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Abstract

Large language models (LLMs) are increas-
ingly being utilised across a range of tasks and
domains, with a burgeoning interest in their ap-
plication within the field of journalism. This
trend raises concerns due to our limited un-
derstanding of LLM behaviour in this domain,
especially with respect to political bias. Ex-
isting studies predominantly focus on LLMs
undertaking political questionnaires, which of-
fers only limited insights into their biases and
operational nuances. To address this gap, our
study establishes a new curated dataset that con-
tains 2,100 human-written articles and utilises
their descriptions to generate 56,700 synthetic
articles using nine LLMs. This enables us to
analyse shifts in properties between human-
authored and machine-generated articles, with
this study focusing on political bias, detect-
ing it using both supervised models and LLMs.
Our findings reveal significant disparities be-
tween base and instruction-tuned LLMs, with
instruction-tuned models exhibiting consistent
political bias. Furthermore, we are able to
study how LLMs behave as classifiers, observ-
ing their display of political bias even in this
role. Overall, for the first time within the jour-
nalistic domain, this study outlines a framework
and provides a structured dataset for quantifi-
able experiments, serving as a foundation for
further research into LLM political bias and its
implications.

1 Introduction

The current generation of LLMs has emerged as
an important factor in the ongoing digital trans-
formation (Dell’Acqua et al., 2023). ChatGPT, in
particular, has become the fastest adopted technol-
ogy as of 2024 (Humlum and Vestergaard, 2024).
These models have shown a clear impact across var-
ious fields, such as software development (Russo,
2023) and academia (Fecher et al., 2023).

The specific sector we aim to focus on is jour-
nalism. It has, in recent years, experienced a trans-

formative period (Martens et al., 2018), moving
from printed to digital news and grappling with the
increased importance of social media and a sub-
sequent rise of disinformation (Guess and Lyons,
2020). Recent reports (Newman et al., 2023) sug-
gest that generative AI will bring the next signifi-
cant shift, with 28% of publishers reportedly using
AI in their processes in 2023, and OpenAI express-
ing interest in this field.1

The integration of LLMs into journalism
promises new avenues for content creation and dis-
semination (Nishal and Diakopoulos, 2024). How-
ever, it comes with a set of challenges and consid-
erations, which are particularly pressing given the
importance of quality journalism to the functioning
of a free and democratic society (Christians et al.,
2010). LLMs notably face a multitude of problems,
from style alignment (Shanahan and Clarke, 2023)
to bias management (Gallegos et al., 2023). Never-
theless, when it comes to utilising LLMs in journal-
istic processes, one of the most critical yet limitedly
understood text properties is political bias.

Unchecked, it can significantly impact how peo-
ple consume information—even with regard to ver-
ifiable facts—and form opinions on them (Alesina
et al., 2020). Its presence in media has been shown
to enhance polarisation in society and a rise in
extremism (DellaVigna and Kaplan, 2007). There-
fore, this study seeks to investigate the occurrence
of political bias directly in generated news articles,
an aspect not covered in existing literature. By ex-
amining the extent to which current LLMs exhibit
political bias in their generated content, in what
direction this bias leans, and under what conditions
it manifests, we can gain a concrete understanding
of this issue and better assess the risks it poses. To
answer these questions, this work delivers:

1. A dataset for the comparative evaluation of
1https://openai.com/blog/

openai-and-journalism
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generated and human-written news articles

2. An analysis of political bias within nine
LLMs, detecting the political bias using both
supervised models and LLMs

3. An assessment of political bias exhibited by
LLMs classifying political leaning, showcas-
ing how differently LLMs perceive their own
outputs compared to other texts

2 Related Work

2.1 Political Bias Assessment
Political bias refers to a predisposition towards
a specific political ideology, party, or policy. It
is a phenomenon that can significantly influence
the presentation and reception of information in
various forms of communication, including news
articles, opinion pieces, blogs, and social media
content (Elejalde et al., 2018).

When evaluating political leaning, it is essen-
tial to specify which facet of bias is being exam-
ined. The two most common scales are economic
(left-right) (Gold, 1998) and social (authoritarian-
libertarian) (Lane, 1956). Notably, the majority of
current AI assessments of political bias focus on
the economic scale.

Detecting political bias remains a challeng-
ing endeavour, with numerous recent publica-
tions aiming to refine the approach to this task.
Within the sentence-level approach, some no-
table datasets include the Ideological Books Cor-
pus (Iyyer et al., 2014), BASIL (Chen et al., 2020),
and BABE (Spinde et al., 2021). However, despite
the progress in dataset development, in compari-
son to other detection tasks, the availability of data
for sentence-level political bias detection remains
limited.

In article-level political bias detection, a sig-
nificant body of work focuses on addressing the
same challenge through the use of external infor-
mation (Feng et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2022); how-
ever, this cannot be used for the purposes of this
work. Additionally, the majority of recent work
relies on data released by AllSides.com, which cat-
egorises sources into five classes (left, left-leaning,
centre, right-leaning, right). Various approaches
have been tested with this data, such as a multi-view
document attention model that utilises the title, link
structure, and article content (Kulkarni et al., 2018).
The most notable work using AllSides.com is the
dataset by Baly et al. (2020), which labels the data

per article, providing a more precise training set.
Beyond the English language, the dataset by Ter-
Akopyan (2021) includes German news sources,
offering data that represents perspectives outside
the Anglo-American political sphere.

Finally, on the topic of detection of political
bias, Liu et al. (2022) proposed a novel improve-
ment involving pretraining a RoBERTa-base lan-
guage model on 3.6 million news articles with
ideology-driven pretraining objectives. This model,
POLITICS, currently achieves SOTA results across
various benchmarks when fine-tuned appropriately,
outperforming RoBERTa by up to 10% in accuracy.

2.2 Classification Through LLMs
Due to the limitations of trained classification mod-
els, which often suffer from performance issues
when confronted with out-of-domain data not in-
cluded in the training datasets, the use of LLMs
as classifiers has been proposed (Lin et al., 2024b).
Studies have demonstrated that LLMs can handle
simple classification tasks and even achieve SOTA
results (Sun et al., 2023). However, using LLMs for
political bias detection is more complex, as they
exhibit biases in their classifications (Lin et al.,
2024a). Despite this, LLMs offer a novel evalua-
tion method that allows for further bias assessment,
without the constraints of limited training data, and
that provides deeper insights into the biases of the
LLMs used for classification.

2.3 Political Bias in LLMs
LLMs are prone to various types of bias (Gan-
guli et al., 2023). Here, we focus specifically on
their political bias, a relatively recent topic that
has gained more attention following the populari-
sation of GPT-3.5. Current studies have adopted
various methodologies to measure it. Urman and
Makhortykh (2023) measured bias by monitoring
which questions LLMs refuse to answer. Motoki
et al. (2023) explored the responses GPT-3.5 pro-
vided to questions from the Political Compass ques-
tionnaire under various prompts. The most recent
study, by Feng et al. (2023), also used the Political
Compass but examined a broader range of mod-
els to understand how biases impact performance.
They found that the political bias of an LLM in-
fluences the fairness of downstream NLP models
trained on top of it, underscoring the significance
of bias in these models. The main limitation of all
these works is their reliance on the questionnaires
and other methods that are detached from the biases
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directly evident in the content generated by LLMs.
Thus, these methods cannot be directly equated
to LLMs exhibiting the same biases in generating
journalistic text.

3 Task & Data

3.1 Task Specification

As noted, current studies typically use political
questionnaires to examine political bias in LLMs.
Since LLMs will likely be used in journalism to
generate articles, we see it as imperative to assess
political bias directly in the generated text rather
than through proxy tests. However, this approach
presents several challenges. Firstly, it requires gen-
erating numerous texts that can be compared in
terms of political bias while also maintaining a
journalistic nature. Secondly, from an assessment
standpoint, the bias of the classifiers themselves
must be addressed (Ntoutsi et al., 2020). Classi-
fying only the generated articles can yield very
different results depending on the classifiers and
their corresponding training sets (van Giffen et al.,
2022).

To address these challenges, we propose estab-
lishing a new dataset that utilises news articles and
their summaries authored by journalists to generate
articles from the perspective of LLMs, using the
summaries as part of the generative prompts. This
approach can resolve the aforementioned issues, as
the human-authored articles will serve as anchor
points, allowing us to measure only the relative
shift in bias between the real article and the one
generated from its summary. Since all models will
use the same set of summaries and their outputs
will be compared against the same set of human-
written articles, the assessment quantification issue
should be mitigated.

Among all news summary datasets, the NEWS-
ROOM dataset by Grusky et al. (2018) emerges
as the most suitable for us to obtain data of suf-
ficient quality. It offers 1.3 million complete ar-
ticles covering a wide array of topics from 38
distinct sources. Furthermore, the accompanying
summaries are written by journalists and editors,
providing enough relevant information about the
articles to satisfy our criteria.

3.2 Categorisation of News Articles

To filter our data and enhance informativeness, we
fine-tune two models for classifying news cate-
gories. We use 20 Newsgroup dataset by Lang

(1995), which divides articles into 8 categories
with 20 subcategories, and News Category Dataset
by Misra (2022) that offers a more granular cate-
gorisation across 42 classes.

For our experiment, we want to select articles
from categories likely to elicit political disagree-
ment. We choose the topics of Politics and Busi-
ness due to their clear potential for socio-economic
political biases. Additionally, we include Sport
as a control sample, given its usual detachment
from political discourse. Finally, we select topics
such as Religion (Morgan, 2013), LGBT (Nolan,
2019), Ecology (Legagneux et al., 2018), and
Guns (Jashinsky et al., 2016) for their relevance
and capacity to incite diverse opinions. As the
two training datasets cover a different set of cat-
egories, we utilise them both to comprehensively
categorise the news data. Appendix 3 illustrates
how our classes are linked to the classes from the
training datasets. When both datasets feature a
relevant class, we use them concurrently to define
the new category in our training data. If only one
dataset includes the relevant class, we disregard the
label from the model trained on the other dataset.

With the categories selected, RoBERTa mod-
els (Liu et al., 2019) are fine-tuned for classifica-
tion with hyperparameters detailed in Appendix 4.
The two trained models label each article in the
NEWSROOM dataset. Articles that do not receive
any label combination of interest are discarded. In
Appendix 4, the most frequent unique words per
category are presented, helping us confirm accurate
categorisation of the articles.

3.3 Data Selection

After categorisation, we need to select an ideal sub-
set of the remaining data for our new dataset. As
such, we can discard any data that is not optimal
for subsequent generation or comparison steps. Se-
lection will focus on three main criteria: the article
length, the summary length, and the summary
metrics (compression, coverage, density).

Article Length In both generation and classi-
fication tasks, our objective is to utilise a max-
imum input/output size of 512 tokens. For cur-
rent transformer-based models, one token approx-
imately corresponds to four characters in the En-
glish language (Sennrich et al., 2016). To ensure
articles are sufficiently representative, we aim to
evaluate at least 25% of each, selecting only articles
between 1,000 and 8,000 characters in length.
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Summary Length Given the limited context win-
dow of generative LLMs, we exclude articles with
summaries that exceed 500 characters.

Summary Metrics Lastly, we use the summary
metrics from the NEWSROOM dataset to exclude
summaries that are unsuitable. High compression
summaries, which may not adequately represent
the full article, are discarded. Similarly, we
discard summaries labelled with low coverage and
abstractive density as they deviate significantly
from describing the precise topic of their article.

Finally, we select 300 articles from each
category by sorting the remaining ones based on
the length of their summaries, choosing those
with the longest summaries in each category. This
method results in a refined dataset comprising
2,100 articles and their summaries that are
well-suited for generating synthetic articles.

4 Article Generation

Our aim is to generate synthetic news articles re-
lated to human-authored articles using their sum-
maries in the prompts. To broaden our experiment,
we will not only explore generation under unbiased
conditions but also investigate deliberately biased
settings. In these, models are prompted to emulate
either a left-wing or a right-wing news style.

4.1 Prompts

Table 1 presents the prompt templates for both unbi-
ased and biased settings. Our prompts are devised
in a zero-shot manner to prevent any inadvertent in-
troduction of bias. Additionally, the prompts spec-
ify the output length to align the average response
length with our desired target length.2

We categorise the prompts according to two crite-
ria: bias setting and prompt class. The bias setting
distinguishes among three types of bias: left-wing,
right-wing, and unbiased, steering the generation
towards a specific political bias without referenc-
ing any particular news source. Additionally, the
prompts vary by their prompt class to accommo-
date differently trained LLMs (Ouyang et al., 2022).
They can be either continuous for base LLMs or
instructional for instruction-tuned LLMs.

Finally, we conducted a manual review to iden-
tify errors in the generations and to pinpoint any

2https://platform.openai.com/docs/guides/
prompt-engineering

flaws in the models when confronted with spe-
cific prompts. The prompts listed in Table 1 rep-
resent the final, refined versions. When utilised,
the {summary} placeholder in the prompts is re-
placed with the actual summary pertaining to the
article being synthetically replicated. Thus, each
human-written article corresponds to three different
synthetic articles per model.

4.2 Model Selection

Our aim is to incorporate an array of models with
varying parameter sizes and from different sources
(open or closed). Contemporary relevant models
are listed in Table 2, with third-party fine-tuned
versions of the listed models excluded to allow
more focus on the original LLMs. Many of these
LLMs also exist in multiple versions; in such cases,
we select the largest model that can be operated
on an A100 80GB GPU. This approach follows
the established precedent that larger models yield
better text quality (Sarvazyan et al., 2023).

4.3 Generation Settings

Our experiment assumes that the author of the gen-
erated articles seeks to attain the highest possible
text quality. Therefore, we have chosen the settings
that enhance text quality to reflect this target.

Regarding general settings, we set the output
length at 512 tokens. This limit ensures computa-
tional efficiency by avoiding the generation of un-
necessary tokens, considering that all our text eval-
uation methods have a maximum context length of
512 tokens, making generation of additional text
redundant. Moreover, we opted for 32-bit float pre-
cision for open-source models to avoid any degra-
dation of text quality.

In terms of decoding strategy, we selected the
sampling strategy for our experiment. This choice
is motivated by its reported superior performance
regarding text quality (Wiher et al., 2022) and its
ability to avoid degenerative repetition (Holtzman
et al., 2019). Specific details regarding the decod-
ing settings are available in Appendix 5.

Lastly, we implemented a repetition penalty for
GPT-2, as its use is recommended for this model;
during testing, we observed that its outputs signif-
icantly benefited from this penalty (Keskar et al.,
2019). Conversely, the larger models did not em-
ploy this penalty, as they performed effectively
without it and its application appeared to directly
harm the quality of some.

4

https://platform.openai.com/docs/guides/prompt-engineering
https://platform.openai.com/docs/guides/prompt-engineering


Instruction Continuous
Left-wing Write a 250 words long body of a left-wing

news article that has a summary of "{sum-
mary}". Do not repeat the summary.

The following is the 250-word full
text of a left-wing news article that
has a summary of "{summary}":

Unbiased Write a 250 words long body of a news article
that has a summary of "{summary}". Do not
repeat the summary.

The following is the 250-word full
text of a news article that has a sum-
mary of "{summary}":

Right-win Write a 250 words long body of a right-wing
news article that has a summary of "{sum-
mary}". Do not repeat the summary.

The following is the 250-word full
text of a right-wing news article that
has a summary of "{summary}":

Table 1: Generation prompts

Model Identifier Context
window

Prompt
type

GPT-2 (Radford et al., 2019) gpt2-xl 1,024 Continuous
GPT-3.5 (OpenAI, 2022) gpt-35-turbo-0613 4,096 Instruction
GPT-4 (OpenAI, 2023) gpt4-1106 128,000 Instruction
Gemma (Gemma Team et al., 2024) gemma-7b 8,192 Continuous
Gemma Instruct (Gemma Team et al., 2024) gemma-7b-it 8,192 Instruction
Mistral (Jiang et al., 2023) Mistral-7B-v0.1 8,192 Continuous
Mistral Chat (Jiang et al., 2023) Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.1 8,192 Instruction
Llama 2 (Touvron et al., 2023) Llama-2-13b-hf 4,096 Continuous
Llama 2-Chat (Touvron et al., 2023) lama-2-13b-chat-hf 4,096 Instruction

Table 2: Information regarding the LLMs used in our experiment

4.4 Generation Process

A total of 56,700 news articles were generated us-
ing nine different models. The main challenge
encountered was the degenerative outputs. These
included the insertion of symbols not part of the
Latin alphabet, such as Arabic and Cyrillic char-
acters, and HTML fragments. Smaller models, in
particular, showed a tendency to produce such er-
rors. To address this, we implemented a filter that
regenerates the output whenever this behaviour oc-
curs.

Moreover, we had to ensure that the generated ar-
ticles were sufficiently long, especially with GPT-2
and Gemma Instruct often producing shorter texts.
To minimise inconsistencies, we regenerated all
texts under 500 characters until they reached a sat-
isfactory length. The average length of a synthetic
article in our dataset is 1,808 characters.

Similarly, we used the Self-BLEU metric (Zhu
et al., 2018), which measures the repetitiveness
of generations, for spotting faulty ones. Lower
scores indicate higher diversity, reflecting a broader
range of sentence structures and more varied con-
tent within the articles. We marked any genera-

tion with a Self-BLEU score greater than 30 for
regeneration, aiming to mimic the distribution of
Self-BLEU scores found in human-written articles.
The figure in Appendix 8 illustrates the final Self-
BLEU results in our dataset. While these measures
do not completely eliminate all flaws, they ensure
that the dataset adheres to basic quality standards.

At the end, we also regenerated all outputs con-
taining warning messages and removed any men-
tions of political bias labels that persisted in the
generated articles from the prompts.

5 Experiment

With all the data generated, the final dataset con-
sists of 2,100 human-written articles and 56,700
AI-generated articles, each AI-generated article cor-
responding to a human-written counterpart.

The primary aim of the entire experiment is to in-
vestigate the political bias of LLMs quantitatively.
This involves measuring the political bias shift. To
calculate this, we first determine the political align-
ment score for each article. This score is computed
based on the probabilities that an article exhibits
right-wing (Pright) or left-wing (Pleft) tendencies.
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The formula for the political alignment score is:

PAarticle = Pright − Pleft (1)

We then calculate the alignment scores for both
the AI-generated (PAgenerated) and human-written
(PAhuman) articles. With human-written articles
acting as a baseline, the political bias shift (∆PA)
is calculated as follows:

∆PA = PAgenerated − PAhuman (2)

The resulting value of ∆PA reflects the change
in political alignment between the human-written
and synthetic article. A positive ∆PA indicates a
shift towards a right-wing bias in the AI-generated
article, while a negative ∆PA suggests a left-wing
bias. Overall, this approach enables us to study
biases within LLMs by focusing solely on the shifts,
allowing for comparative and quantitative analysis.

5.1 Deep Learning Assessment
With the metric established, the core experiment
lies within measuring this political bias shift for all
LLMs. Given the persistent concerns about bias
in the evaluators, this study employs two distinct
evaluation approaches. The first one involves a
standard supervised model for bias detection.

Our training set includes the AllSides dataset
by Baly et al. (2020) and the German News dataset
by Ter-Akopyan (2021), aiming to create a bal-
anced dataset not skewed by exclusively US-centric
data. We used the Google Translate API to convert
German texts into English, manually verifying the
translation quality. Although this translation might
diminish stylistic diversity, the inclusion of trans-
lated data should still be advantageous (Unanue
et al., 2023). To mitigate overfitting and enhance
model performance, we trained both the RoBERTa-
large and POLITICS language models. Notably,
in the test samples, the POLITICS model demon-
strated a bias towards left-leaning classifications,
while RoBERTa exhibited a tendency towards right-
leaning ones. The averaging of their results yielded
the least bias. We therefore adopted this practice
for calculating political bias in this study.

Political Bias Shift Evaluation
With the models fine-tuned, we classify all human-
authored and generated articles, obtaining political
shifts through equations 1 and 2. The results are
shown in Figure 1, with more detailed ones listed
in Appendix 9. The figures list the average political

shifts for all models studied across three prompt
type settings: left-wing, unbiased, and right-wing.

The most notable trend is that the average politi-
cal bias of the models skews left, regardless of the
prompt types or news categories. This observation
aligns with the literature in Section 2.3.

Moreover, the distinct prompt types are par-
ticularly noteworthy in this experiment, as they
correlate directly with political bias. For all the
instruction-tuned models, except Gemma Instruct,
the desired bias is evident in the output data: left
news prompts yield the most left-wing bias, and
right news prompts yield the most right-wing bias.
This indicates that these models possess an under-
standing of political biases. Notably, the unbiased
prompts still tend towards the left.

Two models with notable behaviour for
instruction-tuned LLMs are Gemma Instruct and
Llama 2-Chat. Gemma Instruct predominantly pro-
duces unbiased content, irrespective of the prompt
type. Conversely, Llama 2-Chat mostly aligns with
the other instruction-tuned LLMs but exhibits a
right-wing bias when prompted to generate it.

This alignment with prompt types does not hold
for base models, which show no consistent re-
sponse to the specifics of the prompts. Their out-
puts slightly lean towards the left but still occupy a
more centric position compared to other models.

Finally, we note that GPT-4 emerges as the most
politically biased model with a strong left-wing
bias, followed by GPT-3.5 and Llama 2-Chat.

5.2 LLM Assessment
With the bias of the classifiers still a concern, our
second evaluation approach aims to provide further
data to ground our results and provide further in-
sight into the political bias of various LLMs. This
strategy employs the LLMs themselves to assess
the political bias of news texts. To optimise the
accuracy of LLM classifications, we employ the
CARP technique by Sun et al. (2023), which de-
fines a well-performing classification-prompt struc-
ture. The format of these prompts is detailed in
Appendix 6. For the de-biased test set from the
AllSides dataset, employing GPT-3.5 as a classi-
fier achieved an accuracy of 59.8%, surpassing that
of supervised models trained on this dataset (Baly
et al., 2020). This method proves sufficiently in-
formative while unaffected by any specific dataset
bias, thus making it particularly valuable for con-
firming results derived from supervised models.
Moreover, it facilitates an exploration of how dif-
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Figure 1: Political shift per model and prompt type (as assessed by supervised models)

Figure 2: Political shift per model and prompt type (as assessed by LLMs)

ferent LLMs manage classification tasks, shedding
light on their inherent political biases.

We utilised GPT-3.5, Llama 2-Chat, Mistral,
Mistral Chat, and Gemma Instruct for our experi-
ments, employing the same versions as those listed
in Table 2. Other base models, such as Gemma,
Llama 2, and GPT-2, were not used as they were
incapable of following the classification steps out-
lined in the prompt. During the classification of
human-written and synthetic news, each model gen-
erates a text with a chain-of-thought (Wei et al.,
2022), culminating in the assigned label within
square brackets, which facilitates label extraction.
If the classification fails to assign one of the prede-
termined labels, it gets repeated.

The calculation of the shift follows Equation 2,
but without the use of Equation 1; instead, we as-
sign the article a value of −1 for the left-wing class,
0 for the centrist, and 1 for the right-wing.

Political Bias Shift Evaluation
The results of this evaluation, depicted in Figure 2,
align with the supervised results in most aspects,
confirming the conclusions drawn from our exper-
iment. They demonstrate that instruction-tuned
models predominantly exhibit a left-wing bias with
a markedly reduced capacity to generate right-wing
texts. Furthermore, they validate the general ten-

dency towards left-leaning biases and the neutrality
of base models.

In terms of differences, some models exhibit
slightly varying strengths of biases, which do not,
however, disrupt the general trends observed in
supervised models. The most notable changes oc-
cur in right-wing scenarios, corresponding to right-
wing bias being weaker and less distinct for LLMs,
making it more challenging to detect.

LLM Classification Behaviour
As noted, using LLMs as classifiers enables us to
investigate the behaviour they exhibit in this role.
For this analysis, we employ Equation 3 to examine
classification bias, which measures the difference
between the political bias shift calculated by a spe-
cific model and the average shift across all models.

CBias(i) = ∆PAspecific model −∆PAaverage (3)

In Figure 3, we compare classification biases across
LLMs. For each of them, we calculate two CBias(i)
values using two inputs: one comprising all gener-
ated texts, and the other comprising only texts gen-
erated by the model conducting the classification.
It is apparent from the results that both Gemma
Instruct and ChatGPT maintain a relatively centrist
position, consistent with previous research (Lin
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et al., 2024a). Models from the Mistral family, no-
tably Mistral Chat, tend to lean left, which aligns
with their political bias shift results. The most pro-
nounced behaviour is observed in Llama 2-Chat,
which exhibits a distinct bias towards classifying
all models, particularly itself, as right-wing.

Figure 3: LLM classification bias, with the y-axis de-
noting the specific model in Equation 3 and the x-axis
the results of the CBias(i) calculations for two inputs

6 Discussion

Through this analysis, we have identified several
patterns that offer insights into the behaviour of
specific LLMs in generating news content.

Finding 1: Political Alignment of LLMs
The first observation concerns the political bias
evident in some LLMs. Models such as GPT-3.5,
GPT-4, Llama 2-Chat, and Mistral Chat demon-
strate a notable propensity to produce left-wing
content. Other models show a similar, albeit less
pronounced, inclination. Our observations corrob-
orate the results of a previous study by Feng et al.
(2023), which reported left-leaning biases in the
responses of LLMs to political questionnaires.

Finding 2: Discrepancy Between
Instruction-tuned and Base LLMs
We observe clear evidence of a pronounced dis-
crepancy between articles produced by instruction-
tuned and base LLMs. Only the instruction-tuned
models exhibited a significant shift in political
bias. This could be attributed to the tendency of
instruction-tuned models to adopt the writing style
of the instruction-tuning data, echoing observations
from corresponding studies (Ghosh et al., 2024).
Thus, this suggests that these models have a more
distinct and potentially biased writing style.

Finding 3: Impact of Prompt Types
The data conclusively shows that prompt types
significantly influence bias of generations, with

greater effect towards the left. Notably, using the
left-wing prompt observably increases the amount
of left-leaning articles, whilst in the right-wing
context, the shift proves considerably milder, with
only a few models demonstrating a rightward tilt
and most merely achieving a centrist stance. This
trend suggests much lesser resistance within LLMs
towards left-leaning stance than for right-wing one.

Finding 4: Classification Behaviour
When classifying political bias using LLMs, we
find that each model attributes to itself a stronger
version of the same bias it assigns on average to all
models. This suggests that LLMs in a limited way
recognise their generations, which influences their
assessment. Additionally, while LLMs appear reli-
able as classifiers, aligning closely with supervised
evaluations, certain models, notably Llama 2-Chat
and the Mistral family, exhibit pronounced biases.
This reveals that political bias in LLMs manifests
in multiple facets across their functionalities.

6.1 Dataset
To ensure that future examination of this topic is
more accessible, the dataset compiled for this study
has been made available for any follow-up work.3

7 Conclusion

This study introduces a curated dataset of paired
human-written and machine-generated news arti-
cles, offering resources and a framework for the
quantitative exploration of stylistic and semantic
shifts within a journalistic context. We employed
this dataset to investigate political bias in LLMs,
conducting several experiments with both super-
vised models and LLM classifiers. Our results re-
veal significant political bias in instruction-tuned
models, raising concerns about their broader ap-
plication in journalism. Furthermore, the LLMs
exhibited a much stronger tendency towards left-
wing bias and a greater susceptibility to generating
it when prompted, in contrast to right-wing bias.
Lastly, we found that LLMs exhibit political bias
even in classification tasks, which, alongside find-
ings from other studies, confirms that bias perme-
ates various applications of LLMs. Consequently,
we recognise the need for further research before
LLMs can be safely integrated into the media in-
dustry. We encourage subsequent examinations of
LLM behaviour to build on the provided dataset.

3https://huggingface.co/datasets/FilipT/
Generated_News_Political_Leaning
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Limitations

As noted in the study, the detection of political bias
remains a challenging problem, with the primary
issue being the lack of quality data. Consequently,
the risk of models being biased cannot be ignored.
This research has a series of measures to mitigate
these issues: utilising adjusted values instead of
raw data, compiling data from various sources, av-
eraging results across different model architectures,
and employing LLMs as classifiers. Nevertheless,
although the reported results are well-founded be-
cause of these measures, and the reported trend is
supported by results from other studies, the exact
strengths of biases might vary between this and
future research.

Regarding political bias, it is also important to
mention that the entire work is heavily centred on
the Euro-American political sphere. Both the news
dataset and the model training datasets are derived
from this context, and the language used for gen-
erations was English. Results or entire concepts
used in our analysis may differ in other cultural con-
texts. Moreover, discrepancies may arise within the
news categories because the task of condensing the
complex subject matter of an article into a single
category can lead to erroneous oversimplifications.
Nevertheless, this work has provided evidence that
a majority of these classifications align with the
anticipated outcomes. Consequently, the dataset
should be accurate in the vast majority of instances.

In terms of the provided dataset, although we
have rigorously tested our prompts, some degen-
erative patterns remain. We chose not to remove
these manually in order to avoid artificially inflat-
ing the reported capabilities of the studied LLMs.
Critically, these patterns are not intrusive enough to
significantly impact our experiments or any future
studies using this dataset. Beyond this concern, a
further limitation of our dataset is that as advance-
ments in text generation continue, its relevance will
likely diminish. Despite this, we expect our dataset
to remain useful for several years, which is why we
do not view this as significant.

Finally, it must be acknowledged that this dataset
was created for the purpose of observing the be-
haviour of LLMs in a journalistic context. It could
also possibly be used to observe other similar prop-
erties of generations. However, the generated texts
do not aspire to be full-fledged publishable articles,
since the length of most generations is too short for
that purpose. Therefore, we discourage using this

work for any purpose other than its clearly stated
main one.

Ethics Statement

Interpretation of Political Bias Defining or
quantifying political media bias presents substan-
tial challenges. The results of this study aim to
inform the scientific community and contribute to
the broader discussion about addressing political
bias in LLMs. In our research, specific classes of
political bias are derived solely from the training
datasets used and the perspectives of the classifying
LLMs, without any influence from the authors of
this paper (Baly et al., 2020; Ter-Akopyan, 2021).
Interpretations of left-wing and right-wing lean-
ings can differ significantly among various groups,
and we encourage readers to familiarise themselves
with the methodologies outlined in the studies asso-
ciated with these datasets. It is crucial to recognise
that the biases identified may not correspond with
contemporary political dialogues. Accordingly,
this study should not be interpreted as LLMs being
aligned or endorsing any given political party.

Misuse Potential This work identifies which
LLMs are prone to generating politically biased
content. Our findings are consistent with those al-
ready established in the field (Feng et al., 2023),
and importantly, we do not provide detailed meth-
ods that could facilitate misuse. As such, our study
should not help any adversarial users in exploiting
LLMs. Through this study, we aim to inform the
broader community about the biases inherent in
these widely accessible models, with the hope of
future mitigation of this issue.
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A Hyperparameter Settings &
Specifications

Category 20 Newsgroup News
Category
Dataset

Politics Politics Politics
Guns Guns -
LGBT - Queer voices
Religion Religion Religion
Business - Business
Ecology - Green
Sports Sport Sports

Table 3: Category assignment based on 20 Newsgroup
and News Category Dataset labels

Hyperparameter Value
number of epochs 10
patience 4
learning rate 1e−5

optimizer AdamW
max input size 512

Table 4: Model hyperparameters

Hyperparameter Value
Temperature 1
Top-p 1
Generation length 512
Repetition penalty 1 or 1.2

Table 5: Generation hyperparameters

Instruction Continuous
This is a political bias classi-
fier for news articles. First, list
CLUES (such as keywords,
phrases, contextual informa-
tion, semantic relations, se-
mantic meanings, tones, and
references) that support the de-
termination of political bias in
the input. Second, deduce the
diagnostic REASONING pro-
cess from the premises (i.e.,
clues and input) that supports
the determination of politi-
cal bias in the INPUT (limit
the number of words to 130).
Third, based on the clues, rea-
soning, and input, determine
the overall political bias of the
INPUT as "right-wing", "cen-
trist", or "left-wing". Write
the FINAL_LABEL as a sin-
gle word in brackets [] at
the end of the text. INPUT:
"{text}"

INPUT: "{text}" This is
the political bias clas-
sification of the given
news article. First, it
lists CLUES that sup-
port the determination of
political bias in the IN-
PUT. Second, it deduces
the diagnostic REASON-
ING process from the
premises (i.e., clues, in-
put) that supports the de-
termination of political
bias in the INPUT. Third,
based on the clues, rea-
soning, and input, it de-
termines the overall polit-
ical bias and writes the
FINAL_LABEL as a sin-
gle word in brackets [],
it can be "right-wing,"
"centrist," or "left-wing."
Here are the CLUES,
REASONING, and FI-
NAL_LABEL:

Table 6: Classification prompts
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B Dataset Overview

The finished dataset contains 56,700 rows and 46
columns. Here, we provide descriptions of all the
columns to assist readers in understanding its struc-
ture.

text Text of the human-written article

model LLM used for generation

prompt Prompt used for generation

title Title of the human-written news article

news_category News category label of the
human-written news article

main_domain Source web domain from which
the article originates

length_human Length of the human-authored
article, measured in characters

prompt_type Type of prompt used (left-wing,
unbiased, right-wing)

prompt_category Category of the prompt (in-
struction, completion)

length_generated Length of the generated text,
measured in characters

repetition_penalty Indicates whether a repeti-
tion penalty was applied (yes/no)

generation Text of the generated article

Self-BLEU_generations Self-BLEU score for
evaluating the repetitiveness of the generated text

POLITICS_human Political bias of human-
written article defined by Equation 1 using the POL-
ITICS model.

POLITICS_generations Political bias of gener-
ated article defined by Equation 1 using the POLI-
TICS model.

POLITICS_shift Political bias shift defined by
Equation 2 using POLITICS_human and POLI-
TICS_generations.

RoBERTa_human Political bias of human-
written article defined by Equation 1 using the
RoBERTa model.

RoBERTa_generations Political bias of gen-
erated article defined by Equation 1 using the
RoBERTa model.

RoBERTa_shift Political bias shift defined
by Equation 2 using RoBERTa_human and
RoBERTa_generations.

PB_supervised_shift Displayed political bias
obtained by taking the average of RoBERTa_shift
and POLITICS_shift.

PB_Mistral_Chat, PB_Gemma_Chat,
PB_Mistral, PB_Chatgpt, PB_Llama_Chat
Text obtained from using the classification prompts
from Table 6 with designated LLMs on a generated
article

PB_Mistral_Chat_Human,
PB_Gemma_Chat_Human,
PB_Mistral_Human, PB_Chatgpt_Human,
PB_Llama_Chat_Human Text obtained from
using the classification prompts from Table 6 with
designated LLMs on a human-written text

PB_Mistral_Chat_Label,
PB_Gemma_Chat_Label, PB_Mistral_Label,
PB_Chatgpt_Label, PB_Llama_Chat_Label
Political bias value of the generated article,
extracted from the output of the designated
classification LLM

PB_Mistral_Chat_Human_Label,
PB_Gemma_Chat_Human_Label,
PB_Mistral_Human_Label,
PB_Chatgpt_Human_Label,
PB_Llama_Chat_Human_Label Political bias
value of the human-written article, extracted from
the output of the designated classification LLM

Gemma_Chat_PB_Shift, Mis-
tral_Chat_PB_Shift, Llama_Chat_PB_Shift,
Mistral_PB_Shift, Chatgpt_PB_Shift Political
bias shift for each designated LLM, calculated
according to Equation 2. This metric uses
evaluations of both human-written and generated
texts to determine the shift in political bias for
each LLM

PB_shift Displayed political bias, calculated by
averaging the values from Gemma_Chat_PB_Shift,
Mistral_Chat_PB_Shift, Llama_Chat_PB_Shift,
Mistral_PB_Shift, and Chatgpt_PB_Shift

Figures 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 then illustrate fur-
ther properties of the dataset.
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Figure 4: Most frequent unique words per category
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Figure 5: News source distribution in the final dataset

Figure 6: Frequency of articles and summaries in the final dataset based on their length

Figure 7: Frequency of human-written articles per Self-BLEU value
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Figure 8: Frequency of articles per Self-BLEU value with respect to specific models
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C Further Political Bias Assessment
Figures

Due to our dataset being divided into categories,
we are able to examine the political bias at this level
as well. Figure 9 illustrates how varying prompt
types result in different behaviours across news
categories.

For left-wing prompts, religion and LGBT news
appear to be most affected, with religion in particu-
lar exhibiting a pronounced shift to the left. Con-
versely, business and politics news seem to remain
almost unchanged, showing only minimal shifts.

This behaviour is completely reversed for un-
biased news prompts, where the politics category
appears to be by far the most left-leaning. This
almost suggests that LLMs tend to restrain them-
selves when discussing politics while being incen-
tivised to display bias, but do not exhibit the same
restraint when the news generation does not men-
tion bias.

With right-wing prompt types, the topic of guns
appears to have the greatest tendency to lean to the
right. However, the bias is much weaker than that
observed with left-wing prompt types.

For the Figure 10, which presents data from
LLM classification, the trends appear to be much
less distinct. The two most significant trends in
this assessment are that the LGBT topic in right-
wing prompts appears to exhibit a large rightward
shift, and that the sports topic in left-wing news dis-
plays the strongest left-wing bias. Neither of these
trends appears to be as pronounced when using the
supervised models. This suggests that each classifi-
cation model has a partially different perception of
political bias and what constitutes left and right.

D Manual Review Process

The news generation, translation, and classification
processes were all manually reviewed. This review
involved authors examining 10 articles for each
LLM used in generation. During this process, we
looked for faults, degenerative outputs, and any of-
fensive content. If faults were found, we altered the
prompt and conducted another review, assessing
both the new randomly selected set of 10 articles
and the instances from the previous round where
problems were identified. One issue found through
this process was the repetition of the summary in
the article generation, which we were able to miti-
gate.

E Scientific Artifacts

In the course of this work, we employed many open-
source scientific artefacts. These included Hug-
gingFace Transformers (Wolf et al., 2020), NumPy
(Harris et al., 2020), Pandas (Mckinney, 2011),
NLTK (Bird et al., 2009), and PyTorch (Paszke
et al., 2019). Furthermore, we utilised multiple
datasets, which are open-sourced for research pur-
poses (Grusky et al., 2018; Baly et al., 2020; Ter-
Akopyan, 2021). Consequently, we commit to mak-
ing our work available, thereby opening opportuni-
ties for future follow-up and reproduction efforts.
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Figure 9: Political shift per model, prompt type, and news category (as assessed by supervised models)
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Figure 10: Political shift per model, prompt type, and news category (as assessed by LLMs)
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