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ABSTRACT

The integration of Large Language Models (LLMs) into social science research presents transforma-
tive opportunities for advancing scientific inquiry, particularly in public administration (PA). How-
ever, the absence of standardized methodologies for using LLMs poses significant challenges for
ensuring transparency, reproducibility, and replicability. This manuscript introduces the TaMPER
framework—a structured methodology organized around five critical decision points: Task, Model,
Prompt, Evaluation, and Reporting. The TaMPER framework provides scholars with a systematic
approach to leveraging LLMs effectively while addressing key challenges such as model variability,
prompt design, evaluation protocols, and transparent reporting practices.

Keywords Large Language Models · Generative Artificial Intelligence · Social Science Inquiry · Public Administra-
tion

1 Introduction

The integration of Large Language Models (LLMs) into social science research presents remarkable opportunities for
advancing scientific inquiry. These models serve as powerful, scalable tools for measurement, modeling, and simula-
tion (Mallory, 2024), enabling new avenues for empirical exploration and discovery. Such technological innovations
often catalyze scientific revolutions by providing novel methods for investigation (Dyson, 1999). However, realizing
LLMs’ transformative potential requires a clear understanding of their capabilities and limitations and developing
rigorous methodological approaches (Naveed et al., 2024). Unfortunately, social scientists currently lack standard-
ized protocols to ensure transparency, reproducibility, and replicability in LLM-driven research.1 This manuscript
addresses this gap by introducing the TaMPER framework, a structured methodology for integrating LLMs into
social science studies with particular attention to public administration (PA) scholarship.

The TaMPER framework responds to key challenges inherent to LLM use: their non-deterministic outputs, rapid
evolution of capabilities, and the lack of guidelines for transparent documentation. It is organized around five deci-

1Ziems et al. work is a notable and commendable exception.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2504.01037v1


TAMPERING WITH LLMS

sion points—Task, Model, Prompt, Evaluation, and Reporting—each designed to guide researchers in maintaining
methodological rigor while leveraging generative AI tools. By systematically addressing these components, scholars
can mitigate risks associated with the dynamic nature of LLMs and ensure reproducibility across studies.

LLMs have the potential to democratize knowledge work by enabling researchers to efficiently analyze large-scale
textual data. Yet their practical accessibility remains constrained by significant barriers, including expensive sub-
scriptions, requirements for advanced technical skills, the need for high-performance computing infrastructure, and
institutional and policy restrictions (Sathish et al., 2024). Recognizing these challenges, the TaMPER framework em-
phasizes adaptability and flexibility, enabling researchers across diverse skill levels and contexts to engage equitably
with generative AI technologies even as the capabilities and applications of LLMs rapidly evolve.

This manuscript is organized into sections corresponding to the five decision points in the TaMPER framework: Task,
Model, Prompt, Evaluation, and Reporting. Each section explores methodological considerations, illustrating how
these decision points interact in practice. The discussion covers foundational aspects of LLMs, their architecture,
functionality, and practical applications in PA research, supported by examples and actionable insights.

1.1 What Are LLMs?

To make informed decisions about using LLMs in research, it is essential to understand their architecture. At their core,
LLMs are advanced machine learning systems trained on vast text datasets to process and generate human-like lan-
guage (Chang & Bergen, 2024). They rely on prompts—natural language inputs (sometimes referred to as queries)—to
produce outputs ranging from summaries to detailed text generation that resembles, mimics, or demonstrates complex
reasoning. This dynamic input-output interaction makes them versatile tools in social science research.

Most modern LLMs use the transformer neural network architecture, which employs self-attention to process input
sequences (Vaswani et al., 2023). During inference, text is generated autoregressively: predicting one token at a
time based on previously generated tokens. However, training objectives vary across models. Some models, like
OpenAI’s GPT, are trained with causal language modeling (predicting the next token in a sequence given prior context)
(Radford, 2018), while others, like Google’s BERT, use masked language modeling (predicting missing tokens within
a sequence) (Devlin et al., 2019). The self-attention mechanism enables the model to capture complex contextual
relationships across all tokens simultaneously, rather than processing them in a strictly sequential order.

Transformer-based LLMs begin by converting text into a numerical representation through a process called tokeniza-
tion wherein text is divided into tokens, which are integer identifiers representing words, sub-words, or character
sequences from a predefined vocabulary. These tokens are then mapped to high-dimensional numerical vectors known
as embeddings. Transformers aggregate all token embeddings into an internal dictionary called an embedding layer.
The transformer’s embedding layer represents all token meanings in a way that captures relationships between to-
kens based on patterns learned from the training data. These embeddings provide a dense numerical representation
of the semantic meaning of tokens, ultimately allowing the model to recognize semantic similarities and contextual
relationships between different words and phrases.

Transformers are aptly named because they refine the semantic meaning of each token by incorporating the surrounding
context from the input sequence. A transformer-based LLM consists of multiple layers of transformer blocks, each
building upon the output of the previous layer. This sequential process enables the model to capture increasingly
complex, abstract, and nuanced relationships in language, ultimately allowing it to interpret meaning in a context-
sensitive manner.

Understanding the technical foundations of LLMs, such as tokenization, embeddings, and transformer architectures,
helps researchers make informed decisions about how to best leverage these powerful yet complex tools. The nuances
of task definition, model selection, prompt engineering, evaluation methods, and reporting requirements are inherently
tied to these technical characteristics.

1.2 TaMPER Decision Framework

When incorporating LLMs into PA research, scholars face several key decisions. These can be broadly categorized
into:

1. Task Decisions: A clear understanding and definition of the LLM task is crucial for all other downstream
decisions. Examples of task categories include generating synthetic data, summarizing text, extracting infor-
mation, or classifying statements.
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2. Model (LLM) Decisions: Determining which model(s) to use requires a careful balancing of performance
characteristics against cost and accessibility. Configuration of model hyperparameters like temperature or
token limits should be carefully evaluated and documented.

3. Prompt Decisions: Prompt design has a significant influence on the accuracy, precision, and quality of LLM
outputs. Prompts are more than a mere repetition of the task, as they contain important context, instructions,
and can structure model output.

4. Evaluation: Evaluation is an evolving and often overlooked aspect of using LLMs in research. Understanding
LLM evaluation targets (e.g., “what” is evaluated), criteria, and protocols (e.g., “how” they are evaluated) are
foundational for methodological rigor.

5. Reporting: Transparency is essential for creating reproducible and replicable research. Scholars must clearly
document decisions related to task design, model selection, prompt crafting, and output evaluation to ensure
the research is transparent and replicable.

By rigorously considering these decisions using a consistent and documented framework, PA researchers can use
LLMs effectively and ethically, contributing to the advancement of the field while maintaining scientific integrity.

1.3 Public Administration Research and LLMs

LLMs are transforming the landscape of social science research by enabling innovative approaches to data generation,
analysis, and synthesis. While these advances benefit social sciences broadly, PA is uniquely positioned to benefit
from LLM applications because of its distinct data ecosystem, and commitment to methodological pluralism (Pandey,
2017; Zhu et al., 2019).

PA's historical limitations have become its greatest assets in the LLM era. PA’s longstanding challenges—such as data
fragmentation (Overton et al., 2023) and methodological division (Pandey, 2017)—have paradoxically prepared the
field to excel in the age of LLMs. Decades of managing fragmented data sources and integrating diverse methodolog-
ical approaches have cultivated the skills needed for effective LLM implementation. PA scholars are already adept at
triangulating multiple data sources, combining different analytical approaches, and maintaining methodological rigor
while working with incomplete information. Established practices for handling sensitive data, managing bias, and
ensuring transparency provide a robust foundation for responsible LLM adoption. Rather than starting from scratch,
PA scholars can build on these existing strengths to rapidly advance the field's research capabilities, leveraging LLMs
to transform historical challenges into methodological advantages.

To date, PA research has been somewhat limited by inefficient and incomplete access to the vast data ecosystem
created by public organizations. Governments create a range of difficult-to-extract but widely available data such as
administrative records and government reports. Workman and Thomas (2023) make the point that data infrastructures
in a look-up system are designed to help others find a specific datapoint, but these systems are not designed for easy
data extraction and integration into databases. Critical information for studying public agencies can be found in the
unstructured data that characterizes public records, digital trace data, and administrative data systems. Analysis of
public comments (Sahn, 2024), legislative proceedings, legal text, open records like emails (Moy, 2021), town hall
meeting minutes (Barari & Simko, 2023), agency communications in news articles (Kapucu, 2006), social media, and
scraped websites (Neumann et al., 2022) offer rich data sources to be mined using LLMs. LLMs provide the means
for harnessing this data, as they have unprecedented capabilities to harmonize diverse data sources (Z. Li et al., 2024),
extract, and create structured data from unstructured text (Ziems et al., 2024), and conduct qualitative data analysis at
scale (Dunivin, 2024).

LLMs also present an excellent opportunity for meaningful collaboration between qualitative and quantitative scholars
in PA. While PA has historically embraced methodological pluralism(McDonald et al., 2022; Pandey, 2017; Zhu et al.,
2019), LLMs amplify the benefits of actively integrating different methodological traditions. Qualitative researchers'
expertise in systematic text analysis and interpretation positions them to excel at LLM prompt engineering and output
validation, while quantitative scholars' skills in statistical analysis enable them to effectively evaluate LLM outputs
at scale. This partnership combines the nuanced depth of qualitative analysis with the rigor of quantitative methods,
enhancing the field's applicability (McDonald et al., 2022).

2 Tasks

Clearly defining the desired task output involves understanding the kinds of natural language processing tasks at which
LLMs excel. LLMs have demonstrated proficiency across diverse NLP areas such as Natural Language Generation
(NLG), Natural Language Understanding (NLU), Knowledge-Intensive Tasks, and Natural Language Inference (NLI)

3
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(Yang et al., 2024). NLG tasks focus on creating human-like text outputs, including summaries, translations, or
content generation. In contrast, NLU tasks emphasize interpreting and comprehending input data, supporting text clas-
sification, sentiment analysis, or coding qualitative data into structured forms. Similarly, Knowledge-Intensive Tasks
integrate factual and domain-specific information to generate detailed answers, summarize specialized documents, or
explain concepts. Finally, NLI tasks involve evaluating logical relationships, which can directly inform tasks involving
logical reasoning or hypothesis testing.

Deciding how LLMs will be used—either to simulate human judgment or serve as analytical tools—depends largely
on their ability to replicate human cognitive processes. LLMs possess human-like cognitive capacities, enabling
researchers to model social interactions and derive insights into human behaviors and social dynamics (Ke et al., 2024;
Niu et al., 2024). They can simulate judgments or emulate different human personas (Argyle et al., 2023; Dillion et
al., 2023), thus supporting tasks like synthetic data generation or scenario exploration. However, researchers must
recognize their limitations: LLMs effectively capture syntax, grammar, and semantic aspects of language (Chang &
Bergen, 2024) but may struggle with tasks requiring complex reasoning, context-specific interpretations, or expert-
level domain knowledge (Amirizaniani et al., 2024; Niu et al., 2024; Szymanski et al., 2024). Understanding these
limitations guides researchers in clearly defining the LLM’s function within their research task.

2.1 Tasks in Practice

2.1.1 Text Analysis

LLMs excel in text analysis tasks such as annotation, classification, coding, sentiment analysis, and information extrac-
tion. For example, Törnberg (2023b) highlights the unparalleled flexibility of LLMs in analyzing textual statements,
enabling researchers to perform qualitative analysis at a scale and speed unattainable through manual methods. These
capabilities can streamline content analysis of public records, legislative transcripts, or citizen complaints, providing
insights into administrative performance and public sentiment.

LLMs offer diverse text analysis capabilities—including generating structured data, performing qualitative analyses,
and harmonizing data—at speeds that often outperform manual methods. One of the clearest strengths of LLMs is the
ability to annotate (Gilardi et al., 2023), classify (Bamman et al., 2024), code, and assign sentiment to text passages
(Bail, 2024; Törnberg, 2023b). The ability of LLMs to consistently conduct these tasks is improving and generally
outperforms human coders (Törnberg, 2023a). In addition, LLMs can extract information from unstructured data,
demonstrating the ability to outperform human coders on tasks related to identifying named entities and extracting in-
formation from complex documents or tasks requiring extensive contextual knowledge (Bermejo et al., 2024). Current
LLMs struggle to perform text analysis at the level of subject matter experts in highly specific knowledge domains
(Izani & Voyer, 2023).

LLMs can conduct qualitative analyses that generate unstructured output (Gilardi et al., 2023; Törnberg, 2023b).
LLMs have been used to summarize themes, patterns, and insights of text (Rodriguez & Martinez, 2023) using various
qualitative analysis approaches such as thematic analysis, deductive coding, coding interviews using both inductive
and deductive coding, and even developing a grounded theoretical model (Übellacker, 2024). Comparisons of human
and LLM-assisted thematic analyses have shown similar results (Gamieldien et al., 2023). LLMs have also been used
for deductive coding tasks (Chew et al., 2023) and not only match human performance but make unique contributions
(Torii et al., 2024). They have also been used to code interviews successfully (Bano et al., 2023). A key theme in the
use of LLMs in qualitative research is that, while they can automate tasks and perform at similar or better levels than
human analysts, LLM-human collaboration results in faster, higher quality analysis on both inductive and deductive
tasks (Izani & Voyer, 2023).

2.1.2 Synthetic Data Generation

LLMs have emerged as a transformative and promising tool for generating synthetic data—complementing or substi-
tuting for human participants in diverse research contexts(Bail, 2024; Ziems et al., 2024). Several examples from po-
litical science demonstrate how LLMs can create synthetic data, simulate scenarios, and augment incomplete datasets
(Resh et al., 2025; Rossi et al., 2024), offering new insights where traditional data sources are unavailable or insuf-
ficient (L. Li et al., 2024). Their primary applications include simulating participant responses in experiments and
surveys, augmenting existing datasets, testing research instruments, and generating exploratory data when traditional
data collection is impractical.

A central concept in this domain is "algorithmic fidelity" - the degree to which LLMs can accurately reflect targeted
identity and personality profiles that align with human populations (Argyle et al., 2023). LLM-generated synthetic
data can effectively replicate survey responses and simulate various public opinion trends, even in the absence of com-
prehensive survey datasets (Bisbee et al., 2024). Through careful prompt engineering and conditioning, researchers
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Table 1: Generative AI Task Selection

LLM function as a Human. . . Predefined Example Undefined Example Type of Task

Participant Survey respondent Open-ended interviewee Synthetic Data Generation
Coder Annotate text Category creation Text Analysis
Human extractor Identify and extract text Summarize document Text Analysis

have shown that LLMs can produce response distributions that match those of specific demographic subpopulations,
which is particularly valuable for analyzing trends in underserved or underrepresented communities (L. Li et al., 2024).

Despite their promise, LLMs face significant limitations in fully replicating human decision-making processes and
in creating unbiased synthetic data. Dillion et al. (2023) found that LLMs perform better when explicit features
drive human judgments but may diverge when faced with competing intuitions. The diversity of generated data is
an ongoing struggle as LLMs are prone to producing homogenous outputs (Wang et al., 2024). Biases embedded in
LLM-generated data can potentially skew results(Chang & Bergen, 2024; Ke et al., 2024; L. Li et al., 2024; Malberg
et al., 2024; Törnberg, 2023a).

LLMs can help address data collection challenges, especially in political science, where complete datasets are often
hard to obtain due to privacy concerns, logistical constraints, or high costs associated with traditional methodologies
(Agnew et al., 2024; L. Li et al., 2024; Törnberg, 2023b). They can assist in estimating political ideologies where con-
ventional data sources are incomplete, and simulate voter behavior and party strategies to augment traditional political
modeling frameworks (L. Li et al., 2024). Synthetic data generation allows researchers to test and refine research ideas
efficiently, access simulated data for difficult-to-recruit populations (Dillion et al., 2023), validate human responses,
and explore novel research domains where real data collection might be impossible (Argyle et al., 2023; Bono Rossello
et al., 2025).

2.2 Defining the Task

Defining the generative AI task for PA research requires navigating three core decision points: 1) defining input data
and desired output, 2) managing task complexity, and 3) specifying the LLM’s function. These decisions directly shape
how LLMs align with social science objectives while avoiding misapplication in areas like conversational agents (e.g.,
chatbots), which prioritize enterprise utility over social science relevance.

1. Input Data and Output Alignment. The first step involves explicitly identifying and clearly defining the input
data (e.g., policy documents, public comments, textual records) and the desired form of the outputs (e.g., summaries,
synthetic narratives, extracted entities). The type and structure of the input data directly influence the range and quality
of outputs that an LLM can generate. When defining the form of the output, it is important to specify whether the
LLM will generate undefined novel text (e.g., inductive coding) or operate within predefined structures (e.g., sentiment
analysis). Undefined and predefined outputs benefit from different models, prompt design, and evaluation protocol. At
this stage, the general form of the task is the set of actions that will transform the input data into the desired output.

2. Managing Task Complexity. While the general form of the task can be broadly defined at step 1, the complexity
of the task must be carefully evaluated. Requests that are too intricate or multilayered often produce brittle or incon-
sistent outputs. Overly complex tasks should be decomposed into simpler, sequential steps—such as first conducting
sentiment analysis and then separately performing argument mapping. This approach can significantly enhance both
reliability and reproducibility (Khot et al., 2023).

3. Specifying the function of the LLM. Clearly specifying the LLM’s function is critical because it clarifies method-
ological expectations, enhances transparency, and ensures alignment between task goals and model capabilities. Table
1 (below), provides a framework to help researchers explicitly state whether the LLM is intended to simulate human
participants (e.g., generating synthetic survey responses) or function primarily as an analytical tool (e.g., categoriz-
ing policy themes or extracting entities). Simulation functions require careful methodological justifications regarding
realism, representativeness, and fidelity limitations. In contrast, analytical functions necessitate clearly articulated
evaluation metrics—such as precision and recall—to objectively validate successful outcomes. Explicitly defining the
LLM's function upfront ensures that methodological trade-offs are transparent and appropriately managed.
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3 Models

Choosing an appropriate LLM is critical for ensuring the validity and reliability of research outcomes for the defined
task. This section examines three core decision points in LLM research: (1) selecting models through performance
and accessibility trade-offs, (2) choosing between open-source transparency and closed-source performance, and (3)
configuring hyperparameters for task-specific outcomes.

3.1 Model Selection

Selecting an LLM requires balancing performance and accessibility, as different models excel under varying conditions.
While models with more parameters generally excel at complex tasks, this is not a universal rule. The choice of an
LLM should be guided by task requirements, model accessibility, and the feasibility of testing multiple models. A
good way to begin is by selecting four or more models from different families (e.g., OpenAI, Anthropic, Cohere, and
open-source options like LLaMA or GPT-NeoX. See https://huggingface.co/models for a comprehensive list).
Conduct a small-scale test to compare outputs and select the model that best aligns with the research objectives.

While leaderboards provide an initial gauge of LLM performance, they must be used with caution due to potential over-
fitting and data contamination. Leaderboards incentivize overfitting and optimization of benchmark task performance
(Banerjee et al., 2024), which occurs both purposefully and accidentally due to data contamination. Data contami-
nation refers to benchmark data being found in the LLM training (Balloccu et al., 2024) or testing data (Rogers &
Luccioni, 2024). If LLMs are trained on benchmarking data, then their leaderboard performance will be artificially
inflated during benchmark evaluation. Data contamination and perverse incentives make leaderboards unreliable indi-
cators for out-of-distribution performance on similar tasks (Rogers & Luccioni, 2024). Leaderboards are not definitive
indicators of model performance, and should not be considered a justification to select or dismiss a model.

3.2 Open-Source vs. Closed-Source Models

The choice between open-source and closed-source models has significant implications for scientific transparency
and reproducibility. It is generally recommended to use open-source LLMs (Rogers & Luccioni, 2024) as they are
more transparent than closed-source models, more likely to generate reproducible results, and can be hosted on local
servers–a frequent requirement when working with sensitive data. The actual transparency of an open model can vary
as developers may provide information on model weights, training data, code, and many other system components
(Solaiman, 2023). Many recently released models are labeled as "open-weights" because they share the final model
weights, but they are not truly "open-source" since they do not also include the training code or datasets.

Closed-source LLMs like Chat-GPT 4o and Sonnet 3.52 provide state-of-the-art performance, but due to their propri-
etary nature, lack transparency. The consequences of this lack of transparency for research are still being assessed.
The two major concerns with using LLMs as research tools are related to the limited reproducibility of results and
data privacy (Ollion et al., 2024). Closed-source models are updated frequently, resulting in “temporal drift” of results
(Bail, 2024). Research that uses sensitive data that is protected legally or ethically (e.x. HIPAA, copy-righted intellec-
tual property, etc.) with closed-source models makes the data available to private companies. Despite their excellent
performance, closed-source models introduce many avoidable scientific, ethical, and legal complications when used
in research. There are clear replication, transparency, and data privacy benefits to using a locally-hosted open model
(Abdurahman et al., 2024), and the performance gap against public benchmarks between open- and closed-source
models is rapidly closing.

3.3 Model Hyperparameters

Configuring hyperparameters is another series of pivotal decision points that impact model consistency, output diver-
sity, and required computation. The four primary hyperparameters are temperature, top_p, context window size, and
token limits. The temperature parameter, which ranges from 0 (least random) to 1 (most random), controls the ran-
domness of outputs and influences model consistency (H. Wei et al., 2024) as well as the effectiveness of prompting
strategies (Stureborg et al., 2024). The top_p3 parameter also impacts the apparent randomness by setting a thresh-
old for token selection probability. Higher top_p values increase the number of potential tokens, while temperature
determines their likelihood of being chosen.

2Without hesitation, I believe this reference to state-of-the-art models will be outdated by the time this manuscript is publicly
available. I only include this footnote as a point of self-reflection.

3The Hyperparameter top_p is adjustable with OpenAI- and Ollama-compatible models, while top_k, a similar concept, is
adjustable using the Ollama-native API.
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LLMs are highly-sensitive probabilistic systems that produce varying outputs even when given the same input—a
major consideration for scientific reproducibility (Abdurahman et al., 2024). Despite being deterministic in nature,
LLMs exhibit apparent non-determinism due to their probabilistic sampling processes. When temperature is set to
0.0 and top_p is close to 0.0, with a consistent computational environment, the model can produce identical outputs
for the same input. However, at temperatures above 0.0, the model may occasionally select less probable tokens,
introducing variability. The top_p parameter limits token selection to those within the smallest set of probabilities
exceeding the threshold, thereby influencing output diversity and variability. This inherent variability arises from the
model’s sampling of learned patterns, leading to unpredictable yet diverse outputs. Diverse outputs can be a blessing
or a curse, depending on the specific research Task.

Context windows define the amount of input text the model can consider. Longer context windows enable more
precise instructions, additional information relevant to the task, and can produce more nuanced responses. However,
larger context windows come at an increased computational cost and are not always beneficial. Critical information’s
placement within a long window heavily influences model performance, creating a point of diminishing returns where
expanding context length further offers limited practical value unless strategically structured (Liu et al., 2024).

Token limits determine the maximum length of generated outputs. While many tasks described above will only require
a small number of tokens, NLG and NLI tasks could be limited if the token limit is set relatively low. It is important
to report the model's token limits in addition to reporting the descriptive statistics of the LLM outputs.

4 Prompts

Developing a prompt for research tasks requires a series of design choices referred to as prompt engineering. We
provide a series of empirically grounded recommendations for effective prompts that serve as a scaffolding from which
prompts can be developed. Prompt design guidelines should be treated as flexible starting points that require iterative
refinement to meet specific research objectives. It is important to note that these recommendations may become
outdated rapidly as the field evolves. For example, while few-shot prompts can improve model performance in certain
circumstances (Brown et al., 2020; Lu et al., 2022), recent studies suggest they provide no significant advantage over
zero-shot approaches (C. Li & Flanigan, 2024), and may introduce bias (Stureborg et al., 2024).

4.1 Structuring Prompts: Component Order and Context

Effective prompts typically include key components designed to achieve a specific goal, such as adding context, pro-
viding instructions, asking questions, or specifying the desired output format. Prompt components can be combined
into reusable templates that enable iteration over multiple model calls.

A critical decision in the design of a prompt is the sequence of its components, which significantly influences LLM
performance due to positional biases. LLMs exhibit position bias (Stureborg et al., 2024), in which they prioritize
information from the beginning and end of prompts (Liu et al., 2024; H. Wei et al., 2024). There are conflicting
recommendations on how to order components of a prompt. Ziems et al. (2024) developed a series of prompt de-
sign recommendations for social scientists, recommending the following order: Context → Question → Instruc-
tions/Constraints, → Output. In the llm-as-a-judge scholarship, a human annotator structure order: Instruction →

Context → Question outperforms other evaluation methods. Regardless, the Ziems et al. (2024) prompt order serves
as an excellent baseline that is rooted in empirical evidence and user experience. Deviations from this prompt order
can be valid, but require justification.

Another important decision point when designing a prompt is determining the appropriate context to provide. Context
in a prompt refers to essential background information like definitions and text from source documents. Definitions
of key terms improve accuracy by reducing ambiguity (Atreja et al., 2024; Kim et al., 2023). The proper amount
of context to provide in a prompt should be carefully evaluated relative to the task. Excessive context, such as the
inclusion of irrelevant external source documents, can inadvertently affect fluency and introduce bias (Stureborg et al.,
2024).

4.2 Prompt Component: Task (Questions/Instructions/Constraints)

Crafting clear task components—questions, instructions, constraints—is central to prompt engineering. Succinct yet
comprehensive instructions yield optimal results (Kim et al., 2023). Critical task construction decisions include: the
number of questions per model call, role specification, how to invoke chain-of-thought (CoT) reasoning, requesting an
explanation, and scale design.
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4.2.1 Number of Questions per Model Call

If cost is not a concern, single question prompts per model call are clearly desirable because they increase response
consistency and minimize bias (Stureborg et al., 2024) Multi-question prompts are appealing due to cost savings and
decreased energy usage (Abdurahman et al., 2024). While there is precedent for multiple questions per call (Kim et
al., 2023), LLMs exhibit an anchoring bias in multi-question prompts (Stureborg et al., 2024). Multi-question prompts
may be justified when paired with proper evaluation that assesses the impact of question order and establishes that
single question versions of the prompts do not deviate significantly from the multi-question format.

4.2.2 CoT Prompting

CoT prompting is intended to break down complex reasoning into sequential steps (J. Wei et al., 2022). Multiple
studies show that CoT improves response accuracy, especially for complex tasks (J. Wei et al., 2022; Ziems et al.,
2024). In traditional LLMs, eliciting CoT typically requires the practitioner to prompt the model to think “step-by-
step,” often leading to outputs that include descriptions of intermediate reasoning steps. Unfortunately, there is a lack
of consistent advice on how CoT should be implemented in practice. Recent advances in large reasoning models
(LRMs), such as OpenAI’s o1, o3, and DeepSeek, have fundamentally changed this landscape. These state-of-the-art
models intrinsically support CoT without the need for explicit prompting. In particular, o1 and o3 leverage advanced
test-time compute to explore and evaluate multiple reasoning paths, streamlining the reasoning process and mitigating
the unwieldy outputs often associated with traditional CoT prompting called Tree-of-Thoughts (Yao et al., 2023).

Providing explicit, step-by-step reasoning instructions is essential for replication and reproducibility in scientific
research. Prompting a model to think "step-by-step" might reflect the same reasoning present without the prompt
(Chochlakis et al., 2024). If ground-truth reasoning exists, explicitly providing these reasoning steps as instructions
improves model performance (Del & Fishel, 2023). Otherwise, stating the goal, question, or task, followed immedi-
ately by step-by-step instructions with constraints, is a standard approach for eliciting consistent and compliant LLM
outputs (J. Wei et al., 2022; Zheng et al., 2023). For difficult problems, asking an LLM to reflect on its answer can de-
crease hallucinations and improve accuracy on question/answer tasks (Ji et al., 2023; Renze & Guven, 2024). Higher
temperatures can amplify the benefits of CoT prompting, whereas a temperature of zero is more effective for tasks
requiring deterministic outputs (Stureborg et al., 2024).

4.2.3 Explanation Strategies

Requiring LLMs to explain their output is an easy way to improve output performance and transparency. Self-
explanation improves precision, accuracy, and compliance (Atreja et al., 2024; Chiang & Lee, 2023) and further
benefits to accuracy and precision are gained when LLMs are explicitly asked to justify their reasoning before pro-
ducing final outputs (J. Wei et al., 2022). Furthermore, these explanations enhance transparency by enabling post-hoc
evaluation, allowing scholars to audit and compare responses.

4.2.4 Designing Evaluation Scales

Effective evaluation scales are supported by clear design principles that enhance accuracy and task compliance. First,
presenting multiple-choice options on separate lines improves readability and reduces processing errors (Ziems et al.,
2024). Second, descriptive labels (e.g., “agree”, “disagree”) result in more compliant and accurate outputs compared
to numerical scales (e.g., “1-10”), though responses also shift away from extreme ratings (Atreja et al., 2024). Kim et
al., (2023) also found that performance improved when using the following strategies:

• Granular Scoring: Fine-grained scales yield better results than composite scores.

• Filtering: Categorizing responses as true/false before applying nuanced criteria refines outcomes.

• Binning: Restricting outputs to predefined multiple-choice options ensures consistency and aligns responses
with structured formats.

4.2.5 Role Specification

Assigning roles (e.g., “expert”) benefits smaller models but has negligible impact on larger LLMs (Kim et al., 2023).
Use this approach sparingly, focusing on tasks requiring persona alignment (Argyle et al., 2023).

4.3 Prompt Component: Output

Precise instructions for the desired output significantly enhance a model’s adherence to task instructions (Ziems et
al., 2024). For example, specifying the output as JSON not only improves reproducibility in parsing (Laskar et al.,
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2024) but also facilitates the integration of LLM outputs with other data processing and analysis workflows, thereby
streamlining research and boosting overall efficiency. Models that are Ollama and OpenAI compatible support a
feature called True Structured Output. This feature directly programs the system to produce responses that conform
to a predefined JSON schema, rather than relying solely on prompt instructions. By actively adjusting the model’s
probabilities, it restricts responses to the specified format. Scholars are highly encouraged to use True Structured
Outputs, as this approach simplifies prompts, improves compliance, and mitigates potential bias that may arise from
including example outputs in the prompt (Kim et al., 2023; Stureborg et al., 2024; H. Wei et al., 2024).

5 Evaluation

The evaluation of outputs generated by LLMs is an emerging and rapidly evolving area of inquiry. For PA scholars,
rigorous evaluation methodologies are essential for establishing scientific validity and reliability of LLM-generated
data. While no universally adopted framework exists (Xiao et al., 2023), this section outlines key decision points and
criteria to guide evaluation practices.

Evaluation decisions center on two core questions: what is evaluated and how it is evaluated. The “what” encom-
passes four primary targets: model selection, hyperparameter tuning, prompt design, and output quality assessment
(Gu et al., 2025). Of these, model selection and output assessment will require evaluation in most studies, while hyper-
parameter settings and prompt design will need evaluation in cases where competing choices have strong implications
for the output. Regardless of the specific evaluation target, the assessment is ultimately based on analyzing the model's
output or response to determine its effectiveness.

The “how” of evaluation involves selecting criteria and designing protocols. The primary criteria for evaluating LLM
outputs are accuracy, precision, and quality. Accuracy measures correctness or proximity of the output to a true value
and is the primary criterion of interest for many LLM tasks (H. Li et al., 2024). Some LLM tasks have factual, ground-
truth answers where the assessment of accuracy is straightforward, and can be calculated using F1-scores. For tasks
where the ground truth is absent but human opinions or coded data exist, accuracy is calculated as a correlation between
human-coded data (sometimes called the "gold standard") and the LLM output. However, caution is warranted when
evaluating subjective outputs since human-coded data is prone to bias, inconsistency, and errors in judgment (Clark et
al., 2021). LLM coders can outperform humans (Elangovan et al., 2025; Törnberg, 2023a) suggesting that LLMs are
not necessarily incorrect when there is a lack of alignment with human-validated outputs (Xiao et al., 2023).

Precision is similar to reliability in social science and refers to variability of the output across repeated trials. Tem-
perature and top_p hyperparameters have a considerable impact on output variation and should be considered when
estimating precision criteria. Under the umbrella of precision are three key concepts: 1) stability, 2) consistency, and
3) inter-rater reliability. Stability is the variation of the output when the same model and prompt are called multiple
times. Consistency refers to variation in the output when the model is held constant, but the prompt is slightly altered.
Sometimes called prompt perturbation, this approach assesses the notion of prompt brittleness (Singh et al., 2024).
Inter-rater reliability in the context of LLMs compares outputs of the same prompt from different models. Higher
stability, consistency, and inter-rater reliability indicate greater precision.

Quality of LLM outputs can be measured using several different criteria (Table 2), but these criteria lack standard
definitions and operationalizations in practice (Belz et al., 2021). LLMs are complex systems that have been concep-
tualized as measurement instruments that model human language (Mallory, 2024). Higher quality outputs suggest that
the instrument and system that produced them are more trustworthy, while lower quality outputs indicate higher levels
of uncertainty about an output and the system that produces it. Quality criteria can be used in a variety of ways to
evaluate LLM output. For example, compliance, linguistic, and reasoning criteria can establish pass/fail thresholds for
the output. Context and specificity criteria evaluate how well an LLM uses input data when formulating its response.

Quality criteria enable researchers to make reasonable assumptions about the validity of the output when outputs
lack factuality or ground truth. While accuracy is the criteria of primary importance, accuracy of many LLM tasks
cannot be evaluated because there is no “fact” to compare the LLM output against. As the quality of outputs becomes
more subjective, quality criteria can be employed to help scholars and peer reviewers evaluate the LLM and produce
reasonable judgements about uncertainty of the model’s output.

5.1 Evaluation Protocol

A well-designed evaluation protocol is critical for assessing LLM outputs but we lack a standardized or widely ac-
cepted framework that is robust across diverse tasks (H. Li et al., 2024). To address this gap, we propose an evaluation
protocol combining three core components: a dual response output strategy, LLM-as-a-judge automatic evaluations,
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Table 2: Quality Criteria

Quality
Criteria

Quality Attribute Description Citation

Linguistic Fluency Intra-sentence quality, grammar, syntax. (Hu et al., 2024)
Linguistic Coherence Inter-sentence flow and quality. (Hu et al., 2024)
Reasoning Entailment Evaluates whether a response can be inferred from

its explanation.
(Gallipoli &
Cagliero, 2025)

Reasoning Plausibility Assesses how convincing and aligned with human
reasoning the explanation is.

(Agarwal et al.,
2024)

Context Factuality Ensures reliance on true information, penalizing
confabulated content.

(Fu et al., 2023)

Context Faithfulness Checks if the response remains consistent with the
provided context.

(Siledar et al., 2024)

Context Relevance Determines whether the response incorporates
only pertinent information.

(Siledar et al., 2024)

Specificity High-Information
Content

Includes domain knowledge, meaningful connec-
tions, and substantive explanations.

(Fu et al., 2023)

Specificity Low-Information
Content

Relies on superficiality, generic statements, or
lack of analytical depth.

(Fu et al., 2023)

Compliance Structural Adheres to the specified output format (e.g., JSON
vs. XML).

N/A

Compliance Task Ensures responses align with the intended task. N/A

and a sample-benchmark-population (SBP) implementation procedure. These elements collectively enhance rigor,
transparency, and adaptability in model assessment.

5.1.1 Dual Response Output Strategy

The first evaluation component requires LLMs to produce two outputs for any task: direct responses and explanations.
The direct response—the specific output to a prompt (e.g., Likert scores, classifications)—should be evaluated on
accuracy and precision. For generative tasks (e.g., open-ended answers and summaries), evaluating qualities like
coherence and relevance provides deeper insights than using accuracy-based metrics alone, which are more appropriate
for structured, non-generative outputs like Likert scale ratings or classifications.

The second evaluation component, the explanation, justifies the direct response. Explanations are good practice
because they improve model performance (Atreja et al., 2024; Chiang & Lee, 2023), and enable quick sanity checks.
They also allow standardized evaluations across five quality dimensions—linguistic, reasoning, context, specificity,
and compliance—regardless of task type. This dual structure ensures consistency in assessing both output validity and
model reasoning.

5.1.2 LLM-as-a-Judge Automatic Evaluations

Requiring an explanation of the direct response also enables the use of LLMs as evaluators of LLM outputs (Zheng et
al., 2023). The LLM-as-a-judge approach is effective and adaptable (H. Li et al., 2024) for scalable numerical scoring,
Likert scales, true/false responses, and pairwise comparisons across criteria(Gu et al., 2025). Ensemble approaches
can combine multiple LLMs for evaluation to further improve accuracy (H. Wei et al., 2024). Both direct responses
and explanations are assessed via this method, making it highly versatile for diverse tasks.

5.1.3 SBP Implementation Procedure

The SBP implementation procedure operates in two phases:

1) Sample-Benchmark Phase: A subset of input data is used to establish baseline benchmarks for
accuracy, precision, and quality. This phase helps select models, refine prompts, and set benchmarks
against which full-scale outputs will be compared. Sampling is particularly useful for large datasets
where exhaustive evaluation is cost-prohibitive.
2) Population Phase: Prompts are applied to the entire dataset, generating final results. While cer-
tain metrics (e.g., gold-standard human-coded data) may remain impractical at scale due to resource
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Table 3: Sample-Benchmark-Population (SBP) Protocol

Sample-Benchmark Phase: Sample-based model selection and benchmark establishment.

Step 1) Select a sample of the data or corpus of documents to be evaluated. A power analysis can aid in the
necessary sample size.
Step 2) Run the prompt across multiple models multiple times to obtain accuracy and precision estimates.
Run prompt perturbations across multiple models multiple times to get consistency estimates.
Step 3) Run the evaluation on models for all criteria to get uncertainty estimates.
Step 4) Select a model based on accuracy, precision, and quality estimates.
Step 5) Use accuracy, precision, and quality on the selected model to establish benchmarks for comparison
on the full population.

Population Phase: Full evaluation

Step 6) Run the prompt on the full population using the selected model.
Step 7) Run the evaluation for LLM stability and all quality criteria across the full population understudy
or a second random sample if cost is an issue.
Step 8) Compare the final model's stability and quality to the established benchmarks from the SB phase.

constraints or data availability, stability and quality criteria should still be estimated across the full
population whenever possible. For constrained scenarios, uncertainty can be inferred via random
sampling or bootstrapping. Final outputs are then compared to benchmarks from the SB phase.

The proposed protocol integrates standardized evaluation criteria with scalable methods like LLM-as-a-judge and
adaptive phases in the SBP framework. This approach balances practicality and rigor while accommodating evolving
standards (see Table 3 for a summary of steps). By prioritizing transparency through explanations, leveraging ensemble
evaluations, and structuring implementation systematically, researchers can establish reliable performance benchmarks
and foster trust in LLM applications.

6 Reporting

This section outlines essential reporting requirements for using LLMs in science. Reporting methodological detail
enhances the replicability, reproducibility, and transparency of scientific studies. We argue that the listed elements es-
tablish the minimum standard for ensuring appropriate transparency of methods for proper peer-review, meta-analysis,
replication and reproduction of LLM usage. Two example use cases are provided in the appendix to help ground the
discussion in real-world scientific applications.

6.1 Task Reporting

Each LLM task should be reported in the methods section using a simple explanation of the input (prompt and addi-
tional context or source documentation), the task, and desired output. A reviewer or reader should easily be able to find
1) what unique data are provided to the LLM and how it was pre-processed, 2) what the LLM is doing to that data, 3)
the structure of the desired output, and 4) how the output was post-processed, parsed, cleaned, and/or analyzed. This
improves reproducibility, while failure to report these items degrades reliability by obscuring compliance error rates
(Laskar et al., 2024).

6.2 Model Reporting

Information about the model(s) used in the study should be reported in the methods section of the manuscript. Specifi-
cally, report details about the model, hyperparameters, and the input data. Basic model information includes the name
and version of the LLM (e.g., ChatGPT-4, Claude 3.5) and the date the model was accessed. If using a closed-source
model or a model hosted on an external server, it is vital to report the date the model was used since proprietary models
update frequently.

It is important to include the number of parameters, adjustable hyperparameters and their settings (e.g., temperature,
top-p, quantization), the context window length, and the JSON schema when True Structured Outputs are used.

If input data are used, descriptive statistics on the token count for the full set of unique prompts should be reported.
This information provides both an element of reproducibility of the analysis and a layer of accountability in an often-
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overlooked aspect of LLMs—the context window. No single tokenized prompt plus input data should exceed the
context window of the model. If more than one LLM is used in the analysis, the same information should be reported
for each model since embedding models vary.4 Reporting token usage across multiple LLMs can be costly, especially
when using advanced proprietary models or very large datasets. If the tokenized prompt and input for the primary
model are relatively small, additional reporting for other models may not be necessary. However, different LLMs
tokenize text differently, meaning that input data fitting within one model’s context window may exceed the limit in
another, even if their context windows are the same size. Thus, careful consideration of tokenization differences is
crucial when comparing across models.

6.3 Prompt Reporting

For the purposes of transparency and peer review, researchers must report full prompt language and templates used. It
is likely appropriate to include the prompt template in the appendix. Researchers should justify the chosen prompting
strategy (e.g., chain-of-thought, zero-shot, few-shot learning) in the methods section of their study. While the exact
justification required for the design of a prompt will differ from study-to-study, the number of model calls made per
task requires special attention (Abdurahman et al., 2024). Multiple questions in a single call can bias the response to
the second question (Stureborg et al., 2024) and using more than one call per task would require further evidence that
no bias was introduced as a result.

6.4 Evaluation Reporting

Earlier in the manuscript, we outlined a recommended evaluation framework for LLMs, but our reporting suggestions
apply broadly. Researchers should report their evaluation protocol and criteria in the methods section or, if appropriate,
the appendix. When comparing model and prompt combinations, include all relevant protocols, criteria, and results.
Benchmarks from subsamples used to evaluate full samples should be included in sections appropriate to their role in
the study.

In addition, it may be necessary to describe any bias, harm, or privacy concerns along with strategies employed to
overcome them (Alnaimat et al., 2024; Gallifant et al., 2024; Sallam et al., 2024). A prevailing disincentive to report
these issues stems from two factors. First, the potential of LLM harm is often more speculative than it is measurable.
While this could change soon as new studies advance new frameworks, self-reporting potential bias, harm, and privacy
concerns is the current assumption in the field. Open weight models on HuggingFace often self-report many of these
concerns on “Model Cards”--a standardized document describing a model’s intended use, limitations, and ethical
considerations (Ozoani et al., 2022). Second, self-reporting a particular model's bias, harm, and privacy concerns
can undermine an otherwise great paper in the peer review process. While this manuscript has intentionally avoided
this subject up to this point, many of the suggestions throughout this manuscript also help reduce avoidable bias (i.e.,
prompt construction) and minimize harms (i.e., evaluation framework and task compliance) while maintaining privacy
(i.e., using local, open-source models).

6.5 Conclusion

The integration of LLMs into PA research holds transformative potential, but new methodologies are required to
address reproducibility, transparency, and ethical concerns. This manuscript introduces the TaMPER framework—
Task, Model, Prompt, Evaluation, and Reporting—to guide scholars in leveraging LLMs effectively while mitigating
risks inherent to their use. By systematically addressing critical decision points, TaMPER ensures that researchers
define clear objectives (Task), select appropriate models with justified configurations (Model), craft precise prompts
(Prompt), evaluate outputs for reliability and validity (Evaluation), and document all processes transparently (Report-
ing).

The TaMPER framework provides a flexible yet robust foundation that enables researchers—regardless of skill level—
to harness LLMs’ capabilities responsibly. Methodological rigor is essential for maintaining trust in research outcomes.
By advocating for structured evaluation protocols and transparency, TaMPER aligns with emerging ethical standards
and supports the broader goal of advancing PA scholarship through Generative AI. Ultimately, this framework serves
as a critical step toward ensuring that PA research employing LLMs achieves both scientific rigor and societal impact.

4For Ollama models, detailed model information can be acquired by call the /api/tags endpoint and /v1/models/{model name or
id} endpoint for OpenAI models.
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7 Appendix A: Use Cases

7.1 Background and Tables

Local governments in the United States are required to prepare an Annual Comprehensive Financial Report. Using
these documents as an example of input data, two types of LLM tasks will be applied: Evaluating the economic
conditions of the city (Use Case 1) and extracting the annual general fund revenue information (Use Case 2). The four
tables below provide examples of how to report details about the use of LLMs in these use cases.
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Table 4: Task Reporting Example

Reporting Category Use Case 1 Use Case 2
Economic Condition Evaluation General Fund Budget

Input Data ACFR - Management’s Discussion and
Analysis

ACFR- Required Supplementary Informa-
tion

Pre-processing Converted to text using OCR. Non-relevant
sections removed.

Converted to text using OCR. Non-relevant
sections removed.

Task Evaluate the economic condition and pro-
vide an assessment using a survey question.

Identify and extract the following data:
Original and Final Total General Fund Rev-
enue.

Desired Output Likert Scale: “A”, “B”, “C”, etc., Numerical data: $XX,XXX,XXX

Post-processing
and analysis

Descriptive statistical analysis Data format standardization. Applied in
broader regression analysis.

Table 5: Model Reporting Example

Reporting Category Use Case 1 Use Case 2
Economic Condition Evaluation General Fund Budget

Model Basics

Model Name and
Version

Llama 3.3 Qwen 2.5

Date Accessed July 15th, 2024 June 8th, 2024

Hyperparameters

Parameters 70B 32B

Temperature .7 .1

Top_p/Top_k 1 Default

Context Window 32,000 Tokens 2,000 Tokens

Output Tokens 500 Tokens Default

Quantization 4-bit 8-bit

JSON Schema {“Assessment”: string, “Explanation”:
string}

{“Original”: int, “Explanation_Original”:
string, “Final”: int, “Explanation_Final”:
string}

Input Data

Token Count De-
scriptive Statistics

N of prompts, Min, Max, Range, Average,
Standard Deviation

N of prompts, Min, Max, Range, Average,
Standard Deviation

Table 6: Prompt Call Reporting Example

Reporting Category Use Case 1 Use Case 2
Economic Condition Evaluation General Fund Budget

Number of Calls A unique prompt was designed per city
{context} per question {prompt template},
and each unique prompt was given a sepa-
rate call to the LLM.

A unique prompt was designed per city
{context}, and two tasks were requested
in each prompt {prompt template}. Ev-
ery prompt was given a separate call to the
LLM.
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Table 7: Prompt Template Example

Use Case 1: Economic Condition Evaluation

You are going to use the following Management’s Discussion and Analysis letter to provide an informed
judgment about the city’s economic outlook.

Provide your response using one of the five response options. Make sure to explain your decision before
providing your response:

A: Economic Decline Very Likely
B: Economic Decline Likely
C: No Economic Decline or Improvement
D: Economic Improvement Likely
E: Economic Improvement Very Likely

Management’s Discussion and Analysis Letter:
{context}

Instructions:
1) Carefully review the entirety of the letter.
2) Determine the likely economic condition for the next year given the information in the letter.
3) Provide an explanation for your assessment and then the letter that corresponds with your assessment.
4) Review the output and ensure it fits the desired output structure outlined below.

Desired Output: {"Explanation":<Insert your explanation>, "Assessment": <"A","B","C","D", or "E">}

Use Case 2: General Fund Budget

You are going to use the following Required Supplementary Information to find each city’s original and
final Total General Fund Revenue.

Required Supplementary Information:
{context}

Instructions:
1) Carefully review the entirety of the Required Supplementary Information.
2) Identify the original and final Total General Fund Revenue amounts.
3) Provide an explanation for the original amount of total general fund revenue budgeted and then report
the exact amount of the original total general fund revenue.
4) Provide an explanation for the final amount of total general fund revenue budgeted and then report the
exact amount of the final total general fund revenue.
5) Review the output and make sure it fits the required output structure outlined below. Ensure that you use
only an amount found in the provided context. Do not return any amounts that are not found in the original
required supplementary information.

Desired Output: {"Explanation_Original":<Insert your explanation>, "Original_Rev": <Integer>, "Expla-
nation_Final":<Insert your explanation>, "Final_Rev": <Integer>}
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Table 8: Evaluation Reporting Example

Reporting Category Use Case 1 Use Case 2
Economic Condition Evaluation General Fund Budget

Evaluation Protocol The SBP evaluation protocol was employed
in this study.

An evaluation protocol utilizing a sample of
the full population of documents was used
to assess model accuracy and ensure reason-
able compliance. Descriptive statistics were
calculated using the full sample and outliers
were reviewed for accuracy.

Evaluation Criteria Accuracy, stability, consistency, logical rea-
soning, logistical criteria and compliance
are used to evaluate the model’s task perfor-
mance.

Accuracy, consistency, and inter-rater relia-
bility are used to assess the model’s output.

Model Evaluations Models from the Llama, Qwen, and
Deepseek families were tested on a sample
using the specified criteria. Llama 3.3 70B
demonstrated the highest accuracy and sta-
bility, in addition to the lowest uncertainty.

Models from the Llama, Qwen, and
Deepseek families were used on the full
population. The accuracy of a sample in-
dicated Llama’s performance was consis-
tently lower than the other models and
therefore was dropped. The other models
were run on the full sample and differences
in output were selected for further review
and evaluation to reconcile the full dataset.

Prompt Evaluations N/A On the test sample, prompts requesting
both the original and final revenues in one
prompt were compared against the outputs
of prompts where each request was sepa-
rated. Accuracy differences were negligible
in all three models.

Evaluation Bench-
marks

The average ratings for each criterion of the
whole dataset were statistically similar to
the test sample.

Inter-rater reliability between the test sam-
ple and full population were statistically
insignificant suggesting a similar relation-
ship.

Bias, Harm, and Pri-
vacy Concerns

Model cards were reviewed prior to the
analysis to ensure the analysis did not cause
harm and local models were used to ensure
privacy.

Local models were used to ensure privacy.
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