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available at the end of the article challenging to quantitatively infer the ideological positions of media outlets. In
this paper, we present a quantitative framework to infer both political bias and
content quality of media outlets from text, and we illustrate this framework with
empirical experiments with real-world data. We apply a bidirectional long
short-term memory (LSTM) neural network to a data set of more than 1 million
tweets to generate a two-dimensional ideological-bias and content-quality
measurement for each tweet. We then infer a “media-bias chart” of (bias,
quality) coordinates for the media outlets by integrating the (bias, quality)
measurements of the tweets of the media outlets. We also apply a variety of
baseline machine-learning methods, such as a naive-Bayes method and a
support-vector machine (SVM), to infer the bias and quality values for each
tweet. All of these baseline approaches are based on a bag-of-words approach.
We find that the LSTM-network approach has the best performance of the
examined methods. Our results illustrate the importance of leveraging word order
into machine-learning methods in text analysis.
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1 Introduction

Mass media is a fundamental part of modern society. Media outlets provide win-
dows to the world and influence public knowledge, attitudes, and behavior [1]. They
disseminate news and information, help educate the public, provide entertainment,
and influence the spread of ideologies and opinions [2]. However, media outlets have
biases (including potentially very strong ones), and their influential societal roles
make it important to examine such biases [3,4]. Biased ideologies can impact peo-
ple’s choices (e.g., through their attitudes on topics like abortion [5]), their sharing
behavior on social media [6], and more. Additionally, media can exacerbate political
polarization by intensifying or even creating ideological “echo chambers” [7,8] and
enhancing so-called “pernicious polarization” [9], which divides societies into “Us
versus Them” camps along a focal dimension of difference that overshadows other
similarities and differences. There is a long history of quantitative studies of voting
blocs and ideological biases of politicians [10-12]. Researchers have quantitatively
examined the ideological biases of politicians in a variety of situations, including in
social media [13-18] and in television interviews [19]. Media outlets help broadcast
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biases and opinions. Moreover, the quantitative study of the ideologies of politicians
also helps guide investigations of the political biases of other entities, such as pri-
vate citizens and media outlets, and one can estimate the ideological positions of
individuals based on the media outlets with which they engage [20].

There are a variety of approaches to quantify ideological bias. It is common to use
a liberal-conservative (i.e., “Left-Right”) political spectrum as a one-dimensional
(1D) spectrum when analyzing ideological biases [16,21-23]. This places these ide-
ological biases in the context of common political polarities. A Left—Right dimen-
sion also arises in data-driven inference of ideological positions in multiple dimen-
sions [10,24]. In the United States, it is traditional to place the Democratic polit-
ical party on the Left and the Republican political party on the Right. Ideological
views manifest in conversations and other “digital footprints” on social-media plat-
forms [25], such as in posts by politicians on Twitter. For example, Anmol et al. [22]
manually counted selected words in tweets that are related to COVID-19 and con-
cluded that Republican politicians post more tweets that are related to business and
the economy and that Democratic politicians concentrate more on public health.
Xiao et al. [26] examined political polarities in textual data from social-media plat-
forms (specifically, from Twitter and Parler) and quantified such ideological biases
on tweets from politicians and media outlets by assigning polarity scores to words,
hashtags, and other objects (“tokens”) in social-media posts. Waller et al. [18] in-
troduced a multidimensional framework to summarize the ideological views, with a
focus on traditional forms of identity (specifically, they considered age, gender, and
political partisanship) of the posters and commenters, of Reddit posts around the
time of the 2016 United States presidential election. Similarly, Gordon et al. [27]
argued that one cannot fully capture political bias using a single axis with two bi-
nary ideological extremes (such as Republican and Democrat); instead, one should
use multidimensional approaches. Moreover, models that aim to analyze the con-
tent of media outlets should incorporate not only measures of outlet biases but also
measures of outlet quality [28,29]. In the present paper, we use natural-language
processing (NLP) [30] of textual data from tweets by media outlets to infer (Left—
Right, low—high) coordinates for these outlets, where the first dimension describes
the political bias of a media outlet and the second dimension represents its quality.

Neural-network models that are based on deep learning have been useful for many
NLP tasks, including speech recognition [31], sentiment classification, answer selec-
tion, and textual entailment [32]. By using deep neural networks instead of tradi-
tional machine-learning (ML) approaches (such as a naive-Bayes method), one can
significantly improve the performance of tasks like text classification [33]. More-
over, neural networks that exploit input word sequences can produce more accurate
results than methods that rely on a bag-of-words approach [34,35]. Recurrent neu-
ral networks (RNN) are a trendy deep-learning architecture to analyze sequential
textual data. For example, Socher et al. [36] used an RNN to study binary sen-
timents (i.e., favorable or unfavorable) from a data set of movie reviews. In the
present paper, we apply a specific type of RNN called a long short-term memory
(LSTM) neural network to infer ideological and quality coordinates of media outlets
based on the textual content of their tweets. We also compare the results of using
an LSTM network to those from several traditional ML methods that have been
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used in previous sentiment analysis studies. These traditional approaches include a
naive-Bayes method, a support-vector machine (SVM), an artificial neural network
(ANN), a decision tree, and a random forest. All of these traditional approaches
use a bag-of-words approach.

To further motivate our work, consider the Ad Fontes Media-Bias Chart
(AFMBC) [37], which is a two-dimensional (2D) visualization (see Figure 1) of the
political ideologies and content qualities of about 100 media outlets. The AFMBC
shows the positions of media outlets with ideological biases along one axis and con-
tent qualities along the other axis. The AFMBC uses data from 1,818 online articles
and 98 cable news shows, which were rated in 2019 by a politically balanced team
of analysts [37]. In the AFMBC, the bias and quality scores of each media outlet
are the mean scores of each rated news item. Typically, 15-20 news items were used
to evaluate a media outlet; at least three analysts rated each news item.

By necessity, the AFMBC uses a small number of items from each media outlet,
although media outlets produce a wealth of content. By applying modern data-
science techniques, one can leverage such abundant data through an algorithmic
process of rating documents for both bias and quality. For example, Widmer et
al. [38] applied penalized logistic regression and latent Dirichlet allocation (LDA)
to a corpus of about 40,000 transcribed television episodes and examined the po-
tential influence that national cable television can have on local newspapers. By
measuring the textual similarities between the content of national television chan-
nels (specifically, Fox News, CNN, and MSNBC) and local newspaper content, they
found that the content of local newspapers with more viewership of a given cable
channel has greater textual similarity with the content of that cable channel than
with it does with the other examined cable channels. They suggested the possi-
bility that national cable television propagates slants and partisan biases to local
newspapers and can thereby polarize local news content. In the present paper, we
explore the potential to quantify the political ideologies and content qualities of
media outlets based on the tweets that they posted in a specific time window. We
use a data set from the Harvard GWU Libraries Dataverse [39] of more than 30
million tweets from more than 4,000 news outlets. We then remove tweets that were
not posted by media outlets in the AFMBC. This leaves about 1.4 million tweets,
to which we apply ML techniques to infer bias and quality coordinates for each
tweet. There is no absolute truth in the numerical values of a media outlet’s bias
and quality scores. Therefore, we evaluate the performance of the ML algorithms
by comparing their outputs with the AFMBC. The 2D coordinates that we obtain
from an algorithm can provide insight into ideological polarization and can serve
as an input to opinion-dynamics models, such as the one in [40] that incorporates
media outlets.

1.1 Our Contributions

As of May 2020 (based on manual inspection), 65 of the media outlets in the
AFMBC maintained active Twitter accounts. The other media outlets in the
AFMBC either did not have a Twitter account or had a suspended account at
that time. Between 4 August 2016 and 12 May 2020, these 65 accounts generated
1.4 million tweets; these tweets are tabulated in the George Washington University
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Figure 1: The Ad Fontes Media-Bias Chart (version 5.1). When we use data
from this bias chart (see Section 5.1), we will normalize the bias scores
to [—1,1] and the quality scores to [0,1]. [We reproduce this figure, with per-
mission that is granted by our purchase of a Standard License, from Ad Fontes. See

https://adfontesmedia. com/copyright—and—usage—info/?utm,source=s1:aticMBCPage.]

(GWU) Libraries Dataverse [39] in the Harvard Dataverse. We use several existing
supervised ML algorithms (a naive-Bayes method, an SVM, an ANN, a decision
tree, a random forest, and an LSTM network) to infer the ideological biases and
content qualities of each tweet. We then compute the bias and quality scores for each
media outlet by calculating the means of the biases and qualities of their tweets.
In Figure 2, we show our workflow for inferring the bias and quality scores of the
tweets and media outlets.

Bias and quality scores| Assign _ | Bias and quality scores of the Manually rated bias and quality
from the AFMBC tweets in the training set scores of news articles and shows

Machine-learning
inference
Calculate

Inferred bias and the mean | Bjas and quality scores of the
quality scores tweets in the testing set

Calculate
the mean

Bias and quality scores of the
media outlets in the AFMBC

Figure 2: Flowcharts for inferring ideological biases and content qualities of the
media outlets. We show (left) the workflow for our proposed approach and (right)
the workflow for the AFMBC [37].

We observe a strong linear correlation between the manually rated political ide-
ologies in the AFMBC (which plays the role of a “ground truth” in our study) and
the political ideologies that are inferred by the LSTM network. We observe a simi-
larly strong positive linear correlation between the AFMBC quality scores and the
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inferred quality scores. This suggests that algorithms can successfully produce rea-
sonable (ideology, quality) scores for articles and other text from media outlets. We
generate a 2D media-bias chart for the examined media outlets and compare it with
the AFMBC. We then compare the results of an LSTM neural-network approach
to the results of several traditional methods (a naive-Bayes method, an SVM, a
decision tree, a random forest, and an ANN). We find that the LSTM approach
(which considers word sequences) outperforms these baseline methods, which each
use a bag-of-words approach.

1.2 Organization of our Paper

Our paper proceeds as follows. In Section 2, we discuss several ML methods that we
use to infer the ideological biases and content qualities of tweets. In Section 3, we
briefly describe the employed data, which includes the manually rated news articles
and shows from Ad Fontes [37] and the media-outlet tweets from the GWU Libraries
Dataverse [39]. In Section 4, we propose a scheme to construct a media-bias chart
from the tweet content of media outlets. We also briefly describe our preprocessing
of the tweets. In Section 5, we introduce how we evaluate the performance of each
ML method and compare the performance of different ML methods. In Section 6,
we conclude and discuss future work. In Appendix A, we list the 65 examined media
outlets and the number of tweets for each of them.

2 Background and Related Work on NLP Methods

Because of the increased bounty and accessibility of machine-readable text [41],
researchers have applied many supervised ML techniques to analyze and classify
textual data [42]. One can categorize supervised NLP methods into (1) sequen-
tial approaches (which account for word order) and (2) non-sequential approaches
(which do not). Non-sequential methods transform a document into a bag of words
before subsequent analysis [43]. Such methods were the typical type of approach
in early NLP studies with ML techniques [44-46], and they are still the main ap-
proach for smaller data sets (e.g., ones with fewer than 5,000 data points [47]).
Importantly, sequential models (e.g., RNNs [48]) transform a document into a se-
quential input and use associated contextual information when mapping from an
input sequence to an output sequence [49]. Therefore, we expect the inference of
political ideologies to be more effective with a sequential approach than with a
bag-of-words approach [36].

In this section, we briefly discuss several non-sequential approaches (which we
employ as baseline methods) and a sequential approach that we use to infer a
media-bias chart from the tweets of media outlets. In Table 1, we summarize our
key notation.
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[ symbol [ explanation [ example or further information

X an entire data set or a training set | example: the entire set of tweets

X or X; | an input feature vector example: one tweet
z; the jth entry of a vector x example: one word
Yk the label of the kth input example: the label of the kth tweet
w a vector of weights we use these in the SVM and the neural networks
b the bias term in w - x + b we use these in the SVM and the neural networks
c the index of a label it ranges from 1 to n when there are n classes in total

Table 1: Key notation in our paper.
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2.1 Naive-Bayes Method
A naive-Bayes method is a simple approach that has been used successfully for text
categorization [46, 50, 51], which is the common NLP task of assigning each text
document in a corpus to a category ¢ € {1,...,n}.

We start with Bayes’ rule

P(y; = ¢)P(x; | yi = ¢)
P(x;) '

Ply: = c|xi) =

Using the chain rule, we compute the probability that the current item i (for ex-
ample, the ith tweet), with feature vector x; = [z;,,...,7; |7 (for example, the
sequence of words in the ith tweet), is in category c. This yields

Ply, =c| Tiyyeo vy i) = P24, | Tigy ooy @iy s ys =€) X oo

X Pz, |2, yi=c¢) X Pla;, |y; =¢) X P(y; =¢).

The word “naive” appears in the method’s name because a naive-Bayes approach
assumes that all words have independent probabilities of appearing in a document.
That is,

P(as, | Tigy-o s i,y =€) =Py, | yi = ).

In a naive-Bayes approach, one needs both P(y; = ¢) and P(x; | y; = ¢) to com-
pute the output probability P(y; = ¢ | ;,,...,x;, ). One substitutes the probability
P(y; = ¢) for the relative frequency of class ¢ in the training set. We obtain the
conditional probability P(z; | y; = ¢) using maximum a posteriori (MAP) estima-
tion [52].

2.2 Support-Vector Machines (SVMs)

SVMs have been employed often in classification tasks [53-55]. For example, Go et
al. [50] used SVMs for sentiment classification of Twitter data. Gopi et al. [47] used
an SVM approach for tweet classification using positive and negative opinions.

In a traditional SVM, one is given a training data set {xi,...,x,} and seeks
binary class labels, which we denote by +1 and —1. One seeks the maximum-
margin hyperplane that separates the data points of those two different classes.
One attempts to minimize the hinge loss

1 n
=Y max{0,1 -y (w3, + )} | + A w2, e

i=1

where the parameter A > 0 determines the trade-off between the margin size and the
labeling accuracy, which is equal to the number of correctly assigned labels divided
by the number of elements in the training set. The loss function (1) is convex, so
one can use a common convex-optimization approach (e.g., gradient descent) to
successfully minimize it [56].

The original SVM setting is directly applicable only to binary classification. For
classification problems with three or more labels, one needs to split the classification
task into multiple binary-classification tasks.
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2.3 Decision Trees and Random Forests

A decision tree is a flowchart-like structure in which each node ¢ of the tree splits
the flow of a procedure into two sets of classes based on the information gain
I(t) = H(X) — H(X | t), where

H(X) == P(y; = c)log,(P(y; = c))
C
is the entropy of a data set and

HX|[t)= Y pd)H(X|d)
des(t)

is the conditional entropy of a data set after the split at node ¢, where s(t) denotes
the set of all possible splits at ¢ with respect to one variable.

Node ¢t

Figure 3: A schematic illustration of a simple decision tree. This example uses
x1 > 5 as the criterion to split the source data X into X; and X,.

In Figure 3, we give a schematic illustration of splitting a source data set. In
this example, the full data set is X, the subsets X; and X5 are disjoint, and X =
X1 U Xjy. The entropy of the data set after the split at node ¢ is

H(X |t)= |}§£|H(X1) + ||XX2||H(X2).
The root node is always split into two new nodes (which are called “children”), and
we further split any new node that has data with multiple labels. We continue the
splitting process recursively (i.e., following a tree structure), using the criterion of
maximum information gain at each node until we obtain a set of leaf nodes in which
each node has data with a single label. See Breiman et al. [57] for other splitting
strategies and stopping conditions for decision trees.

A random-forest classification approach uses a set of decision trees. It selects a
random sample from a training set using some probability distribution and then fits
trees to these samples [57]. A random-forest classifier consists of NV trees, where one
specifies the value N. We use N = 100 to balance efficiency and performance and
to avoid overfitting. To classify a new data set, we pass each sample of that data
set to each of the N trees. The forest chooses a class with the most votes of the
N possible votes; if there is a tie for the largest vote total, it uniformly randomly
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selects one of the classes with the most votes. In one example of sentiment analysis
using a random-forest classifier, Bilal et al. [58] identified positive, negative, and
neutral sentiments in a set of documents.

2.4 Artificial Neural Networks (ANNs)

Artificial neural networks (ANNs) are popular classifiers that have been used for
various text-classification problems [59]. We use a fully-connected (i.e., “dense”)
feedforward ANN to infer media bias and back-propagation (BP) to train this ANN.
Because of the feedforward structure, the nodes are not part of any cycles. BP is an
iterative gradient-based algorithm that we use to minimize the mean-squared error
between the actual output and the desired output. See Schmidhuber [60] for more
details about ANNs and training methods for them. ANNs have been used for a
variety of tasks in sentiment analysis [61-63]. Zharmagambetov and Pak [59] used
an ANN and a word-embedding model to classify a data set of movie reviews with
positive and negative sentiments.

2.5 Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) Neural Networks

An LSTM neural network is one type of RNN architecture. Unlike a traditional
RNN, an LSTM network has a “forget” gate that determines whether or not to pass
information from one memory cell to the next memory cell. LSTM networks have
achieved good performance on various NLP tasks, including machine translation,
next-word inference, and binary sentiment classification [64-66]. In Figure 4, we
show the structure of a single LSTM cell. The scalar ¢ denotes the “memory” that
is passed between each cell. In the center panel (which indicates the ¢th cell), the
sigmoid activation function o on the left is a forget gate. When o outputs 0, the
previous memory ¢;_1 is “forgotten” by multiplying it by 0; when o outputs 1, one
uses ¢;_1 and passes it to the next cell. The middle sigmoid activation function o is
called the input gate, which decides the input value for updating the memory. The
right sigmoid activation function o is called the “output gate” and determines the
output value. The hyperbolic tangent is another activation function, and the output
is h¢. In Section 4.2, we will explain the architecture of the bidirectional LSTM
network model that we use to infer the ideological biases and content qualities of
the media outlets.

3 Data Sets

We use tweets from media outlets to examine the ideological biases and content
qualities of those outlets. Tweets by media outlets are more readily available and
larger in number than shows and articles from these outlets. We use data from the
NEWSOUTLETTWEET data set of media tweets from Littman et al. [39]. This data
set has a list of tweet IDs from the Twitter accounts of 9,636 news outlets. The
tweets from these media outlets were collected between 4 August 2016 and 12 May
2020. The tweet IDs are 18-digit integers that provide access (with twitter.com/
as the prefix) to the corresponding tweets. We use the Hydrator application [67]
to extract the content of all 39,695,156 tweets in NEWSOUTLETTWEET; we refer
to these tweets as the “hydrated NEWSOUTLETTWEET” data set. For each of the
102 media outlets in the AFMBC, we manually search for their official Twitter
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Figure 4: A schematic illustration of a memory cell in an LSTM neural network.
The center panel is the tth cell, on which we focus. The quantity z; is the input
(e.g., a sequence of integers that represents all words in one document), ¢; is the
“memory-cell state” that is passed to the next cell, and the “hidden state” h;
is also passed to the next cell. The function ¢ is a sigmoid activation function,
and the hyperbolic tangent tanh is another activation function. In Section 4.2,
we precisely specify the functions of the gates in each cell.

account and check if it is in the account list in NEWSOUTLETTWEET. If one media
outlet has multiple official Twitter accounts — e.g., The New York Times has
several Twitter accounts, such as @NYTSports and @nytopinion — we manually
determine its primary Twitter account and keep only this account. (For example,
we use @nytimes for The New York Times.) This yields 65 media outlets that are
part of both the AFMBC and NEWSOUTLETTWEET. We list these media outlets

and the associated Twitter accounts in Appendix A.

We select the tweets in the hydrated NEWSOUTLETTWEET data set that were
posted by the 65 media outlets. There are 1,417,030 such tweets in total. Except
for Bloomberg (for which there are 127 tweets), the numbers of tweets of the media
outlets range from about 1,000 to about 100,000. We obtain bias and quality scores
for each media outlet using the bias and quality scores of articles and shows in the
MEDIASOURCERATINGS data set [37]. For each article, the ideological bias lies in
one of seven categories: most extreme Left, hyperpartisan Left, skews Left, neutral,
skews Right, hyperpartisan Right, and most extreme Right. Each category spans
12 rating units (except for the neutral category, which spans 13 units from —6 to
6), so the numerical scale consists of all integers between —42 and +42. The seven
categories of bias were defined by analysts, and the 12 units within each category
allow nuanced distinctions in the amount of bias [37]. The overall reliability of each
article by each media outlet was divided by the analysts into eight categories, with
eight units each. This yields a numerical scale that consists of all integers between
1 (the least reliable) and 64 (the most reliable) [37]. The number of rating units

was selected because it is convenient for the aspect ratio of visual displays.

Each media outlet in the AFMBC has between 15 and 25 reviewed articles and
shows (in total, including both types of media) in the MEDIASOURCERATINGS data
set. For each media outlet, we use the mean of the bias scores and the mean of the

quality scores as representative quality and bias scores.
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4 Generation of a Media-Bias Chart

We preprocess the tweet data from [39] and input it into an LSTM neural network
to generate a bias score and a quality score for each tweet.l!] Using the (bias,
quality) scores of the tweets (in the testing set), we generate a media-bias chart
— with coordinates for both ideological bias and content quality — for the media
outlets and then interpret it. The numbers of tweets of the media outlets range
between 127 (for Bloomberg) and 93,259 (for Reuters); see Figure 5. For our data
preprocessing, we select 10,000 tweets uniformly at random with replacement (so we
do bootstrap sampling, and the sampled tweets can contain duplicates, especially
for media outlets with smaller numbers of tweets) for each media outlet. With this
procedure, our sample data set has 65 x 10,000 tweets. The training set (a uniformly
random subset) consists of a fixed proportion of the sampled tweets, to which we
assign bias and quality scores that are equal to the bias and quality scores of the
corresponding media outlets in the AFMBC. The media outlets thereby contribute

equally to our training set regardless of how often they tweeted.

80,000 4
60,000 -

40,000 4

,...umuu|||||||||IIIIII||||||||||||| ,

Bloomberg Reason Weather.com Marketwatch Reuters

Media Outlet

Number of Tweets

o

Figure 5: The number of tweets of the Twitter accounts of the 65 examined media
outlets. Because of space considerations, we only show a few outlet names in this
plot. For the complete list of media outlets, see Table 4.

4.1 Text Preprocessing
We apply the following text-preprocessing scheme to our data set. We remove all

4

stop words (“and”, “you”, “to”, and so on) in the built-in list of stop words in the
Python package NLTK, and we then remove all hyperlinks. We build a vocabulary
using the 5,000 words (where we treat hashtags as words) with the highest frequen-
cies in the sampled data set using the COUNTVECTORIZER function in the Python
package SKLEARN. Each word that remains in a tweet is a token. We convert all
words that are not in the vocabulary into “OOV” tokens and add “PAD” tokens at
the end of each tweet so that all tweets have the same length (i.e., the same number

of tokens) as the longest tweet.

10ur code for filtering the tweets from NewsOurLerTweer and applying ML algorithms

to this data set is available at nttps://gitlab.com/zchao3/MediaSentiment.git.

Page 10 of 21


https://gitlab.com/zchao3/MediaSentiment.git

Chao et al.

4.2 Bidirectional LSTM Neural Network

We input the processed tweets (which are sequences of tokens) into a bidirectional
LSTM neural network to infer their bias and quality scores. The LSTM network
that we use has three layers, which have different purposes. Each layer transforms
an input sequence into another sequence of scalars or into a sequence of vectors. The
first layer is a fully-connected word-embedding layer [68] that transforms each word
into a vector of a user-selected length. The second layer is a bidirectional LSTM layer
that consists of a forward LSTM and a backward LSTM. The number of memory
cells (see Section 2.5) in each LSTM is equal to the length of the input sequence.
Each LSTM layer transforms an input sequence of vectors into a sequence of scalars.
For each cell in the LSTM layer, we apply the following transition functions:

Je=0o(wy - [hi—1,%¢] +bf),

i = o(Wi - [hi—1,%¢] + b;),

¢ = tanh(we - [he—1,%X¢] + be) s
¢t = frei—1 +iCy

ot = 0(Wo - [he—1,%t] + o),

hy = oy tanh(c;) .

Following common practice, we refer to f, i, 0, ¢¢, and hy as a forget gate, an input
gate, an output gate, a memory-cell state, and a hidden state, respectively [69-71].
(The difference between a “state” and a “gate” is that the value of the former is
passed to the next cell, but that is not the case for the latter.) The sigmoid function
o(z) = H% and tanh function are the activation functions. Finally, we append
a fully-connected concatenation layer [72] that transforms the outputs from the
bidirectional LSTM into a pair of scalars in [—1,1] x [0,1] that encode a tweet’s
bias score and quality score. Both the embedding layer and the concatenation layer
use a matrix—vector product and a rectified linear unit (ReLU) as an activation

function. We use the standard ReLU activation function [73]

0, 2<0
fz) = )

z, >0

=max{0,z} =z 1,50

In Figure 6, we show a schematic illustration of the bidirectional LSTM archi-
tecture and the workflow in our computational experiments. We initialize all pa-
rameters — including the parameters in the embedding layer, the concatenation
layer, and the weight vectors wy, w;, wc, and w, — with independent uniform
random real numbers in [0,1]. As a loss function, we use the mean-square error
(MSE) MSE = 25" | (y; — §;)°, where y; denotes the ith training label and g;
denotes the ith inferred label, and we train the weight vectors with the Adams

optimizer [74] to minimize the loss function.

4.3 Training and Results
We use a tweet-level split of testing and training data. We split the 650,000 tweets
uniformly at random with 80% of them in the training set and 20% in the testing
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(bias, quality)

Concatenation

Forward LSTM

Backward LSTM

Word Embedding

X1 X XN PAD

Figure 6: The structure of our bidirectional LSTM. The concatenation layer is
a fully-connected layer that takes output sequences from both a forward LSTM
and a backward LSTM as input. The output of the concatenation layer is a pair
of scalars for the inferred bias and quality scores. The term “PAD” indicates
the padding tokens that we append to a tweet so that all tweets have the same
length (i.e., the same number of tokens).

set. We apply the trained model to the testing tweets and assign bias scores and
quality scores to each of these tweets. We group the testing set by media outlet, and
we then compute the mean bias score and mean quality score of each group and
assign this pair of scores to the corresponding media outlet. We normalize the bias
scores to [—1,1], and we normalize the quality scores to [0, 1]. In Figure 7, we plot
these scores along with the normalized bias and quality scores from the AFMBC.

5 Evaluation of the LSTM Network’s Performance

We examine the performance of inferring a 2D media-bias chart of (bias, quality)
coordinates for each media outlet using a variety of approaches (see Section 2). As
we will see, the LSTM network (which incorporates sequential data) outperforms
the other approaches, which use only non-sequential information.

In the output of each method, we observe that many tweets do not have a strong
ideological bias. This is the case even for many tweets from media outlets with a
strong ideological bias (e.g., with an absolute value of at least 20 in the interval
[—42,42]) in the AFMBC. Therefore, it is sensible that the mean bias scores of
the tweets of the media outlets tend to be closer to the center of the ideological
spectrum than their bias scores from the AFMBC (see Figure 7).

We calculate Pearson correlation coefficients, which are invariant under scaling
and shifting of its arguments, to examine linear correlations between the inferred
bias and quality scores and the AFMBC bias and quality scores. We use these
coeflicients to evaluate the performance of each method; a large Pearson correlation
coefficient suggests that a method yields a spectrum with a reasonable ordering of
the scores. For example, a large Pearson correlation coefficient for the bias score
indicates a good performance at inferring the relative locations of media outlets on a
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Figure 7: A comparison of the (bias, quality) scores from the AFMBC to the
(bias, quality) scores that we obtain using an LSTM network. Each arrow starts
from a media outlet’s coordinates in the AFMBC and terminates at the output
coordinates from the LSTM network. The color of each arrow indicates the media
outlet’s position on the Left-Right political spectrum (i.e., its ideological-bias
score) in the AFMBC.

Left—Right ideological spectrum. The Pearson correlation coefficient of two vectors
y and y is
o Ely = py) (¥ = ny)l

p(y,y) = g, :
YUy

where y consists of the media-outlet bias or quality coordinates from the AFMBC
and ¥ consists of the algorithmically inferred media-outlet coordinates from tweets.

5.1 Computational Experiments

In addition to the LSTM-network approach on which we focus, we examine results
from five other methods: a naive-Bayes (NB) method, a support-vector machine
(SVM), a decision tree (DT), a random forest (RF), and an artificial neural network
(ANN) with fully-connected layers.

We compare the (bias, quality) coordinates that we obtain for each media outlet
from these methods. For each tweet, we remove the stop words and hyperlinks
(see Section 4.1), and we use the 5,000 most-frequent words (see Section 4.2) to
build a vocabulary. Our results vary slightly (with the Pearson correlation differing
within about £0.03 in our experiments) when we use vocabularies with 2,000 and
10,000 words. We apply an 80-20 train—test split of the data (see Section 4) and
generate (bias, quality) coordinates for each media outlet by calculating the mean
of each method’s output for the tweets from the same media outlet. We also test
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each method with train—test splits that we base on the media outlets themselves. In
this media-outlet split, we select 52 media outlets (i.e., 80% of them) uniformly at
random. We train each method using all of the tweets from these 52 media outlets
and apply the trained method to the tweets of the remaining 13 media outlets to

infer (bias, quality) coordinates of all remaining media outlets.

5.2 Results

We now compare and discuss our results from the various approaches for inferring
(bias, quality) coordinates. We consider both a media-level split (see Section 5.1)

and a tweet-level split (see Section 4.3).

For the media-outlet split, we uniformly randomly split the media outlets into five
groups of 13 media outlets each, and we apply 5-fold cross-validation to generate
the coordinates for all media outlets. That is, using each of the five groups as a
withheld testing group, we train each method with the tweets from the other four
groups and then evaluate the method with the tweets from the withheld group. We
then compute the media bias and quality scores by calculating means of the scores
of the tweets (see Section 4.3) and compute the Pearson correlation coefficients from
these results. We show the mean Pearson correlation (which we average over five

trials) for the media-outlet split in Table 2.

[ Method [ Bias-Score Correlation | Quality-Score Correlation ]

NB 0.662 0.713
SVM 0.652 0.736
DT 0.665 0.684
RF 0.780 0.779
MLP 0.809 0.811
LSTM 0.832 0.825

Table 2: The Pearson correlations between the bias and quality scores in the
AFMBC and the corresponding scores that we obtain from ML methods using
a media-outlet split. For each method, the standard deviation of the correlations
from the five different train—test splits in our 5-fold cross validation is smaller than
0.01. We show the means of the five different train—test splits for both the bias-score
and quality-score correlations. We show the best results in bold.

We also use 5-fold cross validation for the tweet-level split. We uniformly randomly
split all tweets into five equal-sized groups. Using each of the five groups as a
withheld testing group, we train each method using the other four groups and
then evaluate the method using the withheld group. We show the mean Pearson
correlation (which we average over five different train—test splits) for the tweet-level
split in Table 3.
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[ Method [ Bias-Score Correlation | Quality-Score Correlation ]

NB 0.861 0.805
SVM 0.909 0.898
DT 0.856 0.861
RF 0.925 0.907
MLP 0.916 0.949
LSTM 0.977 0.964

Table 3: The Pearson correlations between the bias and quality scores in the
AFMBC and the corresponding scores that we obtain from ML methods using a
tweet-level split. For each method, the standard deviation of the correlations from
the five different train—test splits in our 5-fold cross validation is smaller than 0.01.
We show the means of the five different train—test splits for both the bias-score and
quality-score correlations. We show the best results in bold.

From Table 2 and Table 3, we see that the LSTM-network approach that incor-
porates word sequences in its input performs better than the other five methods,
which all use a bag-of-words approach. This demonstrates that it is advantageous
to account for sequential information. We also observe that all methods perform
better on the tweet-level split than they do on the media-outlet split. One possible
reason is that different media outlets use different word choices for different tweets.
Moreover, media outlets with similar ideological biases and quality scores on the
AFMBC may tend to post about different topics. For example, Weather.com and
The Economist have the same ideological-bias score (of —2.43) on the AFMBC,
but one expects posts by Weather.com to be related to weather forecasts, which
one does not expect to see in many posts by The Economist.

6 Conclusions and Discussion

Media outlets have a significant and multifaceted impact on public discourse [75].
It is thus important to examine their ideological biases and heterogeneous quality
levels. It can be very insightful to infer ideological positions and sentiments from
the textual data of entities [16,22], such as for media outlets. In our paper, we
used a bidirectional long short-term memory (LSTM) neural network and several
other machine-learning approaches to infer ideological biases and quality levels of
media outlets based on tweets from their Twitter accounts. For both biases and
qualities, we found a large correlation between the scores that we inferred from
tweets and the scores in the Ad Fontes Media-Bias Chart (AFMBC). We compared
a variety of ML approaches that use a bag-of-words approach with the LSTM-
network approach, which incorporates word sequences, and we found that the LSTM
approach outperforms the others. We thus conclude that the information from word
order is a significant contributor to our natural-language-processing (NLP) task. We
expect that this is also true for many other NLP tasks.

In our paper, we demonstrated that ML methods can successfully infer ideological
biases and quality levels of textual data from media outlets. However, our study has
several limitations. For example, we used only Twitter data and we only considered
that data from a particular time window. It is essential to integrate different types of
news sources, such as long articles and videos, to better infer the ideological biases
and content quality of a media outlet. Additionally, we only inferred a single point in
a 2D (bias, quality) space for each media outlet, but it is more realistic to represent
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the bias and quality of a media outlet using a probability distribution. It is also
desirable to extend the analysis of ideological bias to multiple dimensions (e.g., with
different dimensions for different political issues, such as social and economic issues)
and to develop better approaches to evaluate inferred (bias, quality) coordinates and
associated media-bias charts. Our paper provides a proof of concept for such studies,
and it is important to explore these extensions.
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Appendix A: List of Media Outlets and the Number of Tweets of

Each Outlet

In Table 4, we list the 65 media outlets that we use in our experiments. We also

indicate the number of tweets from each media outlet. The tweets were collected
by Littman et al. [39] between 4 August 2016 and 12 May 2020. In Section 3,
we described our process of manually selecting a Twitter account for each media

outlet. In Table 4, we also give each media outlet’s bias and quality scores from Ad

Fontes [37].
Outlet Ideological Bias | Content Quality | Number of Tweets
ABC —1.85 49.87 39243
AP —1.06 52.19 35132
Axios —5.74 47.30 10647
BBC -3.03 46.27 5685
Bloomberg —0.85 47.52 148
Breitbart 18.99 30.64 9335
Business Insider —0.38 43.28 58868
BuzzFeed —7.06 43.17 16214
CBS —1.85 46.84 39004
CNN —8.55 40.49 68014
CNSNews 25.75 27.75 5570
Christian Science Monitor —0.21 44.27 24660
Daily Beast —12.04 38.80 18088
Daily Caller 20.06 28.80 25948
Daily Signal 19.97 30.41 7812
Democracy Now —16.71 37.54 8132
Financial Times 0.62 47.47 14966
Fiscal Times 1.52 44.54 3250
Forbes 0.20 39.84 19143
Foreign Policy —1.65 41.69 10496
Fortune 0.43 45.09 18971
Forward —5.69 37.12 8247
Fox News 18.50 30.08 67254
FreeSpeech TV —18.74 29.95 10970
Huffington Post —11.64 40.17 18679
JR 6.72 44.31 4867
LA Times -3.06 49.09 29475
MSNBC —10.88 41.21 25312
Marketwatch —0.54 45.11 32766
Mother Jones —13.92 40.32 11903
National Public Radio —2.73 50.22 16591
National Review 16.23 30.95 11012
New Republic —12.83 36.03 6097
New York Post 5.15 42.42 30435
New York Times —4.01 47.54 43772
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NewsMax

(OVA'S

One America News Network
PBS

Politico

ProPublica

Quartz

Reason

Reuters

Slate

Talking Points Memo
The Atlantic

The Blaze

The Economist

The Federalist

The Hill

The Nation

The New Yorker

The Week

Think Progress

Time

USA Today

Vanity Fair

Vox

Wall Street Journal
Washington Examiner
Washington Free Beacon
Washington Post
Washington Times

Weather.com

9.94
—5.43
11.26
—2.37
—5.24
—5.93
-3.89
4.12
—0.95
—14.93
—5.67
—6.41
15.70
—2.43
21.86
0.09
—16.89
—6.90
—8.31
—19.12
—4.35
—-2.03
—14.75
—8.75
1.89
12.17
16.71
—4.18
12.97
—2.43

36.02
40.80
35.88
47.79
46.45
48.14
41.26
38.28
51.79
34.20
42.24
40.59
32.76
42.19
26.42
46.26
33.54
41.83
33.98
35.85
42.50
46.12
35.22
42.33
48.52
35.48
36.19
44.57
37.23
51.30
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5016
9991
6128
5046
51742
1430
12646
7849
93120
37344
6739
10146
9091
34927
7767
70065
2462
13520
9579
10546
40979
24613
6064
15497
41903
33592
12062
45178
26358
14345

Table 4: The published bias and quality scores of the media outlets in the Ad Fontes

Media-Bias Chart (version 5.1) and the number of tweets of each media outlet.
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