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Abstract
This study uses natural language processing (NLP) tools to analyze how politicians rec-
reate the stereotype of immigrants in the Spanish Parliament. An interdisciplinary
approach from computational linguistics and social psychology has been used to con-
struct a variety of indices about content and linguistic styles. The analysis of 2,516 par-
liamentary interventions about immigration delivered between 1996 and 2016 by
representatives of the two political parties that alternated in power during that period
(conservative Popular Party and Spanish Socialist Party) shows that both the rhetorical
strategy to present immigrants as “victims” or as a “threat” and the language style that
politicians use reveal an interaction between the ideology of the party and the party’s
political position in government or in the opposition. Results also suggest some changes
over time in the polarization and politicization of the debate about immigration.
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This paper approaches Spanish parliamentary discourse about immigration, focusing
on both stereotype content and subtler language usage indices as related to party ide-
ology and political position in government or in the opposition. Drawing upon a corpus
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of parliamentary speeches in Spanish Congress between 1996 and 2016, our study
explores how both party ideology and political position influence the use of different
frames to stereotype immigrant persons, as well other subtler linguistic indices that
have previously been found related to outgroup negativity. While political discourse
on immigration has been a hot issue in European political science research in recent
years, countries in Southern Europe, which have a more recent history of immigration,
have been largely overlooked in this research. However, their consideration might be
enlightening as to the role that mainstream parties have played in the politicization of
immigration in Europe.

Ideology and Party Competition: Politicization of Immigration
in Europe

Over the past decades, immigration has become one of the most salient and controver-
sial issues in party competition in Western Europe. There is plenty of evidence linking
immigration attitudes to right-wing or left-wing ideological orientations when examin-
ing attitudes of both political elites (Alonso & Fonseca, 2011; Kocijan & Kukec, 2022)
and the general public (Brooks et al., 2016). There is also some empirical evidence that
migration inflows influence both political parties’ and general public’s attitudes to
immigration (Consterdine & Kintz, 2018; Markaki & Longhi, 2013). However,
neither parties’ ideology nor inflow data are enough to account for the more or less
restrictive stance that European political parties adopt toward immigration (Haas &
Natter, 2015; Odmalm, 2012).

This is why there has been abundant discussion in recent years about immigration
‘politicization’ in Europe. This literature suggests that, besides ideological preferences
and whatever constraints migration inflows may impose on elites’ discourses, political
parties adopt strategic stances on immigration issues depending on the context of party
competition (for a review see Van der Brug et al., 2015). An issue such as immigration
is said to be politicized when (i) it suddenly acquires high visibility or salience in the
political arena and (ii) there is an increasing polarization or disagreement in the posi-
tion that political actors adopt on the topic (DeWilde, 2011). Van der Brug et al. (2015)
suggest that (a) ideologically loaded topics, such as immigration, are more likely to be
politicized than topics cutting across existing coalitions, and that (b) challengers to
parties in power (i.e., opposition or new parties) have more incentives to increase
the salience of such divisive issues. Therefore, it would be expected that parties’ han-
dling of controversial issues such as immigration would be determined by both their
ideological orientation and their position in the political field at a given moment
(Odmalm, 2018; Odmalm & Bale, 2015).

Recent interest in the political elites’ discourse about immigration has been mainly
driven by the emergence of radical right parties regarded as responsible for the polit-
icization of the topic (Hooghe & Marks, 2009; Kriesi et al., 2008; Mudde, 2007).
However, some research suggests that the role of mainstream parties may have been
largely underestimated or even ignored, while the mobilizing force of radical right
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challenger parties may have been overestimated (Abdou et al., 2022; Grande et al.,
2019; Odmalm & Bale, 2015). This relative neglect of the role of mainstream
parties should be amended, particularly when there are increasing indications that
some of the contemporary restrictive turns on immigration may result from parties’
competition with their mainstream challengers, especially in the case of mainstream
right-wing or center-right parties (Odmalm & Bale, 2015; Odmalm, 2018).

Moreover, literature examining determinants of mainstream parties’ politics of
migration tends to picture political parties as passive agents that primarily react to
public opinion, comparatively disregarding parties’ agency and thus both (i) main-
stream parties’ own pro-active reasons for moving in a more open or stricter direction
should they identify some sort of potential electoral gain and (ii) the influence that
political elites’ discourse may have in shaping public opinion itself (Odmalm,
2018). In other words, there are some indications that politicization of immigration
in Europe in the twenty-first century may well have been a top-down process, in
which mainstream and government parties have played an especially important role
(Bale, 2008; Green-Pedersen & Krogstrup, 2008; Van der Brug et al., 2015), with
changes in political rhetoric that took place well before recent refugee crises (Abdou
et al., 2022). However, little attention has been paid to the electoral incentives or polit-
ical position of mainstream parties as incumbent or challenger in examining their role
in politicization of migration.

Politicization of Immigration in Spain

Spain is no exception to this trend of politicization of immigration in Western Europe,
even if the timing and development of such a process show some particularities of the
Spanish case that deserve attention. To start with, unlike other European countries such
as the U.K., France or the Netherlands, immigration in Spain is a relatively recent phe-
nomenon. The number of foreign individuals in the country increased from 637,085 to
4,618,581 from 1996 to 2016 (see Table A1, in Appendix 1, in Supplemental Material).
Foreign-born population amounted to 13.15% in 2016, an impressive change from the
less than 4% recorded in 2000. The rate of increase very rapidly accelerated after 2000,
multiplying by five and averaging around half a million individuals per year between
2000 and 2008. After 2008, that rate of increase stabilized and then the trend slowly
started to reverse (see Table A1, in Appendix 1, in Supplementary Material). This
level of growth in such a short period of time is unparalleled in other European
countries.

These particularities, together with the also comparatively late emergence of a
radical right party as a nation-wide political contender (Dennison & Mendes, 2019;
Turnbull-Dugarte, 2019) and a relatively lenient attitude of Spaniards towards immi-
grants (Mendez et al., 2014), have led some researchers to suggest that Spain might
be an exception when it comes to politicization of immigration compared to other
European countries (Alonso & Rovira, 2015; Gonzalez-Enriquez, 2017; Rinken,
2015). However, contrary to the illusion of Spanish exceptionalism, recent research
(Gattinara & Morales, 2017; Morales et al., 2015; Pardos-Prado, 2015; Ros &
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Morales, 2015) suggests that Spanish mainstream parties had started to incorporate
immigration into their patterns of electoral competition before the rise of a radical
right party, and that Spanish party politics of migration would be quite similar to
that found elsewhere in Western Europe (Odmalm, 2018).

In fact, Morales et al. (2015), in a paper examining manifestos and media claims of
Spain’s two main national parties, conservative PP and moderate-left Socialist Party1,
from 1993 to 2011, find a correlation between salience of the issue and polarization of
both parties’ stances on immigration, a result that points to the very definition of polit-
icization given in earlier pages (van der Brug et al., 2015). In their own words,

“[…] we found […] greater attention being paid to immigration when parties were more
polarized around the issue, or higher polarization whenever immigration was prominent.
It is difficult to say whether polarization drives salience or the other way around.
However, a careful reading of the newspaper reports […] suggests that the salience of
the issue forces parties to position themselves on the different aspects related to immigra-
tion in order to attend to the news cycle. This, in turn, forces them to become less ambig-
uous about their positions, thus fostering polarization” (Morales et al., 2015: 25).

Despite the impressive speed of migration inflows from 2000 to 2008, immigration
was not a particularly salient concern throughout the whole period, as plotted in
Figure 1. Rather occasional peaks of salience of immigration in Spanish public
debate concur with particular events that were prominent in the media, such as two

Figure 1. Percentage of people who regard immigration as one of Spain’s three main problems
(solid line) and number (in tens) of yearly speeches about immigration in Spanish Congress
(dashed line). Sources: CIS Barometer for the former and ParlSpeech for the latter. Ç.
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murders by Moroccan immigrants at the end of 2000 in Southern Spain that went on
trial in 2002. However, during the summer of 2006, a huge humanitarian crisis was
triggered by the arrival of more than 18,000 African immigrants in canoes or
‘cayucos’ to the Canary Islands in less than a month, a figure that surpassed the
number of immigrants that had arrived to the archipelago during the full previous
year. Such a pressing crisis, that resulted in the whole EU reconsidering its immigration
policy, triggered a huge increase of immigration salience in public concern that was
mirrored by a parallel increment in Spanish parliamentary debate, as reflected in
Figure 1.

Our paper aims to examine how mainstream political elites talked about immigrants
in Spain before any radical right party emerged as a national contender2. It should be
taken into account that some data on public and political concern about the topic
suggest that 2006 might have marked a turning point in Spanish political debate on
immigration, thrusting the issue into the public limelight as it had never been before
since migration inflows started. Exploring whether such sudden salience of immigra-
tion in parliamentary debate concurs with a strategic shift of the (then challenger)
Popular Party might illuminate factors that shape politicization processes.

Language Use by Politicians and Intergroup Dynamics

Parliamentary discourse, besides its function of legislation and policy-making, also has
a function of shaping the attitudes and opinions about immigration of the general
public and influencing electoral outcomes through the media coverage that political
discourse receives (e.g., Gaucher et al., 2018; Heizmann & Huth, 2021). Our focus
here will be on examining the representation of immigrants in parliamentary discourse
by means of (i) negative stereotyping of the outgroup in parliamentary debate, and (ii)
the use and characterization of ingroup-outgroup categories in it.

Despite their potential importance for understanding the interplay between ideological
discourse and party competition, categorical schemata and intergroup representations con-
veyed by political elites have typically been difficult to study because such a target is dif-
ficult to reach through traditional methods of researching stereotypes and intergroup
representations. However, such elements may also be studied unobtrusively through the
use of text analysis, especially when combined with automated methods of textual analysis
(Charlesworth & Banaji, 2022; Jost & Sterling, 2020). Therefore, social psychology and
political science have featured in recent years increasing literature on language usage by
politicians attending to the new possibilities that computational linguistics offers (Houck
et al., 2022; Jordan, 2022; Sterling, Jost & Bonneau, 2020).

Stereotyping and Framing Immigrants

A long tradition of research in social psychology defines stereotypes as a set of wide-
spread beliefs associated with a group category (Dovidio et al., 2010). The common
assumption is that these sets of beliefs activate the operation of prejudices and
justify them because they build on socially shared cognitive schemata about target
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groups. Stereotypes may be transmitted and perpetuated explicitly through language,
for instance, by associating group labels with corresponding traits and behaviors
(Keblusek et al. 2017). And indeed, mainstream research on stereotypes has typically
focused on the examination of the content of these beliefs, as assessed by a list of attrib-
uted features. For example, the Stereotype Content Model (SCM) developed by Fiske
and colleagues (2007) argues that humans use two universal dimensions of social
cognition—warmth and competence—to judge individuals and groups, and it exam-
ines stereotype content and valence through the attribution of both features to a
variety of target groups (see Lee and Fiske, 2006 for an application of the SCM to
immigrants), resulting in different forms of ambivalent prejudice such as menacing
or paternalistic prejudice. Some research relying on more inductive methods to
explore stereotype content has qualified and complemented SCM, highlighting the sig-
nificance that perceived vulnerability or potential disruption have in the representation
of immigrants (Savaş et al., 2021; Wei et al., 2019).

However, an explicit judgment of competence or niceness of immigrant people is
unlikely to be found in the discourse of political elites in Western democracies, and
even less so in parliamentary speeches, where talk of ethnic affairs is usually highly
self-controlled. In regimes governed by self-declared egalitarian principles, politicians
are acutely aware that any express negative judgment or any attribution of a negative
trait may lead to angry reactions from minority groups as well as from rival political
groups—they may be accused of bias, xenophobia, or even racism as soon as they der-
ogate immigrants or minorities (Van Dijk, 1999). Therefore, subtler ways to detect
immigrant stereotyping are required.

This paper uses the concept of frame (Goffman, 1974; Lakoff, 2004) to study how
stereotypes emerge in political discourse. Framing, or placing a group in a certain nar-
rative scenario, can convey a prejudiced image without explicitly describing the group
as such. This rhetorical strategy sidesteps potentially racist or xenophobic characteri-
zations by instead using actions or facts associated with the group (e.g., “they jump
the fence,” “they come in droves”) to activate a negative cognitive frame, consolidating
a certain image of the group.

Some research in sociology (e.g., Greussing & Boomgaarden, 2017; Kellstedt,
2003), media studies (Benson, 2013) and computational linguistics (Mendelsohn
et al., 2021) has applied frame theory to the study of immigration, pointing to a dual
tension between humanitarian and security concerns in the way immigrants are
framed. However, those pieces of research have mostly focused on mass media or
social media data, thus neglecting what Helbling (2014) identifies as the first phase
of the framing process—i.e., the construction of information by political elites.
Moreover, such research usually draws upon different manually annotated corpora,
making it difficult to compare results when annotation guidelines differ or tagging cat-
egories do not fully overlap.

To try and advance research in the intersection of social psychology and NLP on
immigration stereotyping, Sánchez-Junquera et al. (2021) have recently offered and
validated a domain-specific standard to discriminate between “victim-framed” and
“threat-framed” stereotypes of immigrants. Drawing upon a frame-theory inspired
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taxonomy focusing on narrative scenarios rather than attributes assigned to a group,
Sánchez-Junquera et al. (2021) developed an NLP research to discriminate between
texts that stereotype immigrants as a threat to the host society or as victims of xenopho-
bia or other kinds of suffering. In so doing, their intention was to offer a validated stan-
dard upon which to develop further research on immigrant’s stereotyping that could be
used by different researchers and would allow to obtain comparable results.

Other Linguistic Indicators of Intergroup Polarization

While the analyses of politicization of immigration in political discourse and the media
have typically focused on content or frames used in such discourse, nowadays there is
also clear and increasing evidence of how small differences in language use can affect
the perception of people and groups by focusing (or diverting) attention and guiding
social inferences in certain directions (Karasawa & Maass, 2008). Beyond semantic
analysis, different levels of linguistic abstraction or subtle grammar choices can influ-
ence implicit causality or trait inferences about ingroups and outgroups, affecting inter-
group evaluation and thus levels of intergroup polarization or conflict (Anolli et al.
2006; Graf et al., 2013; Formanowicz, 2020; Rubini et al., 2014).

One of the most commonly used tools to capture this subtler layer of language in
political elites has been the “Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count” (LIWC)
(Pennebaker et al., 2007), a dictionary that classifies words in psycholinguistics cate-
gories. Many researchers have used it to examine the effect of political ideology on
contrasting semantic choices (e.g., Jost & Sterling, 2020; Körner et al., 2022) or differ-
ences in the use of function words associated with reasoning styles (e.g., Cichocka
et al., 2016).

It is surprising, though, that LIWC has comparatively been less used to examine lan-
guage choices as related to escalation of political conflict, given that it is well established
that function words, and especially grammatical person use, can be illustrative to examine
intergroup dynamics (Pennebaker, 2011). In particular, “you” language has been associ-
ated in applied communication research with blaming, attacking, aversion, and antagonism
(Van Swol & Carlson, 2015), as well as with hostility and willingness to confront in the
context of personal relationships (Tausczik & Pennebaker, 2010). In fact, second-person
pronouns have been found to be used in the service of accusation so often as to say that
one “can think of using ‘you’ words as the equivalent of pointing your finger at the
other person while talking” (Pennebaker, 2011, p. 175). These results in different kinds
of interaction suggest that the use of second-person pronouns might also be sensitive to
escalation of political antagonism.

Also particularly interesting for our objectives in this paper is research focused on
the relation between use of language as captured by the LIWC and outgroup stigmati-
zation, where a consistent relation has been found between the use of pronouns and
outgroup negativity. There is a higher frequency of third-person plural pronouns in lan-
guage used by a variety of extremist groups of different kinds, such as American nazis,
animal-rights groups (Seyle & Pennebaker, 2004), violent lone offenders (Kaati et al.,
2016a), terrorists (Pennebaker & Chung, 2008), or their supporters (Torregrosa et al., 2020).
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Cohen and her colleagues have repeatedly found that the use of third person plurals is
indicative of a preoccupation with an opposing group (Kaati et al., 2016a; Kaati et al.,
2016b; Shrestha et al., 2020). However, when discussing immigration, a higher fre-
quency of first-person and third-person plural pronouns has been found in alt-right
forums (Grover & Mark, 2019), as well as an increasing use of first-person and third-
person plural pronouns related to group identification in online xenophobic forums
(Bäck et al., 2018; Shrestha et al., 2020). When trying to detect xenophobic narratives
in alt-right media as compared to regular conventional media, third-person plural pro-
nouns were also significantly more frequent in the former than in the latter (Kaati et al.,
2016b). In summary, while the use of first-person plural may have several different
functions (see Pennebaker, 2011), it would seem that frequent use of third-person
plural (they, them, etc.) among a group suggests that such a group is defining itself
by the existence of an oppositional group—it would be an indicator of a strong
feeling of group identity based on the existence of a contrasting out-group
(Pennebaker, 2011; Pennebaker & Chung, 2012; Shrestha et al., 2020).

Moreover, research using LIWC to explore the use of language in political debate
has revealed systematic differences both in semantics and in stylistic indices computed
from function words such as articles, prepositions, or pronouns that are associated not
only with ideological orientations (e.g., Sterling et al., 2020), but also with long-term
trends of evolution of argumentation and reasoning as related to increasing polarization
in the political game (e.g., Jordan et al., 2019), thus shedding some light on the relation
that political reasoning styles keep with both ideology and historical context. While
some previous research suggests that liberals favor analytical or systematic thinking
and conservatives favor narrative or heuristic thinking (e.g., Jost & Krochik, 2014),
there are also suggestions that political simple-mindedness might be more common
in the opposition than in office (cf. Houck et al., 2020, for a review; and Conway
and Zubrod, 2022, for an analysis of the relation between different aspects of cognitive
complexity in the political realm). However, to our knowledge, there has been no spe-
cific exploration of how the condition of incumbent or challenger party might affect
political language in reasoning and argumentation. This is partly because much of
this research has regarded variables like reasoning style or perception of power
(Körner et al., 2022) from a more individualistic perspective, as an enduring disposi-
tion of individuals or categories of people, rather than framing the issue within a more
dynamic intergroup context, although there is also increasing evidence that the inter-
personal or intergroup nature of the immediate context, as well as group relative
power or status positions, are crucial determinants of intergroup language use and argu-
mentation styles (Van Swol & Kane, 2019).

While it is true that there is no single LIWC category that readily captures inter-
group polarization, nevertheless previous research on ideological radicalization sug-
gests that emotional language (Pennebaker & Chung, 2008), reduced cognitive
complexity and use of pronouns might be used as linguistic proxies for outgroup neg-
ativity (Shrestha et al., 2020). In particular, linguistic expression of negative emotions,
markers of political simple-mindedness and a higher rate of self-exclusive pronouns
should concur with higher levels of political polarization.
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Moreover, most of this research on language use has analyzed the performance of
English speakers (the language that LIWC’s design is best fitted for), and therefore its
extension to languages other than English may require significant adaptations, partic-
ularly when tackling the use of grammatical persons in a pronoun-drop language such
as Spanish.

Research Overview and Hypotheses

The aim of this study is to test if political position (government vs. opposition) mod-
erates the effect of ideology on both stereotypical framing of immigrants [RQ1] and the
use of subtler language markers pointing to intergroup polarization when talking about
immigration [RQ2]. In particular,

(i) According to literature on immigration politicization (cf. Van der Brug et al.,
2015), it would be expected that the political position of challenger would
lead to the accentuation of the opposition party’s preferred framing of immi-
gration (i.e., threat for the right, victim for the left), thus reducing ambiguity
on their stance and fostering polarization (i.e., increasing “politicization” of
the issue) [H1].

(ii) Drawing upon literature on intergroup conflict and language use (e.g., Prins,
2018; Shrestha et al., 2020), it would also be expected that increases in polit-
ical antagonism and outgroup negativity, as reflected in the use of more self-
exclusive pronouns (you, they), reduced cognitive complexity and more neg-
ative emotional language, would be associated to the political position of
challenger. However, as right-wing parties seem more likely to weaponize
the issue of immigration for political-electoral purposes (Odmalm & Bale,
2015; Odmalm, 2018), an interaction effect of political position and ideology
would be expected on those variables rather than a main effect of political
position [H2].

(iii) Finally, given that the time period under analysis is long and the events in
2006 marked a turning point in the salience of the immigration issue both
in public opinion and in parliamentary speeches in Spain, the adequacy of
conducting a global analysis for the entire period or a period-segmented
one was explored in our study, to check for the possibility that politicization
indicators mentioned in hypotheses 1 and 2 would increase after the
“cayucos” crisis [H3].

Method

Data

ParlSpeech, a database containing all the transcriptions of the Spanish Parliament from
1996 onwards, was accessed. The period compressed between 1996 and 2016 was
selected, so as to cover ten years before key year 2006 and ten years later. Within
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that time period, all the parliamentary speeches delivered in Spanish Congress of
Deputies and containing at least one of a list of keywords related to immigration
were selected (see appendix 1 for the keyword list). However, even if up to 15 different
political parties were represented in Spanish Congress during the above period, only
two of them had been alternating in Spanish government until 2016 and were therefore
codable as “government party” and “main challenger party”: conservative Partido
Popular was in power from 1996 to 2004, and again from 2011 to 2016, while
moderate-left Partido Socialista Obrero Español was in government from 2004 to
2011. Therefore, only speeches delivered by a representative of one of those two
parties were selected. As a result of this process, our dataset comprises 2,516 speeches
delivered by conservative Popular Party (811 while in office and 373 in the opposition)
and moderate-left Socialist Party representatives (736 while in office and 596 in the
opposition) between 1996 and 2016. As all the speeches are coded by date, it can be
identified whether the party of the politician delivering it was in government or in
the opposition at the time of the speech delivery (see also some background demo-
graphic information of speakers in Appendix 2 in Supplemental Material).

Procedure

In order to assess to what extent each speech stereotypically frames immigrants as
victims or as a threat, a semi-automatic procedure relying on a Gold Standard
Corpus (GSC) of immigrant stereotyping (Sánchez-Junquera et al., 2021) was
devised3. That GSC was constructed by manual annotation and resulted in a set of
1,479 sentences that were tagged as “threat-framing” sentences or as “victim-framing”
sentences (see Appendix 3 in Supplemental Material and Sánchez-Junquera et al., 2021
for a more detailed description of the construction of this GSC, as well as for evidence
of validity). In this paper, that GSC of threat-focused or victim-focused sentences was
used to assign a “victim score” and a “threat score” to each of the 2,516 parliamentary
speeches that constitute our database following the procedure explained below.

In order to select words that best help discriminate between both classes (i.e., the
“victims” frame or the “threat” frame), a concept from information theory named
Information Gain4 (IG, Larose, 2014) was applied. Based on their frequency distribu-
tion in the given classes in the GSC (“threat-framing” sentences or “victim-framing”
sentences) IG assigned a score to each word according to its power to discriminate
between such classes. Once the IG scores had been assigned to all the 7,269 different
words contained in the 1,479 sentences of Sánchez-Junquera et al. (2021) GSC, they
were sorted in descending order and the first 200 words were selected. Of these 200
words, 40 words were discarded for one of the following reasons: (1) they were the
proper noun of a politician or a territory (e.g., Zapatero or Canary Islands), (2) it
was a noun designating a month (e.g., April), (3) they had a very general meaning
hardly associable to the semantic field of immigration (e.g., the verb to be), (4) they
were words that are specific to parliamentary debate (e.g., deputy), or (5) they were
function words (e.g., pronouns like “we” or “you”) that are the object of specific com-
putation in this study.
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Such a discarding process resulted in a dictionary of 160 words that best discrimi-
nated between “threat-framing” and “victim-framing” sentences. Then, a “victim”
value and a “threat” value was assigned to each of these words depending on their rel-
ative frequency in the two classes that the 1,479 sentences of the GSC covered. For
example, if a word appeared 30% of the time in sentences tagged with the frame
“victim” and 70% of the time in sentences tagged with the frame “threat,” this partic-
ular word got a “victim” value of 30 and a “threat” value of 70. The last step of the
procedure was to score each of our 2,516 speeches with both a “victim” score and a
“threat” score that were the result of the addition of the “victim” and “threat” values
of the words from the dictionary that appeared in each speech. The list of words that
make up the dictionary with their corresponding “victim” and “threat” values and
the list of discarded words can be found in additional documentation (see Appendix
4 in Supplemental Material).

Moreover, in order to analyze language style, the Spanish version (Ramírez-Esparza
et al., 2007) of LIWC (Pennebaker et al., 2007) was used. When LIWC is used to elab-
orate an index, a score for each LIWC category is computed to reflect the percentage of
that particular category over the total of words that were recognized by LIWC in this
speech. LIWC is able to identify all personal pronoun categories, and it has been widely
used to construct linguistic indexes aimed at detecting the use of certain grammatical
persons in a text. However, Spanish -unlike English- is a pronoun drop language, and
that means that the simple recount of personal pronouns that LIWC performs would
miss most instances of use of grammatical persons of interest. A system that can also iden-
tify verbs that are conjugated in a certain grammatical person even when the corresponding
pronoun is dropped would be required to accurately reflect the use of different grammatical
persons in a speech that is delivered in Spanish. Therefore, another natural language pro-
cessing tool, spaCy (Srinivasa-Desikan, 2018), able to identify all the grammatical catego-
ries in a speech, was used to construct those linguistic indexes aimed at detecting the use of
certain grammatical persons.When the part-of-speech tagging of spaCy is used to elaborate
an index, a score for each grammatical category is computed to reflect the percentage of
that particular category over the total number of words in this speech.

Measures

Immigration stereotypical framing index. An index of immigration stereotypical
framing was constructed with the score of the speech in the victim frame less the
score of the speech in the threat frame divided by the number of words in the
speech and multiplied by 100. In the Immigration stereotypical framing index, positive
scores indicate that the immigrant group is presented more as a victim and negative
scores indicate that the immigrant group is presented more as a threat.

Adversarial index.Using the morphology information provided by the tagger spaCy
v3.0, the number of both singular and plural first-person and second-person pronouns
and verbs in every speech was identified. The Adversarial index is computed as the
number of second-person pronouns and verbs less the value of first-person pronouns
and verbs divided by the number of words in the speech and multiplied by 100. In
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this index, positive scores indicate that the speech focuses more on the political adver-
sary and negative scores indicate that the speech focuses more on the speaker or their
group. As such, it reflects how much the speech is anchored in the political adversary’s
actions and ideas rather than in the speaker’s and their own party’s actions and ideas.
The adversarial genre has been studied in parliamentary and election debates, both in
British (Bull & Wells, 2012) and Spanish contexts (Blas-Arroyo, 2003), but those
pieces of research did not use natural language processing tools.

Ingroup vs outgroup index. Also using the morphology information provided by the
tagger spaCy v3.0, the number of first-person plural pronouns and verbs in every speech
was identified, and the resulting variable was named “ingroup.” A similar process was
carried out with third-person plural pronouns and verbs, and the resulting variable was
named “outgroup.” A novel index was created with the value of the “ingroup” variable
less the value of the “outgroup” variable divided by the number of words in the speech
and multiplied by 100. In this index, positive scores indicate that the speech refers more
to the ingroup and negative scores indicate that the speech refers more to the outgroup.
As noted in the introduction, previous work shows a consistent relation between use of pro-
nouns and ideology (see Pennebaker & Chung, 2008; Seyle & Pennebaker, 2004; Grover
&Mark, 2019; Bäck et al., 2018). But all those pieces of research computed the frequency
of first-person and third-person plural words independently, and none of them used a rela-
tional index to measure the relative emphasis placed on the ingroup or the outgroup for
discourses building on an intergroup context.

Analytic thinking index. Applying LIWC2007, the Analytic thinking index
(Pennebaker et al., 2014) was computed to measure the use of a more analytic language
or a more intuitive one. Initially labeled as the categorical-dynamic index, this index
was later renamed analytic thinking in LIWC2015. The Analytic thinking index is
computed as a simple algorithm: article+ preposition – personal pronoun – impersonal
pronoun –auxiliary verb – conjunction – adverb – negation (all categories computed as
percentages over the total word count). Positive values in this index express more ana-
lytic thinking and negative values more intuitive thinking. This index has been exten-
sively used in the long-term analysis of all kinds of political texts (Jordan et al., 2019),
in electoral campaigns (Körner et al., 2022), and in social media messages (Hu &
Kearney, 2021).

Positive vs negative emotion index. Applying LIWC 2007, a new emotion index
was computed with the percentage of words expressing positive emotions less the per-
centage of words expressing negative emotions in each speech. In this index, positive
scores indicate that the speech is mainly expressing positive emotions and negative
scores indicate that the speech is mainly expressing negative emotions (see
Appendix 5 in Supplemental Material for examples of speeches that scored high or
low in all the previously described measures).

Party ideology. Speeches delivered by speakers belonging to conservative Popular
Party were coded as PP, and speeches delivered by speakers belonging to moderate-left
Partido Socialista Obrero Español were coded as PSOE.

Political position of the speaker. Based on the date of the speech and the speaker’s
party, each speech was coded as “government” if it was delivered by a speaker whose
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party was in power at the time of the speech delivery or ‘opposition’ if it was delivered
by a speaker whose party was the main challenger at the time of the speech delivery.

Historical period. In order to test if partisan strategies about immigration changed in
relation with the “canoe crisis” in 2006, speeches delivered between 1996 and 2005
were coded as “period 1” and speeches delivered from 2006 onwards were coded as
“period 2.”

An observational design was used with three between subjects variables: ideology
(PP vs PSOE), political position (government vs opposition) and historical period:
1996–2005, and 2006–2016.

Statistical Analyses

Our main objective was to evaluate the effect of the interaction between ideology and
political position in the two historical periods considered (1996–2005, and 2006–
2016). As a first step, with the aim of testing if the above interaction could be moder-
ated by the historical period variable, a three-factor (ideology x political position x his-
torical period) analysis of variance (ANOVA) was computed on the immigration
stereotypical framing index and all the linguistic indices. When the triple interaction
was statistically significant, the effects of the two independent variables (ideology
and political position) and their interaction were examined with separate ANOVAs
for the data from each historical period. When the triple interaction was not statistically
significant, the effects of the two independent variables (ideology and political posi-
tion) and their interaction were examined in the whole dataset, merging the data
from the two historical periods. A statistically significant interaction effect between
both factors was followed by a test of simple effects, and 95% CI for mean differences.
For all the analysis, we also report partial eta-squared (η2p) considering cut-offs of 0.01,
0.06, and 0.15 for small, medium, and large effects, respectively (Cohen, 1988).

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test indicated violation of the assumption on normality for all of
the measures, however we decided to proceed with parametric analysis, given that research
shows the robustness of ANOVA to violations of normality (Blanca et al., 2017; Schmider
et al., 2010). Statistical significance was set by convention at p<0.05. For pairwise com-
parisons, 95% confidence intervals are reported. All statistical analyses were conducted
using SPSS Statistics (version 28.0; IBM Corp., Armonk, NY, USA).

Results

The triple interaction (ideology x political position x historical period) was statistically
significant for the variables: Ingroup vs outgroup index, and Analytic thinking index.
So, for these dependent variables, the results of the two-factor (ideology x political
position) between-subjects ANOVA are presented separately for each historical
period in Table 1.

The above triple interaction was not statistically significant for the following vari-
ables: Immigration stereotypical framing index, Adversarial index, and Positive vs.
negative emotion index. Consequently, for these dependent variables, the two-factor
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(ideology x political position) ANOVA for the whole dataset (1996–2016) are pre-
sented in Table 2.

Interaction of Ideology and Political Position on Stereotyping of Immigrants

For the Immigration stereotypical framing index, the triple interaction of ideology x polit-
ical position x historical period is not significant, but a significant two factor interaction
between ideology and political position is observed for the whole period (p< .001) (see
Table 2). The simple effects analysis (see Figure 2) shows that both, PSOE and PP,
change their positions as result of being in government or in the opposition (p< .001):
PSOE uses more victim markers in the opposition than in government (mean difference
=−37.09, 95% CI: −48,43, −25,75); and, on the other hand, PP shows more victim
markers in government than in the opposition (mean difference=56.16, 95% CI: 43.30,
69.04). Moreover, both parties differ when they are in government and when they are
in the opposition (p< .001): in government, PP uses more victim markers than PSOE
(mean difference= 21.48, 95% CI: 11, 31.95); while, in the opposition, PSOE uses
more victim markers than PP (mean difference=−71.78, 95% CI: −85.36, −58.19).

Interaction Effects on Language Style

For the Adversarial index, the three-factor interaction (ideology x political position x
historical period) is not statistically significant, but a significant two factor interaction

Figure 2. Immigration stereotypical framing index by ideology and political position (1996–
2016).
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between ideology and political position is observed in the whole dataset (p< .001) (see
Table 2). The simple effects analysis for the Adversarial index (see Figure 3) shows
that conservative PP is more adversarial in the opposition than in government (p <
.001), while moderate-left PSOE doesn’t change their style as a result of being in gov-
ernment or in the opposition (p= .237). Moreover, both PP and PSOE differ in this lin-
guistic index when they are in government (p < .001) and when they are in the
opposition (p= .002): when in government, PP uses a less adversarial style than
PSOE (mean difference=−.77, 95% CI: −.97, −.57) while, in the opposition, PP
uses a more adversarial style than PSOE (mean difference= .34, 95% CI: .13, .56).

As for the Ingroup vs outgroup index, the three-factor interaction (ideology x polit-
ical position x historical period) is statistically significant, F (1, 2508)= 10.88, p <
.001, η2p= .004. Therefore, the two-factor interaction ideology x political position
was examined in each historical period (see Table 1) and it was observed that this inter-
action is statistically significant in the second historical period (p < .001) but not in the
first one (p= .694). In the first period, neither the interaction effect nor the main effects
of party or political position are statistically significant (see Figure 4a). As for the
second period (see Figure 4b), moderate-left PSOE does not change their
ingroup-outgroup emphasis when their political position changes (p= .656) but con-
servative PP does (p< .001), using more outgroup markers in the opposition than in
government (mean difference=−1202.17, 95% CI: −1626.08, −778.26). Moreover,
PP uses more ingroup markers in government than PSOE (p < .001) (mean differ-
ence= 716.24, 95% CI: 339.86, 1092.61) and more outgroup markers in the opposition
than PSOE (p= .01) (mean difference=−578.23, 95% CI: −1,029.05, −127.40).

Regarding the Analytic thinking index, the three-factor interaction (ideology x
political position x time period) is statistically significant. F (1, 2508)= 11.08, p <
.001, η2p= .006. The analysis of the two-factor interaction (ideology x political posi-
tion) in each historical period shows that this interaction is statistically significant in
both periods (p< .001 and p= .017, respectively) (see Table 1). In the first historical
period (see Figure 5a), the simple effects analysis shows that both parties are less ana-
lytic in the opposition than in government (p < .001) (mean difference=−.68, 95% CI:
−.87, −.50 for PP and mean difference=−.30, 95% CI: −.44, −.16 for PSOE).
Moreover, PP and PSOE do not significantly differ when in government (p= .063),
but they do when they are in the opposition (p< .001), so that PP is less analytic
than PSOE (mean difference=−.51, 95% CI: −.70, −.32).

In the second historical period (see Figure 5b), the simple effects analysis shows that
only moderate-left PSOE changes (p< .001) when their political position changes
(mean difference=−.34, 95% CI: −.47, −.20), being less analytic in the opposition
than in government. Conservative PP does not change (p= .135) when they are in gov-
ernment or in the opposition. Moreover, in this historical period, PP and PSOE signifi-
cantly differ when in government (p < .001) but not in the opposition (p= .780), so
that, when in government, PSOE is more analytic than PP (mean difference= .21,
95% CI: .09, .33).

Finally, on the Positive vs negative emotion index, the three-factor interaction
(ideology x political position x historical period) is not statistically significant.
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The two-factor interaction is only marginally significant in the whole dataset (p= .054)
and the two main effects of ideology and political position are statistically significant
(p= .005 and p < .001, respectively) (see Table 1). The strongest effect is for political
position: both parties use a more positive emotional language being in government
(M= 0.021) than in the opposition (M= 0.011) (mean difference=−.009, 95% CI:
−.011, −.008). Regarding the effect of ideology, moderate-left PSOE conveys more
positive emotions (M= .017) than conservative PP (M= .015) (mean difference=
−.002, 95% CI: −.003, −.001) in their speeches about immigration.

Discussion

Effects of Ideology and Political Position on Language Use Regarding
Immigrants

As it has been repeatedly shown in previous research, content of immigrants’ representa-
tions is dependent on political ideology (Benson, 2013; Simmons et al., 2018; Mendelsohn
et al., 2021; Kocijan & Kukec, 2022). However, our results show an interaction between
ideology and political position on particular frames to stereotype immigrants over the
whole 20-year period considered [RQ1]. This result suggests that immigration is not
only an ideologically loaded topic, but also an issue that has been used in partisan
battles in Spanish parliamentary debate in the last decades. Politicization, as discussed
in the introduction to this paper, involves further polarization of positions due to strategic
considerations in party competition, and this is exactly what our results suggest.

Figure 3. Adversarial index by ideology and political position (1996–2016).
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The ANOVA performed on the Immigration stereotypical framing index yields a
significant interaction effect between party ideology and political position, showing
that both main parties in Spanish parliament accentuate their preferred stereotypical
representation of immigrants (a threat frame for conservative PP and a victim frame
for moderate-left PSOE) when they are in the opposition, thus polarizing positions
on the issue [H1]. That such polarization happens in a topic such as immigration is
not surprising, since issues that align with pre-existing ideological differences are par-
ticularly susceptible to politicization (Berkhout & Van der Brug, 2013).

On the other hand, both parties moderate their typical positions when they are in
office to the point that conservative PP in government emphasizes a victim frame
more than moderate-left PSOE. This unexpected result evidences the weight of polit-
ical position when accounting for parties’ stances on immigration and should be tested
across other controversial issues.

In order to explore in more depth the intergroup nature of the context in which pol-
iticians speak about immigrants, an Adversarial index was created that examines the
relative emphasis on second person pronouns as compared to self-inclusive pronouns.
It should be noted that parliamentary exchanges are a genre usually characterized for an

Figure 4. 4a and 4b. Ingroup and outgroup index by ideology and political position (1996–
2005) and (2006–2016).

Figure 5. 5a and 5b. Analytic index by ideology and political position (1996–2005) and (2006–
2016).
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intensive use of second person markers in a discursive strategy that blames the political
adversary for their words and actions, and it has already been noted how surprising it is
that this feature has not been more used to explore parliamentary conflict.

Our significant two-factor interaction between ideology and political position on
the Adversarial index in the whole period indicates that, in their speeches about
immigrants, conservative PP makes a very different use of adversarial markers
when their political position changes but moderate-left PSOE does not change sig-
nificantly. This would suggest that, in the subtler plane of interactional dynamics
that pronoun-based indices capture, conservative PP is more sensitive to strategic
considerations or potential electoral gain when speaking about immigration [H2].
This would lead them to accentuate antagonism when they act as challengers to
the party in office, but to try and restrain confrontation over controversial issues
when they regain power.

On the other hand, our second pronoun-based index, the ingroup vs outgroup index,
tackles a subtler layer of representation of the relations between natives and immigrants
than the immigration stereotypical framing index, more focused on content, can
capture. As noted in the introduction to this paper, the presence of third-person
plural pronouns has been found to predict xenophobic discourse (Seyle &
Pennebaker, 2004; Kaati et al., 2016b) and high rates of “they” pronouns have been
associated in past research with an increased intergroup bias to separate one collective
from another (Gustafsson Sendén et al., 2014; Perdue et al., 1990). However, research
also shows that majority groups (Van Swol & Carlson, 2015), high-status groups
(Pennebaker & Chung, 2012), authoritarian leaders (Liu, 2022), and people with stron-
ger social identities (Bäck et al., 2018; Shrestha et al., 2020) tend to use more both first
person and third person plural pronouns. Some experts have suggested that, in fact, a
greater use of all kinds of plural (as compared to singular) pronouns would be indic-
ative of a general “outward focus” (Pennebaker & Chung, 2012), postulated as a maker
of high status and strong leadership (Kacewicz et al., 2014). This mixed evidence
makes it difficult to decide if a higher rate of third-person plural pronouns specifically
reflects negative othering or such more general ‘outward focus’. However, our Ingroup
vs. outgroup index is a relational one that reflects a greater relative emphasis on the
outgroup rather than on the ingroup (or vice versa). Therefore, our results cannot be
regarded as indicative of a greater general “outward focus” but they are more likely
to be reflecting a more polarized debate. Polarization in a debate tends to organize indi-
viduals and groups around exclusive identities, and it has been found to be associated
with the use of less self-inclusive and more self-exclusive pronouns (Prins, 2018). Our
relational index reflects an emphasis on self-exclusive pronouns and verbs, and there-
fore may be interpreted as an indicator of polarization in political debate, making use of
an us vs them rhetorical strategy.

The triple interaction found in the Ingroup vs outgroup index indicates that the joint
effect of ideology and political position does not occur in the first historical period
(1996–2005) but only in the second period, as H3 would suggest, and it applies
only to conservative PP, thus confirming H2. In the second historical period, the
right-wing party is anchored in ingroup markers being in the government but in
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outgroup markers being in the opposition, while the left-wing party does not change.
Therefore, this would suggest that it is essentially the political right that has changed
their discursive strategy related to immigration in the last decades, using this topic in a
polarization strategy. Again more research is needed to see if the use of a more polar-
ized narrative in recent times is a discursive strategy used by the political right only on
immigration or it also occurs in general with all controversial political issues. In the
same way, future research should also confirm if the political left reproduces identical
linguistic patterns in issues other than immigration.

Regarding the Analytic thinking index, the three-factor interaction shows that the
two mainstream parties in the Spanish Parliament modulate the complexity of their dis-
course on immigration according to their political position and the historical context. In
the first period, as expected, both parties are less analytic in the opposition than in gov-
ernment, but PP is less analytic than PSOE in the opposition. However, in the second
period only PSOE changes when their political position shifts, adopting a more simpli-
fying discourse. Therefore, our results would not entirely confirm H2 or H3. Even
though they point to the relevance of the independent variables involved in both
hypotheses, rather our findings suggest that analytic thinking is influenced by a
complex interaction between political ideology, party competition, and historical
context that deserves closer inspection.

As for the Positive vs negative emotional index, it is not surprising that both parties
show a more positive tone in their discourse when being in government. It is not sur-
prising either that ideology also has a (smaller) main effect on this emotional index,
considering that right-wing parties tend to present immigrants as more of a threat
than left-wing ones. However, no interaction effect was found, as H2 would have
predicted.

Immigration in the Context of Partisan Battle

Globally considered, then, our results suggest that immigration is an issue that had
been politicized in Spanish parliamentary debate by mainstream parties in the last
decades, even before any radical-right party appeared in the Spanish political scenario.

Results on the preferred framing for immigrants of both parties reveal polarizing
stances on the issue when both of them find themselves in the challenger position,
as might be expected [RQ1]. However, it is not only the content of the characterization
of immigrants that changes when there is a shift in political positions, but also some
subtler elements of language usage [RQ2], and particularly the nature of intergroup
language as revealed by the use of grammatical persons. Even if our results show
that both parties tend to appeal to more negative emotions and less analytic thinking
when they are in the opposition than when they are in government, the analyses per-
formed on the indices based in the use of grammatical persons show that it is only con-
servative PP that uses more self-exclusive pronouns and verbs when they are in the
opposition, thus building up intergroup differentiation and conflict.

Both our Ingroup vs. outgroup index and our Adversarial index can be interpreted as
markers of intergroup differentiation and conflict, although of a different nature in both
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cases. The Adversarial index, exploring the relative emphasis on self-exclusive “you”
words as compared to self-inclusive pronouns, reflects conflict and polarization
between political parties. And indeed the fact that self-exclusive “you” words are
used at a higher rate to discuss immigration by conservative Popular Party when
they are in the opposition would suggest that they are using this topic to accentuate
confrontation in partisan battle.

The Ingroup vs. outgroup index, on the other hand, reflects a more or less divisive
representation of the relation between natives and immigrants, as it has been argued.
And research has shown that people unconsciously tend to rate more positively what-
ever is paired with a first-person plural than whatever is paired with a third-person
plural, so that a higher proportion of outgroup designators (“they,” “them”) will auto-
matically provide the speech with a more negative evaluative tone, thus perpetuating
intergroup biases (Perdue et al., 1990). In fact, people actively generate such evaluative
associations by choosing more positive semantic contexts for self- versus other pro-
nouns, thus producing and reproducing differences between social categories in eval-
uative associations (Gustafsson Sendén et al., 2014). The evaluative gap between
self-inclusive and self-exclusive pronouns was even shown to be magnified (i) in the
case of collective rather than individual pronouns, and (ii) in an intergroup condition
versus an individual or interpersonal condition (Gustafsson Sendén et al., 2014).
Our data meet both these magnifying conditions, because (i) the Ingroup vs. outgroup
index deals with plural pronouns, and (ii) a parliamentary debate is a prototypical inter-
group context in which partisan differences activate both self- and group-serving
biases. Therefore, a higher rate of “they” words in conservative PP’s speeches when
they are in the opposition suggests the party tends to accentuate negative “othering”
of immigrant persons in order to regain power.

Moreover, the fact that the effects of party ideology and political position are par-
tially concurrent and parallel on both intergroup conflict indices would suggest the pos-
sibility that one thing is used in order to achieve the other -i.e., a more divisive
representation of natives and immigrants helps polarize partisan battle. Although
that possibility cannot be tested with our present data on intergroup indices, our
results nonetheless show that language patterns (even those of non-semantic function
words such as grammatical person markers) can offer a lens into psychosocial pro-
cesses that can provide rich data about political intergroup dynamics.

Finally, the fact that such intergroup-polarizing linguistic changes only happen in
conservative PP, while moderate-left PSOE does not change intergroup language
when shifting from government to the opposition, is quite consistent with political
science literature arguing that mainstream right-wing parties, rather than only alt-right
parties, have had a very significant role in the politicization of immigration issues in
Europe (cf. Bale, 2008; Green-Pedersen & Krogstrup, 2008; Meyer & Rosenberg,
2015). Maybe Spain was never exceptional in the issue of politicization of immigra-
tion, after all (Amat & Garcés-Mascareñas, 2018; Morales et al., 2015; Ros &
Morales, 2015), but politicization of the topic had been happening even in absence
of radical right parties, and that helps explain the very successful irruption of Vox
shortly after the end of the period covered by our data (cf. Turnbull-Dugarte, 2019).
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Limitations and Future Research

This work presents two key contributions: one regarding the methodology employed and
the other offering a promising insight into the understanding of immigration in the context
of partisan battle. As for the methodological one, four linguistic indices have been created
ex-novo -the Immigrant stereotypical framing index, the Ingroup vs outgroup index, the
Adversarial style index, and the Positive vs negative emotion index. The construction of
the first index involved human annotation of a corpus. To the best of our knowledge, it
is also the first time that the Information Gain methodology has been used to expand
human annotation from a small corpus to a larger one. The other three new indexes can
be applied to any Spanish text using available resources such as the spaCy v3.0 tagger
and the LIWC2007 dictionary. Additionally, these contributions are also relevant
because they explore the adaptations required by NLP tools to Spanish, an underrepre-
sented language in the emerging literature of computational social science.

However, the behavior of these novel indexes should be further investigated and
improved in future research. First and foremost, a closer examination of the specific refer-
ents of pronoun-based indexes in every instance of use is called for. Although parliamen-
tary practice makes it sensible to assume that youwords may be the main resource to signal
intergroup distance with political adversaries, while they words may operate as markers of
intergroup distance with the social categories the speech is about (immigrants, in this case),
the truth is that this is just a fair assumption due to the exploratory nature of this piece of
research. Therefore, our pronoun-based indexes should be refined to be able to accurately
identify their referents—a shortcoming that is shared with most research using dictionary-
based tools such as LIWC. Moreover, the behavior of such indexes in this and other con-
texts should be further examined. Just to give some examples, the way intergroup conflict
indexes behave in communicative interactions in which the interlocutor is not present—
such as political speeches at rallies, press conferences or opinion articles—might be
explored; and the positivity or negativity of a discourse should be evaluated not only by
relying on words that express emotions, but also on other linguistics markers.

Regarding the study of immigration in the context of partisan battle, the main contribu-
tion of this research is to show that political position, linked to intergroup conflict, is a key
variable. The political ideology of the speaker is not enough to explain the variability that
appears in the content and linguistic style of parliamentary discourses about immigration.

The fact that these linguistic indices are sensitive to the dynamics of political battle
opens up new avenues for studying how stereotypes are constructed in everyday lan-
guage by political elites or other population groups who are difficult to study with other
methodologies. Future research should examine whether the rhetorical strategies iden-
tified by these linguistic indexes are also present in other controversial issues, for
example, women’s rights, LGTBQ+ communities, climate change, etc.

On the other hand, the objectives of this research made it appropriate to focus only
on parties that have held government responsibilities, specifically majority parties, as
they are the ones who truly feel themselves to be the main challenger when they are not
in power. However, a thorough analysis of politicization of this and other issues in Spain
would require to examine whether the same results apply to the discourse of minority

Chulvi et al. 23



parties in the Spanish parliament. Some of these political actors combine their ideological
affiliation on the right-left axis with the defense of territorial interests linked to different
regions of Spain, making the group dynamics more complex and presenting a greater chal-
lenge in the operationalization of indices such as the Ingroup vs outgroup index.

Moreover, from 2016 until now, the landscape of the Spanish Parliament has expe-
rienced a deep transformation with the entry of a radical right party in Congress.
Immigration is at the center of radical-right political discourse and it would be neces-
sary to examine if these indices are useful to detect ideological differences and the
dynamics of intergroup conflict in this new context. Also, it could be interesting to
measure if and how the arrival of the radical-right parties has affected the communica-
tion patterns of the rest of political actors in the Spanish Parliament.

Conclusions

Natural language processing (NLP) opens up many promising possibilities of psycho-
social research in fields and topics in which targets of interest were difficult to reach
through traditional methods. This has been typically the case with political elites,
although their role in shaping public opinion and discourse on issues that are essential
for civic life has long been commented upon (Helbling, 2014). This paper has tried to
exploit such possibilities to tentatively explore the role of Spanish political elites in the
politicization of immigration, one of the issues (politicization, rather than immigration)
that has recently posed a biggest threat to democratic systems in Europe. Inasmuch as
this kind of research can illuminate dynamics that deeply affect peaceful coexistence, it
would be important that social and computer scientists joined forces to advance and
refine reliable psychosocial indicators that leverage the possibilities for social under-
standing that NLP offers, and that they did so in languages other than English. This
piece of research is a first step in that direction.
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Notes

1 Although Spain is a parliamentary system with up to 15 political parties represented in
Congress, it essentially worked until 2018 as a two-party system, with two large nation-
wide parties alternating in government and forming single-party cabinets with the occa-
sional parliamentary support of some small regional parties. Moderate-left Socialist Party
was in office from 1982 to 1996, and then again from 2004 to 2011. Conservative
Popular Party held office from 1996 to 2004, and then again from 2011 to 2018.

2 The only Spanish radical-right party represented in the Spanish parliament to this day, Vox,
first emerged as a prime contender in regional elections in 2018 and national elections in
2019.

3 A Gold Standard Corpus (GSC) is a manually annotated corpus of text that, after due val-
idation, can be used to train and evaluate the performance of automatic and semi-automatic
classifiers in discrimination tasks (cf. Wissler et al., 2014). In this case, the GSC described
and validated in Sánchez-Junquera et al. (2021) was used as a baseline upon which a semi-
automatic procedure was devised to evaluate “victim-framing” and “threat-framing” in a
new dataset comprising all immigration speeches delivered by PP and PSOE representatives
in the Spanish Congress between 1996 and 2016.

4 Information gain (IG) is a method that helps identify which words or phrases in a text are the
most informative or relevant to a particular topic or classification. It is often used in text
classification tasks, such as determining if a piece of text is positive or negative, or identi-
fying the topic of a text. The method calculates the reduction in entropy after a specific
feature (word or phrase) is observed. Entropy is a measure of the uncertainty or randomness
in a set of data. By reducing the uncertainty, the feature is considered more informative.
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