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Abstract

We perform a critical examination of the scientific methodology behind contemporary large language
model (LLM) research. For this we assess over 2,000 research works based on criteria typical of what is
considered good research (e.g. presence of statistical tests and reproducibility) and cross-validate it with
arguments that are at the centre of controversy (e.g., claims of emergent behaviour, the use of LLMs as
evaluators). We find multiple trends, such as declines in claims of emergent behaviour and ethics disclaimers;
the rise of LLMs as evaluators in spite of a lack of consensus from the community about their useability; and
an increase of claims of LLM reasoning abilities, typically without leveraging human evaluation. This paper
underscores the need for more scrutiny and rigour by and from this field to live up to the fundamentals of a
responsible scientific method that is ethical, reproducible, systematic, and open to criticism.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs)1 are a powerful technology. They can follow instructions and output coherent,
persuasive text. This has made them the centre of attention in academia, industry, and the media. Given the
potential funding associated with these technologies, it should not be a surprise that news and research works are
sometimes accompanied by bold claims about their capabilities.

However, it is known that some areas of AI research have issues with reproduciblity and other experimentation
protocols. For example, research works do not provide sufficient details for independent verification [1, 2]; or
they report aggregate performances (e.g., accuracy) without providing detailed protocols or error breakdowns
[3, 1, 4, 5, 2]. This is especially common in health sciences [6], security [7], and recommender systems [8]–all
areas where LLMs are increasingly being used. Even though studies and meta-reviews usually come with
suggested good practices (reporting carbon footprints [9]; reproducibility checklists and experimental protocols
[10, 11, 12]; self-contained artifacts [13]; and metadata for corpora [14]), these suggestions are often not heeded.
Last year, Gehrmann et al. [1] recommended good practices for research, and noted that, out of 66 articles from
leading conferences, only between 15% and 35% of the recommendations were partially followed. The practices
themselves might not even be sufficiently impactful [7], given that other experimental protocols (e.g., sampling,
initialisation, hyperparameters) may also impact reproducibility [3]. These are issues particularly relevant to
LLMs, as they are intrinsically stochastic and sometimes limited to an API call.

Given all this, it has been said that the focus of AI research is the approaches, rather than the results, or,
rather, that less importance is allocated to issues around experimental protocols when compared to other fields
[4]. We argue, however, that in LLM research there has been a shift towards result-driven experimentation: partly
due to their high availability and remarkable capabilities, but also due to the aforementioned combination of
capabilities and attention from stakeholders. This in turn suggests that the scientific community should allocate
the same relevance to experimental protocols and good research practices as in other fields.

Indeed, LLM research is no stranger to reproducibility and documentation problems. Reviews have found
that the most downloaded models in Huggingface do not consistently provide the same amount of information in
their documentation [15]; and a recent analysis on the experimental protocols of over 40 chat-based LLMs (e.g.,
availability of data, weights, licences, etc) found that, while many projects claimed some level of open-sourcing,
documentation was “exceedingly rare” [5].

What makes LLM research particularly difficult, however, goes beyond self-reporting. The technology itself
has challenges, such as the closed-source nature of some models, the high cost of training the larger versions,

1We use the term “LLM” loosely to refer to generative text-to-text models with sizes above 1B parameters.
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and that reproducibility could be limited to an API call with adjustable parameters. To add, they are increasingly
treated like software, with major and minor versions; as well as “stealth” updates to the same model. Conversely,
prompting LLMs to solve a task is extremely easy. Their availability, coupled with their functionality as writing
assistants, could lead to a rapidly-increasing volume of scientific articles with strong claims and lacklustre
experimental practices.

This is not a criticism: evaluation of these models is notoriously difficult, and researchers are under pressure
to keep up. Scaling this evaluation is challenging due to the length and complexity of their output, combined
with the rapid turnaround of this technology. Indeed, automated metrics like BLEU are known to not capture
natural language generation well [16, 17], and not correlate well with human judgements [18, 1]–which have
their own complications [19, 20]. Although there is a push to use LLMs to perform automated evaluation, there
is no consensus on the viability of this approach: arguments in favour [21, 22, 23, 24, 25] are as plentiful as
arguments against [26, 27, 28, 29, 24, 30]. Finally, LLMs might memorise their training data [31, 32], including
evaluation benchmarks [33]. Since the models are sensitive to the prompt’s phrasing [34, 35], the benchmarks
turn into an arena to test prompts, rather than a holistic bar of performance.

Overall, these challenges impede the scientific community’s ability to transparently evaluate and understand
LLMs, and to ultimately ensure their responsible use. They also raise questions about the validity and trust-
worthiness of some findings and claims related to this technology and its capabilities, and illustrate a problem
endemic to computer science.

The goal of this work is to systematically and critically examine the scientific methodology employed in
LLM research, and to quantify the extent to which these issues occur in the literature.2 To our knowledge, ours is
the first study to systematically evaluate LLM research based on the metrics the field recommends and requires.
To do this, we evaluated 2,054 works that cited the peer-reviewed GPT-3 paper [36] (as opposed to the preprint)
and the GPT-4 technical report [37], labelled based on criteria as shown in Table 1. Most criteria are part of
the reproducibility checklist for premier conferences3 and considered good practices in the field. Some criteria
are not part of the checklists: the type of evaluator used is because of the aforementioned lack of consensus
around the reliability of LLMs as evaluators, added to their increasingly frequent use. Claims of super-human
capabilities, reasoning abilities, or emergent behaviour relate to conclusions often drawn and reported outside
of academic channels, and that could require closer examination–for example, it is known that more robust
statistical tests prove that emergent abilities do not actually occur [41].

Research Features Arguments Made
∗Presence of statistical significance tests †Claims of SOTA results
∗Declaration of model versions (or API) †Claims that the model can reason
∗Declaration of parameters for calls made †Claims that the model cannot reason
∗Accounting for stochasticity of the calls †Claims of emergent behaviour
xEvaluation of non-English languages and/or dialects †Claims of super-human intelligence
†Use of human, automatic, or LLM-based evaluators
Structural Features Indicators
∗Presence of a limitations section LLM is the subject of the research
∗Presence of an ethics section Type of text (research, book, or opinion)
xPresence of error breakdowns
Presence of negative results

Table 1: Criteria for our analysis. The first three (Research Features, Structural Features, Arguments Made) are
the core subject of our work. Most labels are binary labels (yes or no); but Research Features also include a
“not applicable” label (“na”), and evaluators is a set ({human, automatic, LLM, na}). The latter (Indicators)
is meant to act as a filter, since our focus is research articles with LLMs as the centre of the work. The label
“book” also includes surveys. We use (∗) for criteria typical of leading conference checklists, (†) for claims
usually requiring closer examination, and (x) for those recommended–but not implemented in checklists–as
good research practices. See Appendix A for definitions.

2Code and partial, anonymised data will be released in https://github.com/adewynter/awes_laws_and_flaws
3See, e.g. AAAI [38], NeurIPS [39] and Carpuat et al. [40] for ACL.
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2 A Review of LLM Literature

We split our results in four analyses: corpus composition (Section 2.1), composition over time (Section 2.2), the
relationship between citations and criteria (Section 2.3), and yearly trends on relationships between citations and
criteria (Section 2.4). The full breakdown of results is in Appendix C. Throughout this section, we use relevant
papers to refer to these that did not score “na” in the criterion.

2.1 How Many Papers Did What?

Out of the 2,054 articles surveyed, 57%, or 1,164, claimed SOTA results. From these, 30% contained or
addressed ethical considerations related to their research; 13% performed evaluations in languages other than
English; and 39% did not include limitation sections about their experimentation (Figure 1). Only 25% of them
included statistical tests to support their claims, a number close to the 23% found by Van der Lee et al. [12] three
years ago. This number is lower on average than the papers that do not claim SOTA (23% versus 25%).

In terms of criteria overlap (Table 9), from the papers claiming SOTA and emergent capabilities (22%) only
26% relied on statistical tests or had error breakdowns (14%). Articles typically included automatic metrics
(LLM without: 2%; human without: 4%), and reliance on LLM evaluators alone was exceedingly rare. Claims
of reasoning were often done with LLM evaluators and not human evaluators (35%); contrasting with claims
that they cannot reason predominantly done with human evaluation alone (14%). The use of automated metrics
is more common (+10% on average). LLM evaluators remained steady, thus showing that most of the papers
claiming SOTA used this metric in some form. A full breakdown by evaluator type is in Table 9.

On a positive note, a considerable amount of the relevant papers claiming SOTA did report model versioning
(73%), and open-sourced their work (68%), a number slightly higher than the one found by Arvan et al. [13],
indicating a positive trend.

Figure 1: Breakdown of the corpus for selected criteria, narrowed down by papers claiming SOTA results.
While open-sourcing, declaration of experimental protocols (e.g., parameters) and limitations are relatively high
(60%+), there is a lack of ethics sections (30%) and evaluations in languages other than English (13%).

2.2 Did it Change Over Time?

LLM research is undergoing an explosive–almost inflationary–growth. In our corpus 7% of the papers were
from 2021; contrasting with 22% and 25% for 2022 and 2023, and behind the 46% for the first half of 2024.
2020 had a negligible sample size, given that the peer-reviewed GPT-3 paper was released on 6 December 2020.

For our time-wise analysis (Figure 2) we only worked with relevant papers claiming SOTA from 2021
onwards. Between 2023 and 2024 we observed declines in the absolute percentage of several metrics, such
as the presence of ethics disclaimers (-3%), open-sourcing (-9%), claims of emergence (-7%), and statistical
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Criterion Corpus
(%)

Stat. Tests Error
Bdown.

Randomness Human
Eval.

LLM
Eval.

Automatic
Eval.

Ethics 30 30 21 11 39 17 85
Limitations 61 31 18 11 32 16 86
Negative 13 40 32 15 39 7 81
Error Bdown. 16 33 100 16 49 17 95
Emergence 39 26 14 13 26 12 83
Can Reason 27 24 14 14 28 15 87
Cannot Reason 6 39 24 17 37 11 76
Superhuman 5 40 27 18 45 11 91
Human Eval. 27 34 29 10 100 16 84
LLM Eval. 13 26 22 13 34 100 82
Automatic Eval. 86 26 18 11 26 12 100
Mean (SOTA) 100 25 16 10 27 13 86

Table 2: Overlap for selected criteria with respect to Research Features. Highlighted are the claims that fall below
the average for papers claiming SOTA. Claims that the models present emergent behaviour or that they models
can reason are rarely backed by strong experimental protocols: only 14% of the papers for either criteria present
error breakdowns–below the corpus average or any of the other criteria present. The use of LLM evaluators
typically comes paired with error breakdowns and statistical tests. However, papers with negative results eschew
their use.

tests (-5%). Of note is a remarkable increase in the claims that these models can reason (15%); as opposed to
that they cannot (-3%), as well as claims of emergence (-2%). On the other hand, limitations sections, error
breakdowns, dialect evaluation, and relying on human evaluation have remained steady (±1%). Finally, the use
of LLM evaluators has undergone an uptick (15%), despite the lack of consensus of the field about the reliability
of this metric.

2.3 Do Papers With Certain Criteria Get More Citations?

We reviewed the relationship between the presence of criteria on SOTA papers and the number of citations they
received. Given that the corpus is long-tailed, we limited our analysis to the top 1,059 relevant papers, which
contain 91% of all citations.

We split our corpus in two (texts with and without the criterion analysed), and then used a two-sample
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test to determine the probability that both samples came from the same distribution. A
high probability would imply that there is no significant difference between the samples, and we could conclude
that the presence of the criterion does not impact the number of citations.

Concretely, the null hypothesis H0 in this test is that both samples come from the same underlying distribution.
Accepting (rather, being unable to reject) H0 means that the distributions are statistically indistinguishable,
and hence we are unable to conclude that likelihood of citation is impacted by the presence of the criterion.
Otherwise rejecting H0 means the distributions are then distinct, and hence we may conclude that the criterion
does impact the number of citations received.

For our corpus we first calibrated the p-value to < 0.05 for all criteria. This means we thresholded the statistic

for two samples of lengths m,n to the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test condition Dm,n =
√
− ln (p/2) · (n+m

2mn ). If
the test statistic (percentage citation difference) D is D > Dm,n, we reject H0; and we expect to be wrong about
our conclusions 5% of the time.

We rejected H0 in the presence of ethics (Figure 3) and limitations sections; the use of LLM and automatic
evaluators; open-sourcing; and claims of reason capabilities. This means that the presence of these criteria on a
paper had an impact on the citations it received. For other criteria (error breakdowns, evaluation of non-English
languages, claims of emergence, and negative results) we were unable to reject H0 and hence the presence of the
criterion did not affect the citations received. Full results are in Table 8.
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Figure 2: Change over time for selected criteria. Between 2022 and 2024 there was a large (+19%) increase in
the use of LLMs as evaluators, and declines on the presence of ethics disclaimers (-12%) and statistical tests
(-4%). Non-English evaluation, the use of human evaluators, and limitations sections are steady.

2.4 Are We Getting Better or Worse?

Finally, we analysed the relationship between citations and the presence of our criteria as a yearly trend from
2021 onwards. We measure this relationship as the gap (absolute percentage difference) between citations of
papers containing the criterion and these that do not, aggregated by year. We evaluate the change in this gap:
positive changes to the gap imply that papers containing the criterion are cited more often. See Table 12 for
examples and the full results.

We observed a positive change in the gap for ethics sections between 2022 and 2023 (+10%), but a noticeable
drop between 2023 and 2024 (-50%; Figure 4). Other criteria had increases in 2022-2023 and drops in 2023-2024,
such as presence of statistical tests (+41% versus -44%); limitations sections (+38% and -12%); and negative
results (31% and -30%). Remark that 2024 gap drops are expected, given the recency of these papers.

What was unexpected were upticks: LLMs as evaluators (+12% to +29%) and non-English evaluations
(-25% to 40%) both had remarkable increases in citations.

3 Discussion

Holistically, we found that very few papers claiming SOTA addressed ethical considerations, and proportions
in line with the literature in other fields for statistical tests and open-sourcing. Similarly, articles suggesting
emergent behaviour were common, but coupling of these claims with statistical tests or error breakdowns were
rare, also in line with arguments about the true capabilities of these models.

Further analysis demonstrated an inflationary increase in research (half of 2024 is double the volume of all of
2023), and worrisome yearly trends regarding the criteria present in the papers, such as fewer ethics disclaimers
and open sourcing statements. Steady criteria, such as limitations sections, may be explained by it being a hard
requirement in ACL conferences [40]. Others, such as the use of LLM evaluators, increased significantly, and
most papers using this technology claimed SOTA results. Claims of reasoning were evaluated with LLMs and
not humans; versus claims that they could not reason, typically done with human evaluation alone. That said,
papers claiming SOTA results had fewer statistical tests to back their claims when compared to papers that did
not claim SOTA; but high proportions of open-sourcing and versioning reports. The use of LLM evaluators
could be explained by technological developments and propagation of experimental protocols: namely, GPT-4’s
technical report was released in 2023. This model and its variants have become the standard for LLM-based
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Figure 3: Results of a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test on papers with ethics sections (blue) and without (orange).
The test statistic is D = 0.12, larger than our calibrated Dm,n = 0.09 at p < 0.05. The p-value for the test
is p = 0.016. This indicates that 98.4% of the samples contain a difference in citations of over 12%, which
indicates that the samples are not from the same underlying distribution. Alternatively, if both samples were
sampled from the same distribution, the probability that they are as far apart as observed (D > 12%) is 1.6%.
Since they were sampled from the same distribution, we may conclude that the presence of ethics sections does
impact the number of citations received.

Figure 4: Yearly change in the citation percentage (gap) between papers with and without ethics sections.
Between 2021 and 2023, papers with ethics sections were increasingly cited more often (e.g. gap was -26%
in 2022 versus -16% in 2023), up to 2024. The change in the gap between 2023 and 2024 was -50%; though
explainable by the recency of the papers surveyed.
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evaluation regardless of the community’s consensus around their effectiveness, perhaps because of their ease
of access. However, other research protocols (parameter declarations, versioning, and randomness), decreased
slightly that same year, which suggests rushed research when using this technology.

The second half of our work focused on the relationship of citations and the presence of criteria. We observed
a statistically significant difference in the citations received by a paper when presenting ethics, limitations, and
LLM evaluators. The first two may be explained by papers written for, or accepted at, a specific venue, and
hence perhaps a higher quality bar. The latter, given its novelty, could be simply because of stronger claims.

When analysing the trends from Section 2.4, we observed decreases in citation rates between 2023 and 2024
for some criteria. This could have a simple explanation: newer papers have fewer citations. Other trends, such as
the rise of the use of LLMs as evaluators and the increase on non-English evaluations, may be explained by our
previous points on technological improvements, ease of access, and the previously-mentioned inflation of papers
being produced.

4 Conclusion

We evaluated over 2,000 LLM-related scientific articles on criteria typical of what is considered good research
(e.g., presence of statistical tests, reproducibility), and looked for arguments that have been at the centre
of controversy and not present in reproducibility checklists for major conferences (e.g., claims of emergent
behaviour, use of LLMs as evaluators).

We found various concerning trends. Yearly evaluations showed a decline on the presence of ethics
disclaimers, open-sourcing, and statistical tests. Most papers using LLMs as evaluators claimed SOTA results.
However, all papers claiming SOTA results relied less in statistical tests that those that did not. Claims that
the models could reason were done with LLMs and not humans; contrasting with claims that they cannot not
reason, which were typically carried out with human evaluation alone. All of this is evidence of overreliance and
perhaps rushed research.

On the other hand, we observed a relatively steady amount of limitations sections, and an increasing number
of evaluations in languages other than English. We attributed the former to hard requirements at conferences, and
the latter to the advancement of this technology. In turn, this suggests that the combination of wide availability
of powerful LLMs with enforcement of requirements does have a net positive effect on the literature, and on a
more diverse and inclusive research community.

Other findings were a decrease on citations for papers claiming emergent behaviour, but a larger number of
works claiming that the models can reason. We also found that there was a statistically significant difference in
the likelihood for a paper to be cited if it had an ethics section present or used an LLM as an evaluator: we were
unable to conclude if it was due to a higher quality bar for the paper, or because of the claims made.

Our findings underscore the need for more self-scrutiny and rigour by and from the field. This is no easy
task. As shown here, LLM research is rapidly increasing in volume. Conferences are saturated with papers
and scientists are encouraged to publish often. It is clear that critical reading beyond accepting prima facie the
thesis behind a given work is crucial, now more than ever. Strong foundations on the field (e.g. statistics) and
knowledge of the bleeding edge (e.g., findings supporting or contradicting the paper’s thesis) are a necessity to
perform a judicious evaluation.

To close, Cremonesi and Jannach [8] mentioned, somewhat tongue-in-cheek, that in the context of recom-
mender systems there was no reproducibility crisis. They posed that in a crisis researchers reflect upon and revise
their methodologies. However, they argued, the field lay stagnant due to overfocusing on the same subjects
without any introspection. It is the hope of this paper that the findings here encourage LLM researchers to
keep pushing the field forward and living up to the fundamentals of a responsible scientific method: ethical,
reproducible, systematic, and open to criticism.

5 Methods

5.1 Corpus

Our corpus is comprised of works that cited the peer-reviewed GPT-3 paper [36] (as opposed to the preprint) and
the GPT-4 technical report [37]. We make the assumption that the majority of the LLM literature involves a
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reference to either of these papers.
We retrieved the top 1,000 papers sorted by citation numbers for both articles in Google Scholar4 with

Publish or Perish [42]; and the top 2,000 papers by citation number for GPT-3 in Scopus.5 The disparity is due
to Google Scholar indexing peer-reviewed works and preprints, and Scopus only indexing peer-reviewed articles.
At the time of writing this paper, the GPT-4 technical report has yet to be peer-reviewed. All queries were ran
for papers published or released up to 10 June 2024.

We then used the arXiv API6 to retrieve the full paper, and parsed either the HTML or the PDF source into
text. Whenever these two operations failed we skipped the entry. In some instances, the title of the article and the
results from the arXiv search query were mismatched. To mitigate this, our corpus cleanup and all experiments
were done on the text, not the titles. The final, deduplicated, unlabelled corpus is 3, 914 texts.

5.2 Evaluation Criteria

We labelled our corpus based on a set of criteria (labels), categorised in four groups: Research Features,
Structural Features, Arguments Made, and Indicators. They may be found in Table 1, with specific definitions–as
prompts–in Appendix A.

Research Features, Structural Features, and Arguments Made are the core evaluation criteria used in the rest
of our paper. Indicators is a filter for our corpus: we were only interested in papers that are research articles with
an LLM as the subject of research.

5.3 Labelling

We labelled the data with GPT-4 Omni (version: gpt4-o-2024-05-13). To ensure reproducibility, we set the
temperature to zero. We also set the maximum tokens to 256, and left other parameters as default. To improve
accuracy we split in batches our labelling calls, totalling four different prompts [30]. All our calls were done
through the Azure OpenAI API and the analysis done on a consumer-grade laptop.

The model was instructed to return binary labels ({y, n}) for all criteria, except for most Research Features
labels, which also included a relevance label ({na}). To determine the evaluators used in a given paper we used
the set {human, LLM, automatic, na}; and for the type of text, {book, article, opinion}.

We measured the model’s reliability by randomly sampling 100 papers per criterion, and manually labelling
these. The model’s results were reliable to within an average 91.91 ± 1.22% with a 95% confidence interval.
This number varies broadly across criteria, however. A full breakdown of reliability and analysis of performance
is in Appendix B.

Prior to our experiments, we filtered the corpus by selecting all research articles with an LLM as the main
subject of study. The final size of the data is 2, 054 papers.

6 Ethical Considerations

Open data is crucial for good research, but ethical and licencing considerations limit us from releasing the corpus
with texts and personally-identifiable information. We release the code for our analysis under a permissive
licence, and the annotated, anonymised data without texts. To avoid overloading the services we rate-limited our
requests, and the crawling code will not be released.

7 Limitations

7.1 Reliability of Automated Labelling

The community remains divided on the feasibility of using LLMs as evaluators. We argue that the reliability and
conclusions drawn from using this technology vary with the problem and experimentation protocols used. We
mitigate potential concerns by evaluating the performance of the model with statistical tests–and our analysis
showed that GPT-4’s confidence bounds and accuracies indeed depended strongly on the criterion.

4https://scholar.google.com/
5https://www.scopus.com/
6https://info.arxiv.org/help/api/index.html
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7.2 Corpus Representativeness

Our analysis is limited to works available on Google Scholar and Scopus citing the GPT-3 and GPT-4 papers.
This might not represent the entire body of research on LLMs. As the literature and the technology evolves, we
expect this assumption to hold less weight. However, as it stands, both papers are dominant in the literature. Due
to time constraints we were unable to address an increasingly problematic issue in LLM research: synthetic data
and use of possibly-contaminated benchmarks. We leave that exploration for future work.

7.3 Quality Assessment

Our study focused on evaluating the presence of the criteria, as opposed to assessing the quality of the research
methodologies employed or the arguments made. This suggests that, although we have observed a decrease
in certain metrics, citations could still remain skewed to well-argued papers. That said, automated measure
of argument quality is subjective, multi-faceted, and requires a good grasp on the pragmatic context (mostly
historical trends, in this case). We leave this for future work.
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Appendix

A Prompts

We split the labelling process in four to simplify the calls and because new criteria were added as the experimen-
tation progressed. They can be found in Prompts 4, 3, 5 and 6. We used a single exemplar for each prompt.
They were hand-picked from a paper that was not present in the corpus, and manually tuned for accuracy on a
subset of the data (n = 10) before labelling the full corpus. We requested the model to output a string during
labelling. This string would be the rationale (for “na” labels), and the verbatim matching line of the paper
otherwise. This technique has been shown to improve the model’s performance to out-of-distribution entries
[43], and was helpful on analysing the performance of the model, which may be found in Appendix B.

B Labeller Reliability

The reliability (accuracy within a confidence interval) of each of the criteria is in Table 7. Our core assumption
is that the distribution of labels is normal. We then calculated the accuracy of our annotator (technically, the
prompt) to within a 95% confidence interval (CI) with a Student’s t-Test. sampling i.i.d. n ≈ 100 papers and
manually labelling them. Note that for the choice of n amounts to approximately 5% of the relevant data. Some
papers did not contain the criteria we evaluated (e.g., the LLM-as-an-evaluator metric is rare in papers prior to
2023), or were too skewed (dialect evaluations are very scarce); so we sampled extra and only evaluated the
relevant criterion.

Overall, the model performs well as a labeller, although certain criteria were certainly better-performing
than others (e.g. open-sourcing versus SOTA claims). We partially attribute this to prompting. However, a closer
inspection of the papers and the model’s rationale noted that the model tended to overlook content, sometimes
verbatim, matching the criteria. The model had a tendency to make a liberal interpretation of the prompt: for
example, for open sourcing, the model sometimes indicated that no open sourcing was performed because no
LLMs were tested (which was not specified in the instructions; see Prompt 5). It also tended to frequently inject
content about downloading the film “The Nun II” from Reddit.

C Extended Results

In this section we present the full results of our analysis, separated the same way as in Section 2: corpus
composition results (Figures 5 and 6), composition over time (Figure 6), the relationship between citations and
criteria (Table 8), and yearly trends on relationships between citations and criteria (Table 12). We also present
selected plots for specific criteria.

(a) (b)

Figure 5: Arguments Made (left) and Structural Features (right) for the papers claiming SOTA results. Overall
we found a low prevalence of papers containing ethics disclaimers, error breakdowns, and negative results.
Some of the arguments made (especially emergent behaviour) typically showed a much lower prevalence of the
structural features considered to be good research.
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Figure 6: Research quality for relevant papers claiming SOTA results. Although certain research features, such
as non-English and dialect evaluations are very low, several standard research protocols, such as open-sourcing,
versioning, and paper declarations are common in these papers.

I am going to link a scientific paper. Tell me if the paper contains:
- Claims of emergence
- A LLM (GPT-4, Gemini, etc) or SLM (Llama, Phi, etc) as the main subject of study
Answer everything with "y" or "n", and add an explanation separated by a pipe. If you pick "y", return the
verbatim first line matching.
Additionally, tell me the type of paper it is. It can only be one of {research, book, opinion}.
research papers contain experiments; opinion pieces are subjective; and books collect and survey results.
For example,
<EXEMPLAR GOES HERE>
|begin paper|
<TEXT GOES HERE>
|end paper|
- emergence:

Table 3: Labelling prompt for the Indicators and parts of Arguments Made. Indicators had 99% accuracy.
LLM-as-a-subject and emergent behaviour had lower accuracy and looser confidence intervals (89.0± 6.8 and
83.0 ± 8.1, respectively). Inspecting the output showed that the main cause of failure was GPT-4o returning
(leaking) the exemplar for that criterion and ignored the input.
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I am going to link a scientific paper. Tell me if the paper contains:
- Statistical significance tests (Pearson correlation, Welch’s t-test, etcetera): NOTE: they must be clearly
indicated.
- Claims of new state-of-the-art (SOTA) results
- Claims that the model can reason
- Claims that the model CANNOT reason
- Claims of super-human intelligence
- Limitations section
- Ethics section
- Negative results
Answer everything with "y" or "n", and add an explanation separated by a pipe. If you pick "y", return the
verbatim first line matching.
For example,
<EXEMPLAR GOES HERE>
|begin paper|
<TEXT GOES HERE>
|end paper|
- stat sig:

Table 4: Labelling prompt for part of Arguments Made and Structural Features. This prompt had good accuracy
(between 93− 100%) for all criteria with tight confidence intervals (±0.0− 5.5).

I am going to link a scientific paper. Tell me if the paper contains:
- Versions of the LLM tested
- Parameters of any calls done to the LLM
- Accounting for randomness of the LLM
- Open sourcing of the data
Answer everything with "y", "n", or "na", and add an explanation separated by a pipe. If you pick "y",
return the verbatim first line matching.
You should only use "na" if the criterion is not relevant (for example, if the paper does not produce a
dataset, opensourcing should be "na"; or if there are no calls to LLMs all criteria should be "na").
For example,
<EXEMPLAR GOES HERE>
|begin paper|
<TEXT GOES HERE>
|end paper|
- versions:

Table 5: Labelling prompt for Research Features. The model had low performance on open-sourcing (74%), and
acceptable (though low) accuracy in the other criteria. Examining GPT-4o’s reasoning for open-sourcing showed
that it sometimes interpreted this label as only applicable if related to an LLM.
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I am going to link a scientific paper. Tell me if the paper contains:
- Error breakdown analysis (breakdown per-classes for its performance)
- Evaluation of languages other than English
- Evaluation of dialects, and not just the main language
Answer everything with "y" or "n", and add an explanation separated by a pipe. If you pick "y", return the
verbatim first line matching.
Additionally, tell me what type of evaluation metrics the paper uses: automatic, human, LLM, na. Give
your response as an array (e.g., [LLM, automatic]) and provide lines verbatim with a pipe for all.
Use automatic for BLEU, ROUGE, BERTScore, etc. LLM if they use an LLM (GPT-4, e.g.) or SLM
(Llama) for labelling. Only return "na" if there is no evaluation performed.
For example,
<EXEMPLAR GOES HERE>
|begin paper|
<TEXT GOES HERE>
|end paper|
- stat sig:

Table 6: Labelling prompt for the remaining Research Features. Non-English and dialects had good accuracy
(98 and 100%). The type of evaluator had varying performances even though it was the same label: failures
in human and LLM evaluators were mostly related to missing, rather than mislabelled, entries. Note that our
analysis with human annotators has a smaller volume than LLM or automatic annotators.

Criterion Accuracy n

SOTA 93.0 ± 5.50 100
Can reason 96.0 ± 4.22 100
Cannot reason 100.0± 0.00 100
Emergent behaviour 83.0 ± 8.10 100
Superhuman capabilities 97.0 ±3.68 100
Limitations section 93.0 ±5.50 100
Ethics section 97.0 ± 3.68 100
Negative results section 95.0 ± 4.70 100
Error breakdown 88.0 ± 7.01 100
Versions 82.0 ± 8.28 100
Call Parameters 86.0 ± 7.48 100
Account for Randomness 90.0 ± 6.47 100
Open-Sourcing 74.0 ± 9.46 100
Statistical tests 89.0 ± 6.75 100
Non-English eval. 98.0 ± 3.02 100
Dialect eval. 100.0 ± 0.00 100
Human evaluators 89.83 ± 8.51 59
LLM evaluators 88.54 ± 7.01 96
Automatic evaluators 99.51 ± 1.05 204
Type of text 99.0 ± 2.14 100
LLM-as-subject 89.0 ± 6.75 100
Total 91.91 ± 1.22

Table 7: Accuracy for the model for a 95% interval with sample size (n). To obtain this interval we sampled
i.i.d. about 100 papers and manually labelled them. Given that certain papers did not contain the criteria we
evaluated (e.g., the LLM-as-an-evaluator metric is rare in papers prior to 2023), or were too skewed (dialects
stands out on this), we sampled extra for these–hence the overcounting in automatic evaluations. Overall, the
model performs well as a labeller, although certain criteria were certainly better-performing than others (e.g.
open-sourcing versus SOTA claims). We partially attribute this to prompting; but close inspection of the papers
noted that the model tended to overlook content, sometimes verbatim, matching the criteria.
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Criterion Dm,n D H0

Statistical Tests 12 10 Accept
Version Declaration 7 8 Reject
Parameter Declaration 8 7 Accept
Account for Randomness 18 16 Accept
Non-English Evaluation 17 11 Accept
Dialect Evaluation 61 50 Accept
Open Sourcing 8 19 Reject
LLM Evaluators 16 26 Reject
Human Evaluators 11 5 Accept
Automatic Evaluators 6 9 Reject
Limitations Sections 8 10 Reject
Ethics Sections 11 12 Reject
Negative Results 17 10 Accept
Error Breakdowns 14 8 Accept
Emergence Claims 10 8 Accept
Can Reason Claims 12 15 Reject
Cannot Reason Claims 25 18 Accept
Super-Human Capability Claims 27 25 Accept

Table 8: Impact of the presence of a given criterion on its citation number. To determine this we split the
distribution into samples containing and not containing the criterion. Then we used a Kolmogorov-Smirnov
test: the null hypothesis H0 decides whether the samples belong to the same distribution. Rejecting H0 (when
Dm,n < D) implies that the presence of the criterion does not impact the citation number. Above, rejections
occurred for claims of reasoning, automatic and LLM evaluators, declaring the version of the model/API used,
as well as the presence of ethics and limitations sections.
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Criterion Corpus
(%)

Subset
(%)

Stat Sig. Error
Break-
down

Random. Can Rea-
son

Cannot
Reason

Emergence

Human w/o Au-
tomatic

4 16 31 18 12 27 12 35

Human w/o
LLM

23 84 35 31 11 29 8 38

Human w/o
LLM, Auto-
matic

2 9 29 25 7 36 14 43

LLM w/o Auto-
matic

2 18 35 8 19 19 8 23

LLM w/o Hu-
man

8 66 22 23 15 35 4 39

LLM w/o Hu-
man, Automatic

0 2 33 0 33 33 0 0

Automatic w/o
Human

63 74 22 13 11 27 5 38

Automatic w/o
LLM

75 88 26 17 11 27 5 37

Automatic w/o
Human, LLM

55 64 22 12 11 26 5 38

Mean (SOTA) 100 100 25 16 10 27 6 39

Table 9: Percentage breakdown of Research Features (experimental protocols) for various subsets of evaluators,
for papers claiming SOTA. Highlighted are the metrics that are lower than in the general corpus by < 2%.
Overall, papers claiming SOTA and relying solely in LLM evaluators were exceedingly rare. A considerable
amount of papers relied on either only automatic evaluations (55%) or human evaluations without LLMs (23%).
Relying on one type of evaluator was rare for humans (2%) and LLMs (statistically insignificant). Of note, a
large portion of the papers relying on LLM evaluators without humans (8%) presented error breakdown analyses
(23%; compare with automatic evaluation subsets at 13-17%). Claims of reasoning were often done with LLM
evaluators and not human evaluators (35%); contrasting with claims that they cannot reason predominantly done
with human evaluation alone (14%).
When comparing with the entire corpus (Table 10) we note that SOTA papers use fewer measures of statistical
significance across the board. It is also predominant the use of automated metrics (+10% on average) and fewer
Human-only and Human and Automatic only metrics (from 6% to 2% and 8% to 4%). On the other hand, LLM
evaluators remained steady, showing that most of the papers claiming SOTA used this metric in some form.
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Criterion Corpus
(%)

Subset
(%)

Stat Sig. Error
Break-
down

Random. Can Rea-
son

Cannot
Reason

Emergence

Human w/o Au-
tomatic

8 28 42 16 14 21 9 35

Human w/o
LLM

24 86 38 27 13 22 9 38

Human w/o
LLM, Auto-
matic

6 20 38 17 15 20 11 38

LLM w/o Auto-
matic

2 21 49 11 17 26 4 26

LLM w/o Hu-
man

7 66 27 21 11 30 5 41

LLM w/o Hu-
man, Automatic

0 2 40 0 40 20 0 0

Automatic w/o
Human

54 72 29 14 12 23 7 40

Automatic w/o
LLM

65 88 31 18 12 22 8 39

Automatic w/o
Human, LLM

46 63 29 13 12 22 7 39

Mean 100 100 28 15 11 22 8 41

Table 10: Percentage breakdown of Research Features (experimental protocols) for various subsets of evaluators
for the entire corpus. This table is meant to serve as a comparison for the subset of papers claiming SOTA
(Table 9).

19



Criterion 2021-2022 (%) 2022-2023 (%) 2023-2024 (%) β̂ R2

Statistical Tests 12 2 -5 3 0.34
Declaration of Versions -3 9 0 3 0.63
Declaration of Parameters 5 3 -2 2 0.59
Account for Randomness 6 7 -4 3 0.59
Non-English Evaluation -3 2 -3 -1 0.57
Dialect Evaluation -2 1 -1 0 0.51
Open Sourcing -5 -8 -9 -8 0.99
LLM Evaluator 3 5 15 7 0.87
Human Evaluator 0 0 1 0 0.74
Automatic Evaluator 5 -12 10 0 0.0
Limitations Section 22 1 -1 7 0.6
Ethics Section 11 -10 -3 -2 0.14
Negative Results 4 0 -2 1 0.17
Error Breakdowns 3 5 0 3 0.89
Can Reason 9 19 -4 9 0.8
Cannot Reason 3 -1 -2 0 0.0
Emergence 10 4 -7 3 0.31
Super-Human Intelligence Claims 5 1 -2 1 0.52

Table 11: Yearly percentual change (gap) in volume of papers claiming SOTA and presenting the given criterion
as an absolute percent. An absolute percent is more interpretable in this scenario: for example, the volume of
papers claiming reasoning capabilities in 2023 was 103 out of 294 papers, or 35%. In 2024 this number was
165 out of 535, or 31%. The gap is then -4%. Unlike in Table 12, the percentages for 2024 are not dependent
on their recency: 2024 amounts for 46% of the papers evaluated. Overall we observed decreases in all trends,
except versioning and the use of all evaluators. We also report the estimated growth rate β̂ from an ordinary least
squares regression (OLS), which may be interpreted as the average change over years; and the coefficient of
determination R2. When this value is close to 1, the OLS model is highly confident of the modelled values.
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Criterion 2021-22 (%) 2022-23 (%) 2023-24 (%)
Statistical Tests 24 41 -44
Declaration of Versions 59 38 -29
Declaration of Parameters 52 32 -27
Account for Randomness 16 4 17
Evaluation of Non-English Languages 17 25 -40
Dialect Evaluations -1 10 -10
Open Sourcing 102 -35 28
LLMs Evaluators 2 12 29
Humans Evaluators 29 16 13
Automatic Evaluators 2 -37 31
Limitations Sections 56 38 -12
Ethics Sections 56 10 -50
Negative Results 10 31 -29
Error Breakdowns 19 10 -4
Emergence Claims 96 4 -40
Can Reason Claims -74 74 -41
Cannot Reason Claims -3 7 -5
Super-Human Intelligence Claims -7 10 -3

Table 12: Yearly absolute percentage changes for citation ratios (gap) for all our criteria across the years.
Highlighted are negative changes. We selected the subset of papers claiming SOTA results, and highlight the
papers with gap drops larger than 5%. For example, papers with human evaluators had 7,793 citations in 2022,
versus 26,653 without. In 2023, this number was 12,592 (with) and 28,243 (without). The gap is then -54% in
2022 and -38% in 2023, and the change in the gap is +16%. Note that 2024 accounts for most of the papers in
our corpus (46%) but has the lowest number of citations (7%): hence, most of the gap drops are expected.
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