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ABSTRACT

Advancements in retrieving accessible information have evolved
faster in the last few years compared to the decades since the inter-
net’s creation. Search engines, like Google, have been the #1 way
to find relevant data. They have always relied on the user’s abilities
to find the best information in its billions of links and sources at
everybody’s fingertips. The advent of large language models (LLMs)
has completely transformed the field of information retrieval. The
LLMs excel not only at retrieving relevant knowledge but also at
summarizing it effectively, making information more accessible
and consumable for users. On top of it, the rise of AI Agents has
introduced another aspect to information retrieval i.e. dynamic in-
formation retrieval which enables the integration of real-time data
such as weather forecasts, and financial data with the knowledge
base to curate context-aware knowledge. However, despite these
advancements the agents remain susceptible to issues of bias and
fairness —challenges deeply rooted within the knowledge base and
training of LLMs. This study introduces a novel approach to bias-
aware knowledge retrieval by leveraging agentic framework and
the innovative use of bias detectors as tools to identify and highlight
inherent biases in the retrieved content. By empowering users with
transparency and awareness, this approach aims to foster more
equitable information systems and promote the development of
responsible Al

CCS CONCEPTS

« Information systems — Information retrieval; - Computing
methodologies — Natural language processing.

KEYWORDS

Information Retrieval, Agents, Retrieval Augmented Generation,
Large Language Models, Bias, Fairness

ACM Reference Format:

Karanbir Singh and William Ngu. 2025. Bias-Aware Agent: Enhancing
Fairness in AI-Driven Knowledge Retrieval. In Companion Proceedings of
the ACM Web Conference 2025 (WWW Companion ’25), April 28-May 2,
2025, Sydney, NSW, Australia. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 8 pages. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/3701716.3716885

“Karanbir Singh is the corresponding author

WWW Companion °25, April 28-May 2, 2025, Sydney, NSW, Australia

© 2025 Copyright held by the owner/author(s). Publication rights licensed to ACM.
This is the author’s version of the work. It is posted here for your personal use.
Not for redistribution. The definitive Version of Record was published in Companion
Proceedings of the ACM Web Conference 2025 (WWW Companion °25), April 28-May 2,
2025, Sydney, NSW, Australia, https://doi.org/10.1145/3701716.3716885.

William Ngu
Salesforce
San Francisco, CA, USA
wngu@salesforce.com

1 INTRODUCTION

The internet has removed the physical barriers of information ac-
cess as it delivers limitless knowledge to anyone’s fingertips within
seconds. With such unending sources of information, efficient in-
formation retrieval is a requirement. Information Retrieval (IR) can
be defined as the process of obtaining relevant information from
a large collection of data based on a user’s query. It must be ac-
curate, efficient, and adaptable to ever-evolving technologies and
user behaviors, which are the key features of major IR usage to-
day in search engines everywhere [13]. The IR process is defined
by 2 steps: retrieval of documentation relevant to the user query
and ranking the documents by relevancy score to give the most
pertinent documents first [4]. In line with these goals, Brin and
Page introduce the PageRank algorithm which ranks pages by the
number of links and references from other pages, thus effectively
ranking them by assigning proper weights based on these crite-
ria [1]. The efficiency, reliability, and speed of this algorithm in
retrieving relevant information is still the backbone of Google’s
search engine. Building on these foundations, advances in artificial
intelligence have paved the way for IR systems that go beyond key-
word matching, enabling a paradigm shift toward understanding
context and intent. Recently, Large Language Models (LLMs) have
disrupted the field of information retrieval. LLMs, such as ChatGPT,
excel at retrieving and summarizing knowledge to deliver relevant,
accurate, and context-sensitive responses. These advances not only
transform communication and democratize knowledge, but also
improve information retrieval efficiency, reshaping how we interact
and access information in real-world applications [5] [20].
Although LLMs lead to significant advances in the field of IR,
they suffer from problems such as hallucinations and stale infor-
mation. Because LLMs are trained on static data, the context and
data required to answer complex real-world questions where new
information arises constantly results in stale and incomplete data
and hence results in hallucinations to fill in the gap with plausible
yet factually incorrect answers. Lewis et al. introduce Retrieval Aug-
mented Generation (RAG) to address these challenges. RAG systems
consist mainly of two components - Retriever and Generator. The
retriever module fetches relevant knowledge from vector stores and
a generator that creates context-relevant responses based on para-
metric knowledge and nonparametric knowledge injected by the
retriever into its context window [8]. RAG applications were intro-
duced to enhance traditional LLMs by integrating external, up-to-
date sources into their responses, improving their ability to handle
complex, recent problems [2]. Building on this, Al agents allow for
complex, dynamic, and goal-oriented tasks through dynamic exter-
nal tool calling, cyclical planning process, and task-specific memory
offering many advantages over traditional LLMs and RAGs such
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as autonomy, decision-making, memory, tool usage, and real-time
adaptation [19]. Additionally, the ReAct framework extends this
concept by having the agent plan its approach to problem-solving
through reasoning-evaluating the current task and consideration
for possible future steps, similar to logical deduction-and taking
action to execute the necessary steps identified in the process [16].

Although LLMs’ integration into the Information Retrieval sys-
tem has evolved to its mighty state, there has been an issue with
generated information since its first case of documentation: bias.
Bias is the systematic imbalance and unfair representation resulting
from answers based on sources or assumptions that disproportion-
ately favor or disadvantage groups, often reflecting historical or
societal inequities. Confronting bias is important to not only en-
suring fairness and inclusivity but also maintaining reliability and
ethical integrity of current and future Al developments. Informa-
tion, pre-LLM, required user assurance for unbiased, factual sources.
After the creation of LLMs, we would only hope that LLMs were fed
with curated, fair, and unbiased information to allow everyone’s
viewpoint to be processed and help adjust the answer given by the
LLM. Jaenich et al. found that bias does highly exist inside LLMs, fa-
voring articles like popular, well-known opinions and news sources
that garner engagement, which will contribute to unequal repre-
sentation in the answer generated [6]. Implementing an adaptive
reranking system to value by including fairness consequences in the
exposure process to equally value under-represented viewpoints.
Assuming that an LLM is trained on curated unbiased information
and is organized adequately for exposure, as Jaenich et al. expect,
the advancements of RAGs are too strong to ignore as they overex-
tend the limits of LLMs. RAGs now contain another issue: even if
the original information it is trained on was adequately taken care
of, the new information it takes in could also be biased. Wu et al.
point out RAGs, when pulling in exterior information, may intro-
duce or even exacerbate fairness issues, and they are heavily reliant
on the biases inherent to the external source pulled from [14]. Since
LLMs as reasoners and RAGs as tools are integral components of
the agents, they tend to inherently carry bias.

To address these challenges, this paper introduces the Bias-Aware
Agent framework!, a system designed to detect bias the content
generated by agents. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first
attempt to address bias issues using agents. Our contributions are
twofold: (1) We propose a modular framework that combines the
reasoning capabilities of LLMs with specialized tools for bias de-
tection and retrieval, enabling dynamic and context-aware bias
evaluation. (2) We provide a set of queries to showcase the frame-
work’s ability to analyze and mitigate biases in real-world scenarios.
The queries are provided in Appendix A. The rest of the paper is
structured as follows: Related Work is discussed in Section 2. Ap-
proach is discussed in Section 3. Subsequently, experiments that
were conducted to evaluate the approach are provided in Section 4.
Finally, conclusion and future work is discussed in Section 5.

2 RELATED WORK

In this section, we will discuss the existing work that was done to
identify and mitigate bias from Al driven systems. The existing work

The source code is available at https://github.com/SinghKaranbir/BiasAwareAgent.
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can be categorized into three types: pre-processing, in-processing,
and post processing bias detection and mitigation techniques [9].

2.1 Pre-processing techniques

Pre-processing techniques aim to mitigate biases within datasets
before they are used for training models, thereby reducing the risk
of perpetuating systemic unfairness and thus inherently producing
fair models. Kamiran and Calders proposed three data preprocessing
techniques: Massaging, Reweighting, and Sampling to address dis-
crimination and mitigate bias in classification tasks [7]. De-Arteaga
et al. removed gender-related words from a set of biographies which
resulted in significant improvement in the fairness of a classifier
used to predict corresponding occupations [3]. Raza et al. introduce
Dbias, an open-source Python package designed to detect and mit-
igate biases in news articles. Dbias pipeline is made up of three
core modules: bias detection, bias recognition, and de-biasing. The
pipeline ensures that pre-processed data is free of bias, resulting in
fairer models during training [10].

2.2 In-processing techniques

While pre-processing techniques focus on data preparation, in-
processing approaches tackle bias directly during model training
or inference. The idea is to penalize the model if it favors bias and
hence it controls the loss function to minimize bias. For example,
Rekabsaz et al. develop AdvBert, a BERT based ranking model that
uses adversarial training to simultaneously predict relevance and
suppress protected attributes in content retrieved by IR systems
[11]. Jaenich et al. modify the ranking process using policies to en-
sure that different document categories are ranked fairly and hence
improving fairness metrics by 13% in IR systems [6]. Singh and
Joachims propose a generic fairness-aware learning-to-rank (LTR)
framework using a policy-gradient method to enforce fairness con-
straints within a listwise LTR setting [12]. Building on this, Zehlike
and Castillo integrate fairness into listwise LTR by incorporating a
regularization term into the model’s utility objective [18].

2.3 Post processing techniques

Post processing introduces fairness after the model or ranking
output is generated. Yang and Stoyanovich proposed fairness mea-
sures for ranked outputs and incorporated these measures into an
optimization framework to improve fairness while maintaining
accuracy [15]. Zehlike et al. introduced FA*IR, a post-processing
algorithm to ensure group fairness in the topy retrieved documents
by guaranteeing a minimum proportion of protected candidates
while maximizing utility in IR systems [17].

In a nutshell, pre-processing ensures unbiased training data, in-
processing integrates fairness constraints during model training,
and post-processing modifies outputs to achieve equitable results.
Our study falls under post-processing, utilizing a classification
model for bias detection on content retrieved from a vector store,
offering a novel approach to addressing bias in information retrieval
systems.
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Figure 1: High Level Architecture of Bias Aware Agent. The user submits a query to the agent. The agent processes and reasons
on the query, retrieves relevant news chunks from the Vector Store, and ranks them based on relevance. The top-k chunk
vectors are passed to the Bias Detection Tool, which analyzes potential biases in the content. Using the output of the Bias
Detection Tool, the agent reasons and summarizes the retrieved news while appending a Bias Analysis to the final answer
provided to the user. This ensures both relevance and fairness in the response.

3 APPROACH

In this section, we explore the internals of the Bias-aware agent
framework. We leveraged LangGraph, a robust framework for build-
ing agentic systems and developed the agent based on the ReAct
agent model. Therefore, we begin by discussing the core principles
of the ReAct agent. Finally, we discuss the other components of the
framework i.e. focusing on the retriever and bias detection tools as
seen in Figure 1.

3.1 ReAct Agent

ReAct based agent is designed to solve complex tasks using both
reasoning and action capabilities of the LLMs. At its core, it consists
of two modules: a reasoner (R) and a set of tools (7). In our agent,
we are using GPT-4o as a reasoner with system prompt shown in
Figure 2. At each timestep t, the reasoner (R) receives an observation
0; € O from a tool € T. It then reasons on o; and based on the
current state s; € S which encapsulates all the context based on
previous observations of the agent upto time (t) and updates the
state s; by combining the prior state s;_; with the new observation
o;. Finally, based on this updated state it then determines an action
ay € A.If the selected action at involves another tool invocation,
then the agent invokes the respective tool { € T and restarts the
cycle. Thus, it becomes a reasoning loop which enables the agent

to adapt dynamically based on the observations O in the past and
effectively addresses complex, multi-step tasks. Figure 3 depicts the
reasoning loop of the Bias Aware Agent.

<System Prompt>

You are a highly advanced bias detection system de-
signed to analyze retrieved news articles for bias. Your
task is to:

Answer the query based on the content of the retrieved
article in a concise and factual manner.

Analyze the retrieved content for bias by utilizing available
tools.

Provide a bias evaluation: If the output is biased, state:
“This content contains bias.”

Include a brief explanation of why the content is biased,
citing specific examples. Otherwise, output: “This content
appears unbiased.”

Figure 2: System prompt for the reasoner of the Bias Aware
Agent.
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In the next subsections, we will explore the tools that are avail-
able to Bias Aware Agent to analyze the content.

User Query

Tool call to solve the sub tas
TOOLS
(Retriever as
Tool, Bias
Detection

as Tool)

Reasoner

Observation

No Tools Needed

Answer and

Bias Analysis

Figure 3: Reasoning loop of Bias Aware Agent which shows
how the reasoner can interact with the tools available to the
agent and iteratively does the bias analysis over the content
retrieved from a vector store.

3.2 Retriever as tool

To retrieve relevant content about the user query, the agent utilizes
ChromaDB, a vector store as a retriever. The retriever plays a very
important role in the working of the agent since it is responsible
for fetching relevant documents to analyze the bias on it.

3.2.1 Data Ingestion. To enable effective retrieval and bias analysis,
we used news articles since they are known for mixed content
(both biased and non-biased) to the database. The process involves
first chunking the articles text into small chunks (C) and then
subsequently embed them using OpenAIEmbedding model. Now
that each chunk c¢; where ¢; € C is transformed into the vector
space and can be represented as v;. Finally, v; are inserted into the
database.

3.2.2 Retrieval. During the reasoning loop, when a reasoner de-
cides to retrieve relevant documents, it generates a query g based
on the user’s input and current state s;. It then further transforms q
into its embedding form v4 and then similarly search is performed
to retrieve topy documents by evaluating distance d between vg
and v;. Once the topy documents are retrieved, they are further
sent back as observations to the reasoner.
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3.3 Bias Detection as tool

The Bias Detection tool is essential for identifying and analyzing
biases in the content retrieved by the agent. In our implementa-
tion, we are using pre-trained text classification model called Dbias
which is trained on MBAD dataset to detect bias and fairness in
the news articles. This specific model is built on top of distilbert-
base-uncased model. [10] Although, we are utilizing this model as
bias detector, but the framework allows the use of any model which
can effectively detects bias. Furthermore, inherent bias may exist in
the training of any classification model. The framework treats bias
detection as a tool, which makes it loosely coupled with the rest of
the system. This design ensures that incorporating another version
of the model requires minimal changes to the overall application,
enhancing adaptability, and enabling continuous improvements in
bias detection.

3.3.1 Analysis Workflow. Once the reasoner decides to analyze
the retrieved content, it invokes this tool. Bias detector further
evaluates the content for the bias and outputs binary classification
along with a probability score.

4 EXPERIMENTATION

In this section, we evaluate the bias detectability of Bias-Aware
Agent. The section is further divided into three subsections, we
first discuss the setup, procedure, and finally findings from the
conducted experiments.

4.1 Experiment Setup

4.1.1 Dataset and Queries. We are using a collection of news ar-
ticles composed of both biased and unbiased articles as a corpus.
As mentioned earlier, we have a tailor-made set of 40 queries: 20
framed to elicit articles with bias and 20 framed to find unbiased
articles.

4.1.2  Evaluation Metrics. To evaluate the performance of Bias-
Aware Agent, we utilize the following metrics: Precision, Recall,
F1-Score, and Support. These metrics provide insights into the per-
formance of the agent by examining the classification capabilities
of the agent.
e Precision: Precision measures the accuracy of the model
when it predicts a sample as belonging to the "positive" class
(e.g., biased articles). It quantifies the proportion of true pos-
itive predictions among all positive predictions. A higher
precision means the model rarely misclassifies unbiased ar-
ticles as bias sources.
L (1)
p+Fp
e Recall:Recall measures the model’s ability to correctly iden-
tify all biased articles in the dataset. Equation 2 defines the
Recall metric. A higher recall indicates the model success-
fully identifies most of the biased articles, minimizing false
negatives.

Precision =

TT—P (2)

p+EN

e F1-Score: The F1 score balances precision and recall, com-
bining them into a single value. It is particularly useful when
the dataset is imbalanced. The score can be calculated using

Recall =
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equation 3. This score ensures that neither over-prediction
nor under-prediction dominates the evaluation.

Precision X Recall
Fi-Score =2 X ——MM8MM——— 3)

Precision + Recall
e Support: Support refers to the number of actual samples
in each class (positive or negative), providing context for
the other metrics. Equation 4 and 5 refer to the positive and

negative support metrics, respectively.
Support = Tp + Fnr 4)
Support = Ty + Fp (5)

These metrics provide a comprehensive assessment of the agent,
ensuring that it can consistently identify bias.

4.2 Experiment Procedure

We pass a query to the Agent which will then output the tool logs as
well as the AT message. We then parse the logs for the passages that
were used, look for the bias classifier and confidence probability. We
also save the bias value set to the passage from the original dataset.
In the case of multiple articles were used and all aligned to the
same bias classifier, it was recorded in our main observation table.
On the other hand, if multiple sources were used but had different
bias alignments (biased, unbiased, no agreement), we record that
separately to simplify our results.

4.3 Findings

The agent demonstrated a satisfactory bias detection rate, consis-
tently identifying bias and properly associating keyword choice
commonly used in biased articles during information retrieval. As
shown in Table 1, the weighted average F1-score of 0.795 showcases
the agent’s ability to make accurate predictions and demonstrates a
high level of performance. Figure 4 represents the confusion matrix
which demonstrates the overall performance of Al agent in terms
of answering the query as well as presenting bias analysis.

Table 1: Performance of Bias-aware Agent in detecting bias

Metric Biased Non- Weighted Macro

Articles  Biased Average Average
Articles

Precision 0.818 0.714 0.773 76.60%

Recall 0.9 0.714 0.811 80.70%

F1- 0.857 0.714 0.795 78.69%

Score

Support 20 14 - -

Figure 5 shows the data points of the bias tool’s confidence in
its analysis to see how well it compares to T, and Fy,. The y-axis
of 1 on the graph represents when the detector accurately depicts
the article as biased or unbiased, while a value of 0 signifies an
incorrect classification. The average confidence level across all data
points is 0.821.

In the field of Responsible Al a key challenge lies in balancing
utility and fairness. Our approach prioritizes utility by providing
analysis so that users can make an informed decision rather than
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Figure 4: Confusion Matrix showing the performance of the
bias detection ability of the agent. Values shown are from
queries resulting in analysis of 1 article used a source for a
response to a query.

Table 2: Bias detection performance for individual queries
which result in using mixed sources (biased and non biased)

Query Biased Non- No Agent  Probability

Arti- Biased Agree- Predic-

cles Arti- ment tion

cles
3 3 1 0 Bias 0.995
4 3 1 0 Bias 0.593
5 1 2 1 Bias 0.916
6 3 1 0 Bias 0.99
7 2 2 0 Non- 0.745
Bias

27 3 0 1 Bias 0.995
30 2 2 0 Bias 0.534
40 1 1 0 Bias 0.569

masking bias related terms, enabling users to make informed deci-
sions. The agent’s retriever tool may pull in multiple articles when
attempting to gather as much information as possible which can
lead to multiple bias levels being tested by an agent’s bias tool
which can lead to some mixed results. For the simplicity of this
experiment, we documented them in Table 2 as outliers and for
future improvements to the Agent framework. In comparison to
the main query results, it is interesting to see that confidence levels
are close to our other average confidence levels of 0.792. It also
showcases the effect of using multiple sources to formulate a sin-
gular answer and also the effects that 1 or more articles that can
be considered ‘biased’ can have a large effect on the decision of
biased or non-biased from the agent. The only time a non-biased
decision was made was when there were two non-biased sources
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Figure 5: Graph showcasing the correlation between
Bias Probability (Confidence) and the correlating Pre-
dicted/Actual Result. The Trendline in the graph is auto gen-
erated from the data points
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Figure 6: Stacked bar chart illustrating the distribution of
responses generated from biased and unbiased styled queries.
Each bar is divided into two segments: responses where bias
was detected in the sources (blue) and non-biased responses
(red). The figure highlights the relationship between query
formulation and the presence of bias in response content.

used alongside two biased sources and even then, resulted in a
lower-than-average confidence value for the decision of 0.745.

Figure 6 shows an interesting note that the articles chosen for
response generation remained close to even between the Bias and
Unbiased styling of the queries. Questions that were created to
avoid biased topics or be phrased in a way to attempt to find only
facts did not significantly change the amount of bias found in the
sources used to gather the data.
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5 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

This paper introduces the novel agentic framework which uses bias
detection as a tool. It will help users of LLMs to be more knowledge-
able and mindful of the responses and information gathered from
their questions. Due diligence for users is made easier and allows
for the sharing of knowledge to feel safer and more comfortable
for users when we know where and how we came to gather the
facts. Moreover, this study contributes to advancing transparency
in bias-aware flow by highlighting source articles were used and
how much bias they carry to generate the overall response of the
agent. This transparency enables users to feel more comfortable
and have more trust in their usage of agents.

In future work, there are many approaches to furthering the re-
search in this study where it can directly touch on bias mitigation,
it could be handled in multiple ways, first bias mitigation as a tool;
before the response is generated, a mitigation tool could identify
where biases could still exist in its response and perform a part of
censoring. Second, there could be a multi-agent system where one
agent specializes in removing a specific type of bias from the con-
tent in such a way that it can still maintain its utility. Another topic
could be advanced source selection and decision-making where
an agent can figure out if the bias is detected in the source article
and not adding value to the overall response; therefore, it can be
omitted. Small improvements to the results or articles retrieval may
be accrued from changing to another bias detector or using another
retrieval tool. By advancing in any or all of these, knowledge un-
derstanding and transparency of information sharing will be an
open expansion for all Al outside of this field.
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(20) What stance does the article take on transgender rights in

sports?

A.2 Queries highlighting non-bias

(1) What are the legislative facts surrounding abortion bans?

(2) How is data on wage disparities across different demograph-
ics presented?

(3) What data is used to discuss climate-related disasters?

(4) What are the key details about the benefits and risks of
artificial intelligence in healthcare?

(5) How has the increased recommendation of childhood vac-
cine affect vaccine rates?

(6) What are the reported impacts of late-term abortion laws?

[17] Meike Zehlike, Francesco Bonchi, Carlos Castillo, Sara Hajian, Mohamed Mega- (7) What evidence is cited to evaluate the effects of universal
hed, and Ricardo Baeza-Yates. 2017. Fa*ir: A fair top-k ranking algorithm. In basic i licies?
Proceedings of the 2017 ACM on Conference on Information and Knowledge Man- AaSIC Income policies: ,
agement. 1569-1578. (8) What are the key facts about the Green New Deal’s propos-
[18] Meike Zehlike and Carlos Castillo. 2020. Reducing disparate exposure in ranking: als?
A learning to rank approach. In Proceedings of The Web Conference. 2849-2855. . icd . . . . lici °
[19] Pengyu Zhao, Zijian Jin, and Ning Cheng. 2023. An In-depth Survey of (9) How is economic data tied to immigration po 1c1espresented.
Large Language Model-based Artificial Intelligence Agents. arXiv (2023). (10) What evidence is used to support or refute election fraud
arXiv:2309.14365 [cs.CL] https://arxiv.org/abs/2309.14365 claims?
[20] Yutao Zhu, Huaying Yuan, Shuting Wang, Jiongnan Liu, Wenhan Liu, Chen- : .
long Deng, Haonan Chen, Zheng Liu, Zhicheng Dou, and Ji-Rong Wen. 2024. (11) What are the measurable outcomes of COVID-19 policies?
Large Language Models for Information Retrieval: A Survey. arXiv (2024). (12) What are some facts about international sports scandals?
arXiv:2308.07107 [es.CL] https://arxiv.org/abs/2308.07107 (13) What historical information is provided in discussions about
voting rights legislation?
A QUERIES (14) How are international efforts to combat cybercrime described?
. . . . . 15) What are the statistics shared about public health emergen-
A.1 Queries highlighting bias (15) cies? P 8

(1) How are abortion providers described in the articles?

(2) What language is used to discuss pro-choice advocates?

(3) How does the article refer to pro-life advocates?

(4) What adjectives are used to describe climate activists like
Greta Thunberg?

(5) How are Republican immigration policies framed?

(6) What tone is used when discussing Planned Parenthood?

(7) How are transgender athletes described in the articles?

(8) What narrative is built around anti-vaccine advocates?

(9) How are online platforms regulating or promoting freedom B AGENT OUTPUT

of expression while combating hate speech? . . .
(10) What language is used to discuss activists involved in the B.1 Output for query that highlights bias

Black Lives Matter movement? B.1.1  Query. What tone is used in discussing President Trump’s

(11) How is the Green New Deal described in the articles? environmental policies?

(12) What tone is used in discussing President Trump’s environ-
mental policies?

(13) What are the reported statistics about homelessness rates in
urban centers?

(14) What evidence is used to describe the scale and impact of

(16) What are the precise details of legislation on gun control?

(17) How are vaccination rates among children reported?

(18) What is the factual basis for claims about unemployment
rates among immigrants?

(19) What are the key points about digital media platforms’ poli-
cies on content moderation and misinformation?

(20) How does the article report on the performance of renewable
energy initiatives?

B.1.2  Tool NewsArticleCorpus’s Observation. The Republican pres-
ident assumed he was helping the industry at the expense of the
environment — a trade-off Trump was happy to make since he
rejects climate science anyway.

humanitarian crises on affected populations? B.1.3  Tool Message - bias detector’s Observation.
(15) How are public officials portrayed in stories about student *Biased”, 0.7811554670333862
loan debt?
(16) What language is used to describe Christian leaders or their B.1.4 Agent Response. The tone used in discussing President Trump’s
initiatives? environmental policies is critical, suggesting that he prioritized in-
(17) Why have the trustworthiness of vaccines deteriorate in dustry over the environment and dismissed climate science.
recent history? This content contains bias. The passage implies a negative judg-
(18) What examples are there of celebrities influencing public ment of President Trump’s actions by stating he was "happy to
perceptions of science and health issues? make" a trade-off at the expense of the environment and that he "re-
(19) What narrative is conveyed around military interventions jects climate science anyway,’ which suggests a dismissive attitude

in the Middle East? towards environmental concerns.
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B.2 Output for query that highlights
non-bias/facts in articles

B.2.1  Query. What criteria and evidence did the World Health

Organization use to declare COVID-19 a public health emergency

of international concern?

B.2.2  Tool NewsArticleCorpus’s Observation. The head of the World
Health Organization said Wednesday its emergency committee
needed more information before it was ready to declare the deadly
global coronavirus outbreak a public health emergency, even as the
hard-hit Chinese city of Wuhan was experiencing severe impact.

Karanbir Singh and William Ngu

B.2.3  Tool Message - bias detector’s Observation.
"Non — biased”, 0.7738906145095825

B.2.4 Agent Response. The World Health Organization (WHO)
declared COVID-19 a public health emergency of international
concern after its emergency committee determined that more infor-
mation was needed to make this decision. The declaration was made
in response to the deadly global coronavirus outbreak, particularly
as it severely impacted the Chinese city of Wuhan.

This content appears unbiased
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