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expressed stances and extract survey-like data. I then use item response theory to
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while allowing for greater flexibility in resolving construct validity challenges.
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1 Introduction

The ideology of political actors is central to many models of political phenomena. Key to em-

pirical tests of these models are reliable and valid measures for the beliefs of citizens, elites,

or groups whose behaviors the theory seeks to explain. For this reason, scholars of legisla-

tures (Poole and Rosenthal 2009), judiciaries (Martin and Quinn 2002), elections (S. A. Jessee

2009), social media (Barberá 2015), campaign finance (Bonica 2014), rebel groups (Tokdemir

et al. 2021), and more have all created unique measures of ideology.

Despite the fact that they seek to measure the same underlying concept, these models and

methods generally treat estimating ideology as a unique task for the specific substantive applica-

tion at hand. Often, this is a necessity because the measurement strategy relies on unique data,

such as roll call votes, judicial decisions, surveys, expert opinions or manifestos, generated by

the individuals or groups whose ideology the researchers seek to estimate. While these methods

have enabled many tests of important theories, they also suffer from two notable weaknesses:

First, they produce scores that are difficult to compare across political systems and institutions.

This is because estimates are often derived from data sources peculiar to an institution. As a

result, a sub-literature on how to “bridge” between ideal spaces has developed (e.g. S. Jessee

2016; Epstein et al. 2007).

Second, most approaches place individuals on undefined “left-right” scales. This may be

sufficient for many applications, but advances in the study of ideology have created a need to

measure the concept in different ways. While concerns about the dimensionality of ideology have

long been raised (e.g. Lauderdale and Clark 2014; Poole and Rosenthal 2009), scholars have

recently turned their attention to nonpolicy-related ideological considerations, most notably

affect. Scholars now routinely differentiate between affective (i.e. in-group love and out-group

hate) and ideological (i.e. policy preference) polarization (e.g. Iyengar, Sood, and Lelkes 2012;

Iyengar et al. 2019; Druckman and Levendusky 2019; Costa 2021). Work by Mason (2015,

2018) shows groups can display high levels of affective polarization while having similar policy

preferences. Ideal point estimates that do not differentiate between affect and policy thus may

not be appropriate for many research questions.

Current methods of measuring affect include self reports and surveys (e.g. Iyengar, Sood,

and Lelkes 2012; Druckman and Levendusky 2019), implicit association tests (Iyengar and

Westwood 2015), and behavioral measures such as bias in dating and labor markets (Huber and
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Malhotra 2017; Gift and Gift 2015). Most notably, the feeling thermometer “has become the

primary vehicle for measuring affect toward a wide range of groups in the electorate” (Iyengar

et al. 2019). These approaches are all expensive to implement and potentially limited in the

populations they can reach. While they have had great success measuring affect among citizens,

it is difficult to translate these them to political elites and groups. As a result, the affective

aspects of political beliefs remain difficult to study.

I propose a new method, useful across contexts and actors, to measure ideology. Nearly all

citizens, politicians, and political groups publicly express their beliefs. In the process, they

produce text which can be used to measure their ideology. Text is often generated at a high

frequency – providing scholars a regular stream of new data. Further, text provides a more

explicit signal about affect, policy preferences, or other elements of ideology than do voting

behavior, campaign contributions, or implicit association tests.

However, while current approaches that estimate ideology from text are fast and convenient,

they have inherent limitations that prevent them from fully capitalizing on the aforementioned

advantages of text. First, they often rely on word counts or word vectors for scaling – methods

that struggle to make detailed semantic inferences. Second, many are restricted to specific

populations or document types. Finally, they scale across all word or embedding features

within the text to derive ideal points rather than allowing researchers to explicitly define the

features. These limitations prevent the creation of more well specified scaling instruments such

as those that explicitly measure affect or policy preferences, or topic specific scales such as a

measurement on attitudes towards gun control or approval of party leadership.

The approach described in this paper, called Semantic Scaling, relies on large language models

to classify documents based on their semantics or meaning. From these classifications, I extract

survey-like data from observed subjects. With these data, I use Bayesian Markov Chain Monte

Carlo techniques to estimate subjects’ ideological positions. This approach can be used to

measure the ideologies of citizens, elites, and groups; it allows researchers to define the type of

ideology to be estimated (e.g., policy-based or affective) and it provides robust estimates on a

variety of document types and length.

I validate the method using two examples from American politics: the policy preferences of

Twitter users and the policy and affective ideological positions of members of Congress. First,

I demonstrate that Semantic Scaling recaptures the results of Tweetscores (Barberá 2015),

the leading approach to estimating user ideology from Twitter. Notably, I find that when
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Tweetscores and Semantic Scaling disagree, human labelers tend to agree with Semantic Scal-

ing. Second, I show that Semantic Scaling produces policy-based ideology scores that match

DW-NOMINATE (Poole and Rosenthal 2009). Further, I demonstrate that because Semantic

Scaling allows researchers to explicitly define their ideological dimensions it can credibly mea-

sure legislators’ in-group/out-group affect. This represents the first scaling method to credibly

measure affect from passively observed data and provides opportunities for scholars to measure

affect for populations – like elites and groups – for whom survey-based measures of the concept

are elusive.

2 Text Scaling Methods

With the many potential advantages of ideal point estimation from text, it is no wonder that

Wordfish and Wordscores significantly impacted the political science literature (Slapin and

Proksch 2008; Laver, Benoit, and Garry 2003; Lauderdale and Herzog 2016). In the right

context, these approaches, as well as more recently developed alternatives (e.g. Lauderdale

and Herzog 2016; Temporão et al. 2018) provide fast and robust estimates of ideology with

widely accessible software implementations. A more recent approach proposed by Rheault and

Cochrane (2020) advances these word-based scaling methods by using word vectors, rather than

word counts, and party labels to create “party embeddings” for scaling legislators.

However, research validating these methods demonstrates that robust estimates are limited to

narrow contexts. Temporão et al. (2018) find that Wordfish does not work well for social media

data, and Grimmer and Stewart (2013) reach similar conclusions on legislator press releases.

Bruinsma and Gemenis (2019) similarly find that Wordscores fails to capture estimates for

European parties consistent with expert judgement, and Party Embeddings from Rheault and

Cochrane (2020) are confined to legislators by design. In all cases, text based scaling methods

get relatively poor separation between parties compared to gold-standard methods such as

DW-NOMINATE (Lauderdale and Herzog 2016; Rheault and Cochrane 2020).

Both the premise and challenge of current text scaling methods is that they attempt to

create a task-specific language model via word vectors or word counts that computers can use

to infer semantics. This has two primary drawbacks. First, it necessitates a large volume

of data to construct a sufficient model. In the case of word counts, it also necessitates the

questionable assumption that context can be safely ignored. Second, the process of placing all
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aspects of language use into a vector space and then scaling from the resulting model is perhaps

less principled than would be ideal. Scaling is a dimensionality reduction task and scaling

from a holistic model of language means it is often unclear exactly what linguistic features

are influencing point estimation. This implies that scaling methods may leverage regionalisms

or other linguistic features that correlate with ideology, but are not ideological.1 Careful text

pre-processing and document selection may somewhat alleviate this challenge, but does not

eliminate it. These pre-processing steps also introduce multiple arbitrary decision points that

can significantly alter results (Denny and Spirling 2018).

As a result, current text-based scaling methods do not fully capitalize on the promise of text

as a data source for ideal point estimation. They provide great utility in the right circumstances

because they are easy to implement and can readily incorporate new data. However, they are

either particular to a population or document type or produce dimensions that cannot be readily

defined.

A potential alternative approach to using word counts or word vectors is to organize docu-

ments by topic, label them for the political preferences they express based on their semantics or

meaning, and then use a traditional item response theory (IRT) model to infer ideology. This

would circumvent many of the challenges inherent to word counts or vector based methods.

Rather than scaling from word counts or the undefined dimensions of a word vector, it would

estimate ideology from expressed beliefs – similar to survey responses.

However, this introduces a new problem of scope. Labeling the documents must be automated

for the approach to be practical and computers cannot natively understand document semantics

to produce such labels. Supervised classifiers may work on a small scale, but labeling documents

for each item we wish to scale along (e.g. presidential approval, out-group attitudes, gun control,

etc.) might entail compiling many training data sets and training many classifiers.

Recently developed language models solve this problem of scope. They are increasingly adept

at inferring the semantics of documents without additional training (e.g. Laurer et al. 2022;

Burnham 2023; Gilardi, Alizadeh, and Kubli 2023). This process of using a generalized language

1. Consider a toy example with the statement “What do y’all think about Biden?”. The phrase conveys no

ideological information. However, if language is modeled using word counts and co-occurrences “y’all” might be

incorrectly associated with negative views on Biden because it is used more frequently in the American South.

Because voters in the American South tend to have more negative views on Joe Biden, southern regionalisms

will more-frequently co-occur with negative statements about Biden and be assumed to communicate negative

sentiments towards him.
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model to label data without training it is known as “zero-shot” classification. The implication

is that researchers can use a single model to obtain high quality labels on an arbitrary number

of items of interest with no manual labeling or model training. This largely obviates the need

to compile large volumes of data, long documents, or estimate the distribution of word counts

to infer the position a document expresses.

Thus, new advances in large language models enable a shift in the paradigm of how we can

estimate ideology from text. Rather than deconstructing language use into word count distri-

butions or modeling the meaning of individual words with vectors to estimate ideology, we can

instead label documents for the political positions they express and apply a more conventional

IRT model to the document labels to produce ideal point estiamtes. This allows researchers

to explicitly define which features are contributing to ideal point estimates, separate scales of

interest such as affect and policy preferences, estimate the preferences of citizens, elites, and

groups, and obtain estimates with relatively small amounts of data.

3 Approach

A useful touch point for conceptualizing the process of Semantic Scaling is an open text survey.

Consider a survey that asks for short text answers to a variety of political questions (e.g., “In

politics, as of today, do you consider yourself a Republican, a Democrat or an independent?”,

“In general, do you feel that the laws covering the sale of firearms should be made more strict,

less strict or kept as they are now?). A researcher might then label responses as conservative

or not and use a two parameter logistic item response theory model to measure ideology.

The general population, political elites, and organizations all routinely provide information

akin to these survey responses via social media, press releases, opinion articles, and more.

Members of Congress send newsletters to their constituents expressing their views on the issues

before them. Citizens share their opinions on social media. Interest Groups write opinion pieces

and press releases to stake their positions publicly. All of these expressions of position are text

ripe for analysis. By labeling these documents for expressed beliefs, they can be used as data

in a similar item response theory model to produce a measure of ideology.

However, text corpora often present at least two additional challenges that complicate the

modeling process. The first is the aforementioned problem of scope. Unlike in a survey, subjects

in an open source data context can generate multiple text samples related to a single item. This
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adds an additional dimension to the number of text samples that must be labeled. Formally, the

number of text samples is n×k×µk, where n is the number of research subjects, k is the number

of items or topics used for scaling, and µk is the average number of text samples users generate

per item. This number of documents and items will quickly become so numerous that manual

labeling and supervised classifiers are too resource intensive for most research applications.

The second challenge is that this process produces count data – and in some instances highly

dispersed count data. Conventional IRT models, factor analysis, or other scaling methods are

not designed for such data. Transformation of the data from count to either binary or continuous

[0,1] data would constitute a significant loss of information: what items people choose to engage

with more frequently is potentially ideologically significant. In the next two sections I present

solutions to each of these challenges.

3.1 Labeling Data

The initial challenge is to identify which stances each of the documents in our corpus express.

While a comprehensive overview of stance identification in text is beyond the scope of this

paper, I outline a general process explained by Burnham (2023) by way of example. This

frames stance detection in terms of what is known as “entailment classification.” In entailment

classification, text samples are classified in “statement” and “hypothesis” pairs. The statements

are the corpus of documents we wish to label, and the hypotheses are statements created by the

researcher that represent a particular stance. The classifier then determines if the hypothesis is

true, given the content of a document. Consider, for example, an op-ed headline and hypothesis

pair such as the following:

Statement: “I’m Joining the Republican Party. Here’s Why.”

Hypothesis: “The author of this text supports Republicans.”

The standard for textual entailment is that a statement entails a hypothesis if a human reading

the statement would conclude that the hypothesis is true (AlDayel and Magdy 2021). Thus,

in this example the correct classification is true and we would count this as one observation of

the author supporting Republicans. To label our corpus we simply repeat this process for all

documents and hypotheses that we are interested in.

The objective of classifying documents in this fashion is to generate an n × k matrix that

contains counts of the number of times an author n expressed opinion k. If we wish to scale

attitudes towards Republicans, for example, we might have a column in our matrix that counts
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the number of documents expressing support for Republicans, and another column that counts

the number of documents expressing opposition to Republicans. It should be noted that longer

documents can contain many ideologically significant statements. Accordingly, in most cases it

will be appropriate to break up longer documents into sentences or paragraphs for classification

and thus a “document” may only be a single sentence. A typical pipeline for labeling documents

might consist of the following:

1. Tag documents according to which scaling items they are related to. This may be done

by keywords or topic models. For example, I might assume all documents containing the

word “republican” are related to the dimensions measuring attitudes towards Republicans.

2. Create a set of hypotheses that represent the opinions you want to classify for each scale

(e.g. “The author of this text supports Republicans”, “The author of this text opposes

Republicans”).

3. Match documents to relevant hypotheses via keywords or topic labels and classify docu-

ments using a large language model for entailment of hypotheses.

To accomplish the classification step, researchers have a number of language models to choose

from. While GPT-4 is currently the most capable stance classification model available (Burnham

2023), I want to avoid using large proprietary models that are not reproducible and are expensive

to use at a large scale. Accordingly, I use an open source transformer model trained specifically

for entailment classification, also known as natural language inference (Yin, Hay, and Roth

2019). These models are open source, significantly more accessible and reproducible than GPT-

4, and achieve classification performance similar to supervised classifiers (Burnham 2023).

While my approach represents an acceptable compromise between accessibility and current

state-of-the-art, the landscape of language models is rapidly evolving. More sophisticated mod-

els will become increasingly accessible and this method will improve as classification performance

improves. I emphasize that the objective is to simply obtain a matrix with the count of docu-

ments generated that express a set of stances. Researchers should consult recent literature to

determine which approaches and models are most appropriate for their data.

3.2 Assumptions and Statistical Model

I assume the documents authors generate are more likely to entail hypotheses they agree with

than hypotheses they do not. This assumption is consistent with spatial models of ideology
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that underlie scaling methods based on roll call votes (Poole and Rosenthal 2009), campaign

contributions (Bonica 2014), and network analysis (Barberá 2015).

However, modeling ideology from document counts poses a particular challenge. To obtain

accurate estimates we cannot assume the count of conservative (liberal) documents is solely a

function of ideology. An ideologically moderate person with a high rate of document generation

may create more conservative documents than a conservative with low document generation.

This precludes using established count IRT models, such as the Conway-Maxwell Poisson IRT

model (Beisemann 2022), designed for testing or experimental conditions where subjects are

assumed to have similar levels of engagement.

To solve this, we can assume document generation is a Bernoulli process in which each

document person i generates is a conservative (liberal) document about item j with probability

pij . The count of person i’s conservative (liberal) documents about item j, xij , is thus binomially

distributed:

xij ∼ B(yi, pij) (1)

Where yi is the total count of documents generated. 2

Other political science applications of IRT to measure ideology model the probability that

an action (e.g. vote) is conservative (liberal)(e.g. Martin and Quinn 2002). We can then think

of pij in the above sampling distribution similarly. The probability that a document is about

item j and is conservative (liberal), pij , can be expressed as as a two parameter IRT model in

slope-intercept form as:

pij = logit−1(δj + αjθi) (2)

Where j is the item or document topic, δj is the intercept for item j, αj is the discrimination

parameter, and θi is person i’s ideology. By substituting equation 2 in to equation 1 the sampling

distribution can be defined as a logit parameterization of the binomial distribution:

xij ∼ B(yi, logit
−1(δj + αjθi)) (3)

By substituting logit−1(δj+αjθi) for pi in the cumulative distribution function for the binomial

2. An alternative parameterization of the model assumes xij ∼ B(yij , pij). That is, xij is binomially distributed

around the total count for item j rather than simply the total document count. This assumes observations have

an equal probability to generate content about item j and thus the topics people engage with is not ideologically

relevant.
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distribution we can derive the likelihood function for n observations and k items as:

L(δ, α, θ|x, y) =
n∏

i=1

k∏
j=1

(
xij
yi

)
logit−1(δj + αjθi)

yi(1− logit−1(δj + αjθi))
xij−yi (4)

This model is unidentified for maximum likelihood estimation – because the αjθi term is

multiplying two unknown variables, the variables can take on many values while still creating

a valid solution. In lieu of maximum likelihood, we can use Bayesian methods to identify the

model with a few assumptions. By constraining theta to N(0, 1) we can identify the scale and

location of the parameters (Bafumi et al. 2005; Gelman and Hill 2007). However, the model still

suffers from reflection invariance, meaning the estimated ideological scale can be flipped without

a change to the prediction. As a result, it is not clear which ideological direction is represented

by positive or negative values. This can be resolved by leveraging the prior information we have

about observations to set initial values for θ in the expected directions (Bafumi et al. 2005).

For example, if party labels are available we could assign Democrats an initial θ value of -1

and Republicans a value of 1. Where party labels are not available, we can use information

known about the topics discussed in our documents. In the applications below, I assign people

that make more conservative statements than liberal statements a prior value of 1 and all other

observations are given a prior of -1.

With these constraints, we can use maximum a posteriori (MAP), or Bayesian MCMC to

fit the model and obtain ideal point estimates. The joint posterior of the distribution can be

specified as:

p(δ, α, θ|x, y) ∝ L(δ, α, θ|x, y)Π[p(αj)p(δj)p(θi)] (5)

where p(αj), p(δj), and p(θi) are the assumed prior probability density functions of the pa-

rameters (e.g. normal, Cauchy). If researchers have additional information on the structure of

ideology in their sample this can readily be incorporated. For example, researchers may wish to

incorporate random effects if party labels are known. In the applications for this paper, I use

MCMC with No-U-Turn sampling to obtain estimates with standard errors and use standard

normal priors on all parameters. This identifies the model with weakly informed priors and

ensures that results shown do not represent overfitting to strong priors.

10



3.3 Items and Data Structure

The nature of document counts introduces a final complication. Conventional IRT models

assume item labels are mutually exclusive – a vote, ruling, survey answer, etc. can be either

liberal or conservative but not both. Under this assumption, item responses can be given a

binary coding of conservative (liberal) or not.

This assumption does not hold for document counts. If each item can be answered multiple

times it can be answered in both liberal and conservative directions.3 Further, documents about

political topics need not express any particular political preference, such as a news headline

stating factual events. This creates a potential problem in estimating the ideology of moderates

if items are only represented once with a count of liberal or conservative documents. To resolve

this, each item or topic on the scale should be represented twice in the data. Once as a count

of conservative documents and a second time as a count of liberal documents.

4 Application 1: Political Twitter

Social media is a particularly fruitful medium for Semantic Scaling. It is a common space

for both political elites and the general public, and many platforms produce large volumes of

political text in the form of posts, titles, captions, etc. Social media text is also often short

in length, which can pose a challenge for word counts methods because it can result in sparse

word count matrices.

4.1 Data and Methods

I use Twitter as an initial application because it is a well researched medium for political

discussion and is thus ideal for testing new methods. Tweetscores – a network-based method of

scaling – has been validated against party registration and NOMINATE scores (Barberá 2015)

and thus provides a useful benchmark. For each user I obtain ideal point estimates for both

affect and policy preferences and test if Semantic Scaling is able to recapture the ideological

distribution measured by Tweetscores.

I gathered a sample of 32,000 politically active Twitter users and collected all of their tweets

generated between September 1, 2020 and February 28, 2021. I then estimated ideal points for

3. For example, a person may tweet that they are “pro-life” and also that they oppose a ban on abortion at

six weeks.
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each user with the Tweetscores package in R (Barberá 2015). From the initial sample I culled

observations for which I could not reliably estimate ideology with Tweetscores (R̂ > 1.05).

Slight attrition also occurred during the data collection period due to users being banned or

deleting their accounts. At the end of collection the sample consisted of 21,628 Twitter users.

I then randomly sampled 10,000 users that had at least 15 posts related to affect and 15 posts

related to policy preferences.

To define the affective scale, I follow the literature from Amira, Wright, and Goya-Tocchetto

(2021), Iyengar et al. (2019), Druckman and Levendusky (2019) and others. Specifically, I

conceptualize affect as in-group love and out-group hate. Affective documents are those that

express opinions about either political elites (politicians or media personalities) or political

groups (liberals and conservatives or Republicans and Democrats). I distinguish between general

references to political groups and references to media and political elites based on the findings

by Druckman and Levendusky (2019) that people differentiate between attitudes towards elites

and ordinary citizens. I further differentiate between elites and the two presidential candidates

because the presidential candidates are disproportionately discussed compared to other elites

and occupy a distinct position as party leaders in an election year.

To define aspects of the policy preference scale, I used a topic model to create a list of twenty

common political topics discussed during this period. I eliminated topics I determined did not

capture clear policy divides (e.g. “the economy”) and selected the five most commonly discussed

topics as determined by document counts. A list of the items associated with each scale is found

in Table 1. As mentioned in section 3.3, items are represented three times in my data: once

for liberal statements and once for conservative statements. This makes for a total of 22 items

across the two scales. Items are not considered mutually exclusive and thus any document may

count towards both affective and policy scales.

The topics each tweet is associated with was determined via simple keyword matching. A list

of keywords for each item is in Appendix C. Table 1 provides a summary of the distribution of

each item. Affective topics were much more commonly discussed than policy, with the exception

of COVID-19 response. We also see that the count data exhibits extreme overdispersion.

I created a basic set of entailment hypotheses that represent conservative, liberal, and neutral

stances for each item and used these with an entailment classifier to label documents. A complete

set of these hypotheses is in Appendix C. Hypotheses were matched to tweets based on the

key words they contained. I then used a DeBERTa model trained for zero-shot entailment
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Scale Item Median Mean Variance

Affect

Trump 132 499 1, 451, 823
Biden 30 122 91, 822
Conservatives 62 237 359, 892
Liberals 23 104 81, 497
Conservative Elites 20 79 46, 634
Liberal Elites 31 108 71, 375

Policy

Election Fraud 8 48 25, 535
COVID-19 55 172 157, 048
Guns 5 16 1, 303
Abortion 2 7 421
Race and Policing 3 11 605

Table 1: Tweet count distribution across items

classification to label document-hypothesis pairs (Laurer et al. 2022; He et al. 2020). The result

is an n×k matrix that contains the counts of conservative and liberal tweets made by each user

along each item.

Finally, I used Bayesian Markov Chain Monte Carlo with No-U-turn Sampling and standard

normal priors on the parameters to estimate the model outlined in equation 4. To solve reflective

invariance I use the procedure outlined above and assign a prior of 1 to θi for individuals with

more conservative tweets and a prior of -1 to θi for individuals with more liberal tweets. I then

estimated ideology along affective and policy scales independently, and then again combining

affect and policy items into a single scale. The model ran for 40,000 iterations after burn-in and

no parameter had an R̂ higher than 1.01. Trace plots and additional convergence diagnostics

are in Appendix D.

4.2 Results

In Figure 1, I report the correlations and their associated standard errors between Semantic

Scales, as well as plot the distributions and scatter plots. All scales recapture the bimodal

distribution of the data and both the joint policy and affect scale is highly correlated with

Tweetscores (ρ = 0.9, se = 0.004). The affective scale is notably more informative to the

combined scale than policy, and the affective scores correlate more highly (ρ = 0.9, se = 0.004)

with Tweetscores than the policy scores do (ρ = 0.82, se = 0.006). The local minimum between

the modes on the policy scale is notably higher than any of the other measurements, indicating

lower levels of polarization on policy. While this could potentially be alleviated by adding more

policy related items to the scale, it is also consistent with Mason (2015), which find that policy
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Figure 1: Semantic Scaling recaptures the bimodal distribution and is highly correlated with
Tweetscores.

preferences can cut across political identities.

When the two methods disagree, which is right? To answer this question I examined observa-

tions where Tweetscores and Semantic Scaling differ the most. To select these points I regressed

Tweetscores on the joint Semantic Scale with a simple bi-variate linear model and selected the

100 observations with the highest residuals. Figure 2 shows a scatter plot of these observa-

tions. The axes are drawn at the local minimum between the modes of both the Tweetscores

(x-axis) and Semantic (y-axis) distributions to roughly divide liberal and conservative observa-

tions. Observations in quadrants two and four indicate directional disagreements in ideology

between the methods while the observations in quadrants one and three represent disagreements

of magnitude.

For each of these observations, I pulled a random sample of 25 political tweets and had

a research assistant read the tweets and determine if they thought the author was liberal,

conservative, or moderate. The results indicate that on points of disagreement, Semantic Scaling

provides superior estimates of ideology according to human judgment. Semantic Scaling is

correlated with human labels at ρ = 0.75 (se = 0.07) while Tweetscores is correlated at ρ = 0.18

(se = 0.10). In quadrants one and three, we see that Tweetscores, Semantic Scaling, and human

labels largely agree. In quadrants two and four, where Tweetscores and Semantic Scaling have
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Figure 2: Scatter plot of the 100 observations with the highest residuals when regressing
Tweetscores on Semantic Scaling. Axes are drawn at the local minimum between
the modes of the distributions to roughly divide liberals and conservatives. Human
labels derived by reading a random sample of tweets from each user largely agree with
Semantic Scaling over Tweetscores.

directional differences, human labels largely agree with Semantic Scaling.

5 Application 2: The 117th Congress

Estimating the ideologies of members of Congress provides a second point of validation. DW-

NOMINATE scores, which are commonly used measures of Congressional ideology, rely on

members’ votes to generate ideal point estimates. As Cox and McCubbins (2007) have argued,

the set of votes that members take on the floor is highly curated by partisan agenda setting.

This, coupled with other aspects of legislative politics–such as strategic abstentions–suggest

that the roll call record is not an ideal data source for unbiased estimates of legislative ideology

(Carrubba, Gabel, and Hug 2008; Rosas, Shomer, and Haptonstahl 2015; Ainsley et al. 2020).

Estimating Congressional ideologies offers a second point of validation via DW-NOMINATE

scores. While Poole and Rosenthal (2009) argue roll call votes represent true preferences, they

also acknowledge that their analysis of House committees and roll call votes is consistent with

Cox and McCubbins (2007)’s model of party behavior in Congress. This model suggests parties

control votes and minimize defection primarily through controlling which bills make it to the

floor for a vote. Thus, while roll call votes provide a wealth of ideologically informative data
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points, the information contained in the data is necessarily bounded by the agenda setting

priorities of the parties. This implies that minority factions that lack agenda setting power may

not be well represented by DW-NOMINATE scores while pivot points within Congress that have

significant agenda setting power will have robust ideological estimates. Congress thus provides

an interesting point of variance to see if Semantic Scaling can capture aspects of ideology not

well represented by roll call votes.

5.1 Data and Methods

The data I use consists of all newsletters sent by the 117th Congress collected by the DC Inbox

project (Cormack 2017), as well as all tweets sent by members and their campaign Twitter

accounts. To demonstrate that Semantic Scaling does not require Twitter data, Appendix 1

compares semantic scaling with Wordfish (Slapin and Proksch 2008) and finds that Semantic

Scaling produces consistent results regardless of the data source. Here, I present results that

use both newsletter and Twitter data because the additional data provides slightly more robust

estimates and allows me to include more members of Congress. I subset the data to only

include members of Congress that had at least five documents related to the affective and

policy scales, for a minimum of ten documents. Documents are defined as either an entire tweet,

or a single sentence from a newsletter. This resulted in a total of 433 members of Congress

and 425,028 documents. To pre-process the documents I removed non-alphanumeric characters

except emoji and divided newsletters into discrete sentences using a simple rule based sentence

splitter (Sadvilkar and Neumann 2020).

To classify the data for stance I used a process identical to the first application. Items related

to affect consist of statements about party leadership, presidential candidates, or Republicans

(or conservatives) and Democrats (or liberals) as a group. To identify policy items I first

scraped the list of most viewed bills for the 117th Congress from Congress.gov. I then counted

the number of times each bill was mentioned in the documents and derived a list of the ten most

frequently discussed bills. I then classified sentences mentioning these bills as either supporting

or opposing them. I limited the list of bills to ten because I found that counts of documents

mentioning bills beyond the most popular were very sparse, with even the most popular bill

only mentioned in 3% of documents. The bills among the most discussed primarily concerned

infrastructure spending and COVID-19 relief stimulus, and the Respect for Marriage Act. In

addition to these bills, I added general discussion on abortion, border control, and gun control
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Figure 3: The correlations and standard errors between Semantic Scaling and DW-NOMINATE
demonstrate that Semantic Scaling is able to recapture the distribution of DW-
NOMINATE.

to the policy preference scale as these were frequently discussed topics not well represented by

the most popular bills.

I then compiled a list of hypotheses for entailment classification and matched hypotheses to

documents using keywords (e.g. all documents containing the word “abortion” were classified

for stances expressed about abortion.) A complete set of items and their associated hypotheses

are in Appendix C. The Bayesian model ran for 100,000 iterations and no parameter had an R̂

higher than 1.01. Complete convergence diagnostics are in Appendix D.

5.2 Results

Ideal point distributions and correlations with DW-NOMINATE are shown in Figure 3. Seman-

tic Scaling is highly correlated with DW-NOMINATE (ρ = 0.95, se = 0.015) and recaptures

the bimodal nature of the distribution. Some additional demonstrations of face validity may be

informative here. To do so, I examine two groups in Congress: Senate moderates with agenda

setting power and “The Squad” and “MAGA Squad” sub-factions among House Democrats and

Republicans.

17



Figure 4: Both DW-NOMINATE and Semantic Scaling predict Mitt Romney, Susan Collins,
Kyrsten Sinema, and Joe Manchin to be among the most moderate members of the
Senate.

5.2.1 Senate Moderates

Senate moderates offer a unique point of validation because of the slim majority parties main-

tained during the 117th Congress. In accordance with Krehbiel (2010)’s pivotal politics model,

moderates have substantial power in agenda setting when slim majorities are maintained. Roll-

call-based scaling should thus provide robust estimates of moderate’s ideologies as votes are more

likely to reflect the preferences of pivot points. Figure 4 plots DW-NOMINATE scores against

Semantic Scaling with Joe Manchin, Susan Collins, Kyrsten Sinema, and Mitt Romney high-

lighted – four senators with a reputation for moderation and agenda control.4 DW-NOMINATE

identifies these senators among the most moderate in the chamber. Semantic Scaling produces

nearly identical results.

5.2.2 House Sub-factions

In contrast to the Senate moderates, “The Squad” (widely considered to consist of Alexandria

Ocasio-Cortez, Ilhan Omar, Ayanna Pressley, Rashida Tlaib, Jamaal Bowman, and Cori Bush

in the 117th Congress) poses a significant scaling challenge for DW-NOMINATE. This small

coalition of Democrats has a reputation for being highly progressive. However, Lewis (2022)

notes that, as of 2019, this coalition of liberal House members are estimated as moderates by

DW-NOMINATE. While the authors note they expect The Squad members to drift to the left

4. Lisa Murkowsi lacked sufficient data to be included in the analysis.
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over time, this drift has not manifest as of 2023.

This is the so-called “ends against the middle” problem occurs where extreme ends of the

party break with the majority because they are not liberal or conservative enough. Duck-

Mayr and Montgomery (2022) propose a statistical model that deftly resolves this issue in

some contexts. My goal here is not to propose another solution to the ends against the middle

problem, but rather to point out that the problem is one of construct validity. Conceptualized

as a measurement of how extreme policy preferences are, DW-NOMINATE fails relative to The

Squad while Duck-Mayr and Montgomery (2022) succeeds. Conceptualized as a measurement

of which of the two parties members prefer to vote with, DW-NOMINATE succeeds while

Duck-Mayr and Montgomery (2022) fails.

There are two key points here: First, construct validity is contingent upon the researcher’s

measurement goals. And second: Scaling is a dimensionality reduction technique and results

may not align with research goals when items are indiscriminately added to the model. As

shown in Figure 5, Semantic Scaling actually produces similar estimates to DW-NOMINATE

for House sub-factions when all items are included in the model. Members of The Squad are

generally further right than most would anticipate. As demonstrated below, this is due to

the fact that members of the squad more frequently criticize Democratic leadership than their

colleagues. The implication is that a single ideal point estimate like DW-NOMINATE or some

other metric may not be appropriate across all research questions. Rather, it may be better to

specify a scale that ensures minimal information loss across the dimensions of interest.

Semantic Scaling offers more leeway in aligning measurement and research objectives by

allowing researchers to more readily define the contents of their ideological scale. Consider a

research question in which ingroup-outgroup animosity is the treatment variable. Rather than

relying on existing metrics like DW-NOMINATE that may be misaligned with our goals, we

can instead use Semantic Scaling to construct something akin to a “feeling thermometer” for

the parties.

In Figure 6, I use the items related to affect towards both parties in order to create thermome-

ters for the Republican and Democratic parties. Zero represents the lowest oberserved value

and 100 represents the highest observed value, similar to a feeling thermometer. Consistent

with expectations, I find that the Squad and the MAGA Squad are more extreme than their

average party member in terms of out-group animosity. However, we also find that they have

less positive affect for their own party than the average party member. This is consistent with
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Figure 5: Both DW-NOMINATE and the Semantic Scale with all items show similar results
for House subfactions. The MAGA Squad is clearly conservative while the Squad is
perhaps more moderate than would be expected.

their propensity to criticize party leadership. As additional points of reference, I include two

outspoken critics of their own parties: Jared Golden for the Democratic party (current leader of

the Blue Dog Democrat coalition) and Liz Cheney for the Republican Party (perhaps the most

vocal dissident of her party with regards to the Trump impeachment trials and the January 6th

insurrection).

6 Discussion

This paper presented Semantic Scaling, a text-based method of ideal point estimation from

stance classification. The approach uses large language models to classify stance across scales

defined by the researcher and then an item response theory model to infer ideology. The ap-

proach is flexible, works well with short texts and low document counts, and can capture aspects

of ideology that may not be captured well through other mediums such as social networks or roll

call votes. Perhaps most significantly, it allows researchers to explicitly define the dimensions

along which they wish to scale. This paper demonstrates that Semantic Scaling can differen-

tiate the between affective and policy aspects of ideology, but future research may apply it to

arbitrary aspects of ideology.

The approach is not without challenges, however. Unlike methods such as Tweetscores or

DW-NOMINATE, Semantic Scaling does not scale across pre-defined items or data. Rather,

Semantic Scaling is more akin to scaling from a survey in that researchers must define the number
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Figure 6: Party affect similar to feeling thermometers constructed by scaling across items related
to the parties and party leadership, then applying a linear transformation on the
results so that the lowest observed value is equal to zero and the maximum observed
value is equal to 100.
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and content of items with each application. This provides great flexibility, but makes validation

across applications more challenging. Further, text-based methods of ideology estimation may

struggle in instances where actors are incentivized to obfuscate their preferences.

As language models continue to advance in both capabilities and efficiency, Semantic Scaling

will be increasingly accurate and accessible. Future research should endeavor to build software

and models that streamline this process. The results presented in this paper use models trained

for general language understanding. While these models are sufficient for a wide variety of

applications, domain adaptation to political speech can provide significant performance benefits

(Kawintiranon and Singh 2022; Burnham 2023). Tuning classifiers to labeled stance detection

data sets could thus enable better zero-shot classification performance for political scientists

and further improve the reliability and flexibility of Semantic Scaling.

Substantively, research in affective polarization is ripe for applications in Semantic Scaling

due to its ability to differentiate between group attitudes and policy preferences. This allows

researchers to move beyond simple sentiment dictionaries and adopt a more robust measurement

approach in a wider variety of communication contexts than other scaling methods would allow.
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