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Abstract. Mapping political party systems to metric policy spaces

is one of the major methodological problems in political science. At

present, in most political science projects this task is performed by

domain experts relying on purely qualitative assessments, with all the

attendant problems of subjectivity and labor intensiveness. We con-

sider how advances in natural language processing, including large

transformer-based language models, can be applied to solve that is-

sue. We apply a number of texts similarity measures to party political

programs, analyze how they correlate with each other, and – in the

absence of a satisfactory benchmark – evaluate them against other

measures, including those based on expert surveys, voting records,

electoral patterns, and candidate networks. Finally, we consider the

prospects of relying on those methods to correct, supplement, and

eventually replace expert judgments.

1 Preliminaries

Spatial models of politics, positing the existence of some metric (usu-

ally Euclidean) policy space that bijectively maps to the universe of

possible sets of political views and preferences, are central to many

theoretical and empirical models of political behavior of voters, leg-

islators, parties, and other political actors. For instance, such mod-

els can be used to explain election outcomes: we can assume that

each candidate and each voter is positioned somewhere in that pol-

icy space, and that voters prefer candidates closer to their own ideal

positions [34, 49]. Similarly, spatial models can be used to model

party competition (parties seek positions that would attract most vot-

ers) [2], legislative decisionmaking (legislators vote for alternatives

that are closer to their ideal points than the status quo) [149, 150],

or coalition formation (coalitions partners seek to minimize the dis-

tance of the expected coalition position and their own ideal point)

[7, 81, 36, 128]. A particularly simple example of a policy space

is one-dimensional ordered metric space [13, 43] which, in political

science, is usually associated with the traditional left-right spectrum.

Clearly, to evaluate and apply spatial models it is essential to es-

timate the positions of the actors involved, and political parties are

among the most important here [82, p. 7]. The prevalent approach
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to this problem is still based on more or less structured, but ulti-

mately qualitative human assessment, whether in the form of expert

surveys, such as the Chapel Hill Expert Survey [65, 6, 117, 69], V-

DEM expert survey [32, 112], Global Party Survey [109], or oth-

ers [62, 120, 10, 125, 126], or of human coding of party political

programs and electoral manifestos (see, e.g., 21, 41, 76, 158, 86).

The former approach is subject to coder bias and subjectivity, with

the resulting problems of reproducibility and reliability [18, 137].

There are also data availability issues: especially past party positions

cannot be reliably coded [156]. The document-based approach fares

somewhat better in those respects (although it still involves subjec-

tive judgments) [71, 96, 156], but is more time-consuming [44].

A natural solution would be to replace human coding with com-

puterized content analysis [115], and such attempts are already quite

numerous. See, e.g., [83, 9, 10, 74, 90, 134, 80]. Most of them follow

the political science focus on programs and manifestos, being based

on textual comparisons of such party documents. However, they have

developed in relative isolation from rapid advances made in the field

of natural language processing within the last 10 years. Thus, there

have been strikingly few attempts to use methods like word embed-

dings or large language models for party positioning or similarity

measurement, and no systematic comparisons or evaluations of their

performance in this field. This is the gap we aim to fill.

Our main objective is threefold: we seek to review measures of

party program similarity (both those already applied in this field and

those used to evaluate textual similarity in other fields), analyze their

correlation patterns, and evaluate their performance on real-life data

from Poland (2001-2019). Because there is no single benchmark to

use in that evaluation – party positions and party similarity are not

merely latent variables, but quite imprecisely defined and grasped

by researchers – we evaluate them against expert surveys, as well

as a number of non-programmatic party similarity measures (voter

behavior, candidate networks, and voting and coalition patterns).

1.1 Contribution

The principal contribution of this paper lies in systematically test-

ing, comparing, and benchmarking textual similarity measures

and algorithms developed in natural language processing and sty-

lometry as applied to the similarity analysis of political party pro-

grams. As far as we are aware, for most of the said methods this is a
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pioneering application in this field. We also experiment with different

hyperparameter choices and document length normalization methods

designed to correct for differences in input lengths. Finally, in light

of conceptual difficulties in defining party similarity, we introduce

and develop several benchmark measures (coalition, genealogical,

and electoral similarity indices are first introduced here).

1.2 Prior Work

Early research on the use of natural language processing for party

positioning has been dominated by a single-minded focus on topic

modeling [84, 121, 73, 83, 17, 113, 61], at least initially mostly

dictionary-based [35, 58, 37]. Later, the standard toolbox of com-

puterized party program analysis has been augmented with two ide-

ological scaling algorithms – WordScore and WordFish.

WordScore is a supervised scaling / classification method devel-

oped in 2003 by Benoit, Laver, and Lowe [83, 9, 10, 74, 90], and

resembling a naive Bayes classifier. It calls for estimating, for every

(non-stop) word in the corpus, a score vector, i.e., a vector of proba-

bilities that a given word appears in connection with a given label in

the training set. For prediction, we average word score vectors over

an input text. The result can be used either for scaling (with each co-

ordinate corresponding to one dimension of the scaling space) or for

classification (with the label corresponding to the largest coordinate

being the predicted one).

WordFish, developed by Slapin and Prokosch in 2008 [134], is a

term frequency-based method for unsupervised single-dimensional

scaling. It is based on an assumption that word frequencies follow

a Poisson distribution with the rate parameter depending on (latent)

party position. Both the latent variables and coefficients are estimated

using the expectation maximization algorithm. This method has been

used in [80] for ideological scaling of legislative speeches as well.

There exists voluminous literature on agreement between expert

surveys and document coding (usually combined with some scal-

ing method) [11, 71, 96], as well as on comparing the two with

other sources of data, usually voter and party elite surveys, party

self-placements, or – more recently – voting advice application data

[94, 122, 25, 87, 44, 50]. Relatively few such studies incorporate

behavioral data such as roll call voting records [77] or coalition for-

mation patterns [108]. Finally, some of the most recent works eval-

uate computerized content analysis methods, but none of them go

beyond WordScores and WordFish [63, 16, 127]. Researchers tend

to find high levels of agreement between expert surveys and other

data sources, except that manifesto data diverge (although that may

be the result of imperfect scaling rather than inherent problems) [44].

2 Textual Similarity Measures (text / styl)

2.1 Word Frequency Distributions

The earliest algorithmic approach to textual similarity is to represent

documents as (unordered) collections of words, informally referred

to as bags-of-words [46, p. 19]. Obviously, such a representation in-

volves loss of contextual information carried by the segmentation of

text into paragraphs and sentences and, more importantly, by their

grammatical structure arising from word orderings. However, it is

frequently employed for the sake of simplicity, and research suggests

it exhibits relatively good performance, see, e.g., [133].

Without further loss of information we can map any bag-of-words

to a probability distribution over individual words, thereby reducing

the problem of measuring their similarity to a well-known problem of

measuring similarity of discrete probability distributions [39, ch. 14].

Thus, the final representation of our corpus is an n × |V | matrix,

where n is the number of documents (party programs) and V is the

set of all words appearing in the corpus.

While researchers employing bag-of-words methods and word fre-

quency distributions differ in what text preprocessing techniques they

apply before mapping the input text to a bag-of-words [29], we opt

for more extensive preprocessing in the form of case-normalization

(i.e., lowercasing), lemmatization, and stop words removal. This is

because party programs are usually available only in their native

form, i.e., in original languages, many of which are inflected lan-

guages, and because they are relatively short. Hence, in the absence

of lemmatization, entropy of the word frequency would be artificially

inflated, potentially distorting the results.

We experiment with several variants of word frequency-based

methods: two word weighting methods and three metrics. The idea

underlying word weighting is that variance in word frequency across

documents increases with the expectation, wherefore more prevalent

words have a much greater effect on the results than those less preva-

lent but more distinctive to the corpus or to individual documents

[130]. The standard correction for this, originating in the field of

information retrieval but commonly used across all NLP fields, is

the term frequency–inverse document frequency (TF-IDF) measure,

where each word is assigned a weight decreasing with probability

that it occurs at least once within a random document in the corpus,

and the weighted word vectors are normalized in such manner that

their L2 norms equal 1 [3]. For our experiments, we test both un-

weighted word frequencies (TF) and TF-IDF.

With respect to the choice of a similarity measure, we experiment

with a number of standard functions. We denote the frequency matrix

by W, and its i-th column by Wi.

L1 (Manhattan) metric dL1
(i, j) := ‖Wi − Wj‖1, which for

stochastic vectors is identical up to a multiplicative constant to

the total variation distance dTV between corresponding probabil-

ity distributions;

L2 (Euclidean) metric dL2
(i, j) := ‖Wi −Wj‖2;

cosine similarity scos(i, j) := (Wi ·Wj)
/

(‖Wi‖2‖Wj‖2).

2.2 Stylometry

Stylometry is usually regarded as use of statistical analysis of a text

aimed at identifying its authorship by discerning author-specific style

[105]. However, the body of scholarship on stylometric analysis of

literary texts convincingly demonstrates that stylometry can also be

applied to identify variables going beyond authorship, such as genre

[42, 136, 152], chronology [92, 66, 129], or overall sentiment [138, 1,

103, 104]. Accordingly, it is interesting to test whether party ideology

can also be discerned through stylometric analysis.

The usual approach in stylometry is to compare frequency distri-

butions of N words that are most frequently used in the given textual

corpus. This emphasis on frequently used words, including parts of

speech commonly regarded as stop words in other NLP fields (such

as conjunctions and prepositions), is particularly characteristic.

Two basic parameters for a stylometric similarity measure are the

choice of the number of most frequently used words N and the

choice of the metric. With regard to the former, we experiment with

N = 50, 100, and 200, noting that 100 is fairly common in stylo-

metric analyses. With regard to the latter, we test eight metrics:

cosine distance (styl-cos) dcos(i, j) = 1− scos(i, j),
Burrows’ delta (styl-delta) d∆(i, j) = ‖z(W)i − z(W)j‖1,

where z : Rn×|V | → R
n×|V | is a row-wise standardization [24],
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Argamon’s rotated quadratic delta (styl-arg), which differs from

Burrows’ delta in that L2 rather than L1 norm is used and the word

frequency matrix is rotated using eigenvalue decomposition ac-

cording to the word frequency covariance matrix calculated from

the whole corpus [4];

Eder’s delta (styl-eder), which differs from Burrows’ delta by ap-

plying an inverse-frequency-rank weight to words [45];

cosine delta (styl-cosd), which differs from Burrows’ delta in that

cosine rather than L1 distance is used [68];

cross-entropy (styl-entropy) dH(i, j) = −∑|V |
k=1 Wik logWjk

[70];

minmax distance (styl-minmax) min{Wi,Wj}/max{Wi,Wj},

where min and max are taken element-wise [72];

Eder’s simple distance (styl-simple) dL1
(i, j) := ‖

√
Wi −

√

Wj‖1, with the square-root taken element-wise [45].

For all stylometric computations, we use stylo package for R by

Eder et al. [45].

2.3 Static Word Embeddings

Methods based purely on word frequency do not account for seman-

tics. In essence, they correspond to the assumption that the semantic

metric on the space of words is discrete, i.e., that all distinct words

are equidistant. Clearly, this assumption is a substantial oversimpli-

fication. Accordingly, we also use methods that account for semantic

rather than lexical similarity, starting with methods employing distri-

butional word embeddings. Such embeddings are injective functions

mapping each word to an element of some finite-dimensional metric

space (E , d) in such manner that distances in (E , d) decrease as the

corresponding words become more semantically similar. Semantic

similarity, in turn, is operationalized on the basis of co-occurrence

statistics, invoking Firth’s distributional hypothesis [52], according

to which the more semantically similar two words are, the more

likely they are to appear interchangeably in the same context.

We begin with static embedding methods, characterized by be-

ing context-invariant, i.e., always representing identical words in the

same manner. We focus on three arguably most common embedding

algorithms: the original word2vec algorithm by Mikolov et al. [100]

(see also [102, 101]); FastText algorithm by Bojanowski et al. [14],

designed to account for morphological properties of the space of

words; and GloVe algorithm by Pennington et al. [116]. For all three,

the codomain E is a high-dimensional linear space. We experiment

with different values of dim E : 100, 300, 500, and 800 for word2vec

and FastText, and 300 and 800 for GloVe. The choice of these values

has been dictated by the availability of pretrained models.

How word embeddings can be used to compare party programs

(or other texts, for that matter)? One standard approach is to map

the whole text to vector representation word-by-word, and then ag-

gregate by averaging over all words. Another one is to use word

mover’s distance (WMD) [78], which is essentially the Wasserstein

metric over the embeddding codomain. Estimation of this distance is

a common variant of the Kantorovich-Monge transportation problem

[55], which we solve using the displacement interpolation algorithm

[15, 53]. We experiment with both approaches, yielding us a total of

twenty methods per corpus.

2.4 Transformer-Based Language Models

More advanced language models incorporate contextual information

when mapping words to their vector representation. While formerly

such models were based on recurrent neural networks or long-short

term memory (LSTM) networks [60], since ca. 2018, transformers

(recursive self-attention-based networks) [155] have been widely re-

garded as the state-of-the-art solution [159]. Most transformer-based

models are still word embedding models, although capable of utiliz-

ing contextual information from the input text. We experiment with

four such models: GPT-2 [119] (trained using a left-to-right encoder),

RoBERTa [89] (trained using a bidirectional encoder), BART [88]

(trained using a composite noising scheme), and LongFormer [8]

(with linearly-scaling attention mechanism, which enables it to ad-

mit longer token sequences for context).

In addition, we consider large language models capable of math-

ematically representing variable-length chunks of texts (usually sen-

tences) rather than individual words. These include Sentence-BERT

[124], using two BERT [38] encoders and a pooling model; Univer-

sal Sentence Encoder [28], combining a transformer base model with

deep averaging network; and DefSent [151], trained on definition

sentences from dictionaries. In the present article we use SBERT-

based Sentence Transformers library [123], experimenting with mod-

els trained using MPNet [135] and DistilRoBERTa [131, 132].

For aggregation of the resulting representations, we use two meth-

ods that are most common in transformer-based models literature:

averaging over words (sentences) (mean pooling), and taking an ele-

mentwise maximum over the same (max pooling).

2.5 Methods for Dealing with Length Differences

Significant differences in text length can be a major source of distor-

tion in most if not all of the methods described in preceding sub-

sections. However, such differences are common among political

party programs. For example, in our reference dataset the ratio of the

lengths (in characters) of the largest and shortest program equals ap-

prox. 246, and the standard deviation of the natural logarithm of text

length is 1.31. While differences at a single point in time tend not to

be that extreme (usually the max-min ratio on the order of 10 to 30),

they are still sufficiently large to raise doubts about comparability. To

assuage those doubts, we experiment with two methods for dealing

with text length differences: random sampling and summarization.

We use two kinds of random sampling techniques. For stylometry,

we sample individual words uniformly with replacement and average

the results over 256 samples (leveraging the sampling procedure built

into the stylo package). For other methods, we divide the text into

sentences using spacy library for Python [64], uniformly sample

120 sentences, and average the results over 256 samples.

For summarization we use the following algorithm. First, the text

is divided into 25 connected chunks in such manner that the differ-

ence in the number of sentences in the longest and shortest chunks

is at most 1. Second, from any chunk of more than 4 sentences we

choose exactly 4 sentences whose vector representation under the

TF-IDF transform are closest to the TF-IDF vector of the whole

chunk. From shorter chunks, we simply choose all sentences. The

summary is obtained by concatenating all chosen sentences in the

order in which they appear in the text. The advantage of this proce-

dure lies in the fact that every sentence in the summary appears in the

original text. Generative summarization would threaten to introduce

artifacts that could disrupt some of our methods.

3 Benchmark Measures

The fundamental problem in choosing a benchmark for party similar-

ity measures lies in the fact that the very concept of party similarity –

3



or the dual concept of party position in policy space – is quite fuzzy

and only very imprecisely grasped by researchers. Hence, we have no

objectively correct similarity measure to benchmark against. Instead,

we test program similarity measures against standard methods in the

field (various expert surveys) as well as against similarity measures

for other areas of party activity (legislative voting, coalition forma-

tion, candidate selection, electoral campaigning). By the assumptions

of spatial models, all of those should be correlated with proximity in

the policy space, and therefore also with program similarity.

The basic challenge here is that those assumptions might not be

fully (or even at all) satisfied. Domain experts tend to recognize that

party similarity is multidimensional. Moreover, it might very well be

the case – indeed, many if not most political scientists would agree

that it is the case – that party programs are only imperfect repre-

sentations of party views of policy, the divergence being attributable

to strategic considerations: parties may include issues and promises

that are not intrinsically important to them, but respond to current

concerns of the electorate, and may obscure their positions on other

issues if they judge such positions to be liabilities. This is likewise

true of all other dimensions of party similarity. As for expert opin-

ions, divergence between expert judgments and textual analysis of

political programs may occur because the former incorporate other

dimensions as well, or because the former are biased or distorted by

misperception of actual party objectives. Accordingly, extreme care

is needed in interpretation of the benchmarks.

3.1 Expert Surveys

As noted in Sec. 1, expert surveys are the standard source of party

positioning data in political science. They are for the most part semi-

structured: experts are asked to position the party on some given or-

dinal or interval scale for a number of issues defined in advance by

survey authors (for instance, the Chapel Hill Expert Survey asks ex-

perts to position parties according to their views on economic policy,

social and cultural issues, European integration, immigration, envi-

ronmental sustainability, civil liberties, deregulation, etc.). In gen-

eral, experts are not given any further instructions on how to map

specific party positions to points on the survey scale.

The principal advantage of expert surveys lies in the fact that they

are holistic: experts can integrate all kinds of different data sources

and have maximum flexibility in aggregating them [84, 95, 17].

On the other hand, the major weakness are reliability concerns

[93, 137, 156, 65]. The very flexibility and lack of precise constrain-

ing criteria makes expert assessments less comparable and therefore

more difficult to aggregate [27, 71]. There are also obvious risks of

experts’ biases and misperceptions.

3.1.1 Chapel Hill Expert Survey

The leading expert survey on party positions is the Chapel Hill Ex-

pert Survey [65, 6, 117, 69], dating back to 1999. The first survey

was conducted in 1999 and only included 14 West European coun-

tries, but subsequent iterations in 2002, 2006, 2010, 2014, and 2019

quickly expanded its scope. The latest survey in 2019 covered all 28

EU member states (including the UK), as well as several non-EU

states. Between 1999 and 2019, the number of national parties in-

cluded in the CHES dataset increased from 143 to 268. The experts

assess party positions on general left-right ideological axis, economic

left-right axis, and the progressive-conservative axis (GAL-TAN), as

well as on more specific issues such as European integration, immi-

gration, or environment.

We consider four benchmarks based on CHES:

lrgen absolute difference of the values of CHES lrgen variables, de-

fined as ‘position of the party ... in terms of its overall ideological

stance’;

lreco absolute difference of the values of CHES lrecon variables,

defined as ‘position of the party ... in terms of its ideological stance

on economic issues’;

galtan absolute difference of the values of CHES galtan variables,

defined as ‘position of the party ... in terms of their views on social

and cultural values’;

ch2d L2 (Euclidean) distance of the points in a two-dimensional

space defined by CHES lrecon and galtan variables.

3.1.2 V-DEM

V-DEM (Varieties of Democracy Project) is a large comparative ex-

pert survey of different aspects of the functioning of democracy V-

DEM expert survey [32, 112]. One of its component parts is V-

PARTY, a survey of parties and party systems, containing data on

3467 parties from 178 countries, in some cases dating back as early

as 1900. We consider one benchmark based on V-DEM:

vdem L2 (Euclidean) distance between vectors of V-PARTY ideo-

logical variables.

3.1.3 Global Party Survey

Global Party is one of the newer major party surveys, initiated by

Norris [109]. It includes data about 1043 parties from 163 countries.

We do not use Global Party Survey as a benchmark, because data

from this source is only available for 2018.

3.2 Manifesto Research Project (MARPOR)

The leading document-based party positioning effort is the Manifesto

Research Project, currently financed by a long-term funding grant

from the German Science Foundation (DFG) as Manifesto Research

on Political Representation [86]. It continues the work of the Mani-

festo Research Group (MRG 1979-1989) and the Comparative Man-

ifestos Project (CMP 1989-2009). The project has generated a data

set based on the content analysis of electoral manifestos of the ma-

jor political parties in mainly the OECD and CEE countries. It covers

over 1000 parties from 1945 until present in over 50 countries on five

continents. To create the data set, trained native-language experts are

asked to divide the electoral programs into statements (sentences or

quasi-sentences, each containing a certain idea or meaning) and to

allocate these quasi-sentences into a set of policy categories. This

coding scheme comprises 56 categories that are divided into seven

domains. The coding outcome is a single topic distribution vector

for each manifesto. The theoretical basis of the MARPOR approach

lies within the salience theory that understands competition among

parties in terms of the distinct emphases the parties place on certain

policy areas [19]. Quality and reliability of MARPOR data has been

assessed by numerous scholars as relatively good, albeit subject to

certain caveats [157, 12, 99, 59, 98].

Most domain experts either believe that policy spaces are low-

dimensional, or at least prefer to work with such spaces for the sake

of simplicity and interpretability, and therefore find MARPOR’s 56-

dimensional topic distribution vectors not fully satisfactory. Accord-

ingly, there exists quite extensive literature on the subject of scaling
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MARPOR data (or other topic distribution data). The initial Man-

ifesto Research Group approach to this problem was to use factor

analysis for scaling [23], but because of sampling adequacy prob-

lems caused by the number of variables exceeding the number of

observations, as well as interpretability issues, the authors ultimately

settled on a much simpler solution – the RILE (right-left) indica-

tor, defined as a linear combination of a subset of coordinates as-

signed either positive or negative unit coefficients [81]. Initial values

of coefficients were assigned according to the a priori judgment of

domain experts, but factor and correlation analysis was then used to

refine those assignments (although in a computer-assisted rather than

purely algorithmic manner) [22, 75, 20].

While commonly used (see, e.g., [114]), RILE has met with exten-

sive criticism [111, 40, 107], and a number of alternatives have been

proposed, ranging from nonlinear transforms of the RILE measure

[91] and different coefficient assignment methods [118, 56], to more

sophisticated statistical techniques such as principal factor analysis

[57, 67], factor analysis on Q-transformed dataset [110], structural

equation modeling [5], and latent variable analysis [47, 48, 79, 54].

A significant barrier to adoption of the latter class of methods, how-

ever, lies in the fact that they learn dimensions of the policy space

from the data rather than permit the researcher to specify them [56].

We consider two benchmarks based on MARPOR:

marpor cosine similarity of MARPOR topic distribution vectors;

rile absolute difference of the values of the rile variable.

3.3 Voting Agreement (vote-kappa)

Applying a spatial model of politics to legislative decision-making,

we can consider a parliamentary vote on a contested issue as equiva-

lent to a bisection of the policy space. It follows that, on average, par-

ties close to each other in that space should vote in agreement more

frequently than those distant from each other. Conversely, agreement

in voting patterns is likely to imply policy proximity. Accordingly,

we can treat voting agreement as a possible benchmark for our pro-

gram similarity measures.

To quantify voting agreement between two parties we make some

general assumptions. Firstly, we assume that (roll-call) voting in the

parliament is ternary with the ’abstain’ (A) option located exactly

halfway between ’no’ (N, nay) and ’yes’ (Y, yea) options. This leads

to the symmetric three-by-three agreement matrix quantifying the

similarity of the votes of two MPs in a particular voting. The ma-

trix has values 1 on the diagonal, i.e., if the votes cast are identical,

1/2 for pairs (A/N) or (A/Y), and 0 if the votes are opposite (N/Y).

Secondly, in a concrete voting we calculate the mean value of this

agreement index for a pair of random voters from these two parties.

Thirdly, we average such obtained index over all votes with weights

proportional to the products of the turnout (participation) of both par-

ties in a given vote. Finally, we use the technique invented by Cohen

[30, 31] and modified later by Vanbelle [153, 154] to exclude the

possibility of agreement occurring just by chance between the re-

sults of votes of both parties, obtaining in this way so called modified

κ coefficient [147, 148].

There remains one question: which votes should we consider in the

calculation of the κ coefficient? One option is to look backward from

the point in time at which we compare parties, in essence assuming

the perspective of a voter at an election, able only to assess the past

track record. Another option is to look forward, assessing how the

party is carrying out its declarations. Both approaches appear to us

equally valid, so we aggregate them into one by averaging them.

Remark 3.1. One obvious weakness of using voting records as a

benchmark lies in natural incompleteness of the data: parties that

are not represented in the legislature in a given term have no vot-

ing record. If only forward or backward data are missing, we omit

the averaging and just take the other value. If both forward and back-

ward data are missing, we omit this benchmark for a given party.

3.4 Coalition Patterns (coal)

The organizing principle of interparty interactions in most parlia-

ments is the government-opposition divide: most votes divide par-

ties into those supporting and those opposing the government and

there exists a coalition of parties that consistently vote with the gov-

ernment. However, if we assume parties to be rational actors that

maximize the proximity of voting outcomes to their policy position,

it follows that coalitions should form between parties that are close

to each other. Accordingly, from the coalition formation patterns we

should be able to make inferences about party proximity.

The simplest conceivable measure of coalition-based similarity is

a Boolean one that assumes 1 if two parties are coalition partners and

0 otherwise. But this measure fails to account for the fact that failure

to form a coalition will frequently stem not from interparty distance

but rather from the fact that such coalition would not command a ma-

jority. Thus, proximity of opposition parties would be consistently

underrated. One possible solution is to treat both coalition partners

and co-opposition parties in the same manner. However, this might

in turn overrate similarity of the opposition parties: two parties may

be in the opposition together not because they are close to one an-

other, but because they are both distant from the governing parties.

An enemy of one’s enemy is not necessarily one’s friend. To reflect

this, the ternary measure of coalitional similarity assigns 1 to coali-

tion partners, 1/2 to parties that are together on the opposition side,

and 0 to parties that are on different sides. Since we compare parties

at the time of a general election, we ascertain this value for every

day of the preceding and succeeding parliamentary terms, calculate

a day-by-day average (assuming that more durable coalitions imply

greater similarity) for each term, and average the two values together.

3.5 Genealogical Similarity (cand-gen)

While political scientists frequently follow the constructivist

paradigm, treating parties as at least quasi-unitary actors distinct

from the collection of their members, it is rather difficult to imagine

party position in the political space to be wholly independent from

the positions of its members, and especially from the positions of the

party elite. At the same time, while some party systems have been

stable for generations, (see, e.g., United States, Australia, Switzer-

land, or Japan, and to a more limited extent Germany and United

Kingdom), others are in flux (France, Italy, Poland). In the latter,

many politicians moved through several parties in the course of their

careers. If, on the average, politicians from the same party are closer

to each other than those from different parties, we would expect par-

ties whose members (or at least elites) come from the same past party

to be more similar than those whose members do not have such a

shared background. This concept of genealogical similarity is used

to define our next benchmark.

As a first step, we construct a directed genealogical graph G. Let a

set of elections in a given jurisdiction be indexed by L ∈ N, let P (i)
for i ∈ L be the set of all parties contesting the i-th election, and

let party be identified with the set of its candidates. For the purpose

of this definition, we ignore party continuity, so even if a party X

5



contested an election i and then an election j, we treat X as of i
and X as of j as distinct entities. The set of vertices of G equals
⋃

i∈L
P (i), and an edge exists from p to q if and only if p ∩ q 6= ∅

and there exists such i ∈ L that q ∈ P (i) and p ∈ P (i + 1), i.e.,

the two parties have common candidates and contested consecutive

elections. A vertex x ∈ V (G) is an ancestor of y ∈ V (G) if and only

if there exists a path in G from x to y.

Each edge p •→ q in the genealogical graph is assigned a weight:

• for countries using non-party-list electoral systems, the weight is

equal to |p ∩ q|/|p|, i.e., the proportion of candidates in p that

belonged to q,

• for countries using party-list electoral systems, the weight is equal

to w(p ∩ q)/w(p), where w is an additive measure on p such that

w({c}) = r−1
c , where c ∈ p is a candidate and rc is that candi-

date’s position on the party list. Intuitively, this is equivalent to the

non-party-list case, except that candidates are weighted inversely

to their position on the party list in the later election.

The weight of a path in G equals the product of edge weights. For

any fixed parties p, q we denote the shortest path from p to q that is

maximal in terms of weight by by π(p, q).

Definition 3.1 (Genealogical Similarity Measure (cand-gen)). The

genealogical similarity measure of parties x and y is given by:

G(x, y) =
∑

z∈A(x,y)

min {w(π(x, z)), w(π(y, z))} , (3.1)

where A(x, y) is the set of common ancestors of x and y.

3.6 Electoral Similarity (elec-cor)

As applied to electoral behavior, the spatial model posits that elec-

torates of two parties that are close to each other should be similar in

terms of their positions in the policy space. Accordingly, we would

expect the vote shares of two similar parties to be correlated. Hence,

our final benchmark is the electoral similarity measure which for

any two parties equals the Pearson correlation coefficient of their

municipal-level vote shares as of the most recent national parliamen-

tary election, with the correlation taken over all municipalities.

4 Data

Finding a good dataset for testing of party similarity measures is sur-

prisingly difficult, as much of the needed data is only available in

digital form for quite recent elections. While program texts are avail-

able from MARPOR [97, 85], benchmark data are incomplete and

scattered over multiple sources. Our ideal dataset should cover sev-

eral electoral cycles and include multiple parties per each election.

These conditions are satisfied by a dataset of Polish electoral and

party database for the 2001-2019 period, which includes a collec-

tion of digitized program texts (originally from [139, 140, 141, 143,

144, 145, 146, 142]), a candidate database with personally unique

keys that allow us to track candidates between elections, a database

of precinct-level election results, and a dataset of legislative roll call

voting records.

The dataset consists of 41 party electoral programs, which gives

us 820 distinct pairs of programs to compare. We calculate inter-

measure correlations for all such pairs. However, because several of

our benchmarks can only be defined for parties existing at the same

moment in time (for instance, we cannot compare if a party from

2001 and a party from 2015 voted in the same manner, because they

participated in different roll call votes), we compare our similarity

measures with benchmarks only for such parties.

Pretrained word embeddings and language models for Polish texts

have been obtained from [33].

5 Results and Analysis

5.1 Preliminary Test – Self-Similarities

As a preliminary test, for each method of similarity measurement we

have run a self-similarity test. Every party program in our corpus that

was at least 32, 768 characters long was divided into two parts, one

consisting only of odd sentences, and the other consisting only of

even sentences, and then the methods tested were used to compare

those parts. The distribution of the results was then compared with

the distribution of inter-party similarities.

5.2 Intra-Group Correlations

Within each group of text analysis methods (word frequency, sty-

lometry, static word embeddings, transformer word embeddings,

transformer sentence embeddings) we compute a correlation matrix,

and then use hierarchical agglomerative clustering [106], iteratively

merging clusters that are most correlated. We use Pearson’s corre-

lation coefficient for quantifying correlations between two single-

ton clusters; multiple correlation coefficient for quantifying corre-

lations between a singleton cluster and a non-singleton cluster [26,

§ 6.2.2]; and group correlation coefficient for quantifying correla-

tions between two non-singleton clusters [51]. However, we do not

merge clusters if a merger would cause the minimal intra-cluster cor-

relation to fall below .75 threshold. Because most groups of variables

are rather numerous, we only report cluster composition and correla-

tions between clusters.

5.2.1 Measures Based on Word Frequency Distributions

length correction

method metric none sampling summarization

TF cos 1 3 3

TF L2 1 3 3

TF L1 2 4 4

TFIDF cos 1 3 3

TFIDF L2 1 3 3

TFIDF L1 2 4 4

Inter-cluster correlation matrix

1 2 3 4

1 1.000 0.950 0.996 0.945

2 0.950 1.000 0.908 0.901

3 0.996 0.908 1.000 0.994

4 0.945 0.901 0.994 1.000

In conclusion, it appears that IDF weighting does not significantly

matter for the results, nor does the distinction between L2 and co-

sine metrics. However, both the choice of L1 metric and the use of

sampling and summarization make a difference.
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5.2.2 Stylometry

length correction

metric top words none sampling summ.

cos 50 1 1 7

cos 100 2 1 5

cos 200 1 1 5

delta any 1 1 4

argamon any 1 1 4

eder any 1 1 4

cross-entropy any 1 1 4

minmax any 1 1 4

simple any 1 1 4

cosine delta any 3 3 6

Inter-cluster correlation matrix

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 1.00 .779 .427 .799 .516 .501 .664

2 .779 1.00 .340 .602 .672 .296 .535

3 .427 .340 1.00 .385 .165 .649 .365

4 .799 .602 .385 1.00 .687 .572 .779

5 .516 .672 .165 .687 1.00 .309 .662

6 .501 .296 .649 .572 .309 1.00 .556

7 .664 .535 .365 .779 .662 .556 1.00

The major distinctions can be observed between methods work-

ing on summarized and non-summarized texts, as well as between

cosine-based metrics and norm-based metrics.

5.2.3 Static Word Embeddings

length correction

method metric dim none sampling summ.

FastText cos any 1 1 1

FastText wmd any 2 2 1

GloVe cos any 2 2 1

GloVe wmd any 2 2 1

word2vec cos 100, 300 2 1 1

word2vec cos 500, 800 2 2 1

word2vec wmd any 2 2 1

For FastText, but not for other models, we observe significant dif-

ference between cosine and wmd metrics. Summarization affects the

results significantly, but sampling does not.

5.2.4 Transformer Word Embeddings

pooling

mean max.

model none summ. none summ.

BART 3 4 1 2

RoBERTa-medium 4 4 1 2

RoBERTa-large 4 4 1 2

GPT2-medium 4 4 1 2

GPT2-xl 4 4 1 2

LongFormer 4 4 1 2

Inter-cluster correlation matrix

1 2 3 4

1 1.000 .799 .469 .614

2 .799 1.000 .489 .717

3 .469 .489 1.000 .607

4 .614 .717 .607 1.000

As we can see, there are no significant differences between models,

but the choice of pooling method matters. Sampling / summarization

affects the results for max pooling, but not for mean pooling.

5.2.5 Sentence Embeddings

pooling

mean max.

model none summ. none summ.

DistilRoBERTa 2 2 1 1

MPNet2 2 2 1 1

Inter-cluster correlation matrix

1 2

1 1.000 .755

2 .755 1.000

Again we see correlation between models, but differences between

pooling methods.

5.3 Inter-Group Correlations

Sentence embeddings and transformer-based word embeddings are

strongly correlated, as is also the case with word frequency methods

and stylometry. Word embedding methods are somewhat of an out-

lier, but closer to the latter. The relatively strong correlation between

stylometry and transformer-based methods deserves a note.

word stylo- word trans- sentence

freq. metry embed. formers embed.

word
1.000 .855 .684 .581 .522

freq.

stylo. .855 1.000 .522 .855 .793

word
.684 .522 1.000 .533 .438

embed.

trans. .581 .855 .533 1.000 .910

sentence
.522 .793 .438 .910 1.000

embed.

5.4 Benchmarks

We note that most textual similarity results (with the exception

of stylometric ones) perform similarly against expert assessments

as document-based coding methods. Almost all methods perform

poorly against behavioral benchmarks (voting, etc.), but this is more

of a conceptual problem, as it affects MARPOR and other manifesto-

based data sources as well.
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group no. lrgen lreco galtan ch2d vdem rile

1 .33 .49 .33 .46 .61 .57
word 2 .46 .59 .46 .59 .84 .55

3 .48 .48 .48 .56 .74 .52
freq.

4 .55 .53 .55 .64 .85 .58

1 .11 .16 .11 .06 .09 .21
2 .08 .21 .08 .11 .06 .28

stylo- 3 .09 .16 .09 .08 .12 .15
metry 4 .07 .17 .07 .03 .04 .13

5 .08 .15 .08 .04 .10 .36
6 .04 .15 .04 .01 −.04 .14
7 .08 .14 .08 .04 .06 .31

word 1 .28 .27 .28 .26 .24 .46
embed. 2 .35 .42 .35 .44 .49 .47

1 .26 .35 .26 .35 .37 .35
trans- 2 .37 .38 .37 .44 .63 .43
former 3 .46 .48 .46 .51 .69 .48

4 .45 .44 .45 .48 .61 .39

sent. 1 .21 .31 .21 .31 .35 .29
embed. 2 .38 .41 .38 .43 .45 .37

group no. marpor vote coal cand elec

1 .25 .00 -.13 .02 .02
word 2 .44 .36 .28 .03 .05

3 .10 -.01 -.05 .05 -.04
freq.

4 .24 .19 .30 .13 .31

1 .23 .05 -.01 .14 -.07
2 .18 -.08 -.09 .13 -.09

stylo- 3 .09 .21 .14 .12 -.05
metry 4 .20 .01 -.02 .14 -.13

5 .12 .10 .13 .19 .15
6 -.01 .09 .03 .15 -.11
7 .10 -.05 -.12 .16 -.15

word 1 -.02 -.02 -.07 .14 -.03
embed. 2 .07 -.06 -.08 .01 .00

1 .21 -.10 -.11 .03 .01
trans- 2 .06 .00 -.02 .03 -.02
former 3 -.04 .06 .01 .06 .01

4 .16 .05 .06 .09 -.05

sent. 1 .21 -.09 -.07 -.03 -.01
embed. 2 .31 -.04 -.08 -.01 -.05

6 Future Work

Future work will focus on testing additional methods, including

LDA-based topic models with scaling and methods based on topic

matching; exploring the potential of combining textual similar-

ity methods with machine translation algorithms to obtain inter-

language comparability; and aggregating textual similarity measures

to algorithmically recover party positions in the policy space.

References

[1] Alberto Acerbi, Vasileios Lampos, Philip Garnett, and R. Alexander
Bentley, ‘The Expression of Emotions in 20th Century Books’, PLOS
ONE, 8(3), e59030, (March 2013).

[2] James Adams, Samuel Merrill, and Bernard Grofman, A Unified The-
ory of Party Competition: A Cross-National Analysis Integrating Spa-
tial and Behavioral Factors, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
UK, 2005.

[3] Akiko Aizawa, ‘An Information-Theoretic Perspective of TF–IDF
Measures’, Information Processing & Management, 39(1), 45–65,
(January 2003).

[4] Shlomo Argamon, ‘Interpreting Burrows’s Delta: Geometric and Prob-
abilistic Foundations’, Literary and Linguistic Computing, 23(2), 131–
147, (June 2008).

[5] Ryan Bakker, ‘Re-Measuring Left–Right: A Comparison of SEM and
Bayesian Measurement Models for Extracting Left–Right Party Place-
ments’, Electoral Studies, 28(3), 413–421, (September 2009).

[6] Ryan Bakker, Catherine de Vries, Erica Edwards, Liesbet Hooghe,
Seth Jolly, Gary Marks, Jonathan Polk, Jan Rovny, Marco Steenber-
gen, and Milada Anna Vachudova, ‘Measuring Party Positions in Eu-
rope: The Chapel Hill Expert Survey Trend File, 1999–2010’, Party
Politics, 21(1), 143–152, (January 2015).

[7] David P. Baron, ‘A Spatial Bargaining Theory of Government Forma-
tion in Parliamentary Systems’, American Political Science Review,
85(1), 137–164, (March 1991).

[8] Iz Beltagy, Matthew E. Peters, and Arman Cohan. Longformer: The
Long-Document Transformer, December 2020.

[9] Kenneth Benoit and Michael Laver, ‘Estimating Irish Party Policy Po-
sitions Using Computer Wordscoring: The 2002 Election – a Research
Note’, Irish Political Studies, 18(1), 97–107, (June 2003).

[10] Kenneth Benoit and Michael Laver, Party Policy in Modern Democra-
cies, number 19 in Routledge research in comparative politics, Rout-
ledge, London, 2006.

[11] Kenneth Benoit and Michael Laver, ‘Estimating Party Policy Posi-
tions: Comparing Expert Surveys and Hand-Coded Content Analysis’,
Electoral Studies, 26(1), 90–107, (March 2007).

[12] Kenneth Benoit, Michael Laver, and Slava Mikhaylov, ‘Treating
Words as Data with Error: Uncertainty in Text Statements of Pol-
icy Positions’, American Journal of Political Science, 53(2), 495–513,
(2009).

[13] Duncan Black, The Theory of Committees and Elections, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, UK, 1958.

[14] Piotr Bojanowski, Edouard Grave, Armand Joulin, and Tomas
Mikolov, ‘Enriching Word Vectors with Subword Information’, Trans-
actions of the Association for Computational Linguistics, 5, 135–146,
(June 2017).

[15] Nicolas Bonneel, Michiel van de Panne, Sylvain Paris, and Wolfgang
Heidrich, ‘Displacement Interpolation Using Lagrangian Mass Trans-
port’, ACM Transactions on Graphics, 30(6), 1–12, (December 2011).

[16] Bastiaan Bruinsma and Kostas Gemenis, ‘Validating Wordscores: The
Promises and Pitfalls of Computational Text Scaling’, Communication
Methods and Measures, 13(3), 212–227, (July 2019).

[17] I. Budge and P. Pennings, ‘Do They Work? Validating Computerised
Word Frequency Estimates Against Policy Series’, Electoral Studies,
26(1), 121–129, (2007).

[18] Ian Budge, ‘Expert Judgements of Party Policy Positions: Uses and
Limitations in Political Research’, European Journal of Political Re-
search, 37(1), 103–113, (January 2000).

[19] Ian Budge, ‘Issue Emphases, Saliency Theory and Issue Ownership:
A Historical and Conceptual Analysis’, West European Politics, 38(4),
761–777, (July 2015).

[20] Ian Budge and Hans-Dieter Klingemann, ‘Finally! Comparative Over-
Time Mapping of Party Policy Movement’, in Mapping Policy Prefer-
ences: Estimates for Parties, Electors, and Governments, 1945-1998,
eds., Ian Budge, Hans-Dieter Klingemann, Andrea Volkens, Judith
Bara, and Eric Tanenbaum, 19–50, Oxford University Press, Oxford,
(2001).

[21] Ian Budge, Hans-Dieter Klingemann, Andrea Volkens, Judith Bara,
and Eric Tanenbaum, Mapping Policy Preferences: Estimates for Par-
ties, Electors, and Governments, 1945-1998, Oxford University Press,
Oxford, 2001.

[22] Ian Budge and David Robertson, ‘Do Parties Differ, and How? Com-
parative Discriminant and Factor Analyses.’, in Ideology, Strategy and
Party Change: Spatial Analyses of Post-War Election Programmes in
19 Democracies, eds., David Robertson, Derek Hearl, and Ian Budge,
388–416, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, (1987).

[23] Ideology, Strategy and Party Change: Spatial Analyses of Post-War
Election Programmes in 19 Democracies, eds., Ian Budge, David
Robertson, and Derek Hearl, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
1987.

[24] John Burrows, “Delta’: A Measure of Stylistic Difference and a Guide
to Likely Authorship’, Literary and Linguistic Computing, 17(3), 267–
287, (September 2002).

[25] Kathrin Barbara Busch, ‘Estimating Parties’ Left-Right Positions: De-
terminants of Voters’ Perceptions’ Proximity to Party Ideology’, Elec-
toral Studies, 41, 159–178, (March 2016).

[26] J. Douglas Carroll and Paul E. Green, Mathematical Tools for Applied
Multivariate Analysis, Academic Press, rev sub edn., 1997.

[27] Francis G. Castles and Peter Mair, ‘Left-Right Political Scales: Some

8



’Expert’ Judgments’, European Journal of Political Research, 12(1),
73–88, (March 1984).

[28] Daniel Cer, Yinfei Yang, Sheng-yi Kong, Nan Hua, Nicole Limtiaco,
Rhomni St John, Noah Constant, Mario Guajardo-Cespedes, Steve
Yuan, Chris Tar, Yun-Hsuan Sung, Brian Strope, and Ray Kurzweil.
Universal Sentence Encoder, April 2018.

[29] Christine P. Chai, ‘Comparison of Text Preprocessing Methods’, Nat-
ural Language Engineering, 1–45, (June 2022).

[30] Jacob Cohen, ‘A Coefficient of Agreement for Nominal Scales’, Edu-
cational and Psychological Measurement, 20(1), 37–46, (April 1960).

[31] Jacob Cohen, ‘Weighted Kappa: Nominal Scale Agreement Provision
for Scaled Disagreement or Partial Credit.’, Psychological Bulletin,
70(4), 213–220, (1968).

[32] Michael Coppedge, John Gerring, Carl Henrik Knutsen, Staffan I.
Lindberg, Jan Teorell, Nazifa Alizada, David Altman, Michael Bern-
hard, Agnes Cornell, M. Steven Fish, Lisa Gastaldi, Haakon Gjer-
løw, Adam Glynn, Allen Hicken, Garry Hindle, Nina Ilchenko, Joshua
Krusell, Anna Lührmann, Seraphine F. Maerz, Kyle L. Marquardt,
Kelly McMann, Valeriya Mechkova, Juraj Medzihorsky, Pamela Pax-
ton, Daniel Pemstein, Josefine Pernes, Johannes von Römer, Brigitte
Seim, Rachel Sigman, Svend-Erik Skaaning, Jeffrey Staton, Aksel
Sundström, Eitan Tzelgov, Yi-ting Wang, Tore Wig, Steven Wilson,
and Daniel Ziblatt. V-Dem Dataset v11, 2021.
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