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Abstract

Thematic analysis (TA) is a widely used qualitative approach for uncovering latent meanings in unstructured text
data. TA provides valuable insights in healthcare but is resource-intensive. Large Language Models (LLMs) have been
introduced to perform TA, yet their applications in healthcare remain unexplored. Here, we propose TAMA: A Human-
Al Collaborative Thematic Analysis framework using Multi-Agent LLMs for clinical interviews. We leverage the
scalability and coherence of multi-agent systems through structured conversations between agents and coordinate the
expertise of cardiac experts in TA. Using interview transcripts from parents of children with Anomalous Aortic Origin
of a Coronary Artery (AAOCA), a rare congenital heart disease, we demonstrate that TAMA outperforms existing
LLM-assisted TA approaches, achieving higher thematic hit rate, coverage, and distinctiveness. TAMA demonstrates
strong potential for automated TA in clinical settings by leveraging multi-agent LLM systems with human-in-the-loop
integration by enhancing quality while significantly reducing manual workload.

1 Introduction

Thematic Analysis (TA), a qualitative approach used to systematically identify, analyze, and interpret patternsﬂ within
data, is widely applied across various fields. Employing inductive TA in healthcare can significantly improve patient
care’? , medical practices>>* , and policy decisions® . Traditionally, TA involves the following processes: (1) Re-
searchers immerse themselves in qualitative data (such as interview transcripts) by reading the material multiple times
to become thoroughly familiar with its content, (2) generate initial codes (codebook) to identify significant features of
the data, and (3) organize into broader themes that capture meaningful patterns within the dataset. To reduce the man-
ual workload involved in this process, single-agent large language models (LLMs) have been shown to have potential
for partially automating TA. However, this approach also encounters challenges in scalability® , consistency’-® , and
coherence® . Moreover, TA in healthcare is inherently a resource-intensive endeavor, which inevitably requires expert
analysis and ethical approvals’ , which add complexity and prolong data collection.

To address these limitations, we present TAMA: A Human-Al Collaborative Thematic Analysis framework using
Multi-Agent LLM:s for clinical interviews (Figure[I)) to enhance the scalability, consistency, and coherence of inductive

*These authors contributed equally
T A pattern refers to a repeated idea, experience, or issue that appears across multiple data points, while a theme is a broader, interpretive insight
that captures the significance of those patterns.



TA in healthcare contexts. Using TAMA, we performed TA on de-identified transcripts from nine focus group sessions
involving 42 parents of children with a rare congenital heart disease - Anomalous Aortic Origin of a Coronary Artery
(AAOCA). We employed a combination of quantitative and qualitative metrics to evaluate the themes generated by
our framework. Jaccard Similarity and Hit Rate assessed the overlap between LLM-generated and human-generated
themes, while embedding-based semantic similarity measured cosine similarity scores.

Our results show that TAMA outperforms existing LLM-assisted TA methods, achieving higher thematic accuracy
(Hit Rate) while maintaining Distinctiveness across themes closer to human-generated themes. Our framework en-
hances scalability, efficiency, and reliability, by significantly reducing the manual workload required in traditional TA
workflows while preserving thematic depth and representativeness. Also, TAMA automates coding and thematic syn-
thesis, completing the TA process in under 10 minutes, a 99% reduction compared to the 30 hours required for manual
analysis. By leveraging multi-agent LLMs, TAMA demonstrates strong potential for real-world automated TA with
human-in-the-loop integration in clinical settings, enhancing quality while significantly reducing resource demands.
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Figure 1: The TAMA Framework is a human-in-the-loop, multi-agent system designed to generate, evaluate, and
refine themes from clinical interview transcripts.

2 Related Work

LLM in Thematic Analysis (TA). Recent work suggests that LLMs can support deductive coding in qualitative
research through consistent, systematic code identification'® . Furthermore, in a human—AlI collaboration approach,
GPT-3.5 generated codes of quality comparable to those of human analysts'' . Although LLMs have also shown
the capabilities to conduct inductive TA at a level comparable to human annotators across various fields, including
social media'? , literature' , and journalism'* , these applications involve low-stakes contexts with minimal privacy
concerns in data collection. The LLM applications of healthcare interview transcripts remain under-explored due to
their high-stakes nature. Moreover, previous work'>!® has relied heavily on single-agent LLMs, which struggle with
multitasking!” , extended context'® , and accuracy'? in critical fields including medicine and law?° .

Multi-Agent LLM Systems. To address the gap listed above, multi-agent LLM systems?!-2%23:24.25.26 haye been
introduced as a promising solution. These systems utilize the strengths of multiple specialized LLMs working in
a group, much like a team of experts collaborating on a complex project. Each agent in the system contributes its
unique expertise, communicates with other agents, and iteratively refines outputs to tackle challenging tasks that may
be beyond the capabilities of a single LLM. Recent work highlights the potential of multi-agent LLM systems across
various tasks, including long-context analysis?! , conversational task-solving?’ , evaluation of LLM generated out-
puts?®2% and TA!? . However, human-in-the-loop approaches, where humans act as agents within multi-agent LLM



systems, have yet to be implemented. In the healthcare domain, the active involvement of clinicians in the deployment
of LLM is essential’**! . Clinicians serve as an agent in evaluating the outputs generated by LLMs, making informed
decisions about whether to accept, refine, or dismiss these results. Recent work attempts to integrate human agents
into multi-agent LLM systems, which is known as human-Al teaming>?> . Human involvement can enhance reliabil-
ity by mitigating hallucinations through feedback?® , ensure regulatory compliance, and significantly reduce manual
workload for doctors when implemented as a real-time interactive diagnosis environment>* .

LLM Agents in Medical Transcript Analysis. Previous work has demonstrated that LLMs can summarize an entire
corpus of medical interviews within minutes'® , and a pipeline for integrating LLMs to rapidly perform TA has been
introduced'® . Recently, multi-agent LLM systems have been explored for analyzing clinical transcripts and dialogues.
MDAgents* , a framework that dynamically assigns medical expert roles (such as diagnostician and reviewer) to a
team of LLMs, outperforms single models on clinical reasoning benchmarks. Additionally, multi-agent simulations of
clinical scenarios have demonstrated improvements in information completeness and reasoning>* .

3 Methods

Definitions:

e Code is a discrete analytical unit that contains a key pattern within the data, generated directly from the dataset,
and retaining its interpretive significance without being reducible to smaller meaningful components.

* An agent is an autonomous computational entity (Large Language Model) that interacts with other agents or
the environment to perform specific tasks.

* Single-agent LLM refer to one large language model working independently to process, analyze, or generate
text based on a given input, without interacting with other models or specialized agents.

¢ Multi-agent LLM Systems refer to more than one language models collaborating to enhance task performance
through interaction, coordination, or division, where agents communicate by exchanging messages and feedback
to refine outputs and optimize decision-making.

Human AI Teaming Framework. TAMA consists of one Cardiac expert and three agents: (1) Generation Agent,
(2) Evaluation Agent, and (3) Refinement Agent. The cardiac expert plays a pivotal role in interacting with these three
LLM agents: (1) providing background information and setting goals for the Generation Agent, (2) defining evaluation
criteria for the Evaluation Agent, and (3) determining the stopping point for the Refinement Agent. Throughout
each stage, dynamic interaction between the expert and the agents ensures continuous collaboration and iterative
improvement (Figure [2)).
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Figure 2: Human-in-the-Loop in TAMA Framework. The Cardiac expert actively collaborates with each LLM
agent to provide domain expertise to ensure accurate and clinically relevant outcomes.
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Dataset. We use the dataset from prior work!'® , comprising de-identified transcripts from nine focus group sessions
with 42 parents. These transcripts (word count: 10,987 + 1,537 , median: 11,457) document discussions between
interviewers and parents of children with Anomalous Aortic Origin of a Coronary Artery (AAOCA).

The TAMA Framework. The overall workflow of the TAMA framework consists of six steps (Figure|I).

Step 1: Expert Provides Background Information and Sets Goals for the Generation Agent. The expert provides
background information and instructs the Generation Agent to generate initial codes and themes. The prompt given to
the Generation Agent is as follows:

“You are provided with transcripts from interviews with parents of children suffering from Anomalous Aortic Origin of
a Coronary Artery (AAOCA). The transcripts reflect the desires, concerns, and meaningful outcomes of parents living
with or caring for children with AAOCA. Some children have recently undergone open-heart surgery.

The goals of this study is for the coding and theme generation: Your goal is to carefully look through the text and
identify all codes discussed by the parents exhaustively. Identify all relevant codes in the text, provide a Name for each
code in 8 to 15 words in sentence case. Write with concise, concrete details and avoid clichés, generalizations. Give a
dense Description of the code in 80 words and direct Quotes from the participant for each code in around 120 words.
These quotes can consist of multiple excerpts from the text.

Your task at this stage is to group the initial codes into distinct themes based on the initial codes, descriptions,
and quotes. Themes specifically focus on the perspectives of parents, describing their own thoughts, concerns, and
responses related to their child’s condition. Provide a descriptive and specific name of 8 to 15 words for each theme
based on the code’s names, quotes and descriptions. Provide a detailed description of 60 to 80 words for each theme.”

Step 2: Theme Generation Agent Segments Chunks, Generates Codes, and Identifies Themes. The Theme
Generation agent generates themes based on the background information and goals. Given the transcripts are too
long for LLM to process, they are segmented into smaller chunks (< 1,500 words) while maintaining contextual
coherence. Secondly, the Generation Agent generates initial codes capturing significant concepts and ideas from the
transcripts, along with descriptive labels and representative quotes as evidence. These codes are then grouped to
facilitate subsequent theme generation. Third, the LLM synthesizes preliminary themes from grouped codes before
refining them into comprehensive themes that capture key insights from the data.

Step 3: Expert Defines Evaluation Criteria for the Evaluation Agent. Four evaluation criteria are used: Coverage,
Actionability, Distinctness, and Relevance. Detailed descriptions for each criterion are provided in Table The
cardiac expert highlighted a potential challenge in distinguishing between the experiences of parents and those of
children/patients, particularly in assessing Relevance. To address this issue, the expert provided the Evaluation Agent
with examples to clarify the distinction. The examples are as below:

“Parent Outcomes refer to parents reporting feeling limited by their child’s diagnosis, whereas Patient/Child Outcomes
pertain to parents perceiving that their child is limited by the diagnosis.

Parent Outcomes: Parents report they feel limited by their child’s diagnosis. Parents report they have PTSD from their
child’s experience. Parents report being distressed by the uncertainty of treatment choices. Parents report needing
more social connections.

Patient/Child Outcomes: Parents report they feel their child is limited by the child’s diagnosis. Parents report their
child has PTSD from their child’s experience. Parents report their child is distressed by the uncertainty of treatment
choices. Parents report their child needs more social connections.”

Step 4: Evaluation Agent Provides Feedback. The Evaluation Agent assesses the themes based on the four de-
fined criteria (Coverage, Actionability, Distinctness, and Relevance) and provides feedback for improvement for each
criterion. The generated evaluation examples are listed in Table [T}

Step 5: Refinement Agent Improves Themes Based on Feedback. The Refinement Agent improves themes based
on feedback from the Evaluation Agent by applying four refinement actions (add, split, combine, and delete) which



correspond to the criteria of Coverage, Actionability, Distinctness, and Relevance, respectively. Details are outlined in
Table[Il

Step 6: Expert Terminates the Refinement Process. The refinement process iterates through Step 4 (Evaluation)
and Step 5 (Refinement) until the expert determines that the themes meet the required quality standards. After each
round of evaluation and refinement, the cardiac expert reviews the refined themes and decides whether to finalize them
or continue the process. If the expert approves the themes, the process is terminated. If the themes do not meet the
quality standards, the expert instructs the system to return to Step 4 for further evaluation and refinement.

Criteria Description (by expert) Evaluation Agent (examples) | Refinement Agent

Coverage The generated themes should | e.g., Include Long-term Con- | Add missing important themes
comprehensively capture the | cerns: The original data dis- | identified in sub-themes but not
key aspects of parents’ lived ex- | cusses long-term health mon- | yet captured in the generated
periences while caring for chil- | itoring and transition to adult | themes.
dren with AAOCA from the | care, which could be more ex-
transcripts. plicitly addressed in the themes

to reflect parents’ ongoing con-
cerns about their child’s future
health outcomes.

Actionability Each theme should encapsulate | e.g., Some themes, like ’Desir- | Split themes that contain multi-
a single concept that provides | ing comprehensive data and ad- | ple concepts into separate, more
clear, specific, and meaning- | dressing frustration with lack | focused themes.
ful insights. These insights | of statistics,” combine two con-
should be actionable and useful | cepts (desire for data and frus-
for informing interventions, re- | tration with lack of it), which
sources, or research. could be split into separate

themes for clarity.

Distinctiveness Each theme should be clearly | e.g., The themes ’Desiring emo- | Combine repeated or overlap-
distinct from one another, with | fional support and understand- | ping themes to eliminate redun-
no overlaps or redundancies. ing from healthcare providers’ | dancies and ensure each theme

and 'Emphasizing the role of | is unique.
medical professionals in emo-

tional support’ have overlap-

ping elements and could be

merged or refined to better dis-

tinguish their focus.

Relevance Each theme should clearly re- | e.g., The theme 'Managing the | Delete irrelevant themes that do
flect the parents’ lived expe- | emotional impact of surgery on | not reflect the parents’ experi-
riences, concerns, and needs, | the child’ should clearly distin- | ences or concerns.
without confusing or overlap- | guish between the child’s and
ping with themes related to the | the parent’s emotional experi-
child/patient’s feelings, con- | ences.
cerns, or experiences.

Table 1: Detailed Prompts, Examples, and Refinement Actions for Each Evaluation Criterion. This table outlines
the four evaluation criteria, along with their descriptions, sample feedback generated by the Evaluation Agent, and the
corresponding Refinement Agent prompts.

Evaluation Metrics. To evaluate the quality of the generated themes within our framework, we employ two traditional
metrics: (1) Jaccard Similarity, which measures the overlap between generated and human-generated themes, and
(2) HIT Rate, which quantifies the proportion of themes that meet a predefined similarity threshold. These metrics
provide a comparative evaluation of our framework’s performance against human-generated themes.

Let the set of human-generated and LLM-generated themes be T' = {¢1,t2,...,t,} and L = {l1,1s,...,1,,}, where



n represents the total number of themes. We calculate the similarity score s(h;, ;) for every possible pair (¢;,1;) in

T x L. The similarity matrix S, which contains all the calculated similarity scores meeting a predefined threshold 6,
can be defined as:

So =A{(ti;1;) € T x L|s(hi,l;) > 6}
where |z| represents the number of elements in z. The definitions of each metric are as follows:
(1) Jaccard Similarity

The Jaccard Similarity is defined as the ratio of theme pairs that meet the similarity threshold to the total number of
possible pairs:
1ol _ 156]

Jaccard Similarity = TxI] n2

(2) HIT Rate

The HIT Rate measures the proportion of human-generated themes that exceed a predefined similarity threshold when
mapped to LLM-generated themes:

T
Hit Rate = u
n

“HIT” refers to a theme whose similarity score to a human-generated theme meets or exceeds the specified threshold
(> 0.60). If at least one similarity score met or exceeded this threshold, the theme was considered a “hit.”

Experimental Settings. For all of our methods, we use gpt—4o from OpenAl Inc. with temperature of 0 for
reproducibility. To compute embedding-based cosine similarity, we use sentence encoder al1-MiniLM-L6-v2 to
generate embeddings.

4 Results and Discussion

Improved Distinctiveness and Alignment of LLM-Generated Themes via Multi-Agent Refinement Human-
generated themes served as a baseline to evaluate the distinctiveness and alignment of themes. We observed a lower
percentage of high Jaccard similarity theme pairs (29%) in LLM-generated themes after evaluation, which is even
lower than that of human-generated themes (33%), and significantly reduced from 42% before refinement (Figure [3a).
At the same time, the hit rate increased from 83% to 92% (Figure @)
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Figure 3: Comparison of Jaccard Similarity and HIT Rate for LLM-Generated Themes (Before and After
Evaluation) Relative to Human-Generated Themes. Higher values for both metrics indicate a greater overlap
between LLM-generated themes and human-generated themes.



Jaccard Similarity provides a measure of how much content is shared between themes. It reflects the semantic simi-
larity between theme pairs (comparable to cosine similarity), which can be thought of as measuring the “letter-level”,
whereas Hit Rate quantifies how well the semantics of LLM-generated themes match the human-generated themes.
Therefore, the reduction in Jaccard similarity paired with an increased hit rate after evaluation indicates that the refined
LLM-generated themes are both more distinct with each other and more closely aligned with the human-generated
themes. This outcome demonstrates that the evaluation and refinement agents in TAMA executed thematic analysis in
a novel way, while also ensuring comprehensive coverage of all themes without merely replicating themes generated
by humans. In traditional TA, final themes should be distinct and non-overlapping.

To objectively evaluate alignment with human-generated themes, we also calculated the similarity between each LLM-
generated theme (before and after evaluation) and its corresponding human-generated theme. The similarity scores
between the themes were stored in a similarity matrix (Figure ). The overall decrease in similarity scores among
human-generated themes suggests improved distinctiveness of the LLM-generated themes, which is compatible with
our previous findings.
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Figure 4: Similarity Matrix Between Human-Generated Themes and LLM-Generated Themes (Before and
after Evaluation.) Higher scores indicate greater similarity (1 = perfect overlap, and 0 = no overlap). Each row
represents a human-generated theme, and each column represents an LLM-generated theme. Full theme names are
listed in Table[2] Cell values indicate similarity scores between the two. The first sentence of each theme description
is used for comparison, as theme names are too short for evaluation.

The Role of Multi-agents coordination. We aimed to compare the LLM-generated themes before and after evalu-
ation by incorporating multiple agents (the Evaluation Agent and the Refinement Agent). Table [2] shows the themes
generated by human and LLM before and after evaluations. We incorporated feedback from an expert and five layper-
sons to review the themes. Their feedback indicated that LLM-generated themes after evaluation demonstrated im-
proved Coverage, Distinctiveness, Actionability, and Relevance compared to those before evaluation. For instance,
the post-evaluation themes included “Desiring comprehensive and statistical data on treatment outcomes,”, which is
a key concern for parents. However, a gap remains between human-generated and LLM-generated themes, with the
latter tending to be longer and using more complex terminology.

The Role of Human Oversight. The Cardiac Expert played a crucial role in defining the evaluation criteria. With-
out human input, LLM-generated evaluations were overly broad, emphasizing Distinctiveness while failing to capture
Coverage, Actionability, and Relevance. To address this, the Cardiac expert provided four specific definitions based
on the experience of the three coding experts. This ensures that the evaluation criteria are precise and relevant, facili-
tating a more effective and focused refinement process.



No. | Human Generated Themes LLM Generated Themes Before | LLM Generated Themes After Eval-
Evaluation uation
1 | Clarity of potential risks and | Seeking clarity and reassurance about | Seeking reassurance through multiple
outcomes my child’s health journey medical opinions
2 | Freedom from hypervigilance | Balancing normalcy and protection in | Desiring comprehensive and statisti-
related to the condition my child’s life cal data on treatment outcomes
3 | The diagnosis given in a com- | Coping with emotional turmoil and un- | Managing emotional challenges with
passionate and empathetic way | certainty about my child’s future proactive strategies
4 | A sense of control over the fu- | Desiring emotional support and under- | Balancing normalcy and protection
ture standing from healthcare providers in child’s life
5 | Being heard and taken seriously | Experiencing relief and gratitude for | Living with constant vigilance and fear
by clinicians successful interventions
6 | Individualized support for man- | Living with constant vigilance and fear | Improving interactions with health-
agement decision-making of health crises care providers
7 | Receiving support from others | Struggling with guilt and self-blame re- | Experiencing relief and gratitude for
garding my child’s condition successful interventions
8 | Being appropriately informed Desiring positive messaging about | Struggling with guilt and self-blame
health outcomes
9 | Partnership with the care team | Feeling overwhelmed by the demands | Feeling overwhelmed by caregiving de-
of caregiving mands
10 | Feeling that my child is safe Building a supportive community with | Building a supportive community with
other parents other parents
11 | Not feeling responsible for the | Managing the emotional impact of | Advocating for awareness and under-
diagnosis and its timing surgery on my child standing of heart conditions
12 | Appropriately coping with | Advocating for awareness and under- | Addressing frustration with the
stress, anxiety, and depression | standing of heart conditions healthcare system
13 Long-term concerns about child’s
health

Table 2: Comparison of Human-Generated Themes and LLM-Generated Themes Before and After Evaluation.
Bolded text in the “LLM Generated Themes After Evaluation” column highlights elements that were not captured by
the human-generated themes and the LLM-generated themes before evaluation. The human-generated themes (rows)
and LLM-generated themes after evaluation (columns) used in Figure 4] correspond to the first and third columns of
this table, respectively.

Initially, we designed the refinement process with an automated scoring system using the G-Eval method.?®?° Eval-
uation Agents were instructed to rate generated themes on a scale from 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent), averaging scores
over ten runs. A threshold score of 4.5 was set, meaning the refinement process would conclude once the final theme
exceeded this score. However, the scores consistently remained around 4, with no significant improvements observed
after multiple refinement iterations. While the model continued generating suggestions, this led to over-refinement,
incorporating less critical topics based on the Coverage criterion. For example, it introduced themes such as “concerns
about insurance”, even though this was not frequently mentioned by parents. To address this, we incorporated the
Cardiac Expert into the decision-making process, ensuring human oversight in determining whether to continue or ter-
minate the evaluation and refinement cycles. Our observation may indicate limitations of the LLM-as-judge approach
using numerical scoring methods in multi-agent LLM systems, particularly in the context of iterative refinement.

Limitations and Future Work We acknowledge several areas for improvement. First, applying this framework to
different contexts, such as other diseases, remains an open challenge. Second, better simulating manual TA where
two coders ensure consistency in the coding book could enhance consistency in the initial coding process. Third,
increasing architectural complexity could enable multiple agents to discuss and negotiate during the coding and theme-



generation process. Fourth, incorporating reinforcement learning to integrate human feedback into the evaluation
process could further refine results. Fourth, evaluate TAMA by performing TA multiple times and comparing results,
rather than solely against human-generated codes. High similarity with human-generated results does not guarantee
high performance, as even human analysts produce varying outcomes across analyses. Lastly, future work should
explore different collaboration protocols among multiple agents to determine their effectiveness in multi-agent LLM
systems, especially in Evaluation and Refinement Agents.

5 Conclusion

We present TAMA, a Human-AlI Collaborative Thematic Analysis framework that leverages multi-agent LLMs and
domain expertise to enhance the quality, scalability, and efficiency of thematic analysis in clinical interview data.
By structuring agent roles and integrating iterative evaluation and refinement guided by cardiac experts, TAMA sig-
nificantly improved the distinctiveness (lower Jaccard similarity) and alignment (higher hit rate) of LLM-generated
themes. Our findings demonstrate that multi-agent LLMs, when combined with human-in-the-loop collaboration,
can perform high-quality thematic analysis in a fraction of the time required by traditional manual methods. This
highlights their potential for broader application in healthcare and other high-stakes qualitative research areas.

References

1. Osborn K, Bradley J, Knox E, Leighton P. What matters to patients? A thematic analysis of patient information
and support needs. Eye (Lond). 2020;34(1):103-15.

2. Jowsey T, Deng C, Weller J. General-purpose thematic analysis: a useful qualitative method for anaesthesia
research. BJA Education. 2021;21(12):472-8.

3. Copel LC, Smeltzer SC, Byrne CD, et al. A thematic analysis of shared experiences of essential health and support
personnel in the COVID-19 pandemic. PLoS One. 2023;18(3):e0282946.

4. Braun V, Clarke V. A critical review of the reporting of reflexive thematic analysis in Health Promotion Interna-
tional. Health Promotion International. 2024;39(3):daae049.

5. AL-Ruzzieh MA, AL-Helih YM, Haroun A, Ayaad O. Higher and Middle Management Perspectives on Patient-
Centered Care in an Oncology Setting: A Qualitative Study. Nursing Reports. 2024;14:3378-90.

6. Milat AJ, King L, Bauman AE, Redman S. The Concept of Scalability: Increasing the Scale and Potential Adop-
tion of Health Promotion Interventions into Policy and Practice. Health Promotion International. 2012;28(3):285-
98.

7. Vaismoradi M, Turunen H, Bondas T. Content Analysis and Thematic Analysis: Implications for Conducting a
Qualitative Descriptive Study. Nursing & Health Sciences. 2013;15(3):398-405.

8. Holloway I, Todres L. The status of method: flexibility, consistency and coherence. Qualitative research.
2003;3(3):345-57.

9. Wade D. Ethics of collecting and using healthcare data. BMJ. 2007;334(7608):1330-1.

10. Tai RH, Bentley LR, Xia X, Sitt JM, Fankhauser SC, Chicas-Mosier AM, et al. An Examination of the Use of
Large Language Models to Aid Analysis of Textual Data. International Journal of Qualitative Methods. 2024;23.
Original work published 2024. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069241231168|

11. Dai SC, Xiong A, Ku LW. LLM-in-the-loop: Leveraging Large Language Model for Thematic Analysis.
In: Bouamor H, Pino J, Bali K, editors. Findings of the Association for Computational Linguistics: EMNLP
2023. Singapore: Association for Computational Linguistics; 2023. p. 9993-10001. Available from: https:
//aclanthology.org/2023.findings-emnlp.669/.

12. Qiao T, Walker C, Cunningham CW, Koh YS. Thematic-LM: a LLM-based Multi-agent System for Large-scale
Thematic Analysis. In: THE WEB CONFERENCE 2025; 2025. Available from: https://openreview.net/forum?
1d=jiv0Gl6sto.

13. De Paoli S. Further Explorations on the Use of Large Language Models for Thematic Analysis. Open-Ended
Prompts, Better Terminologies and Thematic Maps. Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung / Forum: Qualitative
Social Research. 2024;25(3). Available from: https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-25.3.4196|

14. Khan AH, Kegalle H, D’Silva R, Watt N, Whelan-Shamy D, Ghahremanlou L, et al.. Automating Thematic
Analysis: How LLMs Analyse Controversial Topics; 2024. Available from: https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.06919.


https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069241231168
https://aclanthology.org/2023.findings-emnlp.669/
https://aclanthology.org/2023.findings-emnlp.669/
https://openreview.net/forum?id=jiv0Gl6sto
https://openreview.net/forum?id=jiv0Gl6sto
https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-25.3.4196
https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.06919

15.

16.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

Mathis WS, Zhao S, Pratt N, Weleff J, De Paoli S. Inductive thematic analysis of healthcare qualitative interviews
using open-source large language models: How does it compare to traditional methods? Computer Methods and
Programs in Biomedicine. 2024;255:108356.

Raza MZ, Xu J, Lim T, Boddy L, Mery CM, Well A, et al.. LLM-TA: An LLM-Enhanced Thematic Analysis
Pipeline for Transcripts from Parents of Children with Congenital Heart Disease; 2025. Available from: https:
/larxiv.org/abs/2502.01620.

. Sreedhar K, Chilton L. Simulating Human Strategic Behavior: Comparing Single and Multi-agent LLMs; 2024.

Available from: https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.08189.

Hosseini P, Castro I, Ghinassi I, Purver M. Efficient Solutions For An Intriguing Failure of LLMs: Long Context
Window Does Not Mean LLMs Can Analyze Long Sequences Flawlessly; 2024. Available from: https://arxiv.
org/abs/2408.01866.

Quinn TP, Senadeera M, Jacobs S, Coghlan S, Le V. Trust and medical Al: the challenges we face and the expertise
needed to overcome them. Journal of the American Medical Informatics Association. 2021;28(4):890-4.

Drépal J, Westermann H, Savelka J. Using Large Language Models to Support Thematic Analysis in Empirical
Legal Studies. Frontiers of Artificial Intelligence and Applications. 2023. Forthcoming. Available from: https:
/[ssrn.com/abstract=4617116.

Zhang Y, Sun R, Chen Y, Pfister T, Zhang R, Arik SO. Chain of Agents: Large Language Models Collaborating
on Long-Context Tasks; 2024. Available from: https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.02818.

Talebirad Y, Nadiri A. Multi-Agent Collaboration: Harnessing the Power of Intelligent LLM Agents; 2023. Avail-
able from: https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.03314.

Guo T, Chen X, Wang Y, Chang R, Pei S, Chawla NV, et al.. Large Language Model based Multi-Agents: A
Survey of Progress and Challenges; 2024. Available from: https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.01680.

Tran KT, Dao D, Nguyen MD, Pham QV, O’Sullivan B, Nguyen HD. Multi-Agent Collaboration Mechanisms: A
Survey of LLMs; 2025. Available from: https://arxiv.org/abs/2501.06322.

Wang Z, Mao S, Wu W, Ge T, Wei F, Ji H. Unleashing Cognitive Synergy in Large Language Models: A
Task-Solving Agent through Multi-Persona Self-Collaboration. In: Proc. 2024 Annual Conference of the North
American Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics (NAACL2024); 2024. .

Zhu K, Du H, Hong Z, Yang X, Guo S, Wang Z, et al. MultiAgentBench: Evaluating the Collaboration and
Competition of LLM agents. In: arxiv; 2025. .

Becker J. Multi-Agent Large Language Models for Conversational Task-Solving; 2024. Available from: https:
//arxiv.org/abs/2410.22932,

Liu Y, Iter D, Xu Y, Wang S, Xu R, Zhu C. G-Eval: NLG Evaluation using Gpt-4 with Better Human Alignment.
In: Bouamor H, Pino J, Bali K, editors. Proceedings of the 2023 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural
Language Processing. Singapore: Association for Computational Linguistics; 2023. p. 2511-22. Available from:
https://aclanthology.org/2023.emnlp-main.153/,

Yi S, Lim J, Yoon J. ProtocoLLM: Automatic Evaluation Framework of LLMs on Domain-Specific Scientific
Protocol Formulation Tasks; 2024. Available from: https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.04601.

Sezgin E. Artificial intelligence in healthcare: Complementing, not replacing, doctors and healthcare providers.
Digital Health. 2023;9:20552076231186520. Published 2023 Jul 2.

Sivaraman V, Bukowski LA, Levin J, Kahn JM, Perer A. Ignore, Trust, or Negotiate: Understanding Clinician
Acceptance of Al-Based Treatment Recommendations in Health Care; 2023. Available from: https://arxiv.org/
abs/2302.00096.

Yuan M, Bao P, Yuan J, Shen Y, Chen Z, Xie Y, et al.. Large Language Models [lluminate a Progressive Pathway
to Artificial Healthcare Assistant: A Review; 2023. Available from: https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.01918

Strong J, Men Q, Noble A. Trustworthy and Practical Al for Healthcare: A Guided Deferral System with Large
Language Models; 2025. Available from: https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.07212.

Fan Z, Tang J, Chen W, Wang S, Wei Z, Xi J, et al.. Al Hospital: Benchmarking Large Language Models in a
Multi-agent Medical Interaction Simulator; 2024. Available from: https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.09742.

Kim Y, Park C, Jeong H, Chan YS, Xu X, McDuff D, et al. MDAgents: An Adaptive Collaboration of LLMs for
Medical Decision-Making. In: The Thirty-eighth Annual Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems;
2024. Available from: https://openreview.net/forum?id=EKdk4vxKO4,


https://arxiv.org/abs/2502.01620
https://arxiv.org/abs/2502.01620
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.08189
https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.01866
https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.01866
https://ssrn.com/abstract=4617116
https://ssrn.com/abstract=4617116
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.02818
https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.03314
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.01680
https://arxiv.org/abs/2501.06322
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.22932
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.22932
https://aclanthology.org/2023.emnlp-main.153/
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.04601
https://arxiv.org/abs/2302.00096
https://arxiv.org/abs/2302.00096
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.01918
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.07212
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.09742
https://openreview.net/forum?id=EKdk4vxKO4

	Introduction
	Related Work
	Methods
	Results and Discussion
	Conclusion

