
REASSESSING RELATIONALITY FOR BIPOLAR DATA

MANUEL CUERNO, FERNANDO GALAZ-GARCÍA, SERGIO GALAZ-GARCÍA,
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Abstract. Methods for clustering people into construals—social affinity groups of individuals who

share similarities in how they organize their outlooks on a collection of issues—have recently gained

traction. Relational Class Analysis (RCA) is currently the most commonly used method for con-

strual clustering. RCA has been applied to identify affinity groups in social spheres as varied as

politics, musical preferences, and attitudes towards science. In this study, we highlight limita-

tions in RCA’s ability to accurately identify the number and underlying structure of construals.

These limitations stem from RCA’s mathematical underpinnings and its insensitivity to the bipo-

lar structure of the survey items, which require respondents to place themselves in a support or

rejection space and then express the intensity of their support or rejection. We develop an alterna-

tive method, which we call Bipolar Class Analysis (BCA), that aims to address this foundational

limitation. BCA conceptualizes people’s attitudinal positions as moving along support/rejection

semispaces and assesses similarity in opinion organization by taking into account position switches

across these semispaces. We conduct extensive simulation analyses, with data organized around

different construals, to demonstrate that BCA clusters individuals more accurately than RCA and

other available alternatives. We also replicate previous analyses to show that BCA leads to substan-

tively different empirical results than those produced by RCA in its original and later versions, and

by Correlational Clustering Analysis (CCA), a method that has been proposed as an alternative to

RCA.
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Section 1. Introduction

Scholarly interest in Construal Clustering Methods (CCMs) has notably grown in recent years.

These methods analyze responses to attitudinal surveys to estimate the number, relative population,

and underlying characteristics of “construals”––groups of people that use similar shared meanings

to interpret a social domain (DiMaggio et al. 2018). CCMs identify construals by clustering people

by “relationality”, a term that describes how closely respondents’ opinions co-vary in terms of

direction and distance. Increasingly used in empirical sociological analysis, CCMs have been applied

to identify construals for issues as diverse as musical tastes, political attitudes, and beliefs about

science and religion (Goldberg 2011; Baldassarri and Goldberg 2014; Boutyline 2017; DiMaggio

and Goldberg 2018; Sotoudeh and DiMaggio 2023, p. 1842).

Fruitful methodological developments have also taken place alongside these empirical applica-

tions. New versions of Relational Class Analysis (RCA), the first CCM made available for social

researchers (Goldberg 2011) have been developed (Goldberg and Stein 2018; Sotoudeh and DiMag-

gio 2023). Boutyline (2017) introduced an alternative method, Correlational Class Analysis (CCA),

and showed that this method performs better than RCA when the variation in opinions within the

same construal is assumed to be linear. More recently, Sotoudeh and DiMaggio (2023) proposed

several variants of RCA and found they match CCA’s capacity to accurately identify respondents’

construal membership.

These developments attest to the growing recognition of CCMs as crucial instruments for ad-

dressing what Sotoudeh and DiMaggio (2023, p. 1842) call the “heterogeneity problem” in inferring

people’s understandings from survey data: social analysts may only validly infer the meaning of

someone’s position towards a specific issue by taking into account her opinions on other issues. Yet,

our investigation shows that CCMs cannot effectively tackle this heterogeneity problem with the

bipolar survey items they typically use. In this paper, we introduce Bipolar Class Analysis (BCA),

a method for construal clustering that overcomes the limitations of current research models in

generating valid construal mappings.

Bipolar survey items require respondents to express how much they agree or disagree with a

specific question statement (Krosnick 1999; Malhotra and Krosnick 2007; Ostrom 1987). These

types of questions are among the most common in social surveys and are the predominant form

used for construal clustering. Bipolar questions demand that respondents consider whether they

position themselves in a state of rejection or support and also rate the intensity of this position

(Ostrom, Betz, and Skowronski 1992). Consequently, a meaningful measure of relationality based
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on bipolar data should prioritize identifying construals according to how people’s opinions transition

between rejection and support spaces. Neither CCA nor RCA in any of its variants addresses this

aspect. They conceptualize co-variation only in terms of local shifts in direction; these calculations

of directions are indifferent to whether they result in shifts in positions across rejection or support

spaces.

Previous methods used by CCMs to compute relationality, in terms of co-variation in distance

of opinion shifts, are problematic due to the varying number of opinion expressions available to

respondents across survey items. This issue is commonly understood in terms of response point

heterogeneity, yet this interpretation is reductive. It fails to acknowledge that variations in the

number of opinion options represent, primarily, variations in the meanings available for respon-

dents to choose from. The approach CCMs use to calculate distances is problematic because it

involves mapping survey items into a continuous scale (the real line), potentially assigning identical

numerical values to opinion expressions that are in fact different. The calculation of co-variation

in distance becomes even more problematic in bipolar data because the number of intensity ex-

pressions available for respondents to choose from decreases once they position themselves within

a rejection or support semispace. Consequently, the opinions available are limited to those within

that specific semispace (Ostrom, Betz, and Skowronski 1992). This reduction in the number of

effective choices complicates interpreting opinion responses as continuous cardinal variables, an

approach that current CCMs use to compute co-variations in distance.

BCA measures relationality based on how respondents toggle back and forth between rejection

or support semispaces. A key aspect of BCA is the introduction of a polarity function, which

captures the differences in position, relative to rejection or support semispaces, between the answers

given by two respondents. Additionally, we propose two adjusted measures of the magnitude of

rejection/support intensities. The first measure disregards these intensities, focusing solely on the

position of answers within the semispaces. The second measure computes the magnitude based

on the distance (number of steps) of the answer to each question relative to the corresponding

neutrality option. This last magnitude is adjusted to account for disparities in the number of

available opinion expressions.

We test BCA’s performance against RCA and CCA using a wide variety of simulated data. Pre-

vious data generation processes (DGPs) directly simulate survey answers for synthetic respondents

and model construals as linear variations between them (Boutyline 2017; Sotoudeh and DiMaggio

2023). In contrast, our DGP is based on ordered choice and stochastic multivariate dependency. In
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this model, respondents hold a specific latent position towards each question, which they use to se-

lect from a finite set of opinion alternatives. Respondents’ positions across questions are constrained

through a global, non-linear dependency structure. This dependency, which can be interpreted as

a construal, is explicitly known by design. Our approach more closely approximates the cognitive

processes by which people choose among available opinion expressions. Additionally, our DGP

avoids the linear modeling of constraints between variables, a method we find to be unrealistic

given the existing results in the survey item measurement literature concerning how respondents

make their choices.

We show that BCA outperforms CCA and all variations of RCA in accurately identifying the

construal membership of respondents, as indicated by higher NMI values after they are adjusted

by their upward bias when a large number of construals is estimated (Amelio and Pizzuti 2015;

Boutyline 2017, 388). In addition, we show that BCA performs better in two other important

indicators: the percentage of times a method estimates the correct number of construals and

correlational dissimilarity, an original measure of qualitative accuracy. Correlational dissimilarity

quantifies how well the dependency structure of the estimated construals approximates that of real

ones.

We make three interrelated and complementary contributions. First, we introduce a method

capable of producing more valid and accurate estimations of construals for a dominant type of

survey items. This approach not only improves estimation accuracy but also highlights the need for

CCMs that address heterogeneities preceding those related to the interpretation of shared meanings,

specifically in the metric structure of survey items and the cognitive processes people use to express

opinions. Second, we propose a new DGP strategy to more accurately capture these cognitive

processes. Third, we enhance the performance evaluation of CCMs by using an adjusted Normalized

Mutual Information (NMI) scale and introducing new performance instruments for qualitative

accuracy.

The paper is structured as follows: First, in Section 2, we describe RCA and CCA, questioning

their ability to produce valid construal descriptions from bipolar data. In Section 3, we introduce

BCA as a new construal clustering method, highlighting its differences relative to previous methods.

Section 4 reports the results of extensive simulation analyses that examine BCA’s accuracy in

describing construal structures relative to RCA and CCA. In Section 5, we discuss the differences

in the results of construals that BCA produces in data where RCA and CCA have been previously

applied. Finally, in Section 6, we recap the strengths of BCA and discuss further avenues for

research in construal clustering.
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Section 2. Construal clustering methods: procedures and limitations

Bipolar survey items require respondents to express either support (affinity/preference) or oppo-

sition (disliking/rejection) to a specific question statement. These items compel respondents to first

decide whether they position themselves in a positive or negative space relative to the statement,

and second, to express the intensity of their stance within that space(Ostrom, Betz, and Skowron-

ski 1992). The range of support or opposition expressions can vary from a single option in binary

’agree’ or ’disagree’ formats to potentially infinite responses, though in practice, the number rarely

exceeds 50—this is typical for 0–100 “thermometer” scores. Bipolar questions feature a neutral

position, which may be presented explicitly (e.g., “neither agree nor disagree”) or remain implicit,

such as a latent midpoint in an “agree or disagree” scale.

Bipolar survey items are prevalent in social survey research and are the predominant type of

question used in applied CCM research. For instance, 54% of the survey items analyzed in the

multiple-dataset study by Soutodeh and DiMaggio (2023) are bipolar. This figure jumps to 97–

100% for datasets related to key social research topics such as cultural consumption, and attitudes

towards politics, science, religion, and the influence of the market in social life (DiMaggio et al. 2018;

DiMaggio and Goldberg 2018). This section will introduce the currently available CCMs and discuss

their performance in handling bipolar data.

Relational Class Analysis (RCA) was the first construal clustering method available for socio-

logical research (Goldberg 2011). Since its introduction, RCA has rapidly become the most widely

used method of its type for sociological analysis, as evidenced by its frequent application in a range

of studies (Goldberg 2011; Baldassarri and Goldberg 2014; DiMaggio and Goldberg 2018; DiMaggio

et al. 2018; Sotoudeh and DiMaggio 2023). Additionally, Sotoudeh and Dimaggio (Sotoudeh and

DiMaggio 2023) have recently updated RCA to improve its performance.

RCA calculates the relationality between two respondents, a number ranging from −1 to 1

measuring the similarity of their respective construals. If this number is close to 1 in absolute value,

the respondents are considered to belong to the same construal. After computing relationalities for

all respondent pairs, RCA uses a graph partitioning algorithm (Newman 2004, 2006) to obtain the

number of construals.

To estimate relationality, RCA first maps the opinion answers of each respondent to the interval

[0, 1], as a preliminary step before calculations begin (Goldberg 2011, 1406). The method then

considers the differences between the answers a respondent provides to every pair of questions,
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termed pair differences. RCA computes relationality between two respondents in two steps 1.

First, RCA computes a magnitude for each question pair by subtracting the absolute value of the

corresponding pair differences of the two respondents. This magnitude is multiplied by −1 if the

pair differences have opposite signs. Then, RCA averages these magnitudes across all question pairs

to produce a value between −1 and 1.

More recently, Boutyline introduced Correlational Class Analysis (CCA) as an alternative to

RCA for construal clustering (Boutyline 2017). CCA computes the Pearson correlation coefficient

between the answers of a pair of respondents. For this purpose, Boutyline maps each respondent’s

answers to the real line. In the final step, the absolute values of these correlation coefficients are

used as inputs into Newman’s partitioning algorithm, similarly to RCA’s approach.2

RCA and CCA have offered innovative approaches to capturing similarities in the organization of

social opinions. Nevertheless, we contend that the strategies these methods use to extract construals

have several limitations which compromise their ability to yield accurate results.

We illustrate the challenges that RCA and CCA face in clustering respondents into construals

through a motivating example from politics. This example includes issues that are currently highly

divisive in the United States’ political landscape.

In our example, three people participate in a survey requiring them to express their support or op-

position to three contentious public opinion items. The items are: “Undocumented migrants should

be deported even without due process” (question 1), “Gun control should be free of background

checks” (question 2), and “No further Medicaid expansion is needed” (question 3). Respondents

can choose from seven options reflecting their level of agreement: Strongly Disagree, Disagree,

Somewhat Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Somewhat Agree, Agree, and Strongly Agree.

Drawing on the findings from (Baldassarri and Goldberg 2014), it is known that the community

where these three individuals reside has two distinct political construals. The first is termed

“traditional ideology”, wherein opinions on the three contentious issues are positively related.

Members of this group align along an opinion axis that opposes “uncompromising progressives”

and “uncompromising conservatives”. Uncompromising progressives are characterized by their

strong rejection of migrant deportation, easy access to guns, and freezes in further health care

provision. Conversely, uncompromising conservatives advocate strongly for immediate deportation

1. For a more detailed description of RCA, refer to Golbderg’s foundational paper (Goldberg 2011), as well as
Boutyline’s explanation in (Boutyline 2017, Section: Relationality)

2. For further details on improvements to CCA and RCA, refer to (Sotoudeh and DiMaggio 2023, Appendix A:
Improving CCA and RCA), which proposes switching from Newman’s partition algorithm to the Louvain group
detection algorithm (Blondel et al. 2011). Sotoudeh and DiMaggio note that “this change of algorithm improved
NMI for both RCA and CCA by 2%, from 73% to 75% and from 88% to 91% respectively”.
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of migrants, unrestricted gun ownership, and no further expansion of Medicaid. Individual A is

a moderate conservative within the “traditional ideology” construal. Her responses to the survey

items are as follows.

A = (Somewhat Agree, Somewhat Agree, Somewhat Agree).

Respondent B belongs to the second construal, which we term “alternative ideology” for ter-

minological consistency (Baldassarri and Goldberg 2014). In this construal, items 1 and 2 are

positively related to one another but negatively related to item 3. At one end of this construal

are “redistributive conservatives” who strongly support migrant deportation and the status quo on

gun control, yet oppose halting Medicaid expansion. At the other end are “fiscally conservative

progressives”, who outrightly reject migrant deportation and easy access to guns, and strongly

oppose further expansions of Medicaid. Individual B, representing a political alternative, can be

characterized as a consistently moderate redistributive conservative. Her responses are as follows:

B = (Somewhat Agree, Somewhat Agree, Somewhat Disagree).

Individual C, like individual A, aligns with the “traditional ideology” construal as a conservative.

However, her opinions vary in intensity across the survey items, influenced by personal experiences.

Her expressed opinions are as follows:

C = (Somewhat Agree, Somewhat Agree, Strongly Agree).

Figure 1 plots the absolute values yielded by RCA and CCA for each respondent pair, highlighting

a clear discrepancy between the RCA and CCA values and the actual construal memberships. It

is important to recall that values close to one indicate shared construals.

RCA and CCA assign the same value to the respondent pairs (A, B) and (A, C), even though

only respondents A and C belong to the same construal. Furthermore, RCA assigns a larger

relationality to respondents B and C, who are from different construals, than to respondents A and

C, who share the same construal. Notably, CCA assigns the maximum value of 1 to the respondent

pair (B, C). As a result, RCA and CCA might assign high values to pairs of respondents in different

construals. Since the clustering algorithm uses these high values as a criterion to group respondents

into estimated construals, RCA and CCA may produce invalid construal estimates.

The primary reason for these discrepancies is the failure of both RCA and CCA to account for

the bipolar structure of the data. The opinion space of the three survey items can be conceptualized

as the union of two semispaces: a positive opinion semispace and a negative opinion semispace.
7



Figure 1. Top: Answers of each respondent. Bottom: RCA, CCA and BCA scores
for the pair (A, B) [left], (A, C) [center], and (B, C) [right].

The positive semispace consists of the options

{Neither Agree nor Disagree, Somewhat Agree, Agree, Strongly Agree},

representing neutrality and varying degrees of endorsement. Conversely, the negative opinion semis-

pace comprises the options

{Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Somewhat Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree},

reflecting neutrality and different levels of opposition.
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We consider that the response Neither Agree nor Disagree belongs to both semispaces as it

represents a neutrality position relative to the statement in the corresponding question. A crucial

aspect is that respondents typically align themselves within one of these semispaces when evaluating

each survey item (Ostrom, Betz, and Skowronski 1992). Therefore, the positioning of each answer

relative to these semispaces is crucial to understanding how respondents organize their opinions.

Notably, neither RCA nor CCA effectively exploit this information.

As discussed above, RCA computes relationality based solely on differences in opinion answers

among pairs of questions. This calculation method does not consider whether answers fall in

the same semispace. Consequently. RCA assigns the same value to respondent pairs (A,B)

and (A,C). Respondent B’s opinion about Medicaid expansion (Strongly Agree) is “two opinion

points” higher than respondent A’s (Somewhat Agree), while respondent C’s opinion (Somewhat

Disagree) is “two opinion points” lower than respondent A’s. Despite these opinions falling in

different semispaces, RCA treats these relative positions as equivalent. A similar reasoning shows

why RCA assigns a large relationality for respondents B and C: both respondents’ opinions regard-

ing Medicaid expansion are at the same “opinion point distance” from their views on the other two

issues.

CCA computes the correlation coefficient between the opinions of two respondents. Therefore,

what matters for CCA is the deviation of each respondent’s opinion on each issue from their “mean

opinion”. Importantly, a respondent’s “mean opinion” may not correspond to the point where the

neutral answer is mapped, and it might not even correspond to an existing option. Consequently,

being above or below the “mean opinion” generally does not correspond to being in distinct opinion

semispaces. For example, the “mean opinion” of respondent B lies somewhere between Somewhat

Agree and Neither Agree nor Disagree. This approach may lead to misleading results.

The issue is illustrated by CCA’s value for respondents B and C, which is the largest possible.

When seen as deviations from each respondent’s “mean opinion”, the answers of respondent C

mirror those of respondent B. Thus, the correlation between the two is −1. CCA uses the absolute

value of this correlation to cluster respondents into construals. As a result, respondents B and C

may be incorrectly clustered together in the same construal, despite their contrasting positions.

In summary, RCA and CCA fail to effectively use the bipolar structure of the data, potentially

leading to incorrect construal assignments. Beyond the issues highlighted in our motivating exam-

ple, we have identified further concerns with the methods developed by Goldberg and Boutyline

(2011; 2017). We conclude this section by discussing these concerns.
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Figure 2. RCA’s rescaling of a 3-point agreement-disagreement question and a
5-point strong-agreement to strong-disagreement item.

First, CCA encounters a problem when clustering respondents who do not deviate from their

“mean opinion”—those with the same answer across all items. Boutyline (2017) offers two ways to

address this issue: either by removing these respondents from the sample or, as shown in Figure 1,

by setting CCA’s value between “constant respondents” and “non-constant respondents” to zero.

Note that, as acknowledged by Boutyline (2017, Appendix D), the latter option results in the

creation of a “null construal” containing all respondents with the same answer across all items.

Second, when the number of response points across questions varies, RCA’s procedure to stan-

dardize answers can cause disparate opinion values to appear identical. As illustrated in Figure 2,

this method assigns the value 1 to an Agree response from a 3-response point question. In a 5-

response item, in turn, a Strongly Agree response is also mapped to 1. Given that one response

incorporates an adverb of degree, signifying greater intensity, while the other does not, there are

substantial grounds to contend that these answers, in principle, do not reflect opinions of identical

intensity.

Finally, it is important to note that both RCA and CCA map responses into the real line, assign-

ing them numerical values. This approach treats the responses as cardinal continuous variables,

presupposing inherent distances between options in the opinion space. Although there may be

methods to measure distances between potential answers to a given item (see Section 3), RCA

and CCA require more. These methods need a way to compare responses across different survey
10



items—they need a “universal ruler”. This is a stringent condition: expressions of support or rejec-

tion intensity are often incomparable across different questions, particularly when they do not share

the same number of response options. For example, simple “agreement” or “disagreement” from

binary bipolar questions do not straightforwardly map into the answer space of a 5-point questions

that differentiates between “completely” or “somewhat” agreeing or disagreeing 3. Therefore, we

advocate for a method that does not rely on this universal ruler.

Section 3. Bipolar Class Analysis

We introduce a new method, Bipolar Class Analysis (BCA), to address the limitations of RCA

and CCA discussed in Section 2. Similar to Goldberg’s algorithm, BCA analyzes pairs of responses

to survey items from two respondents. As previously discussed, the structure of semispaces is

crucial for bipolar opinion items. Throughout this section, we assume that the opinion space can

be split into a negative (rejection) and positive (support) opinion semispaces, intersecting at a

neutral element.4 Tailored specifically for bipolar data, our method leverages the decomposition

into opinion semispaces to achieve its analytical goals.

BCA has two main components: a computation based on a polarity function ω and a magnitude

function µ, and a partitioning algorithm similar to those used in RCA and CCA. Like these methods,

we use Newman’s partitioning algorithm to determine construals. We will discuss BCA in detail in

the remainder of this section. For a formal development of the method, please refer to Appendix A.

The rationale behind the polarity function ω is to compare the permanence or change between

opinion semispaces among pairs of different respondents’ answers. Functioning as a sign function,

ω takes values in {−1, 0, 1} based on the following criteria: If both pairs of answers remain within

the same opinion semispace, change polarity in the same direction (either both from negative to

positive or positive to negative semispace), one pair is neutrally static (both answers are the neutral

element) while the other remains in the same semispace, or both pairs are static at the neutral

element, then ω is assigned a value of 1. If both pairs of answers are in different opinion semispaces

or change polarity in opposite directions, ω is assigned a value of −1. In the remaining cases, ω is

assigned a value of 0. We illustrate each case in Figure 3. This approach enables us to effectively

use the bipolar structure of the data.

3. Goldberg 2011, in Appendix E, argues that “ordinal scales that use five or more categories strongly approximate
continuous variables”. However, the related research (O’Brien and Homer 1987; Bollen and Barb 1981) primarily
examines how well the correlation coefficient is approximated. There is no clear evidence that these findings extend
to RCA computations, and the studies are limited to jointly normal variables. Thus, we find the evidence insufficient
even for CCA’s computations.

4. The neutrality element may be explicit, as illustrated in Section 2, or implicit, as in questions offering only
choices in favor of or against, where neutrality exists but is not an option.
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Figure 3. Polarity function for BCA.

Notes: Black dots represent answers of respondent u to to question items k and l; white ones
represent answers of a hypothetical respondent v for the same question.
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As discussed in Section 2, computing meaningful distances between opinions presents challenges.

First, survey questions may differ in the number of available answers; second, these answers are

typically ordered only by the relative intensity of feeling. Constructing distances with desirable

properties warrants detailed consideration in further research. With this in mind, BCA is designed

around a general magnitude term for which we propose two approaches.

The first and simplest approach is to set the magnitude term, denoted as µ1, equal to one for

all possible cases. In practice, this choice makes the computation of the first step of BCA solely

dependent on how respondents move back and forth across semispaces. Given the bipolar struc-

ture of the data, this option is always feasible without requiring additional structural impositions.

Therefore, we consider it a suitable benchmark. Depending on the data, one might favor alternative

magnitude functions. Comparing results obtained using µ1 with those from other functions can

help assess their robustness.

The second approach for calculating the magnitude in BCA is based on the distance (number

of steps) from each possible answer to the neutrality element. To compute the corresponding

magnitude function, denoted by µ2, we require two conditions: (i) neutrality must be an explicit

option, and (ii) there must be a defined order among the answers to each question. Then, µ2 is

constructed similarly to RCA’s magnitude. Unlike RCA, which uses distances between answers to

different questions, BCA considers the variation in distance from each answer to its corresponding

neutrality value. This method avoids comparing answers across different questions and provides

an implicit normalization. This approach allows BCA to address more effectively the variation in

response numbers compared to RCA. For more detailed information, please refer to Appendix A.

When we apply BCA to the example presented in the previous section, we observe that it

accurately identifies whether the respondents come from the same construal (see Figure 1). Unlike

the results from RCA and CCA, BCA yields higher values for respondents A and C (who are

from the same construal) than for respondents A and B or B and C. In this straightforward case,

the only difference between the two magnitude functions is the lower value that µ2 assigns to the

relationality between respondents A and C. This difference stems from their differing degrees of

agreement with not expanding Medicaid.

Even though our example helps clarify ideas, several questions still need to be answered. For

example, does BCA outperform RCA and CCA when applied to larger datasets? Are there sub-

stantive differences between using one magnitude over another? To address these questions, we

simulate artificial data to systematically evaluate each method.

13



Section 4. Simulations

We conduct simulations to assess how BCA performs as a construal clustering method. In each

simulation, synthetic data sets are generated, whereN respondents express opinions on Q questions.

These simulations adhere to a modeling strategy that incorporates ordered choice and multivariate

dependency. Respondents hold a specific latent position towards each question, which they use to

select opinion values from a finite set of alternatives. The positions of respondents across questions

areconstrained through a specific dependency structure. his structure, interpretable as a construal,

is predetermined by design.

The data sets we simulate vary along several dimensions: (1) the number of respondents, (2) the

number of construals; (3) the relative population of each construal; (4) the number of opinion points

for each question; (5) the skewness of opinions towards the disagreement or agreement semispaces;

and (6) the presence or absence of individual noise in the mapping of positions into opinions.

We generate these data sets following three general steps. First, we define the number of re-

spondents (N) and questions (Q); second, we generate an N ×Q matrix with latent positions X∗;

third, we map the latent positions to an N × Q-matrix of observed opinions X. The first step is

self-explanatory. We elaborate on the second and third steps below and provide a more detailed

description of these procedures in Appendix B.

Modeling positions

Respondents’ positions on questions are modeled as continuous random variables ranging from

0 (full disagreement) to 1 (full agreement). These positions are not independent across questions:

they are constrained by a dependency structure. This structure is encapsulated in the multivari-

ate distribution of positions F (x∗1, x
∗
2, . . . , x

∗
Q). Using Sklar’s Theorem (Theorem 2.10.9 in Nelsen

2006), the multivariate distribution can be decomposed as follows:

F (x∗1, x
∗
2, . . . , x

∗
Q) = C(F1(x

∗
1), F2(x

∗
2), . . . , FQ(x

∗
Q)),

where the functions Fq(·) are the marginal distributions for each question q and C(·) is a copula

function modeling the dependency structure. Sklar’s Theorem thus allows us to separate question or

individual specific variation (captured in the marginal distributions) from the dependency structure

among questions (captured in the copula). The copula function C(·) quantifies the likelihood of

finding an individual with a specific position on question 1, given their positions on the other issues.

There is a wide variety of copulas that accommodate different dependency structures. We use
14



Gaussian copulas in our simulation due to their computational efficiency and ease of interpretation.

The shape of these copulas is determined by a correlation matrix Σ.5

Modeling opinions

Respondents map their latent position onto an observable opinion by selecting from a finite (and

typically small) number of ordered opinion categories. A respondent chooses a specific opinion

value based on where her position lies relative to specific thresholds.6 Our model of the opinion

spaces includes a “skewness parameter” that determines the number of responses falling in the

positive (agreement) semispace relative to the number of responses in the negative (disagreement)

semispace. For example, if this parameter is 0.2, then the proportion of the population with agreeing

responses is 20% larger than that with disagreeing answers. We also allow for individual-specific

random variation in the threshold values used to map positions onto opinions.

Experiments

We use the modeling processes described above to simulate opinion data. Each dataset from these

simulations consists of 10 questions and includes 2, 3, or 4 construals, each populated by between

100 and 500 respondents. The specific structure for the k-th construal is predetermined by design

and is governed by a correlation matrix Σk, where correlations between positions are randomly set.

We report the results of three different experiments, each consisting of 1,000 simulated datasets.7

In Experiment 1, Fixed Opinion Parameters, all questions feature 7-opinion points. The skewness

parameter is set to 0, and the thresholds used to convert positions into observable opinions are fixed

and identical for all respondents.

Experiment 2, Heterogeneous Opinion Points, introduces variability in the response options:

Questions are randomly assigned 3, 5, or 7 response alternatives. Skewness remains at 0, and

position-mapping thresholds are homogeneous across respondents. The distance between thresholds

varies with the number of points: for each question, partitioning the [0, 1] position space into

subintervals of equal length.

5. Appendix E provides a brief description of Gaussian copulas.
6. For instance, suppose that a respondent has a latent position of 0.7 about the first issue. If for this issue the

“Somewhat Agree ” threshold is 0.6 and the “Strongly Agree” threshold is 0.8, the respondent will choose the opinion
“Somewhat Agree”.

7. In Appendix D, we provide additional results from four more experiments that apply RCA and CCA variants
aligned with changes in clustering procedures observed in later works. These results are consistent with those reported
here.
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Experiment 3, Heterogeneous Opinion Points and Thresholds, introduces additional complexity:

Questions continue to be randomly assigned 3, 5, or 7 response alternatives. However, skewness

varies randomly between −0.3 and 0.3, and ordered-choice thresholds are individual-specific.

Performance measures

We cluster respondents into construals for each simulated data set using BCA, RCA, and CCA.8

Then, we compare the results with the known structure of the construals present in each dataset.

We use four measures of performance:

1. Construal Number Accuracy: This is the rate at which a method correctly estimates the

number of construals present in the data.

2. Normalized Mutual Information (NMI): This is a measure of accuracy in construal identi-

fication (Boutyline 2017, p. 365). NMI values range from zero to one, with higher values

indicating greater accuracy in assigning the correct construal affiliation to each respondent.

Recent studies have noted that NMI tends to favor methods that estimate a larger number

of groups (Amelio and Pizzuti 2015; Boutyline 2017, p. 388; Mahmoudi and Jemielniak

2024).

3. Scaled NMI : To address the bias observed in NMI, following recommendations from the

literature (Amelio and Pizzuti 2015), we also report scaled NMI, which adjusts NMI values

downward when the estimated number of groups significantly exceeds the correct number.9

4. Correlational Dissimilarity : Discussed in detail in Appendix C, this metric quantifies how

well a method estimates the underlying correlation structure of all the construals present in

the data. Correlational dissimilarity values are based on comparing estimated correlation

matrices with true correlation matrices. compares the estimated correlation matrices with

the true matrices to quantify how accurately a method estimates the underlying correlation

structure of the construals. Lower correlational dissimilarity values indicate a more accurate

estimation of the underlying structure. If the estimated and true correlation matrices are

equal, the correlational dissimilarity is zero, indicating no dissimilarity.

Results

We report the results of the simulation analyses in Table 1. Column 1 presents mean values for

performance indicators when the value of the magnitude term in BCA is fixed at one (µ = µ1).

8. We used the R implementation of both RCA and CCA. The packages are available for download at CRAN: the
RCA package implements RCA and the corclass package implements CCA. Package versions were 2.0 for RCA and
0.2.1 for corclass, respectively.

9. This adjustment is analogous to the adjusted-R2 in regression analysis.
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We refer to this variant by BCA1. Column 2 corresponds to BCA using the distance-to-neutrality

magnitude (µ = µ2). We will refer to this variant by BCA2. Columns 3 and 4 report performance

values for Goldberg’s original RCA (2011) and Boutyline’s CCA (2017), respectively.

BCA1 BCA2 RCA CCA
1. Fixed Opinion Parameters

Construal number accuracy 0.387 0.405 0.028 0.061
Mean NMI 0.362 0.385 0.446 0.568

Mean Scaled NMI 0.292 0.312 0.187 0.284
Mean correlational dissimilarity 6.668 6.565 11.149 13.631
2. Heterogeneous Opinion Points

Construal number accuracy 0.388 0.386 0.065 0.065
Mean NMI 0.307 0.318 0.377 0.435

Mean Scaled NMI 0.246 0.253 0.158 0.198
Mean correlational dissimilarity 4.986 5.018 7.605 10.533
3. Het. Opinion Points and Thresholds

Construal number accuracy 0.410 0.397 0.046 0.203
Mean NMI 0.264 0.271 0.329 0.347

Mean Scaled NMI 0.214 0.217 0.136 0.220
Mean correlational dissimilarity 4.012 4.028 5.891 5.424

Table 1. Simulation results for BCA1 with one-unit magnitude, BCA2 with vari-
able magnitude, RCA (Goldberg 2011), and CCA (Boutyline 2017).

Panel A reports performance results for Experiment 1, Fixed Opinion Parameters. The results

show that RCA and CCA are relatively ineffective in accurately predicting the number of construals,

achieving accurate predictions only 2.8% and 6.1% of the time, respectively. These rates are at

least five times smaller than those observed for BCA methods. The performance of the two BCA

variants is quite similar: BCA1 accurately predicts the number of construals in 38.7% of cases,

while BCA2 does so in 40.5% of the instances. Additionally, BCA clustering procedures exhibit,

on average, correlational dissimilarity values that are at least 40% smaller than those of RCA

and CCA, indicating that BCA more effectively captures the underlying structures. NMI is the

only performance measure where RCA and CCA exhibit higher values than those of BCA. At

first glance, this might suggest that RCA and CCA more accurately identify construal adscription.

However, the results for the Mean Scaled NMI tell a different story. Mean values for this indicator

are consistently higher for BCA. These findings strongly suggest that the higher NMI scores for

RCA and CCA are due to their tendency to divide respondents into more groups than BCA.

Panels B and C report performance results for Experiments 2 and 3. Experiment 2 involves

varying the number of opinion points across questions, while in Experiment 3 opinion thresholds and

data skewness also vary. Mean scaled NMI scores indicate that all clustering methods experience
17



a loss in classification accuracy with more variable data structures, with BCAs showing a slightly

more pronounced decline. Consequently, in Experiments 2 and 3, BCA methods exhibit mean

scaled NMI values similar to that of CCA (around 0.220), whereas RCA’s value is significantly

lower at 0.136.

Regarding construal number accuracy, BCA methods consistently maintain a value of around

0.4. RCA values remain stable but significantly lower, at approximately 0.04. For CCA, however,

construal number accuracy improves in Experiment 3, although its capacity to accurately estimate

the number of groups is still roughly half that of BCA’s.

Finally, concerning correlational dissimilarity, all methods show improved (i.e., lower) values in

Experiment 2 and further improvement in Experiment 3. In this latter experiment, RCA and CCA

achieve mean values of 5.8 and 5.4, respectively, while BCA methods perform even better, with

values of 4.028 for BCA1 and 4.012 for BCA2.

The results strongly indicate that both variants of BCA are superior in capturing construal

structures compared to RCA and CCA. BCA methods are more accurate in describing the corre-

lation structure of construals and more capable of accurately estimating the number of construals.

They are also just as effective as RCA and, particularly, CCA, in correctly classifying respondents’

construal ascription.

While there are performance differences between BCA1 and BCA2, these differences are not

systematic. BCA2, which uses a variable magnitude term, achieves better scaled NMI values, while

BCA1, which sets the magnitude to 1, exhibits better values in construal number accuracy and

mean correlational dissimilarity. However, these differences are marginal.

The comparable performance of BCA1 to BCA2 in capturing construal structures suggests that

the ability to track how individuals toggle between rejection and support spaces is a robust predictor

of these structures when analyzing actual data.

Section 5. Empirical results

The results of our simulations suggest that BCA captures construal structures more accurately

than RCA and CCA. However, the critical question remains: Does this increased accuracy have

substantive significance? How do the results produced by BCA with real data differ from those

obtained using RCA and CCA?

To address these questions, we reanalyzed data sets from three empirical studies that previously

employed construal clustering methods. The first data set, structurally the simplest, consists of

responses from 1,532 respondents to a 7-point question asking whether people like or dislike 17
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different musical genres. This data, drawn from the 1993 edition of the General Social Survey, was

used by Goldberg to analyze musical tastes in the US (2011). Boutyline also applied CCA to this

data for the same purpose (2017). The second data set comprises answers from 1,481 respondents

on 15 variables related to opinions on science, religion, and spiritualism (SRS), with opinion points

ranging from 2 to 6. This data originates from the 1998 General Social Survey and was analyzed in

(DiMaggio et al. 2018). The third data set comprises responses from 611 individuals to 29 public

opinion questions asked between 1984 and 2002, analyzed by Baldasarri and Goldberg (2014) to

categorize respondents into different political ideological groups. This data set features 2, 3, 4, and

7-point opinion items.10

We explore differences across methods by examining the number of construals each method

estimated and the relative population size of each construal. Results are presented in Table 2,

which reports the number of construals yielded by BCA1, BCA2, RCA, and CCA for each data set,

followed by the population of each construal, ordered by relative size. It is important to note that

the construals reported in the same cell are not qualitatively comparable.

In the case of the data on science and spirituality, BCA methods yield results similar to those of

RCA, with all estimating three construals of roughly equal size. In contrast, CCA estimates four

construals with very unequal populations. For the music data, however, BCA1 and BCA2 produce

notably different results, calculating two groups of roughly equal size, compared to RCA’s three

similarly-sized construals and CCA’s five construals of very heterogeneous sizes. Regarding the

ANES data, BCA methods estimate two construals of similar size, while RCA estimates three and

CCA four.

Section 6. Conclusions

Construal clustering methods have emerged as a powerful methodological tool, paving the way

for the rapid development of a new and promising line of empirical research dedicated to studying

social affinity structures. This paper aims to advance this research agenda by introducing Bipolar

Class Analysis (BCA), a method designed to address the mismatch between previous methods and

the questions they analyze. In essence, BCA clusters respondents based on the similarity of their

movements between rejection and support zones across different opinions. Our paper examines

10. To clean the data, we followed as closely possible and to the best of our abilities, the coding decisions outlined
in the methodological appendices for these papers. All the cleaned data sets are available upon request.
11. Due to the various versions of RCA used in different studies (Goldberg 2011; Baldassarri and Goldberg 2014;

DiMaggio et al. 2018), we opted to use the version of RCA in the R-package available at https://cran.r-project.
org/web/packages/RCA/index.html for our computations. After analyzing all data sets with this RCA package, we
noticed some discrepancies with the results presented in these articles. Consequently, the RCA column in this table
consists of the results provided by the original authors.
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BCA1 BCA2 RCA11 CCA

GSS 1998: Science and Religion

Number of construals 3 3 3 4
1st largest 42.42% 42.29% 40% 54.28%
2nd largest 31.29% 30.80% 39% 45.72%
3rd largest 26.28% 26.89% 21% 0.12%
4th largest 0.12%

GSS 1993: Music

Number of construals 2 2 3 5
1st largest 50.2% 50.8% 44.5% 31.52%
2nd largest 49.8% 49.2% 30.7% 24.08%
3rd largest 24.8% 23.56%
4th largest 20.56%
5th largest 0.26%

ANES 2004: Public Opinion

Number of construals 2 2 3 4
1st largest 54.17% 54.66% 39.93% 48.77%
2nd largest 45.82% 45.33% 31.58% 26.02%
3rd largest 28.47% 25.20%

Table 2. Groups are qualitatively incomparable across construal clustering tech-
niques. BCA1: Bipolar Class Analysis with 1-unit magnitude term; BCA2: Bipo-
lar Class Analysis with variable magnitude term; RCA: RCA presented in its full
methodological discussion in Goldberg 2011; CCA: Correlational Class analysis.

the clustering performance of two variations of this method. In one variation, the calculation of

relationality between pairs of respondents depends solely on their movements between rejection and

support zones. In the other, BCA also incorporates a variable magnitude based on the distance to

neutrality of responses.

We find that BCA, in both of its variations, significantly outperforms RCA and CCA in accurately

detecting simulated construals. These simulations mimic the structure of real-life survey items

where construal structures are predetermined. BCA is as effective as previous methods in accurately

classifying the construal ascription of respondents and is superior in correctly identifying the number

of construals in the data. Furthermore, BCA estimates correlational structures for these construals

more closely approximating those observed in real datasets. Interestingly, we find no substantive

difference in performance between the two variations of BCA. This finding suggests that construal

clustering techniques focused solely on assessing how similarly people move across rejection/support
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semispaces are capable of describing construal structures, regardless of the magnitude of these

movements.

Additionally, the superior accuracy of BCA variants has tangible substantive implications when

applied to real-world datasets previously analyzed. We discover that BCA estimates a different

number and relative population of construals in these datasets.

We contend that Bipolar Class Analysis (BCA) marks a significant advancement towards fully

leveraging the analytical potential of construal clustering in empirical sociological research. The

introduction of BCA not only enhances current methodologies but also opens several avenues for

further methodological refinement. A critical challenge remains in generating appropriate measures

of opinion amid varying metrics and response scales. In response, this paper proposes a measure of

magnitude that mitigates the influence of larger response domains in estimating distances. Further

exploration of this measure’s performance, along with the development of alternative measures,

represents a promising direction for future research.
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Supplementary material12

Technical exposition of the mathematical framework.

12. This is a technical exposition of our methods. As we believe that it may be applied to a wide range or problems,
in the following we use generic terms to describe the data structure.
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Appendix A. Technical exposition of Bipolar Class Analysis (BCA)

Bipolar Data Structure

Opinion polls aim to reflect a certain level of people’s agreement or disagreement about some

statements pertaining, for example, to values or political issues. There exist several ways to rep-

resent the intensity of feeling in the answers to the questions posed in opinion polls, ranging from

the classical strongly agree–strongly disagree scale to the thermometer one, usually measured on a

0 to 100 scale, where low numbers represent “cold”, i.e., disapproval, and high numbers represent

“hot”, i.e., approval.

In this study, we have concentrated on questions involving the explicit or implicit existence of a

bipolar structure. Let A be the set of answers to a specific question in an opinion poll. For example,

in an in favor–against question, A = {in favor, against} or, in a strongly agree–strongly disagree

question,

A = {strongly disagree, disagree, slightly disagree,

neither agree nor disagree,

slightly agree, agree, strongly agree}.

To give structure to A, we express it as a union A = N ∪ P of two distinct non-empty subsets

N and P, called, respectively, the negative opinion semispace and the positive opinion semispace

of the question. We will assume that N and P are either disjoint or have exactly one element in

common.

This restriction presents two scenarios. In the first, N and P have a unique common element,

which we call the neutrality element, denoted by n. This element will represent a neutral answer to

the given question. For example, a strongly agree–strongly disagree question has, as a possible an-

swer, the option “neither agree nor disagree”, which acts as a neutral answer, serving as the neutral-

ity element inA. In this case, P = {neither agree nor disagree, slightly agree, agree, strongly agree}

and N = {strongly disagree, disagree, slightly disagree, neither agree nor disagree}. In the second

scenario, N and P are disjoint, indicating no explicit neutrality element in A. Nevertheless, we

consider the implicit existence of a neutrality element n in A, even though it does not arise as a

possible answer to the question. This occurs, for example, in an in favor–against question, where

N = {against} and P = {favor}.
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Remark A.1. While it is not strictly required for the opinion semispaces P and N of a given

question to have an equal number of elements, we typically do not encounter such scenarios.13 It is

worth noting, however, that our decomposition of the answer set A accommodates this possibility.

If a situation arises where P and N have a different number of elements, we will inform the reader

accordingly; otherwise, we assume that both sets P and N contain the same number of answers.

The bipolar structure also applies when considering the set of responses to a poll of Q ≥ 1

questions. Here, we have Q answer sets A1, . . . ,AQ, and we may express the set A of responses to

the poll as the Cartesian product A = A1 × · · · × AQ. We call an element in A a response and A

the response set. Each individual answer set can be expressed as Aq = Nq ∪ Pq.

Relationality

Consider a family of Q ≥ 1 questions with response set A = A1 × · · · × AQ. A key insight in

Goldberg’s definition of relationality (Goldberg 2011) is to compare answers to pairs of questions.

To do so, Goldberg’s definition of relationality requires each answer set Aq to be in a one-to-one

correspondence with a strictly increasing finite sequence of equidistant numbers in the unit interval

[0, 1], starting with 0 and ending with 1. With this identification in place, we may assume that each

response is a tuple of Q numbers between zero and one, allowing for the arithmetical manipulation

of answers to different questions. Let u = (u1, . . . , uQ) and v = (v1, . . . , vQ) be responses in A and

define ukl = (uk, ul) and vkl = (vk, vl) for 1 ≤ k < l ≤ Q. Goldberg’s relationality is a function

RG : A×A → R given by

(A.1) RG(u, v) =
2

Q(Q− 1)

Q−1∑
k=1

Q∑
l=k+1

λ(ukl, vkl)δ(ukl, vkl),

where

λ : (Ak ×Al)× (Ak ×Al) → {−1, 1}(A.2)

(ukl, vkl) 7→ λ(ukl, vkl) =

 1, if (uk − ul)(vk − vl) ≥ 0

−1, otherwise,

13. An expection is Question 254 in Eurobarometer 21, which asks people if they “completely agree”, “broadly
agree”, “agree if anything”, “disagree to some extent”, or “disagree completely” on whether their country had an
excess of migrant workers.
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and

δ : (Ak ×Al)× (Ak ×Al) → [0, 1](A.3)

(ukl, vkl) 7→ δ(ukl, vkl) = 1− ||uk − ul| − |vk − vl||.

Although Goldberg does not explicitly mentions it, one may interpret the function λ as a “polarity

function” and the function δ as a “magnitude” one. Our method’s construction is based on this

interpretation of the component functions of RG.

Polarity. We believe that our redefinition of relationality better captures the structure of the

response set compared to Goldberg’s approach. The strength of our method lies in its focus on the

polarity function in the above expression. For that reason, we will first define it.

The crux of our approach hinges on whether the same respondent switches between opinion

semispaces when answering different questions. For instance, consider a simple poll with two

questions, both of the strongly agree-strongly disagree type. If a respondent answers “agree” to the

first question and “strongly disagree” to the second one, they are situated in the positive opinion

semispace for the first question and the negative opinion semispace for the second. Thus, we say

that this respondent “crosses the neutrality line” between questions 1 and 2.

Let u = (u1, . . . , uQ) be a response in A. We encounter four distinct scenarios regarding dis-

placement between the opinion semispaces when considering pairs of answers ukl = (uk, ul) for

1 ≤ k, l ≤ Q and k ̸= l. We formalize these scenarios through the introduction of four movement

functions as follows:

(A.4) M++(ukl) =

 1, if uk ∈ Pk, ul ∈ Pl

0, otherwise;

(A.5) M−−(ukl) =

 1, if uk ∈ Nk, ul ∈ Nl

0, otherwise;

(A.6) M−+(ukl) =

 1, if uk ∈ N ◦
k , ul ∈ P◦

l

0, otherwise;

(A.7) M+−(ukl) =

 1, if uk ∈ P◦
k , ul ∈ N ◦

l

0, otherwise.
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Here, N ◦ consists of all the elements in N except for the neutrality one, i.e., N ◦ = N ∩Pc, where

Pc denotes the complement of P. Similarly, we let P◦ = P ∩ N c. We call N ◦ and P◦ the strictly

negative and strictly positive opinion semispaces, respectively.

Intuitively, these movement functions serve as indicators for the four potential displacements a

pair of answers could exhibit. Additionally, it is worth noting that at least one of the functions

listed above must take the value one for any ukl. Furthermore, with the exception of the case

ukl = (nk, nl), exactly one of the functions will be non-zero.

For clarity in defining the polarity function, we will establish product movement functions be-

tween pairs of distinct responses. Let (u1, . . . , uQ) and (v1, . . . , vQ) be two responses in A and, as

before, let ukl = (uk, ul) and vkl = (vk, vk) be pairs of answers in u and v, respectively, with k ̸= l.

For ease of notation, we will write nkl = (nk, nl), where ni is the neutralility element in Ai. The

semispace shift function fA,B assigns to the pair (ukl, vkl) the value 0 or 1 and is given by

fA,B : (Ak ×Al)× (Ak ×Al) → {0, 1}

(ukl, vkl) 7→ MA(ukl)MB(vkl),
(A.8)

where A,B ∈ {++,−−,−+,+−}. Now, we define the polarity function ω, which assignes to the

pair (ukl, vkl) the values 0, −1, or 1, as follows. First, if ukl, vkl ̸= nkl, we let

(A.9) ω(ukl, vkl) =


1, if fA,A(ukl, vkl) = 1 for at least one A;

−1, if fA,A∗(ukl, vkl) = 1 for at least one A;

0, otherwise.

Here, ∗ performs the following transformations

(++)∗ = −−, (−−)∗ = ++, (−+)∗ = +−, and (+−)∗ = −+ .(A.10)

To define ω for the three special cases in the presence of neutrality, we let

(A.11) ω(nkl, vkl) =

 1, if M++(vkl) = 1; or M−−(vkl) = 1;

0; otherwise;

(A.12) ω(ukl, nkl) =

 1, if M++(ukl) = 1 or M−−(ukl) = 1;

0; otherwise;

and

(A.13) ω(nkl, nkl) = 1.
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Magnitude. As discussed in Section 2, the selection of the magnitude function in the definition

of relationality presents a delicate decision point in the methodology. One may justifiably assert

that no universal magnitude function can be applied for defining relationality due to disparities in

the number of possible answers for different questions, as well as variations in scales among them,

among other considerations. Nonetheless, researchers must make a selection in practice to conduct

analyses. We contend that the methodological challenge of incorporating the “distance” between

non-cardinal opinion structures warrants further investigation in subsequent studies.

In this article, we have opted for two different magnitudes. The first, denoted as µ1(ukl, vk,l), is

a constant magnitude, defined as

(A.14) µ1(ukl, vkl) = 1, for every ukl, vkl ∈ Ak ×Al.

One may see µ1 as the simplest magnitude we can endow (Ak×Al)×(Ak×Al) with, allowing us to

focus on studying relationality between responses solely in terms of polarity. One of the principal

advantages of µ1 is that it enables us to compute our relationality solely in terms of the bipolar

structure, which is one of the key components of our method.

The second magnitude arises from studying the concrete structure of the set of answers to a

given opinion poll. Before defining this magnitude function, let us provide more insight into the

construction of the opinion semispaces of a given question. First, we observe that in our framework,

each answer set Aq to an individual question is a totally ordered set. That is, there exists a binary

relation ≤q on Aq satisfying the following conditions:

• Reflexivity: a ≤q a for all a ∈ Aq.

• Transitivity: Given a, b, c ∈ Aq, if a ≤q b and b ≤q c, then a ≤q c.

• Anti-symmetry: Given a, b ∈ Aq with a ̸= b, if a ≤q b, then b ̸≤q a.

• Strong connectedness: For any a, b ∈ Aq, either a ≤q b or b ≤q a.

We call ≤q a total order on Aq.

It is straightforward to verify that, for example, the answer set of questions of strongly agree–

strongly disagree supports a natural total order given by

strongly disagree ≤ disagree ≤ slightly disagree ≤ neither agree nor disagree(A.15)

≤ slightly agree ≤ agree ≤ strongly agree.
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Using the total order, we may write an answer set Aq with explicit neutrality element nq as the

union Aq = Pq ∪Nq with

Pq = {a ∈ Aq : nq ≤ a}(A.16)

and

Nq = {a ∈ Aq : a ≤ nq}.(A.17)

We define µ2 following the above structure of the answer sets Aq and the symmetry induced by

the corresponding total order ≤q. While the polarity function ω aims to capture whether answers

move between opinion semispaces, µ2 aims to measure the variation in the relative position with

respect to the neutrality element in pairs of answers from two different responses and attempts to

homogenize the disparity in the number of options between different spaces of answers.

To define µ2, we first consider a response u = (u1 . . . , uQ) in A and define the variation ∆(ukl)

of the pair of answers ukl = (uk, ul) by

(A.18) ∆(ukl) = | distk(uk, nk)− distl(ul, nl)|,

where disti(·, ·) denotes a metric function that measures the distance from answer ui to the neutral-

ity element ni in the answer space Ai. The value ∆(ukl) measures the magnitude of the change in

distances to the neutrality element changes from answer k to answer l. Note that ∆(ukl) = ∆(ulk).

Now, let v = (v1, . . . , vQ) be another response in A and define

(A.19) µ2(ukl, vkl) = 1− |∆(ukl)−∆(vkl)|
maxq Dq

.

Here, Dq = max{dist(a, nq) : a ∈ Aq}, the maximum distance to the neutrality element in the

answer set Aq, and we maximize between all answer sets. This term serves as a way to normalize

the distance between the variation of pairs of answers as well as a way to ponderate questions that

have a large number of answers between neutrality and the extremes in Aq.

In this article, we have chosen the same distance for every question, letting

distq(a, b) =

#{c ∈ Aq : b ≤q c ≤q a and c ̸= b} if a ≥q b;

#{c ∈ Aq : a ≤q c ≤q b and c ̸= b} if a ≤q b
(A.20)

for any a, b ∈ Aq. Here, # denotes the number of elements in the set. Thus, distq(a, nq) measures

the relative position of a ∈ Aq with respect to the neutrality element nq.
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Let us illustrate the use of this distance and how to compute µ2 with an example. Suppose we

have a poll with two questions with answer sets A1 and A2, respectively. Suppose the first question

is of type strongly agree–strongly disagree with five possible answers totally ordered by

strongly disagree ≤ disagree ≤ neither agree nor disagree ≤ disagree ≤ strongly disagree.(A.21)

The second one is a question of type agree–disagree with three possible answers with total order

given by

(A.22) disagree ≤ neither agree nor disagree ≤ agree.

The possible values for the distance to the neutrality element in the first answer set are dist1(a, n1) =

0, 1, or 2, and we have D1 = 2. The distance to the neutrality element in the second answer set

takes the values dist2(a, n2) = 0 or 1 and, hence, D2 = 1. Therefore, maxq Dq = 2. Note that µ2

has equalized, in terms of distance, the answers agree and disagree to both questions in terms of

their distance to neutrality.

Consider now two responses u = (totally agree,neither agree nor disagree) and v = (disagree, disagree).

Then

∆(u12) = |dist1(totally agree,neither agree nor disagree)(A.23)

− dist2(neither agree nor disagree,neither agree nor disagree)|

= |2− 0| = 2,

∆(v12) = |dist1(disagree,neither agree nor disagree)

− dist2(disagree,neither agree nor disagree)|

= |1− 1| = 0.

Thus,

µ2(u, v) = 1− |∆(u12)−∆(v12)|
maxiDi

= 1− |2− 0|
2

= 0.(A.24)

As previously mentioned, one may use other functions to assign magnitude. Note that one may

also consider magnitudes that are not necessarily induced by distances in an answer set, as in (A.18)

one only needs to assign values to the pairs (a, nq) with a ∈ Aq. We have used µ1 and µ2 due to

the nature of our experiments (µ2 remains in the spirit of the magnitude used by Baldasarri and

Goldberg 2014) and in order to exploit the structure of our questions (µ1 is based on the bipolar
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structure). In other studies, other magnitudes may be defined to address the specific needs of the

problems under consideration.

Summarizing, the relationality we have defined is given by

(A.25) R(u, v) =
2

Q(Q− 1)

Q−1∑
k=1

Q∑
l=k+1

ω(ukl, vkl)µj(ukl, vkl), j = 1, 2

where ω is the polarity function defined in (A.9) adding its three special cases involving neutrality

and µ1 and µ2 denote the magnitudes defined in (A.14) and (A.19).
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Appendix B. Simulation model

Simulating data with construals. The synthetic datasets consist of matrices (xiq)
N,Q
i=1,q=1, where N

is the number of respondents and Q is the number of questions in the poll. Here, we present a

precise discussion of how the data is generated.

Latent-variable model. In opinion polls, each respondent is asked to choose among a finite number of

options. These number of options represent the answer space Aq = {a1, . . . , aHq}, for q = 1, . . . , Q.

We allow the number of options to vary across questions. As we have previously discussed, the

options in Aq are totally ordered (see Appendix A). Hence, without loss of generality, we consider

that a1 ≤q a2 ≤q · · · ≤q aH .

To choose among these ordered options, we consider that respondent i follows a latent-variable

model. That is, we assume that for each respondent i and question q, there is a latent variable

x∗iq ∈ R that represents the accurate position of i about issue q. The respondent then partitions R

into Q intervals and chooses their answer xiq ∈ Aq depending on the interval where x∗iq falls (for

a detailed introduction to the latent-variable model for ordered choice, see Greene and Hensher

2010).

Formally, for each respondent i and question q there are Hq − 1 thresholds (τiqη)
Hq−1
η=1 , with

τiq1 < τiq2 < · · · < τiq,Hq−1 that partition R into Hq intervals. The respondent chooses xiq

depending on the interval where x∗iq falls:

(B.1) xiq = aη ⇐⇒ x∗iq ∈ (τiq,η−1, τiqη) for η = 1, . . . ,Hq.

In the above equation, we set τiq0 = −∞ and τiqHq = ∞ for every i and q. Also, since we will

consider absolutely continuous distributions for both the latent variables and the thresholds, we

note that P (x∗iq = τiqη) = 0. Thus, the fact that we consider open intervals is unimportant.

Construals and copulas. We model construals as a dependence structure on the vector of latent

variables X∗
i = (x∗i1, . . . , x

∗
iQ). That is, the mathematical equivalent to the sentence “respondent

i belongs to a certain construal” is “the variables in X∗
i , which give the accurate position of i on

each issue, follow a certain joint distribution”. We believe that this model captures the complexity

of construals.

To model dependence on the latent variables in X∗
i , we introduce the notion of copulas. Copulas

are “a way of studying scale-free measures of dependence” Fisher 1997. A copula is a joint distribu-

tion on the unit cube [0, 1]Q with uniform marginal distributions. Since the marginals are uniform,

the copula captures scale-free information about the dependence structure of random vectors. We
31



refer to Nelsen 2006 for a general introduction to copulas. A relevant result is Sklar’s Thereom

(Th. 2.10.9 in Nelsen 2006). Suppose that X∗
i has absolutely continuous distribution F and let

Fq denote the marginal distribution of each variable x∗iq, q = 1, . . . , Q. Then there exists a unique

copula C such that

(B.2) F (x1, . . . , xQ) = C(F1(x1), . . . , FQ(xQ)).

This means that we can decompose the joint distribution ofX∗
i between (i) its marginal distributions

Fq, which model the variability within issue q, and (ii) the copula C, which models the dependence

structure on the joint distribution.

We identify a construal with a copula on [0, 1]Q. The space of all copulas is rich enough to

capture the many ways in which Q issues may be related in the given construal. For instance,

the case where there is no constraint between the issues corresponds to the independence copula

C(u1, . . . , uQ) = u1 · ... · uQ. A popular family, which is suitable for simulations, is the family

of Gaussian copulas. Let Φ be the cumulative distribution function (cdf) of a standard normal

variable and ΦΣ be the cdf of a multivariate normal vector with mean zero and covariance matrix

Σ. Fix Σqq = 1, q = 1, . . . , Q, so that the marginal distributions have unit variance. A Gaussian

copula with correlation matrix Σ is defined by

(B.3) C(u1, . . . , uQ; Σ) = ΦΣ

(
Φ−1(u1), . . . ,Φ

−1(uQ)
)
.

The family of Gaussian copulas is indexed by the correlation matrices Σ. They generalize the

Gaussian-like dependence structure to allow for arbitrary (i.e., non-Gaussian) marginal distribu-

tions. Note that when Σ is the identity matrix, we recover the independence copula. We refer to

Appendix E for a detailed discussion about the Gaussian family of copulas.

To sum up, say there are K construals on a group of respondents. Each of these construal is

modelled by a copula Ck, k = 1, . . . ,K. If respondent i belongs to construal k, then its latent

variable X∗
i follows the distribution F k given by

(B.4) F k(x1, . . . , xQ) = Ck(F1(x1), . . . , FQ(xQ)),

where the Fq are the marginal distributions of each question among all respondents. These marginal

distributions are shared by all respondents, independently of the construal they belong to. We note

that these distributions determine the consensus that each of the options of question q raises among

the group. The distribution Fq characterizes whether respondents tend to agree or disagree about

issue q.
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In what follows, it is better to “normalize” the accurate position that respondent i has, translating

it to the unit cube. Define u∗iq = F−1
q (x∗iq) and u∗i = (u∗i1, . . . , u

∗
iQ). If respondent i belongs to

construal k, then u∗i has distribution Ck. That is, u∗iq is uniformly distributed for each question

q. An example will help clarify what u∗iq means. Say that the options in question q are ordered

from a1 = Absolute disgreement to aHq = Absolute agreement. Then, since u∗iq is uniformly

distributed, u∗iq = 0.7 means that 70% of the population agrees with the statement of question q

less than respondent i. This is what we mean by accurate position of the respondent. The fact

that we normalize u∗iq = F−1
q (x∗iq) makes the position of respondents easier to interpret.

We can also “normalize” the thresholds, so we directly work with u∗i when generating the data.

Let τ̄iqη = F−1
q (τiqη). Then, according to equation (B.1), respondent i chooses xiq with the following

rule:

(B.5) xiq = aη ⇐⇒ u∗iq ∈ (τ̄iq,η−1, τ̄iqη) for η = 1, . . . ,Hq.

Thresholds and neutrality. As we can see in equation (B.5), respondent i first thinks about her

accurate position u∗iq and then decides among the options in Aq depending on whether u∗iq exceeds

certain thresholds. The position u∗i comes from the distribution Ck and is, therefore, subject to the

constraints present in the construal. The random thresholds (τ̄iqη)
Hq

η=1, in turn, model individual

variation (idiosyncratic shocks). These capture individual-specific opinions that originate due to

events, readings, family ties, or such experiences. They may induce respondent i not to adhere to

the logic prescribed by construal k. Indeed, if the variance of the distribution of the thresholds is

high, we will observe loose adherence to each construal.

Appendix A has argued the role of neutrality in opinion polls, even if this is implicitely defined.

We implement neutrality and symmetric restrictions to our data-generating process in the procedure

to generate thresholds. We consider that, even if it is not an explicit option, there exists a neutral

position n̄q ∈ [0, 1] for each question. The neutral position models the consensus of the group

regarding questions q.

We think of the individual thresholds as departing away from the neutral position. Consider

that Hq is odd and that neutrality is explicit, as is the case frequently in opinion pools. We draw

H̄q = (Hq − 1)/2 departure distances: (ωiqη)
H̄q

η=1. For instance, when Hq = 5 we draw 2 distances

(ωiq1, ωiq2). The first distance ωiq1 determines the length of the neutrality interval. That is, we set

the interval that determines whether xiq = aH̄q
= nq (neutrality) to

(B.6) (τ̄iqH̄q
, τ̄iq,H̄q+1) = (n̄q − ωiq1, n̄q + ωiq1).
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The next distances (ωiqη)
H̄q

η=2 measure the length of the within threshold intervals. We can recur-

sively define the thresholds that diverge towards 1 by

(B.7) τ̄iq,H̄q+η = τ̄iq,H̄q+η−1 + ωiqη for η = 2, . . . , H̄q.

Then, by symmetry with respect to the neutral position, the thresholds that diverge towards 0 are:

(B.8) τ̄iq,1+H̄q−η = τ̄iq,2+H̄q−η − ωiqη for η = 2, . . . , H̄q.

Distances (ωiqη)
H̄q

η=1 can be drawn from arbitrary distributions, as long as one guarantees that

0 < τ̄iq1 < τ̄iq2 < · · · < τ̄iq,Hq−1 < 1. It is worth highlighting two extreme cases. If the ωiqη’s tend

to be small, we may say that question q is divisive: there will not be many respondents choosing

xiq = nq since the interval (n̄q − ωiq1, n̄q + ωiq1) is short. For divisive questions, respondents tend

to choose the extreme positions a1 or aHq . On the contrary, if the ωiqη are large, the question is

unimportant : most respondents will choose the neutrality element nq, reflecting that there is no

cleavage regarding that issue.

Simulation algorithm

We implement a large volume of experiments to test how BCA performs relative to other methods

in the literature. To describe them, we first introduce a general algorithm to build synthetic data.

The inputs to the algorithm, which vary across experiments (see Section B), are the following:

Set with number of construals K Interval for neutral position N
The number of questions Q Threshold distances Fixed, Random question-level, or
Set with number of options H Random individual-level

Table 3. Inputs to the data generation algoritm.

The algorithm then proceeds as follows. First, we generate the matrix with latent accurate

positions:

(1) Draw the number of construals K form K.

(2) Set the number of questions to Q.

(3) For each construal k, build the construal correlation matrix Σk (see below). The copula Ck

defining construal k is the Gaussian copula with correlation matrix Σk.

(4) For each construal k, randomly generate the number of respondents adhering to it: Nk ∈

{100, 101, . . . , 499, 500}. All cases are equally probable. The total number of respondents

is then N =
∑K

k=1Nk.
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(5) For each respondent i adhering to construal k, generate the latent accurate position u∗i

following distribution Ck. Precisely, we generate a random draw (ξiq)
Q
q=1 from a multivariate

normal with mean zero and covariance matrix Σk. Then, we set u∗iq = Φ−1(ξiq) for q =

1, . . . , Q.

Then, we generate the synthetic data:

(5) For each question q, draw the number of options Hq from H. The answer set is

(B.9) Aq = {−(Hq − 1)/2, . . . ,−1, 0, 1, . . . , (Hq − 1)/2} .

(6) For each question q, draw neutral position nq from N .

(7) If thresholds vary at individual level, do nothing.

(8) For each respondent i and question q:

(a) To generate thresholds, we compute H̄q = (Hq − 1)/2 distances: (ωiqη)
H̄q

η=1. How these

are obtained varies depending on whether they are set to be random (see below). Once

we have the distances, we get the thresholds using equations (B.6), (B.7), and (B.8).

(b) We set answer xiq according to equation (B.5).

Note that if thresholds do not vary at the individual level, step (7) is replaced by step (8.a), and

we only perform step (b) inside point (8). That is, thresholds are generated for each question q, so

that τ̄iqη = τ̄qη for every respondent i.

Regarding the construction of the construal correlation matrix Σk, one needs to obtain

positive definite random matrices. To do so, we generate a Q(Q−1)/2 vector of partial correlations,

where each element of the vector is drawn from 2 · Beta(αk, αk) − 1 (to ensure it is between −1

and 1). The parameter αk follows an exponential distribution with mean 0.8. This parameter is

used to model how stringent each construal is: large αk for a lax construal versus small αk for a

stringent construal. We then follow the algorithm in Lewandowski, Kurowicka, and Joe 2009 to

build Σk from the vector of partial correlations.

The algorithm for generating fixed (non-random) inter-threshold distances is the follow-

ing. Consider a question q with Hq number of options and neutral position n̄q. Then, to ensure

that thresholds are in the interval (0, 1), the largest a distance can be is: ℓq = min{n̄q, 1 − n̄q}.

We set ωq1 = ℓq/Hq and ωqη = 2ℓq/Hq for every η = 2, . . . , H̄q. Note that, since thresholds are

non-random, all individuals have ωiqη = ωqη. That is, thresholds only vary at question-level (if n̄q

and Hq are different). To give a relevant example, consider that the neutral position is centered:

n̄q = 1/2. Then, the algorithm partitions (0, 1) in equally sized intervals. In that case ℓq = 1/2, so
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that ωq1 = 1/(2Hq) and ωqη = 1/Hq for η ≥ 2. Then, according to equation (B.6):

(B.10) τ̄iq,H̄q
=

1

2
− 1

2Hq
and τ̄iq,H̄q+1 =

1

2
+

1

2Hq
for every individual i.

Therefore, τ̄iq,H̄q+1−τ̄iq,H̄q
= 1/Hq. The distance between other thresholds is also 1/Hq by equations

(B.7) and (B.8).

The algorithm for generating random individual-level inter-threshold distances is the

following. Consider a question q with Hq number of options and neutral position n̄q. Let ℓq1 =

min{n̄q, 1− n̄q}. We draw a random variable Zi from a truncated normal distribution with param-

eters (µ, σ, a, b) = (1/Hq, 0.05, 0, 1).
14 We set ωiq1 = Zi · ℓq1. Then, we define ℓiq2 = ℓq1 − ωiq1 and

draw ωiq2 from a truncated normal with parameters (µ, σ, a, b) = (ℓq1/H̄q, 0.05, 0, ℓiq2). We then

proceed recursively for η = 3, . . . , H̄q: define ℓiqη = ℓiq,η−1−ωiq,η−1 and draw ωiqη from a truncated

normal with parameters (µ, σ, a, b) = (ℓq1/H̄q, 0.05, 0, ℓiqη).

Regarding the algorithm to generate random question-level inter-threshold distances, it

parallels the one described above. The only difference is that random variable drawing is done at

the question-level, and then all individuals are assigned the same thresholds: ωiqη = ωqη. That is,

Zq is drawn for each question and ωq1 = Zq · ℓq1. We then recursively set ℓqη = ℓq,η−1 − ωq,η−1 for

η = 2, . . . , H̄q.

Description of the experiments

Our experiments can be divided into two families. In one, we consider random underlying

correlation matrices for each construal. In the other, we simulate data with two construals and

fixed correlation matrices. Data in the later family of experiments resembles a plausible scenario

when it comes to the organization of political views (in a simplified version).

Table 4 describes the experiments in the first family. Each row represents a different experiment.

In columns, we specify the inputs to the data generation algorithm (see Table 3 for a description).

K = Q = H = N = Threshold distances
E1.1: All fixed 5 {2, 3, 4} 10 {5} [0.5] Fixed

E1.2: All fixed 7 {2, 3, 4} 10 {7} [0.5] Fixed

E1.3: Random options {2, 3, 4} 10 {3, 5, 7} [0.5] Fixed

E1.4: Random distances {2, 3, 4} 10 {5} [0.5] Random question-level

E1.5: Asymmetric neutrality {2, 3, 4} 10 {5} (0.35, 0.65) Fixed

E1.6: All Random {2, 3, 4} 10 {3, 5, 7} (0.35, 0.65) Random individual-level

Table 4. Description of the experiments.

14. If Zi has a truncated normal distribution with parameters (µ, σ, a, b), then Zi = Wi|a ≤ Wi ≤ b for a random
variable Wi ∼ N(µ, σ). This means that the support of Z is the interval [a, b].
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In the second family of experiments, we generate data with two underlying construals. The

number of questions is three (these can be thought of as summaries or indices of three issues). The

first and second questions are perfectly co-linear for both construals: individuals have the same

latent precise position for them. The two construals differ in the relationship between these two

issues and the third: in construal 1 they are positively related, while in construal 2 the relationship

is negative. The correlation structure for both construals is:

(B.11) Σ1 =


1 1 0.7

1 1 0.7

0.7 0.7 1

 and Σ2 =


1 1 −0.7

1 1 −0.7

−0.7 −0.7 1

 .

These correlation structures are present across all experiments of the family. Table 5 provides

further details about the experiments.

K = Q = H = N = Threshold distances
E2.1: All fixed 7 {2} 3 {7} [0.5] Fixed

E2.2: Varying thresholds {2} 3 {5} (0.35, 0.65) Random question-level

E2.3: Individual thresh. {2} 3 {5} (0.35, 0.65) Random individual-level

Table 5. Description of the experiments.
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Appendix C. Correlation Dissimilarity

Our simulations consider that the issue constraint for each construal k is given by a Gaussian

copula with correlation matrix Σk. It is then natural to ask whether each method is able to recover

the correlation structure (Σk)Kk=1 from the data. There are two problems to address when answering

this question: (i) that the number of construals estimated by the method may differ from the true

number of construals and (ii) that the labelling of each construal is arbitrary (i.e., what a certain

method labels as “the first construal” may differ from the group that was labelled as “the first

construal” when generating the data).

We propose a method to measure how well each method estimates the underlying correlation

matrices, which overcomes these issues. The inputs to the method are a collection of “true” and

estimated correlation matrices, (Σk)Kk=1 and (Σ̂k)K̂k=1, respectively. The number of “true” (K)

and estimated (K̂) construals may differ. Additionally, the researcher must provide a measure of

dissimilarity between two matrices, which we denote by d. We base our assessment of the methods

on the Frobenius distance

(C.1) d(A,B) =
√
trace (A−B)(A−B)′,

where A and B are matrices and A′ denotes the transpose of A.15 For more information about the

Frobenius distance, see (Cohen 2022).

As we have discussed, our measure of performance must deal with the fact that there is no

automatic way to pair an estimated construal with a “true” construal. That is, for a given estimated

construal k̂ ∈ {1, . . . , K̂} we do not know the corresponding true construal k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}. Thus,

we cannot directly compute d(Σk, Σ̂k̂). The problem is exacerbated when the number of estimated

construals differs from the number of true construals. To deal with these inconveniences, we will

work with all possible pairings between {1, . . . , K̂} and {1, . . . ,K}. Our measure of performance

will then be the minimum of matrix dissimilarity across possible pairings.

We define a paring between {1, . . . , K̂} and {1, . . . ,K} as an injective function p : {1, . . . , K̂} →

{1, . . . ,K}. This function assigns a unique “true” construal k = p(k̂) to each estimated construal

k̃. Note, however, that no injective function exists when K̂ > K, that is, when the method

overestimates the number of construals. To deal with this, we propose to augment the “true”

number of construals by introducing K̂−K artificial construals. The correlation structure of these

15. The choice of the Frobenius distance is not particularly relevant. Indeed, in case the dissimilarity measure
comes from a norm, the ranking of methods will not depend on the chosen norm. This comes from all norms being
equivalent.
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artificial construals is Σk = IQ, the Q-dimensional identity matrix. That is, issues for these artificial

construals are not constrained, indicating that the construals are not really present. So, when K̂ >

K, we propose to compute the dissimilarity between the collection of estimated correlation matrices

(Σ̂k)K̂k=1 and the augmented collection of K̂ “true” correlation matrices (Σ1, . . . ,ΣK , IQ, . . . , IQ).
16

To introduce the measure of dissimilarity between (Σ̂k)K̂k=1 and (Σk)Kk=1, consider first that

K̂ ≤ K. Denote by P the set of all possible pairings between {1, . . . , K̂} and {1, . . . ,K}. Given

a dissimilarity measure between pairs of matrices d, the dissimilarity between collections, denoted

D, is

(C.2) D
(
(Σ̂k)K̂k=1, (Σ

k)Kk=1

)
:= min

p∈P

{
max

k̂=1,...,K̂
d
(
Σ̂k̂,Σp(k̂)

)}
, when K̂ ≤ K.

As we have discussed, when K̂ > K, we augment the collection of “true” construals by adding

construals whose correlation structure is the identity. That is, we define the collection (Σ̃k)K̂k=1,

with Σ̃k = Σk, for k ≤ K, and Σ̃k = IQ, for k = K + 1, . . . , K̂. In this case, the dissimilarity

between the collections is given by

(C.3) D
(
(Σ̂k)K̂k=1, (Σ

k)Kk=1

)
:= D

(
(Σ̂k)K̂k=1, (Σ̃

k)K̂k=1

)
, when K̂ > K.

Remark C.1. An alternative to augmenting the number of “true” construals when K̂ > K is

to consider, in that case, pairings as injective functions p : {1, . . . ,K} → {1, . . . , K̂}. This leaves,

however, some estimated construals unpaired with “true” construals. Thus, we believe that this

other approach unfairly benefits methods that overestimate the number of construals. Indeed, a

method can trick this alternative measure by estimating a lot of construals, even if some of those

are very dissimilar to the “true” construals. This is so since the minimum in equation (C.2) will

be achieved when the dissimilar estimated construals are left unpaired.

A Benchmark to asses method performance

One of the problems of the above measure of dissimilarity is that there is no clear notion of

whether a method estimated properly the underlying correlation structure. Certainly, when D is

zero, the estimation is perfect and larger values of D indicate a worse fit. However, there is no

guidance on how to read the magnitude of D. To address this we propose to compare it to a

benchmark.

16. An alternative to this approach would be to consider injective functions p : {1, . . . ,K} → {1, . . . , K̂} when

K̂ > K. Below we discuss why we believe that this other approach could be misleading in Remark C.1.
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Let (Xi)
N
i=1 be a synthetic data set generated as described in Appendix B. For each synthetic

observation i, we know the construal it belongs to. That is, if there are K “true construals” in the

synthetic data, we observe the “true” construal membership function c : {1, . . . , N} → {1, . . . ,K},

where c(i) = k means that observation i belongs to construal k. With this information, we can

estimate Σ̄k using only the observations i such that c(i) = k. This correlation matrix differs from

the “true” correlation matrix for construal k (Σk) for two reasons: (i) there is some sample variation

and, more importantly, (ii) we only observe answers Xi and not the accurate latent positions X∗
i .

When we estimate the correlation matrices (Σ̂k)
K̂
k=1 using a given method, we also face the

above two sources of noise. However, on top of them, each method must estimate the construal

membership function. Therefore, we believe that D((Σ̄k)Kk=1, (Σ
k)Kk=1) := Db provides a good

benchmark to measure the performance of the method when estimating the underlying correlation

structure.

Once we compute Db, we report

(C.4)
D
(
(Σ̂k)K̂k=1, (Σ

k)Kk=1

)
Db

,

where (Σ̂k)
K̂
k=1 are derived using each method. The magnitude of the above ratio is meaningful.

For instance, if the ratio is 2 for a given method, one can say that the “estimation of the underlying

correlation structure with the method is twice as bad as if we knew the true membership of each

observation”.
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Appendix D. Additional simulation results

RCA (1) RCA (2) RCA (3) RCA (4) CCA (1) CCA (2) BCA (1) BCA (2)
E1.6: All random

Mean NMI 0.315 0.022 0.329 0.027 0.347 0.233 0.264 0.271
Mean scaled NMI 0.187 0.017 0.136 0.021 0.220 0.187 0.214 0.217

Right # construals (%) 0.189 0.353 0.046 0.358 0.203 0.354 0.410 0.397
Mean Abs. Dev. in # construals 1.858 0.898 3.417 0.863 1.573 0.776 0.699 0.723
Mean Correlational Dissimilarity 5.495 5.555 5.891 5.625 5.424 4.226 4.012 4.028
E1.5: Asymmmetric neutrality

Mean NMI 0.360 0.018 0.371 0.023 0.445 0.309 0.282 0.292
Mean scaled NMI 0.204 0.014 0.145 0.017 0.262 0.254 0.223 0.230

Right # construals (%) 0.161 0.380 0.036 0.381 0.153 0.416 0.367 0.369
Mean Abs. Dev. in # construals 2.051 0.858 3.523 0.855 1.894 0.679 0.740 0.756
Mean Correlational Dissimilarity 6.709 6.593 7.254 6.635 6.979 4.710 4.800 4.842
E2.1: All fixed 7

Mean NMI 0.186 0.012 0.186 0.013 0.069 0.069 0.176 0.170
Mean scaled NMI 0.068 0.012 0.068 0.012 0.069 0.069 0.169 0.123

Right # construals (%) 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.969 1.000 1.000 0.867 0.363
Mean Abs. Dev. in # construals 2.004 0.000 2.004 0.031 0.000 0.000 0.133 0.778 3
Mean Correlational Dissimilarity 16.918 25.113 16.918 25.083 10.610 10.610 6.421 14.780
E2.3 Individual. thresh.

Mean NMI 0.156 0.010 0.157 0.011 0.080 0.082 0.156 0.147
Mean scaled NMI 0.108 0.008 0.102 0.009 0.003 0.055 0.147 0.122

Right # construals (%) 0.351 0.937 0.342 0.902 0.000 0.218 0.823 0.594
Mean Abs. Dev. in # construals 0.973 0.063 1.629 0.099 7.012 0.875 0.184 0.562
Mean Correlational Dissimilarity 6.982 9.507 7.330 9.495 11.667 6.551 2.449 4.045
E2.2: Varying thresholds

Mean NMI 0.165 0.014 0.165 0.016 0.080 0.083 0.154 0.144
Mean scaled NMI 0.097 0.011 0.092 0.012 0.004 0.056 0.146 0.116

Right # construals (%) 0.228 0.887 0.214 0.848 0.000 0.212 0.859 0.560
Mean Abs. Dev. in # construals 1.240 0.115 1.628 0.154 6.505 0.887 0.148 0.601
Mean Correlational Dissimilarity 7.052 9.883 7.303 9.861 12.474 7.381 2.600 4.621
E1.4: Random distances

Mean NMI 0.392 0.017 0.405 0.023 0.501 0.349 0.325 0.340
Mean scaled NMI 0.224 0.013 0.170 0.016 0.217 0.266 0.259 0.270

Right # construals (%) 0.168 0.336 0.038 0.334 0.048 0.374 0.380 0.371
Mean Abs. Dev. in # construals 2.058 0.959 3.338 1.008 2.780 0.753 0.730 0.745
Mean Correlational Dissimilarity 8.004 7.364 8.632 7.451 11.440 10.284 5.379 5.414
E1.3: Random options

Mean NMI 0.363 0.033 0.377 0.041 0.435 0.291 0.307 0.318
Mean scaled NMI 0.207 0.023 0.158 0.026 0.198 0.219 0.246 0.253

Right # construals (%) 0.169 0.329 0.065 0.307 0.065 0.360 0.388 0.386
Mean Abs. Dev. in # construals 2.035 0.919 3.385 1.041 2.475 0.776 0.733 0.746
Mean Correlational Dissimilarity 6.932 6.992 7.605 7.106 10.533 9.873 4.986 5.018
E1.1: All fixed 5

Mean NMI 0.407 0.019 0.420 0.024 0.535 0.364 0.335 0.356
Mean scaled NMI 0.223 0.013 0.172 0.017 0.235 0.276 0.273 0.289

Right # construals (%) 0.152 0.321 0.048 0.334 0.027 0.381 0.398 0.392
Mean Abs. Dev. in # construals 2.190 0.972 3.394 0.978 2.744 0.769 0.712 0.734
Mean Correlational Dissimilarity 9.079 7.905 9.508 7.992 12.777 12.014 5.592 5.577
E1.2: All fixed 7

Mean NMI 0.435 0.019 0.446 0.024 0.568 0.390 0.362 0.385
Mean scaled NMI 0.246 0.014 0.187 0.016 0.284 0.302 0.292 0.312

Right # construals (%) 0.147 0.321 0.028 0.314 0.061 0.408 0.387 0.405
Mean Abs. Dev. in # construals 2.123 0.984 3.313 1.066 2.294 0.720 0.727 0.725
Mean Correlational Dissimilarity 10.593 9.250 11.149 9.346 13.631 11.825 6.668 6.565

Table 6. Simulation results for RCA (1) Goldberg 2011 implementation, (2) without removing small values,

(3) Newman’s stopping criterion, (4) Newman’s stopping criterion and without removing small values; for
CCA (1) Boutyline 2017 implementation, (2) without removing small values; for BCA (1) without magnitude

µ1, (2) with magnitude µ2.
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Appendix E. About the Gaussian Copula

This Appendix briefly discusses how the Gaussian copula imposes a correlation structure on the

latent positions. To visualize the Gaussian copula, consider the bivariate case where there are two

latent positions (u1, u2). Recall that in this case the Gaussian copula is defined by

(E.1) C(u1, u2; Σ) = ΦΣ(Φ
−1(u1),Φ

−1(u2)),

where ΦΣ is the cdf of a multivariate normal distribution with mean 0 and correlation matrix Σ,

and Φ is the cdf of a univariate standard normal. The correlation matrix is

(E.2)

1 ρ

ρ 1

 ,

being ρ ∈ [−1, 1] the correlation between the two latent positions. So the family of bivarite Gaussian

copulas is determined by a single parameter: ρ.

It is customary to plot the level curves of C(·, ·; Σ) to describe its behaviour. That is, we draw

sets {(u1, u2) ∈ [0, 1]2 : C(u1, u2; Σ) = C̄} for different values of C̄ ∈ [0, 1]. Figure 4 plots the level

sets for ρ = −0.7, 0, 0.7.

Figure 4. Contour diagrams for the bivariate Gaussian copula. Left: ρ = −0.7,
middle: ρ = 0 (independence), and right: ρ = 0.7.

A copula is itself the cdf of a random vector (U1, U2) with support in [0, 1]2. Following the

properties in Nelsen 2006, p. 10 we have that:

(E.3) P (U2 ≤ u2|U1 ≤ u1) =
C(u1, u2; Σ)

u1

Then, we can check the value of the copula at, say, point (0.4, 0.4) to understand how knowing

that “U1 is below 0.4” affects our knowledge about “U2 is below 0.4”. Following Figure 4, when

ρ = −0.7, the copula satisfies C(0.4, 0.4; Σ) < 0.1. That is, P (U2 ≤ 0.4|U1 ≤ 0.4) < 0.1/0.4 = 1/4.
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When ρ = 0 and ρ = 0.7 the copula satisfies 0.1 < C(0.4, 0.4; Σ) < 0.2 and C(0.4, 0.4; Σ) > 0.2,

respectively. That is: 1/4 < P (U2 ≤ 0.4|U1 ≤ 0.4) < 1/2 if ρ = 0 and P (U2 ≤ 0.4|U1 ≤ 0.4) > 1/2

if ρ = 0.7. In conclusion: if there is negative correlation between the latent positions (U1, U2),

knowing that U1 is small leads to low probability of U2 also being small (less that 1/4). On the

other hand, if there is positive correlation between the latent positions, if we know that U1 is small,

there is a large probability of U2 also being small (larger than 1/2).

Another way of understanding the relationship structure imposed by the copulas is to take a look

of the level curves of their density. According to Xue-Kun Song 2000, the density of the Gaussian

family of cupalas is:

(E.4) c(u1, u2; Σ) =
1√

det(Σ)
exp

1

2

(
Φ−1(u1), Φ−1(u2)

)
(I− Σ−1)

Φ−1(u1)

Φ−1(u2)

 ,

where I is the 2× 2 identity matrix.

When ρ = 0 we have that Σ = I. In that case, according to the above equation, c(u1, u2; Σ) = 1

for every point (u1, u2). That is, since there is no dependence structure on (U1, U2), its mass is

uniformly distributed: all points are equally probable. Figure 5 plots the level-curves of c(·, ·; Σ)

for ρ = −0.7, 0.7.

Figure 5. Level curves of the density of the bivariate Gaussian copula. Left: ρ =
−0.7 and right: ρ = 0.7.
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Take the independence case (ρ = 0), where the mass at all points is 1, as a benchmark. Then,

when there is a negative correlation between the latent positions (ρ = −0.7), more mass is con-

centrated around the u2 = −u1 diagonal. Then, the mass goes to zero as one diverts away from

the u2 = −u1 diagonal. In turn, when there is a positive correlation (ρ = 0.7), more mass is

concentrated around the u2 = u1 diagonal.
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