
tions for reelected speakers. The third sample (N2 =
3,620) aggregated variables for each speaker across all
terms, resulting in a sample with each speaker repre-
sented only once. Thus, we used data from 3,620 distinct
speakers with on average 2.6 reelections and 97 speeches
per speaker over 19 terms.

Measures

As language measures, we used theWe-LIWC and I-LIWC
from the German version of the Linguistic Inquiry and
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WordCount (LIWC-G, Meier et al., 2018), counting all first-
person plural and first-person singular pronouns, respec-
tively. OwnWe- andOur-measures differentiated between
personal and possessive pronoun counts. We utilized
Natural Language Processing (NLP), employing spaCy
(spacy.io) and a German language model (de_core_news_lg-
3.7.0), analyzing the syntax of all speeches, to develop two
measures: We-specifications counted all first-person plural
personal pronouns specified by one of the following de-
pending syntactic constructions: noun phrases (“we Ger-
mans”), appositions (“we, the Germans”), prepositions
(“we as Germans”), and predicate nouns (“we are Ger-
mans”), also in relative clauses (“we who are Germans;”
see Electronic Supplementary Materials, ESM 1, Appendix
D for the code). We-categories counted all first-person
plural personal pronouns semantically specified by
words related to one of the following categories: Europe,
nation, state, parliament, and party. We categorized all
lemmatized nouns with at least 10 occurrences in the
identified dependent syntactic constructions (see Table 1).
All language indicators were defined as counts per 1,000
words relative to the total word count. We applied loga-
rithmization due to their left-skewed distributions.
Among the variables measuring success of political

leaders in parliament, next-term reelection (1 = yes, 0 = no)
indicated for each parliamentary term if a speaker spoke
again in parliament in a following term, previous reelections
indicated for each term the sum of all previous terms a
speaker spoke in parliament, and total reelections indicated
the sum of all reelections across all terms. Speech time, the
total word count in each term (also left-skewed and loga-
rithmized), differentiated frontbenchers and backbenchers,
assuming that frontbenchers have more speech time
compared to backbenchers. In addition, based on the speech
corpus (Richter et al., 2023), we added the variables party
(levels: “Linke” ∼ left, “SPD” ∼ socialdemocratic, “Grüne”
∼ green, “FDP” ∼ liberal, “CDU” ∼ conservative, “AfD” ∼
far-right), power (levels: government party, opposition
party), age, gender (1 = female, 0 = male), and academic title
(1 = Dr title, 0 = none; see ESM 1, Appendix C, Table C1).

Analysis

We-language trends (RQ1) were analyzed with timeline
graphs, the link between We-language and reelection
(RQ2–6) with group comparisons and multiple linear re-
gression models. We used random-effects models for
predicting next-term reelection and between-effectsmodels
for predicting total reelections.Despite next-term reelection
being dichotomous, we applied linear regressionmodels for
more robust estimations, particularly given the inclusion of
interaction and multilevel terms (Gomila, 2021). All nu-
meric predictors were standardized. Random-effects model
controlled for number of previous terms in parliament as
factor. Both random-effects and between-effects models
controlled for parliamentary term as factor. All regression
models were calculated a second time, adding the variables
age, gender, academic title, party, and power.

Results

Trend Analysis

Figure 1 depicts the evolution ofWe-language and I-language
in the German parliament from the first parliamentary term
starting in 1949 to the last complete term ending in 2021
(RQ1). I-language (LIWC) started in the 1950s high, declined
over two decades, rose in the 1970s again for two decades,
and declined since the 90s again (M49 = 27, SD49 = 30,M72 =
18, SD72 = 27, M90 = 25, SD90 = 37, M17 = 20, SD17 = 31,
t49∼72(13,570) =�24.2, p < .001, d =�.33, CI = [�.35,�.30],
t72∼90(40,744) = 22.2, p < .001, d = .21, CI = [.20, .23],
t90∼17(42,788) = �18.5, p < .001, d = �.17, CI = [�.18, �.15]).
Interestingly, We-language (LIWC) followed a similar

development until the 90s, being around 1.5 times less
frequent than I-language. However, while I-language
decreased since the 90s, We-language continued in-
creasing, surpassing I-language in the last term for the
first time in frequency (M49 = 18, SD49 = 17, M72 = 8,

Table 1. We-categories with specifying words

We-category Specifying words (German in brackets)

Europe Europe (Europa), European (Europäer)

Nation Germans (Deutsche), country (Land), Germany (Deutschland), human (Mensch), people (Volk), society (Gesellschaft)

State Democrat (Demokrat), federal republic (Bundesrepublik), politician (Politiker), federal government (Bundesregierung),
federation (Bund), state (Staat), citizian (Bürger), politics (Politik), government (Regierung)

Parliament Delegate (Abgeordneter), federal parliament (Bundestag), colleague (Kollege), parliament (Parlament), parliamentarian
(Parlamentarier), legislator (Gesetzgeber), member of parliament (Bundestagsabgeordneter)

Party Socialdemocrat (Sozialdemokrat), greens (Grüne), left (Linke), union (Union), CDU, FDP, liberals (Liberale), SPD,
coalition (Koalition), parliamentary group (Fraktion), CDU/CSU, party (Partei), opposition (opposition), AfD, CSU

Note. All lemmatized nouns in syntactic dependency to a first-person plural personal pronoun with at least 10 occurrences sorted by descending frequency.
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SD72 = 14,M17 = 23, SD17 = 22, t49∼72(12,257) = �46.4, p <
.001, d = �.64, CI = [�.67, �.61], t72∼17(52,132) = 64.7,
p < .001, d = .86, CI = [.84, .88]). Differentiating We- and
Our-pronouns, We-pronouns were consistently domi-
nant, driving the rise of We-language. The percentage of
specified We-pronouns also increased from the 50s to
the last term (M49 = 1.5, SD49 = 7.4,M17 = 3.0, SD17 = 9.5,
t49∼17(12,227) = 13.3, p < .001, d = .17, CI = [.14, .21]).

Due to the large sample, all changes are significant.While
the effect size was moderate to large for We-language, it
was small for I-language and specified We-pronouns.

Regression Models

Group comparisons (see ESM 1, Appendix A) and corre-
lation matrices (see ESM 1, Appendix C, Tables C2-3)

already suggested a link between We-language and re-
election. To examine RQ2–6, our regression analysis
comprised three steps: Model 1 examined predictors in-
dividually; Model 2 combined We-language with an ad-
ditional predictor; and Model 3 explored their interaction
(see summary Table 2).

First, We-language (personal pronouns) was a signifi-
cant predictor for reelection, with one SD increase
boosting next-term reelection chances by 5% and total
reelections by almost half a term (RQ2).

Second, when including speech time in the regression,
We-language retained its predictive value, with compa-
rable size to speech time for total reelections (RQ3). For
both next-term and total reelections, a significant inter-
action indicated that We-language were more predictive
the more speech time a speaker had, yet remained sig-
nificant for speakers with 1.5–2 SDs below the average

Figure 1. Frequency of We- and I-language
across parliamentary terms. We- and
I-LIWC-scales include both personal and
possessive pronouns, while “we” counts
include only personal pronouns. The first
three measures are counts per 1,000
words (left y-axis), while the fourth
measures specified “we” as percentage of
its counts (right y-axis).

Table 2. Regressions on reelection: standardized estimates and standard errors

Predictor Model 1

Model 2 Model 3

We (1) Pred (2–4) We (1) Pred (2–4) Int

Next-term reelection (random-effects model)

1. Wea .05*** (.01)

2. Speech timeb .11*** (.00) .02*** (.01) .10*** (.01) .03*** (.01) .10*** (.01) .01*** (.00)

3. Ourc .03*** (.00) .04*** (.01) .01* (.01) .04*** (.01) .01† (.01) �.01* (.00)

4. We specifiedd .01* (.00) .05*** (.01) �.00 (.01) .05*** (.01) �.01 (.01) .00 (.00)

Total reelections (between-effects model)

1. Wea .42*** (.03)

2. Speech timeb .49*** (.03) .30*** (.04) .41*** (.03) .43*** (.04) .44*** (.03) .16*** (.03)

3. Ourc .16*** (.03) .42*** (.04) �.00 (.04) .43*** (.04) .00 (.04) .02 (.03)

4. We specifiedd .06† (.04) .44*** (.04) �.08* (.04) .47*** (.04) �.10* (.04) .05 (.03)

Note. N1 = 9,243 (random-effects model). N2 = 3,620 (between-effects model). Models control for parl. term (factor) and the random-effects model also for
number of previous terms in parliament (factor). See ESM 1, Appendix C, Table C4 formodels with additional control variables. a# of first-person plural personal
pronouns per 1,000 words. b# of words. c# of first-person plural possessive pronouns per 1,000 words. d# of first-person plural personal pronouns with
syntactic specification per 1,000 words (see measurement part).
†p < .1. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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speech time, indicating its value for both front- and
backbenchers (see ESM 1, Appendix C, Figure C1).
Third, while Our-language (possessive pronouns) was a

significant predictor individually, it lost its predictive value
entirely for total reelections and nearly entirely for next-
term reelection when We-language was included in the
regression (RQ4). Additionally, for next-term reelection,
the negative interaction effect indicated even decreased
predictive power. Thus, We-language rather than Our-
language predicts reelection.
Fourth, We-specifications were individually a significant

predictor for reelection (RQ5). However, when combined
withWe-language,We-specifications lost its predictive value
for next-term reelection and even had a negative predictive
value for total reelections. The interactions were not sig-
nificant. Thus, acrossWe-language levels,We-specifications
have rather a negative than a positive influence.
Fifth,We-categories differed in being significant predictors

for reelection (RQ6). For next-term reelection, We-as-state
(β = .01, SE = .00, p = .05) andWe-as-party (β = .01, SE = .00,
p < .01) were significant predictors, while We-as-Europe (β =
.00, SE = .00, p = .90),We-as-nation (β =�.00, SE = .00, p =
.58), and We-as-parliament (β = .00, SE = .00, p = .99) were
not. For total reelections, the pattern reversed.We-as-Europe
(β = .12, SE = .04, p < .01),We-as-nation (β = .07, SE = .03, p =
.03), and We-as-parliament (β = .09, SE = .04, p = .02) were
significant predictors, whileWe-as-state (β = .00, SE = .03, p=
.89) and We-as-party (β = �.03, SE = .03, p = .32) were not.
However, the overlapping confidence intervals suggest
nonsignificant differences between We-categories, making it
difficult to interpret them (seeESM1,AppendixC, FigureC3).
Importantly, our findings remained robust, even when

including the variables age, gender, academic title, party,
and power (see ESM 1, Appendix C, Table C4, and Figure
C2 and C4). Notably, We-language retained a significant
predictor for both next-term and total reelections, with
only slight reductions in estimate sizes. This highlights its
predictive value across various social and political factors
that also in our sample were associated with both language
use and reelection outcomes.

Discussion

Our study aimed to enhance our understanding of the
interplay between real-life IL, language, and political
success, capitalizing recent advancements in political
speech datasets and computational language analysis.
Findings, considering around 350,000 speeches, revealed
a long-term increase in IL language in the German par-
liament, withWe-language surpassing I-language in recent
years for the first time since 1949 (RQ1). IL language,

specifically We-pronouns, robustly predicted both next-
term reelection and total reelections into parliament
(RQ2). The analysis, including over 3,600 political leaders
from different leader levels, indicated that IL language was
more predictive for frontbenchers but remained relevant
for backbenchers with far less speech time (RQ3). We-
language (personal) compared to Our-language (posses-
sive pronouns) were not only the dominant driver behind
IL increase in parliament but also as the stronger predictor
for reelections, with Our-language in some cases reducing
predictive power (RQ4). NLP-based analysis revealed
more nuanced findings on We-language. We-
specifications combined with We-language lost their
predictiveness for next-term reelection and even nega-
tively predicted total reelections (RQ5). Higher-level We-
categories like We-as-nation or We-as-parliament pre-
dicted total reelections, while lower-level We-categories
like We-as-party predicted next-term reelection (RQ6). All
findings held robustly beyond various social and political
factors associated both with language use and reelection
outcomes.

Research Implications

These findings substantially expand empirical evidence for
the prevalence and effectiveness of IL in the political
realm. Adding to previous language trend analysis in
English-speaking countries (Jordan et al., 2019), our study
is the first to indicate a long-term increase in We-language
in the German political context. Our study is also the first
to illustrate IL effectiveness across a broad range of po-
litical leaders beyond top level figures (Haslam et al., 2023;
Steffens & Haslam, 2013; Steffens et al., 2014) and their
mediators (Gleibs et al., 2018), speaking to the fact that IL
is not only an analytical lens (Haslam et al., 2020) and
teachable skill (Haslam et al., 2017) but increasingly
adopted as real-life political leadership praxis.
This study advances our understanding of different

components of IL language and their impact on IL ef-
fectiveness. While previous studies incorporated pronouns
in broader leadership concepts (Jordan et al., 2019;
Pennebaker, 2011), investigated We-use compared to
other pronouns (Chulvi et al., 2024), inconsistently con-
sidering possessive pronouns (Fladerer et al., 2021;
Steffens & Haslam, 2013), our study showed that We-
(personal pronouns) and not Our-language (possessive
pronouns) drives IL trends and more strongly predicts
political success, supporting the differentiation between
collective identity (“we”) and collective ownership (“our,”
Verkuyten &Martinovic, 2017). Furthermore, our negative
finding on We-specifications supports that implicit or
vague collective identities might be advantageous for
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leaders (Condor et al., 2013) and challenges to some extent
emphasis on salient and explicit IL (“crafting a sense of
us,”Haslam et al., 2020; see also Hogg et al., 2012). While
previous research found in speeches of elected presi-
dential candidates more higher-level We-categories (na-
tion and government) but not lower-level We-categories
(party; Steffens & Haslam, 2013), our study includes some
evidence that higher-level We-categories (nation or par-
liament) might predict long-term and lower-level We-
categories (party) short-term success, adding to research
on super- and subordinate identities, intergroup leader-
ship, and partisanship (Huddy & Bankert, 2017; Pittinsky,
2009; Reicher & Hopkins, 2000).

Finally, this study demonstrates the utility of new NLP-
based tools to investigate nuanced language and leader-
ship dynamics in extensive datasets. We developed a
linguistic indicator for We-specifications based on syn-
tactic dependency parsing. This also allowed for large-
scale semantic analysis, offering valuable insights into the
contextual meaning of “we” and enabling the examina-
tions of specific We-categories. These methodological
advancements represent a significant step beyond tradi-
tional word-counting (Boyd & Schwartz, 2021; Tausczik &
Pennebaker, 2010).

Limitations and Future Directions

The study estimated the association between IL language
and reelections, though causality was not established. It
introduced innovative measures for We-specification and
We-categories but thesemeasures need validation through
association with other IL indicators and replication across
diverse contexts for robustness. Despite moving beyond
word counting methods, the study still reduces the lin-
guistic complexity of IL to predefined syntactic con-
structions and semantic categories. Future research could
further leverage NLP tools to investigate IL language and
its complexity. While our We-specification measure might
serve as a rudiment “identity entrepreneurship” indicator,
similar indicators could be developed for the remaining
three IL dimensions, identity prototypicality, advancement
and impresarioship (Haslam et al., 2020). While we opted
for a transparent indicator, future studies might consider
training algorithms or employing existing NLP language
models to identify IL language (Banks et al., 2023; Rathje
et al., 2023). Finally, future research could tap into the
extensive parliamentary dataset to investigate heteroge-
neity in IL language success across historical periods,
political ideologies, power dynamics, and inequality-
related variables (Houck et al., 2022; Jost & Krochik,
2014; Kacewicz et al., 2014; Rouhizadeh et al., 2016;
Shen, 2024).

Practical Implications

The study’s implications extend to politicians and prac-
titioners in politics. The linguistic indicators can be
valuable tools for their own analyses of political speeches,
leadership skills, and the alignment between leaders,
groups, and political agendas from a social identity lens.
The strategic use of We-language emerges as a concrete
means for politicians to enhance political effectiveness and
improve reelection prospects. The study highlights that the
effectiveness of IL might rely on We-language rather than
Our-language and a careful We-specification and We-
category selection. Politicians should balance concrete-
ness and identity levels in their communication strategies
for success in both the short and long term.

Conclusion

In summary, this paper contributes to our understanding of
the relationship between social identity leadership, language,
and political success. By leveraging an extensive political
speech dataset and new computational text analytical
methods, we have explored the evolution of We-language in
the German parliament and its predictive capacity for po-
litical success for a wide range of leaders. This research not
only differentiated between different IL language compo-
nents and their effectiveness but also introduced innovative
indicators for investigating IL language with automated text
analysis in large-scale datasets. Ultimately, this study sig-
nificantly expands the evidence for the increasing impor-
tance and potential of IL language in the political realm.

Electronic Supplementary Materials

The electronic supplementary material is available with
the online version of the article at https://doi.org/10.
1027/2151-2604/a000564
ESM 1. Appendix A: Group comparisons (additional
analysis). B: Psychological ownership and reelection (ad-
ditional analysis). C: Additional tables and figures. D:
spaCy DependencyMatcher code.
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