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Abstract

Rapid advancements in large language models have unlocked re-
markable capabilities when it comes to processing and summa-
rizing unstructured text data. This has implications for the anal-
ysis of rich, open-ended datasets, such as survey responses, where
LLMs hold the promise of efficiently distilling key themes and sen-
timents. However, as organizations increasingly turn to these pow-
erful Al systems to make sense of textual feedback, a critical ques-
tion arises, can we trust LLMs to accurately represent the perspec-
tives contained within these text based datasets? While LLMs ex-
cel at generating human-like summaries, there is a risk that their
outputs may inadvertently diverge from the true substance of the
original responses. Discrepancies between the LLM-generated out-
puts and the actual themes present in the data could lead to flawed

decision-making, with far-reaching consequences for organizations.

This research investigates the effectiveness of LLM-as-judge mod-
els to evaluate the thematic alignment of summaries generated
by other LLMs. We utilized an Anthropic Claude model to gener-
ate thematic summaries from open-ended survey responses, with
Amazon’s Titan Express, Nova Pro, and Meta’s Llama serving as
judges. This LLM-as-judge approach was compared to human eval-
uations using Cohen’s kappa, Spearman’s rho, and Krippendorff’s
alpha, validating a scalable alternative to traditional human cen-
tric evaluation methods. Our findings reveal that while LLM-as-
judge offer a scalable solution comparable to human raters, hu-
mans may still excel at detecting subtle, context-specific nuances.
Our research contributes to the growing body of knowledge on Al
assisted text analysis. Further, we provide recommendations for
future research, emphasizing the need for careful consideration
when generalizing LLM-as-judge models across various contexts
and use cases.
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1 Introduction

The rapid evolution of Large Language Models (LLMs) has expanded
their potential uses, from generating content to assessing it. As or-
ganizations increasingly adopt these models, there is a growing
need to evaluate the accuracy and alignment of LLM-generated
outputs with human perspectives [13]. The concept of using LLMs
as evaluative judges’ dates back to efforts in natural language pro-
cessing to improve evaluation metrics[24]. However, these tradi-
tional evaluation metrics often fall short when it comes to accu-
rately assessing the nuances of natural language generation tasks
[12].

As LLMs increasingly power the analysis of open-ended textual
data in organizational settings, ensuring the fairness and accuracy
of their outputs becomes crucial. In artificial intelligence, model
alignment refers to techniques designed to align LLM behaviors
with human values and expectations [22]. This involves methods
like fine-tuning, human feedback, and reinforcement learning to
ensure outputs reflect human-like reasoning and decision-making
processes [3, 12] Model alignment is critical, especially when mod-
els are used as judge models in behavioral research [22].

Our research makes a significant contribution by investigating
the effectiveness of using LLMs as judges to evaluate the thematic
alignment of summaries generated by other LLMs, specifically in
the context of organizations using open-text survey responses. Our
study is important because it addresses a critical gap in the respon-
sible deployment of Al systems for decision-making processes that
directly impact organizational decision-making.

We employed an Anthropic Claude model to generate thematic
summaries from open-ended survey responses and utilized Ama-
zon’s Titan Express and Nova Pro LLMs and Llama as judges to
evaluate these summaries. By comparing the LLM-as-judge approach
with human evaluations using Cohen’s kappa, Spearman’s rho, and
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Comparisons Percentage Agreement Cohen’s Kappa Spearman’s Rho Krippendorft’s Alpha Ordinal Krippendorff’s Alpha Nominal
Human vs Claude 2.1 Ratings 79% 0.41 0.62 0.60 0.42
Human vs Titan Express Ratings 78% 0.35 0.50 0.49 0.41
Human vs Sonnet 3.5 Ratings 76% 0.44 0.60 0.60 0.35
Human vs Llama 3.3 70b Ratings 79% 0.39 0.63 0.60 0.39
Human vs Nova Pro 76% 0.34 0.57 0.57 0.35
Claude 2.1 vs Titan Express Ratings 91% 0.70 0.86 0.87 0.70
Claude 2.1 vs Sonnet 3.5 Ratings 75% 0.35 0.43 0.41 0.35
Claude 2.1 vs Llama 3.3 70b Ratings 85% 0.50 0.65 0.65 0.50
Claude 2.1 vs Nova Pro Ratings 85% 0.54 0.69 0.69 0.54
Titan Express vs Sonnet 3.5 Ratings 74% 0.32 0.47 0.44 0.30
Titan Express vs Llama 3.3 70b Ratings 84% 0.44 0.68 0.68 0.43
Titan Express vs Nova Pro Ratings 87% 0.57 0.71 0.71 0.57
Sonnet 3.5 vs Llama 3.3 70b Ratings 76% 0.37 0.55 0.49 0.37
Sonnet 3.5 vs Nova Pro Ratings 82% 0.56 0.70 0.67 0.55
Nova Pro vs Llama 3.3 70b Ratings 84% 0.47 0.72 0.71 0.47

Table 1: Inter-rater Agreement Metrics between Human and LLM Rating. Red: best; Blue: second best.

Krippendorff’s alpha, we present a scalable alternative to tradi-
tional human-centric evaluation methods. This research is particu-
larly relevant to the Alin Talent Management research community,
as it explores the potential for Al systems to serve as impartial ar-
biters of content accuracy and representation, while also highlight-
ing the ethical considerations and potential biases inherent in such
approaches.

Our findings demonstrate that LLM-as-judges can produce re-
sults comparable to human raters, offering organizations a more
efficient means of validating Al-generated insights. However, we
also critically examine the limitations of this approach and provide
recommendations for future research to ensure fairness, account-
ability, and transparency in the use of LLMs for organizational
decision-making. This work contributes to the ongoing dialogue
on responsible Al deployment and the development of trustworthy
evaluation mechanisms for Al-generated content in high-stakes
environments.

The following research questions are explored:

(1) To what extent can LLMs replicate human judgment in
evaluating thematic alignment, and what factors contribute
to discrepancies between LLM and human ratings?

(2) What are the implications of higher inter-model agreement
compared to human-model agreement for the development
and application of LLMs in similar content analysis and
theme evaluation tasks?

2 Background

LLM-as-a-judge has emerged as an innovative solution, wherein
an LLM evaluates another model’s output to approximate human
labeling [28]. This approach offers the promise of automating hu-
man judgment at scale, while maintaining high levels of reliability
and consistency. For example, [26] demonstrated that, when prop-
erly calibrated, LLMs can reach agreement rates close to those of
human annotators, which can be costly and time-intensive. From
this lens, the utilization of LLMs can significantly reduce analysis
time and turn around rapid results. By comparing an LLM’s evalu-
ation of generated content to human evaluations, researchers aim

to refine LLM capabilities and ensure alignment with human inter-
pretations [17, 24] This approach could simplify the evaluation pro-
cess by reducing reliance on human resources, enabling faster iter-
ations in development cycles. Therefore, understanding how well
LLMs can replicate and adhere to human judgment is crucial for
their effective deployment in organizational settings [24].

2.1 Open-Text Survey Data

Open-ended survey data is a type of textual data where respon-
dents provide unstructured text-based responses. This type of data
is useful for obtaining authentic and sometimes unexpected infor-
mation that illuminates “why” or “how” respondents think, feel,
or behave [18]. Unlike scaled or categorical survey items, open-
ended questions encourage respondents to provide information
about their experiences, perceptions, thoughts, values, and/or feel-
ings that researchers might not anticipate or share information
about topics that might be sensitive or personal in nature [1]. Open-
text data can be particularly valuable in telling nuanced stories and
highlighting diverse responses [18].

2.2 Thematic Summaries

LLMs can be used for a variety of textual analysis, including topic
modeling [4, 9] and summarizing large amounts of unstructured
text-based data [23]. The objective of textual summarization is to
communicate the primary meaning of an original dataset into a
simplified and straightforward form without sacrificing the integrity
of the information being conveyed [7]. Scholars in the LLM field
have explored textual summarization as a valuable use-case for
LLMs [23]. Yet research has revealed factual inconsistencies in us-
ing LLMs to generate textual summaries, with a range of errors or
biases [2, 23].

2.3 LLMs and Classification Evaluation
Strategy

There are a number of LLM evaluation strategies available, and
classification prompts are one way to classify text into predefined
categories [17]. In particular, classification prompts allow researchers
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to classify content into categories, inductively or deductively [17].
Historically, text classification has been conducted using traditional
ML approaches that are often complex and resource-intensive; tasks
include extraction, dimensionality reduction, classifier selection,
and model evaluation, not including pre-processing steps [24]. How-
ever, LLM advancements have made text classification easier with
only three required elements: 1) data collection, 2) feeding LLM
data, and 3) obtaining classification results from an LLM [24]. Since
LLMs have been pre-trained on diverse datasets, researchers have
found that they require little, if any, additional training specific to
a task or domain area [24].

Given recent LLM advancements and prompt engineering, LLMs
offer a cheaper alternative to classify thematic summaries based on
unstructured open-text survey data. This ability has the potential
to help researchers not only analyze textual data, but also classify
textual generation into distinct categories [27]. In particular, re-
searchers can use classification prompts and evaluation to assess
the accuracy, also known as correctness, of LLM classifications, by
measuring the proportion of accurately classified thematic sum-
maries [17]. That said, the absence of robust methodological strate-
gies to evaluate open-text thematic summaries reveals a gap in the
research field addressing this novel use-case. This study aims to
evaluate how well classification prompts can accurately rate the-
matic summary content alignment.

3 Methods

The process of implementing the LLM-as-judge methodology in-
volves taking the text output from one Al model and feeding it back
into another LLM. The second model, now serving as the LLM-as-
judge, evaluates the text based on an evaluation prompt provided
by the user. The second LLM then returns a score, label, or descrip-
tive judgment depending on the specific evaluation criteria set by
the user. This allows for a high degree of customization, as users
can instruct the LLM to assess specific properties, which makes the
approach adaptable to various applications. This framework also
means that LLM-as-judge is not an evaluation metric in the tradi-
tional sense, like accuracy or precision [26]. Rather, it serves as a
general technique for approximating human judgment, where the
LLM relies on its training to assess qualities like “faithfulness to
source” or “correctness” This way, LLMs act as proxy evaluators,
following detailed prompts much like a human evaluator would.
While this technique does not produce a fixed measure, it offers a
flexible proxy metric that can align with specific use cases.

3.1 Dataset

We obtained access to a novel, non-open source dataset for this
analysis. The benefit of testing across a new dataset, not previ-
ously used for model pre-training, is that the researchers can de-
termine how well LLMs analyze and generate predictions (outputs)
accurately. The data used in this study was collected using a cen-
sus survey that addressed work-related topics and was launched
across a multi-global population who reported working full-time.
The survey contained one free-text question that asked the respon-
dents to share one thing about work they want senior leaders to be
aware of. Over 13,000 comments were collected. The researchers
pre-processed the responses by removing short samples, noise (e.g.,

text with only symbols such as periods or dashes and no other con-
tent), and personally identifiable information (PII). The 13K dataset
was further grouped into 70 smaller datasets by segmenting the
data into groups based on business lines, so insights could be shared
with business lines and the datasets would not be corrupted with
comments from individuals that did not report to certain business
lines.

Next, a previously engineered thematic summary prompt was
used to analyze the dataset and create LLM-generated thematic
summaries. The thematic summaries were produced based on a
validated prompt that leverages thematic quality principles, as out-
lined by [16], including JSON formatting instructions focused on
identifying a theme name (must contain at least one topic and
sentiment details), thematic summary (must contain words that
reflect genuine experiences or perceptions of respondents, must
contain words that are rich in meaning and provide detailed un-
derstanding of the topic or focus area, must describe the relation-
ship of theme to related topics that aid to contribute to new in-
sight), and raw verbatim comments (must include verbatim words
expressed by respondents). The data was run through different
LLM API calls. A total of 70 thematic summaries containing three
themes per summary were generated (i.e., each theme contained a
theme name, theme description with 3-4 sentences, and one repre-
sentative verbatim comment), based on the 70 input datasets. The
thematic summaries provide aggregated findings across the top-
three most salient and prevalent themes within each of the respec-
tive input datasets. This study only used the 70 LLM-generated the-
matic summaries to evaluate how well the thematic summary con-
tent was aligned across theme name, theme description, and rep-
resentative comments to reflect the theme description and theme
name.

3.2 Overview of Evaluation

Our general methodology used a Claude model to generate the-
matic summary outputs from survey comments. For evaluations,
this study utilized a three-stage methodology to evaluate the the-
matic alignment of LLM-generated summaries, which involved hu-
man evaluators, and several LLM models including Anthropic Claude
(v2.1), Claude Sonnet (v3.5) Amazon Titan Express and Nova Pro,
and Llama evaluations. Each model was tasked with assessing align-
ment across three dimensions: theme name, description, and rep-
resentative quote.

3.2.1 Step 1. Human Evaluation as Baseline. Human evaluators
were first tasked with reviewing the thematic summaries based
on alignment among the theme name, description, and represen-
tative verbatim comment/quote generated by a Claude model. The
human ratings served as the baseline for comparison against LLM
assessments. To evaluate the prompt’s ability to accurately evalu-
ate content alignment, human evaluators used the same content
alignment criteria as the LLM-as-judge model (see scale below).

3.2.2 Step 2. LLM Evaluation: Claude as the Initial Evaluator. The
Claude model was provided with the same summaries and instructed
to assign alignment scores based on a structured evaluation prompt.
The prompt specifically asked Claude to rate the thematic coher-
ence across each theme’s name, description, and quote. The prompt



Rewina Bedemariam®, Natalie Perez”, Sreyoshi Bhaduri, Satya Kapoor, Alex Gil, Elizabeth Conjar, lkkei Itoku, David Theil, Aman Chadha, and Naumaan Nayyar

engineered for this study to classify thematic summaries into pre-
defined categories was based on content alignment using the fol-
lowing rating scale: 1 to 3, with 1 (“Not Aligned"), 2 ("Somewhat
Aligned"), and 3 ("Completely Aligned"). Since each thematic sum-
mary contained three dimensions, the prompt evaluated each di-
mension independently (refer to Appendix for prompt and output
examples).

3.2.3 Step 3. Multiple Models as LLM-as-judge of Claude’s Output.
Following Claude’s evaluation, Titan Express, Claude Sonnet 3.5,
Llama 3.3 (70b), and Nova Pro models were tasked with evaluating
the scores generated by the human evaluations and across the mod-
els to identify a baseline for agreement cross the human and model
evaluations. Inferential parameters were configured with the fol-
lowing settings: top-p value of 0.9, top-k value: 0.25, and a Temper-
ature of 0. This multi-model evaluation aimed to mirror a human
review process while leveraging different models’ unique capabil-
ities. This experiment compared the evaluation results of several
distinct LLM ratings of the same outputs. The objective was to de-
termine if LLMs could replicate each other’s judgments and thus
validate the consistency of the LLM-as-judge approach. Claude, Ti-
tan, Nova, and Llama models served as the evaluators, examining
thematic alignment, accuracy, and relevance of the outputs.

4 Evaluation Strategy

The evaluation strategy for this study involved testing and vali-
dating a classification prompt focused on content alignment, then
using the prompt and running Anthropic’s Claude on the 70 the-
matic summaries generated from over 13,000 open-ended survey
responses. A blind review was conducted with human evaluators
to rate the same 70 thematic summaries. Both the classification
prompt and human raters were assigned the same directions and
rating criteria to rate the thematic summaries based on content
accuracy. Reliability was assessed using four metrics: Percentage
Agreement, Cohen’s kappa, Spearman’s rho, and Krippendorff’s
alpha. Percentage Agreement provides an intuitive measure of ex-
act matches but does not account for chance alignment. Cohen’s
kappa adjusts for chance but assumes nominal categories. Spear-
man’s rho determines if enough data has been rated, while Krip-
pendorft’s alpha (Ordinal) accounts for ordinal data’s inherent struc-
ture, offering a more nuanced perspective on agreement [6, 8, 25].

Evaluation Processes A structured evaluation process was em-
ployed to determine the alignment between the LLM and human
ratings. The process involved three key steps:

(1) Evaluation Classification Prompt Development. A classifi-
cation prompt was engineered and used by human evalua-
tors through reviewing and rating 70 LLM-generated the-
matic summary outputs. The aim of the prompt engineer-
ing focused on the scope of the evaluation, whether to eval-
uate the entire summary prompt, or evaluate each theme
independently within one summary prompt. The researchers
decided to focus on engineering a prompt to focus on each
theme independently across each thematic summary, which
would result in three ratings per thematic summary, since
each thematic summary contained three themes.

(2) Prompt Testing and Validation. The classification prompt
underwent testing to ascertain its effectiveness in identi-
fying misalignment. This phase was conducted in partner-
ship between different research teams, ensuring the prompt
was accurate and reliable for broader application in model
alignment tasks. The aim of the prompt was to accurately
classify content alignment within thematic summaries. Mul-
tiple iterations were conducted until the research teams de-
termined the details, instructions, and results aligned with
the anticipated outputs, including ratings for each indepen-
dent theme and details that describe the LLM’s reason(s)
for classifying each theme into a particular category (refer
to Appendix A for prompts used for the evaluations).

(3) Implementation. After finalizing the classification prompt,
all 70 thematic summaries were run through 70 different
LLM API calls. The researchers securely stored the ratings
for further comparative analysis with the human evalua-
tions, LLM evaluations and the LLM-as-judge model.

5 Results

Our study sought to answer two research questions: 1) To what ex-
tent can LLMs replicate human judgment in evaluating thematic
alignment, and what factors contribute to discrepancies between
LLM and human ratings? and 2) What are the implications of higher
inter-model agreement compared to human-model agreement for
the development and application of LLMs in content analysis and
theme evaluation tasks?

We used the following metrics to compare alignment and con-
sequently, performance, across and among models and humans:

(1) Percentage Agreement definition: Percentage agreement
tells us how many times two raters provide the same rating
(e.g., 1 — 5) of the same thing, such as two people provid-
ing the same 5-star rating of a movie. The more times they
agree, the better. This is expressed as a percentage of the
total number of cases rated and calculated by dividing the
total agreements by the total number of ratings and multi-
plying by 100 [15].

(2) Cohen’s kappa definition: Cohen’s kappa is essentially a
smarter-version of percentage agreement. It is like when
two people guess how many of their 5 co-workers will
wear the color blue in the office each day; sometimes both
people guess the same number (e.g., 1—5) by chance. Co-
hen’s kappa takes into account how well the two people
agree, beyond any lucky guesses. The coefficients range
from -1 to +1, where 1 represents perfect agreement, 0 rep-
resents agreement equivalent to chance, and negative val-
ues indicate agreement less than chance [6].

(3) Spearman’s rho definition: Spearman’s rho is like a friend-
ship meter for numbers. It shows how well two sets of num-
bers “get along” or move together. If one set of numbers
goes up and the other set also goes up, they have a posi-
tive relationship. If one goes up while the other goes down,
they have a negative relationship. Coefficients range from
1 to +1, with values closer to +1 indicate stronger correla-
tions [20]. In this study, rho was used as a statistical test
on Cohen’s kappa as a parameter. Rho allowed researchers
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to determine if enough data was used to ensure the rating
agreement was sound [21].

(4) Krippendorft’s alpha definition: Krippendorf!’s alpha is a
test used to determine how much all raters agree on some-
thing. Imagine two people taste-testing different foods at a
restaurant and rating the foods on a scale of 1—5. Krippen-
dorff’s alpha provides a score to show how much the two
people agree on their food ratings, even if they did not taste
every dish in the restaurant. The alpha coefficient ranges
from 0 to 1, where values closer to 1 indicate higher agree-
ment among raters. Generally, an alpha above 0.80 signifies
strong agreement, between 0.67 and 0.80 indicates accept-
able agreement, and below 0.67 suggests low agreement
[10]. If calculated with the rationale that the levels (1, 2
and 3) are ordinal, Krippendorff’s Alpha considers not just
agreement but also the magnitude of disagreement. It is
less affected by marginal distributions compared to kappa
and provides a more nuanced assessment when ratings are
ranked (ordinal). That is, while percentage agreement and
kappa treat all disagreements equally, Alpha recognizes
the difference between minor (e.g., "1" vs. "2") and major
disagreements (e.g., "1" vs. "3"; [11].

We examined the alignment between ratings provided by a LLM
and human evaluators for a set of 70 thematic summaries. The
inter-rater agreement between human evaluators and LLMs demon-
strated consistency across various LLM architectures. When com-
paring the Cohen’s kappa results between the human ratings and
the models, Sonnet 3.5 had the highest rate of agreement with hu-
man raters with a score of 0.44, indicating moderate agreement
[6]. However, nuanced differences emerged when examining Co-
hen’s kappa and Krippendorff’s alpha coefficients. This variability
in agreement metrics can be attributed to several factors: the dif-
ferential sensitivity of agreement measures, with Cohen’s kappa
being more sensitive to marginal distributions and Krippendorff’s
alpha accounting for different types of data and multiple raters;
the inherent stochasticity in LLM outputs, which introduces a de-
gree of randomness potentially affecting the stability of agreement
metrics; task-specific performance variations, where certain LLMs
may exhibit slight advantages in specific evaluation criteria or con-
tent domains; and variations in human raters’ expertise and their
interpretation of annotation guidelines. These findings underscore
the importance of employing multiple agreement metrics and con-
sidering the underlying factors that influence inter-rater reliability
when assessing LLM performance in evaluation tasks.

5.1 Moderate Agreement Between LLM and
Human Ratings

Our results show that despite the high percentage agreement be-
tween the human ratings and those of the models (e.g., two highest
percentage agreements — Human vs. Claude (v2.1): 79% and Hu-
man vs. Llama: 79%), the corresponding Cohen’s kappa and Krip-
pendorff’s alpha values indicate a range of low to high substan-
tial reliability (Kappa range between human and models: 0.34-0.44;

Kappa range between models: 0.32—0.70; Alpha range between hu-
man and models (ordinal): 0.49—0.60; Alpha range between mod-
els (ordinal): 0.41—0.87; Alpha range between human and mod-
els (nominal): 0.35-0.42; Alpha range between models: 0.30—0.70).
The Spearman’s rho results suggest moderate to strong correlation
between the human and model ratings (0.50—0.62). In most cases,
Spearman’s rho is higher than Cohen’s kappa. This suggests that
while the humans and models might not always provide the exact
same rating, they tend to rank items similarly. In addition, while
percentage agreement only considers exact matches, metrics like
Cohen’s Kappa and Krippendorff’s alpha adjust for chance agree-
ment and weighting of ordinal disagreements, respectively (refer
to Table 1). Krippendorff’s alpha further accounts for the ordinal
nature of the data, reflecting nuanced differences between raters
more accurately than percentage agreement (Artsein and Poesio,
2008; Krippendorff, 2018).

5.2 Variability in Performance Across LLM
Models

Interestingly, when considering all the metrics, Claude (v.2.1) per-
formed well across all metrics, with one of the highest percentage
agreements with the human ratings (79%), second-highest Cohen’s
Kappa score (0.41), tied for highest Krippendorff’s alpha (Ordinal)
score (0.60), and highest Krippendorff’s alpha (Nominal) score (0.42).
The model that performed the second best across all metrics was
Llama 3.3 (70b). Sonnet 3.5 and Nova Pro did not perform as well
across most metrics. These findings suggest that Claude (v2.1) ap-
pears to be the most consistently aligned with human ratings across
all metrics, followed by Llama 3.3, with Titan Express, Sonnet 3.5,
and Nova Pro presenting mixed results. Although the choice of pri-
oritizing metrics could change the ranking, Claude (v2.1) is most
consistent across all metrics. As an older model in the Claude suite,
the results suggest that “newer” models do not always produce bet-
ter results for all use-cases. Researchers might benefit from examin-
ing several models to determine which bests suites their respective
use-cases.

5.3 Higher Inter-Model Agreement Compared
to Human-Model Agreement

Overall, the results suggest a moderate to high level of agreement
and reliability between the human and LLM model ratings, as well
as between the different LLM model ratings. However, when exam-
ining the results more closely, the models indicate being generally
more consistent with each other compared with the human rat-
ings, as evidenced by the higher percentage agreement, Cohen’s
Kappa, and Krippendorft’s alpha values for the model-to-model
comparisons. Overall, our findings suggest that while models such
as Claude’s Sonnet 2.1 demonstrates a reasonable degree of align-
ment with human evaluations, there remains room for improve-
ment. The moderate Cohen’s Kappa highlights some discrepancies
between human and LLM ratings. It is possible that the observed
variations could stem from nuanced differences in human interpre-
tation, especially when themes involve complex issues. Examples
of discrepancies included instances where the LLM rated themes
as completely aligned despite minor misalignments identified by
human evaluators.
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Finally, our study results highlighted areas of alignment and dis-
crepancies between LLM and human ratings:

e High Agreement Cases. In many instances where both the
LLM and human rated the themes as “Completely Aligned,”
the thematic summaries displayed a high degree of coher-
ence across theme name, description, and quotes. Both raters
frequently aligned in recognizing specific work environ-
ment topics. Topics that were aligned included but were
not limited to topics addressing role function, leadership,
and policies.

e Discrepancies and Over-Estimation by LLM. In cases where
the human rated alignment as “somewhat aligned” or “not
aligned,” the LLM sometimes rated itself as “Completely
Aligned.” For example, the LLM might have focused on gen-
eral content similarities, while the human raters noted dis-
crepancies in specific details, such as incomplete coverage
of the theme or misaligned quotes. This finding suggests
that humans might perform better with more nuanced con-
tent compared with LLMs.

6 Recommendation

To address the observed discrepancies, researchers should consider
incorporating additional evaluation metrics beyond content align-
ment. Possible improvements include investigating and mitigating
biases in the evaluation of LLMs, which is crucial for refining the
assessment process and ensuring reliable outcomes. Position bias,
which favors options presented earlier, and verbosity bias, which
can lead to an overvaluation of longer responses, are among the
key challenges that need to be addressed [19]. Other potential bi-
ases include recency bias, confirmation bias, and anchoring bias.
Mitigating these biases requires a multifaceted approach, encom-
passing careful design of evaluation protocols, randomization of
response order, utilization of diverse evaluators, and development
of objective metrics [19]. Defining comprehensive success metrics
for LLMs necessitates interdisciplinary contributions from various
fields [5, 14]. Computer science and Al can develop specific capa-
bility benchmarks and quantify properties like coherence and fac-
tual accuracy. Linguistics can assess grammatical correctness and
pragmatic aspects of communication. Psychology can design ex-
periments to measure human preferences and evaluate cognitive
load. Philosophy can explore ethical considerations and refine def-
initions of key concepts. Domain experts can assess task-specific
performance, while sociology and anthropology can examine so-
cietal implications and cultural sensitivities. Human-computer in-
teraction can focus on user experience, and statistics can develop
robust methodologies for data analysis. The integration of these
diverse perspectives into cohesive evaluation frameworks repre-
sents an ongoing challenge in the rapidly evolving field of LLM
development and assessment.

7 Conclusion

This study contributes to a deeper understanding of how well LLMs
align with human judgments in thematic analysis. While the per-
centage agreement and Cohen’s Kappa results indicate fair agree-
ment, the findings point to the need for ongoing adjustments and

improvements to the LLM’s evaluation prompt. The analysis re-
veals areas for improvement, particularly in instances where the
LLM overestimated the degree of alignment compared to human
raters. This tendency may stem from the LLM’s limitations in fully
comprehending the nuanced details and contextual factors that
contribute to human interpretations of thematic content. The dis-
crepancies highlight the continued need for human oversight and
the refinement of evaluation frameworks to better capture the qual-
itative aspects of thematic understanding.

Future research should explore strategies to further enhance the
LLM’s alignment with human judgments. This may involve devel-
oping more sophisticated prompts and evaluation criteria that ac-
count for thematic salience, repetition of quotes, and other contex-
tual factors. Additionally, fine-tuning the LLM to better identify
and handle personal identifiable information (PII) and theme re-
currence could improve the reliability and trustworthiness of the
generated insights. As researchers continue to leverage the power
of LLMs in analyzing open-ended survey data, ongoing collabora-
tion between human experts and machine learning systems will be
crucial. By iteratively improving the evaluation methods and incor-
porating human feedback, researchers can unlock the full potential
of LLMs to generate high-quality thematic summaries that reliably
reflect the perceptions and experiences of survey respondents.
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A Appendix

Note: The content in this prompt is mock-content generated to provide an example of the thematic structure only; it does not reflect real
data used in this study.

Input Pseudo-Prompt

You are a behavioral research scientist whose job is to review outputs for thematic alignment. You will skillfully review, analyze, and
determine whether or not the content in the <theme></theme>, <description></description>, and <quote></quote> are aligned in
meaning or not using this scale:1 (not aligned), 2 (somewhat aligned), or 3 (completely aligned).
Follow these steps in order and do NOT to miss theme2 and theme3:
(1) Review the information in each theme: <themel></themel>, <theme2></theme2>, <theme3></theme3>
(2) Check for alignment between the meaning within each of the themes: <themel></themel>, <theme2></theme2>, and
<them3></theme3>.
(3) Based on each theme reviewed in step 1,2,and 3 assign an alignment rating score for each theme based on the following
scale: 1 (not aligned), 2 (somewhat aligned), or 3 (completely aligned).
Assistant:

o Rating score for each theme
e Reasoning for each rating

Themes

Theme 1: Learning and Development Desires

e Description: Many individuals expressed their satisfaction with learning and development opportunities. However, some
individuals requested more opportunities to engage in multi-day hands-on learning sessions with expert mentors to aid in
learning and skill development. Some individuals suggested more learning and development trainings on a more regular
cadence.

e Quote: "I really love the opportunities to learn and grow here. There are a lot of options for new and tenured people to
learn. That said, I would love more hands-on training options with mentors; it would be great to be able to ask questions
with an expert on-hand."

Theme 2: Recognition Perceived as Important

e Description: Individuals indicated there are many different recognition opportunities for career development, training,
and promotion, some feel this is contributing to motivation and engagement. The ability to provide pathways for recog-
nition and advancement was frequently cited as something that is valued. Some individuals connected recognition and
advancement, reinforcing perceptions of value associated with recognition.

e Quote: "Lot of opportunities to be recognized, which is something I appreciate. Being recognized is important to advance-
ment I think!"

Theme 3: Global Connections

e Description: There is a perception that the culture is valued as innovative and there are many opportunities to connect
with individuals globally. Having the ability to partner, interact, and work with different individuals from around the globe
was valued and meaningful. Some individuals feel opportunities to continue cross-cultural exchange opportunities.

e Quote: I feel it is amazing to be able to collaborate with peers around the world. Would be great to be able to continue to
partner in a variety of ways.
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LLM-as-judge Output Example

Theme 1 Rating: 3

Reason: The theme, description, and quote in themel are completely aligned. They all focus on learning and development oppor-
tunities, with the description and quote both mentioning satisfaction with current opportunities while also expressing a desire for
more hands-on, mentor-led training sessions.

Theme 2 Rating: 3

Reason: The theme, description, and quote in theme2 are completely aligned. They all emphasize the importance of recognition in
the workplace, its connection to career advancement, and how it contributes to motivation and engagement. The quote directly
supports the description by highlighting the value placed on recognition opportunities.

Theme 3 Rating: 3

Reason: The theme, description, and quote in theme3 are completely aligned. They all focus on the value of global connections and
cross-cultural collaborations within the organization. The description and quote both express appreciation for the opportunity to
work with individuals from around the world and a desire to continue and expand these global partnerships.
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