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Abstract

Researchers have proposed the use of generative large language models
(LLMs) to label data for both research and applied settings. This literature
emphasizes the improved performance of LLMs relative to other natural
language models, noting that LLMs typically outperform other models on
standard metrics such as accuracy, precision, recall, and F1 score. However,
previous literature has also highlighted the bias embedded in language
models, particularly around contentious topics such as potentially toxic
content. This bias could result in labels applied by LLMs that dispropor-
tionately align with majority groups over a more diverse set of viewpoints.
In this paper, we evaluate how LLMs represent diverse viewpoints on these
contentious tasks. Across four annotation tasks on four datasets, we show
that LLMs do not show substantial disagreement with annotators on the
basis of demographics. Instead, the model, prompt, and disagreement
between human annotators on the labeling task are far more predictive of
LLM agreement. Our findings suggest that when using LLMs to annotate
data, under-representing the views of particular groups is not a substantial
concern. We conclude with a discussion of the implications for researchers
and practitioners.

1 Introduction

Recent research on large language models (LLMs) emphasizes their improved performance
on a variety of natural language processing tasks including classification and text generation
(Tan et al., 2024). In social science, researchers have proposed methods for using LLMs
to label texts for concepts of interest in the social sciences (Rathje et al., 2024; Bail, 2024;
Törnberg, 2023; Atreja et al., 2024). However, research on bias in machine learning systems
shows that models frequently overrepresent the views of majority groups (Davani et al.,
2022; Prabhakaran et al., 2021). The core concern motivating our paper is that by using these
models for text annotation in social science research, such research will over-represent the
views of majority groups and under-represent the views of minority groups.

To evaluate this concern, we evaluate the performance of LLMs on four different text anno-
tation tasks. We use the NLPositionality dataset (Santy et al., 2023), which contains labels on
social media comments for toxicity; the POPQUORN offensiveness and politeness datasets
(Pei & Jurgens, 2023), which contains labels on social media comments for offensiveness
and labels on emails for politeness; and the Wikipedia comments dataset (Wulczyn et al.,
2017), which contains labels on comments from Wikipedia edits for toxicity. We picked
these datasets for two reasons. First, the underlying tasks are contentious in nature resulting
in disagreement among human raters. Second, these datasets includes the demographics
of annotators who generated the labels, allowing us to (a) evaluate the performance of
LLMs on these tasks and (b) understand the extent to which LLMs agree with different
demographic groups. We focus on gender, race, and education demographic groups because
they were available in the datasets; prior work also acknowledges the potential bias related
to these groups (e.g. see Thakur 2023; Omar et al. 2025; Kotek et al. 2023; 2024).
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For the LLMs, we use GPT-4o mini, Llama 3.3 70B Instruct, and Gemini 1.5 Flash. To ensure
that our results are not prompt-specific, we also tested three different prompts for eliciting
labels for each dataset. For each text from each dataset, we label the text using each of the
three models and each of the three prompts, resulting in nine LLM labels per text. See Table
1 for a summary of these factors and their levels. We determine agreement by evaluating
whether the model provides the same labels that the annotator did (e.g. if the annotator
labeled the text toxic, and the model labeled the text toxic, then the model agrees with that
annotator). We compute LLM’s agreement with each individual annotator and use logistic
regression to understand the demographic factors that predict LLM agreement with human
labelers.

Table 1: Factors and Levels in our Experiments
Factor Factor Levels

Model GPT-4o mini Llama 3.3 70B
Instruct

Gemini 1.5
Flash

Dataset
(task)

NLPositionality
(toxicity)

POPQUORN
Politeness (po-
liteness)

POPQUORN
Offensiveness
(offensiveness)

Wikipedia com-
ments (toxicity)

LLM Anno-
tations

2,583 13,500 33,462 25,678

Prompt 1 2 3

Across all datasets, we find that LLMs do not show substantial disagreement with annotators
on the basis of demographics. Rather, the difficulty of the labeling task (measured using
disagreement among human annotators), the model used, and the prompt used are far more
predictive of LLM agreement than the demographics of the annotators. Additionally, when
LLMs tend to agree with one demographic group over the other, the demographic group is
not consistent across datasets. For example, the LLMs tend to agree with white annotators
more often on the offensiveness and politeness tasks, but tend to agree with non-white
annotators more for the NLPositionality toxicity task. Within each task, there is no variation
among models on the demographic groups with which the models tend to agree; GPT
4o-mini, Llama, and Gemini agree with the same demographic groups. These findings
indicate that model agreement with demographic groups is dataset-specific and may be a
function of the underlying population of annotators in the data generating process or of the
annotation task itself rather than a function of underlying bias in the LLMs themselves.

2 Related Work

2.1 Bias in LLMs

Previous research has focused on bias in natural language processing (NLP), highlighting
how language models can manifest implicit biases existing in society (Bolukbasi et al., 2016;
Caliskan et al., 2017; Garg et al., 2018; Zhao et al., 2019). Further, burgeoning research on
LLMs shows that similar to their predecessors, LLMs exhibit biases related to gender, race,
and other demographic factors (Kotek et al., 2024). Multiple studies have found gender
bias to be prevalent in LLM outputs, manifesting in gendered word associations and biased
narratives (Thakur, 2023; Omar et al., 2025) as well as gendered stereotypes (Kotek et al.,
2023). Additional studies have found racial biases as well (Omar et al., 2025), demonstrating
racist stereotypes or biased outcomes in medical LLMs (Hastings, 2024). LLMs exhibit
intersectional biases in addition to racial and gender biases, with LLM-generated texts
implying lower levels of agency for multiply marginalized demographic groups (e.g. Black
females) (Wan & Chang, 2024). LLMs exhibit biases beyond just race and gender, including
other protected groups such as sexuality and religion (Kotek et al., 2024). Moreover, LLMs
may not only produce bias in the text they produce, but they may express even more bias
when instructed to answer using personas (Dong et al., 2024).
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2.2 Persona Effects in LLMs

Persona effects are the ability of an LLM to embody a particular persona. For example,
given a set of demographics, political beliefs, psychological profiles, or other informa-
tion, LLMs can create responses aligning with individuals of those demographics. LLMs
demonstrate consistent ability to manifest assigned personas, but their impact varies widely
across different tasks and contexts, with some configurations of identities significantly
affecting performance and others showing minimal influence. Hu & Collier (2024) found
that personas account for less than 10% of the variance in data annotations, but including
these annotations in LLM prompts significantly improves annotation accuracy. Persona
assignment can shape LLM behavior in measurable ways. However, these benefits are not
universal; prompting job-related identities to boost LLM accuracy did not show measurable
improvements (Zheng et al., 2024). Persona assignment can also produce overly specific or
stereotyped results. Gupta et al. (2023) showed that persona assignment used stereotypes
when responding to questions after being assigned a persona, and Bisbee et al. (2024) shows
that persona assignment to produce political opinions yields results with significantly less
variation than the underlying population the LLM is attempting to represent. Taken together,
the existing research on persona effects in LLMs shows that LLMs can accurately represent
the viewpoints given a set of personas, but these viewpoints can also be biased with respect
to the personas the researchers are aiming to represent.

2.3 LLMs for Text Labeling

There is a growing body of research evaluating the efficacy of LLMs for text labeling tasks
(Tan et al., 2024; Atreja et al., 2024). Many of these studies find that LLMs exhibit higher
performance in classification tasks, and LLMs can be cheaper than hiring human annotators
(Li et al., 2023; Törnberg, 2023). Moreover, there are particular tasks where LLM labeling can
yield pro-social results—for example, using LLMs to label toxic online speech rather than
exposing moderators to harmful online content (Li et al., 2024). Other research evaluating the
use of LLMs in social research shows that LLMs display significant persona effects, meaning
when prompted, they can accurately represent the opinions of the persona prompted (Hu &
Collier, 2024). However, this accuracy comes at a cost; persona prompting can be overly
precise, masking variance among the demographic groups they aim to represent (Bisbee
et al., 2024; Hu & Collier, 2024). Among subjective annotation tasks, which are often the
subject of papers proposing the use of large language models (e.g. Törnberg 2023), it is
unclear whether LLMs are biased in their annotations.

2.4 Annotators and Subjective Annotation Tasks

Models are frequently trained on data labeled by annotators. For subjective annotation tasks–
i.e. tasks where the label may not have a ground truth and instead rely on the subjective
judgments of the data annotators–data annotations can replicate the same biases that exist
in humans (Hube et al., 2019; Dı́az, 2020). Recent research on subjective data annotations
shows that annotator characteristics influence task outcomes (Al Kuwatly et al., 2020; Hube
et al., 2019; Dı́az, 2020). Aggregating over annotators to determine a ground truth label
(for example, by taking the majority label across all annotators) can systematically under-
represent the views of minority annotators (Davani et al., 2022; Prabhakaran et al., 2021).
The pool of annotators—their demographics, cultural backgrounds, political beliefs, and
personality traits—and the aggregation decisions made by researchers can create biased
training data. Machine learning models are then trained on these biased annotations,
manifesting bias in model outputs. Dı́az (2020) shows how annotator bias in subjective
annotation tasks biases downstream model predictions.

Disagreement in annotations is not necessarily a result of poor performance on the task,
but can be the consequence of different subjective beliefs (Wan et al., 2023). Using LLMs to
label texts essentially treats an LLM as a data annotator, which may suffer from the same
biases exhibited when aggregating over multiple annotators since LLMs can be understood
as aggregations over large amounts of training data.
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3 Data & Methods

To account for the diversity of language tasks researchers may use LLMs for, we use four
open datasets covering four annotation tasks in this study (Santy et al., 2023; Pei & Jurgens,
2023; Wulczyn et al., 2017). These datasets are labeled for contentious topics, which are the
subject of much of the research related to LLM annotations due to the potential for reducing
human annotators’ exposure to harmful content (Li et al., 2024). These datasets are also
among the few datasets in NLP that include the demographics of annotators, allowing us
to understand how LLM annotations represent (or do not represent) the views of different
annotators. We describe the datasets below and outline our analytical method for evaluating
LLM annotation biases. In Table 2 we show a summary of the demographics in each dataset.
For education, the majority group is non-college educated, and the minority group is college
educated; for gender, the majority group is men, and the minority group is non-men; and
for race, the majority group is white and the minority group is non-white.

3.1 NLPositionality Toxicity Data

The NLPositionality Toxicity Data is a collection of social media posts that contain binary
labels indicating whether or not those posts are toxic (Santy et al., 2023). Annotators were
sourced through Lab in the Wild, an opt-in crowd-sourcing platform to evaluate the align-
ment of models with different demographic groups. From these data, we used demographic
data for gender, race, and education. For the annotators, there are 336 annotators that
identify as men and 711 annotators that identify as non-men; 296 white annotators and 766
non-white annotators; and 253 college-educated annotators and 614 non-college educated
annotators. There are 299 unique texts annotated by 1,082 unique annotators.

3.2 POPQUORN Offensiveness Data

The POPQUORN Offensiveness dataset contains social media comments with ordinal labels
on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 being not offensive at all and 5 being very offensive). The annotators
are sourced through a quota-sampled pool of workers on Lucid with the aim of being
generally representative of the U.S. population. From these data, we use gender, race, and
education demographics. There are 262 unique annotators of which 124 identify as men (138
non-men), 197 identify as white (65 non-white), and 171 college educated (85 non-college
educated). The POPQUORN Offensiveness dataset consists of 1,500 unique comments
randomly sampled from the Ruddit dataset (Hada et al., 2021).

3.3 POPQUORN Politeness Data

The POPQUORN Politeness data set contains emails with ordinal labels on a scale of 1 to
5 (1 being not polite at all and 5 being very polite). The annotators are sourced through a
quota-sampled pool of workers on Lucid with the aim of being generally representative
of the U.S. population, though from a different pool than the POPQUORN Offensiveness
dataset. From these data, we use gender, race, and education demographics. There are 506
unique annotators with 236 identifying as men, 267 identifying as non-men, 367 identifying
as white, 135 identifying as non-white, 334 college educated, and 155 non-college educated.
The dataset contains 3,718 unique emails from Shetty & Adibi (2004).

3.4 Wikipedia Toxicity Data

The Wikipedia toxicity data set contains comments in Wikipedia edits which contains binary
labels for comments indicating whether or not they are toxic (Wulczyn et al., 2017). The
annotators were sourced on Crowdflower. From these data, we use gender and education
demographics; this dataset does not contain information about annotators’ race. The dataset
consists of 2,893 unique annotators, of which 1,913 identify as men, 980 identify as non-men,
1,980 are college educated, and 911 are not college educated. The dataset consists of 159,463
unique texts of which we sample 2,095 to label. The details of this sampling strategy can be
found below.
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Table 2: Demographics of annotators across datasets
Dataset Demographic Minority Majority NA
NLPositionality Education 614 253 214
NLPositionality Gender 711 336 34
NLPositionality Race/Ethnicity 766 296 19
POPQUORN Offensivness Education 171 85 6
POPQUORN Offensivness Gender 138 124 0
POPQUORN Offensivness Race/Ethnicity 65 197 0
POPQUORN Politeness Education 334 155 17
POPQUORN Politeness Gender 267 236 3
POPQUORN Politeness Race/Ethnicity 135 367 4
Wikipedia Education 2,315 1,039 2
Wikipedia Gender 1,161 2,195 0

3.5 Data Processing and Sampling

To assess whether LLM models are more likely to align with majority demographic groups,
we recoded gender, race, and education variables into binary categories: man/non-man,
white/non-white, and non-college-educated/college-educated. This transformation al-
lows us to analyze agreement patterns without focusing on the demographic predictors
themselves, instead highlighting potential biases favoring dominant social groups.

For each text, we calculated normalized label entropy by taking the set of human labels for a
given text, calculating entropy, and dividing by the log number of labels. More specifically,
Label Entropy =

−∑n
x p(x) log p(x)

log(n) , where p(x) represents the probability of an annotator
selecting a particular label and n represents the total number of labels. We use label entropy
as a measure of the disagreement among human annotators. Low label entropy indicates
a high level of agreement across annotators, and high label entropy indicates a low level
of agreement among annotators. Disagreement among annotators can be a result of task
difficulty, where texts that do not neatly fit into one category or another have high levels of
disagreement due to the difficulty of discernment. However, high label entropy can also
indicate legitimate disagreement because of subjective views of the concept of interest.

Due to budget constraints, we used stratified samples of the Wikipedia Toxicity dataset. We
stratified this sample based on label entropy, ensuring that our sample is balanced across
texts of varying levels of disagreement among annotators.

3.6 LLM Annotations

For this experiment, we employ GPT-4o Mini, Llama 3.3 70B Instruct, and Gemini 1.5 Flash.
These models represent a diverse range of architectures, training processes, and openness,
and are widely used in LLM research, enabling a broader analysis of model behavior
across different language models researchers might use. To mitigate prompt-specific biases,
we designed three distinct prompts for each dataset. These prompts can be found in the
appendix. Each language model is provided with all three prompts, generating labels for
each input text accordingly.1 Utilizing three language models and three prompts, each
text receives a total of nine independent LLM-generated annotations, resulting in a total of
75,223 annotations across all four tasks. For each of the LLM annotations, we extract the
label from the response using GPT-4o mini (e.g. for the toxicity task, extracting “yes” from
“yes, the text is toxic.”) We then compare the LLM annotations with human annotations,
specifically evaluating whether the models’ annotation aligns with the human annotations.

1For the LLM annotations, we operationalized “toxicity” as our annotation framework to bridge
the methodological gap between the narrow “hate speech” criteria used by human coders and the
broader “rude, hateful, aggressive, or unreasonable language” criteria applied to LLMs in the original
NLPositionality study.
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To examine factors influencing agreement between LLM and human annotations, we use
logistic regression models. Our dependent variable is model-human agreement (where
agreement is 1 and disagreement is 0). For independent variables, we include the demo-
graphic attributes of the human annotators to assess potential biases in model alignment. We
also control for label entropy–which captures disagreement among human annotators–and
prompt to account for any prompt-specific or data-specific effects on model responses. For
the main results, we perform a logistic regression model for each dataset and language
model. Thus, agreement is predicted as a function of label entropy, prompt, gender, race
(where available), and education. To account for the number of regressions we run, we
apply Bonferroni correction for significance testing.

4 Results

Figure 1 shows the regression results for each data set and LLM. We show the probabilities
of an LLM agreeing with each demographic group, where blue-colored points mean that
the LLM agrees with the majority demographic group, red points mean that the LLM agrees
with the minority demographic group, and the size of the point denotes the coefficient size.

In the NLPositionality dataset, the LLMs were less likely to agree with college-educated
annotators, annotators who identify as men, and white annotators. Within the POPQUORN
offensiveness dataset, the LLMs were less likely to agree with college-educated annotators
and more likely to agree with white annotators. GPT-4o mini was less likely to agree with
man-identifying annotators, but Llama and Gemini did not exhibit a statistically significant
likelihood of agreement with annotators who identify as men. For the POPQUORN polite-
ness dataset, the LLMs were more likely to agree with college-educated annotators, less
likely to agree with annotators who identify as men, and more likely to agree with white
annotators, though some of these were not statistically significant. Lastly, for Wikipedia,
LLMs agreed with annotators who identify as men, and results for education were insignifi-
cant. Taken together, the LLM agreements with annotators are generally consistent within a
dataset, but they are not consistent across datasets.

The different results across datasets indicate that the LLMs do not exhibit a general tendency
to agree with one demographic group over another. Notably, we found that within datasets,
different LLMs are generally consistent regarding the demographic group they agree with,
indicating that agreement with different demographic groups is dataset-specific, and may
be a result of the underlying data, task, or annotator pool. Additionally, the range of
probabilities is between 0.46 and 0.55, indicating that even at their most biased, LLMs are
only about 5% more likely to agree with one demographic group over another. This suggests
that LLMs may not systematically over-represent or under-represent the views of particular
demographic groups to a large degree.

To further examine the factors contributing to LLM agreement with annotators, we use
logistic regression to predict agreement as a function of label entropy (our measure for
annotator disagreement), LLM used, annotator gender, annotator race, annotator education,
and LLM prompt. Figure 2 shows the odds ratios for each regression for each dataset. As
the figure shows, the strongest predictor, by far, for LLM agreement is label entropy. LLM
agreement is inversely related to label entropy; as label entropy increases, the LLMs are less
likely to agree with annotators. This intuitively makes sense: if annotators largely disagree
with each other, then there are by default fewer possible annotators for the LLM to agree
with. Additionally, texts with high amounts of disagreement can be considered texts that
are trickier or more difficult to label, hence causing disagreement among the annotators
and reducing the likelihood that the LLM would agree with any particular annotator. To a
smaller and less consistent degree, LLM choice plays a role in agreement predictions. For
the NLPositionality and Politeness datasets, Llama and Gemini lead to lower agreement
than GPT-4o mini. For the POPQUORN offensiveness dataset, Gemini was less likely to
produce labels that agreed with annotators than GPT-4o mini, while Llama produced labels
with higher rates of agreement with annotators. For Wikipedia, Llama was less likely to
agree with annotators than GPT-4o mini. In summary, the model does generally matter,
but there is not a model that exhibits agreement with annotators more consistently across
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Logistic Regression Coefficients by LLM and Demographic

Figure 1: Logistic Regression Coefficients by LLM and Demographic Group: The figure
shows probabilities from logistic regressions for each LLM-dataset pair. Each facet represents
one of the datasets. Within each facet, there is a grid representing regression coefficients for
each demographic (columns) and LLM (rows). The point is sized by the coefficient size, and
the point color is determined by the probability of agreement with the reference group (in
parentheses). Blue indicates that the LLM is more likely to agree with the reference group,
and red indicates that the LLM is more likely to agree with the non-reference group. White
dots represent coefficients that were not statistically significant.

datasets. Prompts chosen also matter, but not consistently. In some cases the prompt used
does influence agreement, but the impact of prompts is lower than that of label entropy and
LLM.2

5 Discussion

We compared three LLMs’ annotations on four tasks and did not find clear evidence of bias
toward any particular gender, race, or educational attainment demographic group. In some
cases, the LLMs were biased towards majority demographic groups, and in other cases
the models were biased towards minority demographic groups. Moreover, in cases where
there was a statistically significant probability of an LLM agreeing with one demographic
group relative to another, the probability of agreement was not large; the probabilities of
agreeing with any demographic group were between 0.46 and 0.55. We did, however, find
that the specific LLM, prompt, and difficulty of the task were significantly predictive of
LLM agreement with human annotators.

2We estimated a model without entropy to assess whether it was masking demographic effects.
Removing entropy from the model did not meaningfully change results. Details are in the Appendix.

7



Preprint. Under review.
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Prompt Label: prompt_1
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Model: Gemini
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Odds Ratios with 95% Confidence Intervals Across Datasets

Figure 2: Odds Ratios Across Datasets: The figure shows the odds ratios from logistic
regressions for each dataset predicting LLM agreement as a function of label entropy, LLM,
annotator gender, annotator race, annotator education, and prompt. The odds ratios are
displayed with their 95% confidence intervals. The x-axis is the odds ratio, and the y-
axis is the variable of interest. Points are colored for each dataset: NLPositionality (red),
POPQUORN Offensiveness (green), POPQUORN Politeness (red), and Wikipedia comments
(purple).

The core concern motivating our paper is that known biases in LLMs (Kotek et al., 2023;
2024; Omar et al., 2025; Hastings, 2024; Thakur, 2023) may manifest in privileging the views
of some demographic groups over others in data annotations, impacting the statistical
inferences that use those annotations. These findings suggest that these concerns are
unfounded, at least in the datasets we analyzed. While we observed some variation in
LLM agreement with different demographic groups, these patterns were dataset-specific
rather than indicative of a generalized bias in the models. This is contrary to what we might
expect from existing research on LLM bias, which demonstrates that LLMs embody and
perpetuate stereotypes in their linguistic outputs (Kotek et al., 2024). Instead, perhaps due
to the close-ended nature of the task, we find minimal evidence of LLMs agreeing with one
demographic group over another. The lack of consistency in demographic agreement across
datasets implies that any observed differences are more likely a function of the underlying
annotator pool and data characteristics rather than inherent biases in the LLMs themselves.

5.1 Implications for Researchers

For researchers and practitioners considering LLMs for data annotation, our results indicate
that while LLMs do not appear to introduce strong demographic biases, challenges remain
in handling ambiguous or highly subjective labeling tasks. Literature on persona effects (Hu
& Collier, 2024) suggests persona-specific prompting can effectively increase agreement for
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particular demographic groups. However, our results indicate that there are diminishing
returns to persona-specific prompting because the difference between demographic groups
and LLMs’ agreement is already low. These small gains in accuracy are likely not worth the
potential costs of persona-specific stereotyping those prompts can elicit. In some cases, the
benefits of using LLMs to annotate data may outweigh representational harms; for example,
it may be better to use LLMs to annotate data than relying on human annotators because
the annotation task itself can cause significant harm to annotators. For instance, exposing
annotators to hate speech or toxic content carries risks for those annotators (Li et al., 2024;
Schöpke-Gonzalez et al., 2024).

By far, the most significant predictor of LLM disagreement with annotators was label
entropy, or disagreement among human annotators, indicating that LLMs and human
annotators struggled with similar annotation tasks. Contrary to our expectations in this
study, we do not find consistent or substantial bias towards any demographic group in
particular. While there may be other reasons that researchers are hesitant to use LLMs to
annotate texts (e.g. concerns about the environment, budget, or replicability of closed-source
models), our results do not indicate that underrepresenting particular demographic groups
is a substantial concern.

5.2 Limitations and Future Work

We are only looking at four datasets and four tasks, and given the heterogeneity of our
findings, we are not able to provide clear evidence regarding bias in large language models
on subjective annotation tasks. Moreover, we only test three LLMs, so other LLMs may not
behave this way or actually may be rather biased. We also only test datasets in English, and
our results may not hold in other language contexts. However, the consistency of our results
within dataset would suggest that bias comes from the underlying data generating process
rather than model annotations themselves given the uniformity of results within dataset.
Additionally, for the closed source models we tested (GPT-4o mini and Gemini), models may
be updated, meaning results may not be consistent over time (while open-source models
may also change over time, researchers could use version control to use older versions of
models) (Munger, 2023). In recognition of the potential harms of LLMs, LLM producers also
use red-teaming and safety alignment to modify model outputs, which may also explain
some of the results in this paper. However, due to lack of transparency from these producers,
we cannot provide clear evidence one way or another. Future work should explore whether
these findings hold across additional datasets and tasks, as well as investigate strategies for
improving LLM performance in cases of high annotator disagreement. Additionally, while
LLMs may not systematically favor particular demographic groups, their responses are
still influenced by model choice and prompting strategy, underscoring the need for careful
prompt engineering and validation when using these models for annotation in research and
applied settings.

6 Conclusion

Our study evaluates whether large language models (LLMs) exhibit systematic bias in
agreement with annotators from different demographic groups. Across four annotation
tasks using four datasets and three LLMs, we found that LLM agreement with annotators
was not primarily driven by demographic differences. Instead, the strongest predictor of
LLM agreement was label entropy, or the level of disagreement among human annotators on
the original annotation task. This suggests that rather than consistently favoring particular
demographic groups, LLMs struggle most with annotating texts that human annotators
themselves find ambiguous or contentious. Additionally, we found that the choice of LLM
and the specific prompt used to elicit labels also influenced agreement rates, but no single
model consistently outperformed the others across all tasks. These results suggest that LLMs
can be used to label social science data for research without substantial representational
harms.
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Angela M Schöpke-Gonzalez, Shubham Atreja, Han Na Shin, Najmin Ahmed, and Libby
Hemphill. Why do volunteer content moderators quit? burnout, conflict, and harmful
behaviors. New Media & Society, 26(10):5677–5701, 2024.

Jitesh Shetty and Jafar Adibi. The enron email dataset database schema and brief statistical
report. Information sciences institute technical report, University of Southern California, 4(1):
120–128, 2004.

Zhen Tan, Dawei Li, Song Wang, Alimohammad Beigi, Bohan Jiang, Amrita Bhattacharjee,
Mansooreh Karami, Jundong Li, Lu Cheng, and Huan Liu. Large language models for
data annotation and synthesis: A survey. arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.13446, 2024.

Vishesh Thakur. Unveiling gender bias in terms of profession across llms: Analyzing and
addressing sociological implications. arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.09162, 2023.

Petter Törnberg. Chatgpt-4 outperforms experts and crowd workers in annotating political
twitter messages with zero-shot learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.06588, 2023.

Ruyuan Wan, Jaehyung Kim, and Dongyeop Kang. Everyone’s voice matters: Quantifying
annotation disagreement using demographic information. In Proceedings of the AAAI
Conference on Artificial Intelligence, volume 37, pp. 14523–14530, 2023.

Yixin Wan and Kai-Wei Chang. White men lead, black women help? benchmarking language
agency social biases in llms. arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.10508, 2024.

11

https://aclanthology.org/2021.law-1.14


Preprint. Under review.

Ellery Wulczyn, Nithum Thain, and Lucas Dixon. Ex machina: Personal attacks seen at
scale. In Proceedings of the 26th international conference on world wide web, pp. 1391–1399,
2017.

Jieyu Zhao, Tianlu Wang, Mark Yatskar, Ryan Cotterell, Vicente Ordonez, and Kai-Wei
Chang. Gender bias in contextualized word embeddings. arXiv preprint arXiv:1904.03310,
2019.

Mingqian Zheng, Jiaxin Pei, Lajanugen Logeswaran, Moontae Lee, and David Jurgens.
When” a helpful assistant” is not really helpful: Personas in system prompts do not
improve performances of large language models. In Findings of the Association for Compu-
tational Linguistics: EMNLP 2024, pp. 15126–15154, 2024.

Appendix

A Robustness Checks

To ensure that label entropy is not masking demographic variation, we run the same logistic
regressions as specified in Figure 1, but we leave label entropy out of the controls. The results
remain largely the same as our main specification, alieviating concerns that controlling for
label entropy is masking true effects. The results can be found in Figure ??.

B Classification Prompts

We used three semantically-equivalent classification prompts with each LLM.

B.1 NLPositionality Toxicity Data

Prompt 1:

I want you to perform a data annotation task. Your task is to carefully read
the text provided below and determine whether the text is toxic or not. In
your output, I want you to respond with yes if the text is toxic, otherwise
respond with no.

Prompt 2:

Perform data annotation by determining if the text is toxic or not. Only
respond with yes or no.

Prompt 3:

Carefully review the text below and assess whether it is toxic. If the text is
toxic, respond with yes; if not, respond with no.

B.2 POPQUORN Offensiveness Data

Prompt 1:

I want you to perform an annotation task. Your task is to carefully read the
text provided below and determine how offensive the text is on a scale of
1-5, where ”1” is ”not offensive at all” and 5 is ”very offensive.”

Prompt 2:

Complete an annotation task by carefully reading the text below and rating
its offensiveness on a scale of 1 to 5, where ”1” means ”not offensive at all”
and ”5” indicates ”very offensive.”
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Figure 3: Logistic Regression Coefficients by LLM and Demographic Group: The figure
shows probabilities from logistic regressions for each LLM-dataset pair. Each facet represents
one of the datasets. Within each facet, there is a grid representing regression coefficients for
each demographic (columns) and LLM (rows). The point is sized by the coefficient size, and
the point color is determined by the probability of agreement with the reference group (in
parentheses). Blue indicates that the LLM is more likely to agree with the reference group,
and red indicates that the LLM is more likely to agree with the non-reference group. White
dots represent coefficients that were not statistically significant.

Prompt 3:

Rate the offensiveness of the text below from 1 (not offensive) to 5 (very
offensive).

B.3 POPQUORN Politeness Data

Prompt 1:

I want you to perform an annotation task. Your task is to carefully read the
email provided below and determine how polite the email is on a scale of
1-5, where ”1” is ”not polite at all” and 5 is ”very polite.”

Prompt 2:

Complete an annotation task by carefully reading the text below and rating
its politeness on a scale of 1 to 5, where ”1” means ”not polite at all” and
”5” indicates ”very polite.”

Prompt 3:
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Rate the politeness of the text below from 1 (not polite) to 5 (very polite).

B.4 Wikipedia Toxicity Data

Prompt 1:

I want you to perform a data annotation task. Your task is to carefully read
the text provided below and determine whether the text is toxic or not. In
your output, I want you to respond with yes if the text is toxic, otherwise
respond with no.

Prompt 2:

Perform data annotation by determining if the text is toxic or not. Only
respond with yes or no.

Prompt 3:

Carefully review the text below and assess whether it is toxic. If the text is
toxic, respond with yes; if not, respond with no.

C Extraction Prompts

Previous studies have shown that prompting LLMs to be concise can reduce accuracy in
response (Deng et al., 2024). For the POPQUORN Offensiveness and Politeness datasets,
we used an extraction step to obtain the LLMs’ ratings (from 1 to 5) from their responses
to the classification prompts. Specifically, we used the following extraction prompt for the
Offensiveness dataset:

Based on your response above, what is the numeric rating on the offensive-
ness scale? Only return a number with no other words, punctuation, or
characters. If no number is provided, respond with ”N/A”.

We used the following extraction prompt for the Politeness dataset:

Based on your response above, what is the numeric rating on the polite-
ness scale? Only return a number with no other words, punctuation, or
characters. If no number is provided, respond with “N/A”.

For the Wikipedia Toxicity dataset, we used the following extraction prompt:

Based on your answer above, is the text toxic? Respond with only “yes” or
“no” with no other words, punctuation, or characters.

No extraction step was needed for the NLPositionality Toxicity dataset; all responses only
needed light processing (e.g., removing \n) to yield a “yes” or “no” answer.
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