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Abstract

Imagine a world where clinical trials need far fewer patients
to achieve the same statistical power, thanks to the knowl-
edge encoded in large language models (LLMs). We present
a novel framework for hierarchical Bayesian modeling of ad-
verse events in multi-center clinical trials, leveraging LLM-
informed prior distributions. Unlike data augmentation ap-
proaches that generate synthetic data points, our methodol-
ogy directly obtains parametric priors from the model. Our
approach systematically elicits informative priors for hy-
perparameters in hierarchical Bayesian models using a pre-
trained LLM, enabling the incorporation of external clini-
cal expertise directly into Bayesian safety modeling. Through
comprehensive temperature sensitivity analysis and rigorous
cross-validation on real-world clinical trial data, we demon-
strate that LLM-derived priors consistently improve predic-
tive performance compared to traditional meta-analytical ap-
proaches. This methodology paves the way for more efficient
and expert-informed clinical trial design, enabling substan-
tial reductions in the number of patients required to achieve
robust safety assessment and with the potential to transform
drug safety monitoring and regulatory decision making.

Curated Datasets —
https://github.com/ybarmaz/bayesian-ae-reporting

Raw Data (Project Data Sphere) —
https://data.projectdatasphere.org/projectdatasphere/
html/content/104

1 Introduction
Accurate modeling of adverse events (AEs) in clinical tri-
als is crucial for drug safety assessment and regulatory
decision-making (Hong, Wang, and Rosner 2021). Tradi-
tional approaches to AE modeling often struggle with lim-
ited sample sizes, heterogeneity across clinical sites, and
the challenge of incorporating clinical expertise into statisti-
cal models. Hierarchical Bayesian models provide a princi-
pled framework for addressing these challenges by allowing
information sharing across sites while accounting for site-
specific variation.

The specification of prior distributions in Bayesian mod-
els remains a significant challenge, particularly in clinical
contexts where domain expertise is abundant but difficult to
quantify (Mikkola et al. 2024). Recent advances in large lan-
guage models (LLMs) offer new opportunities for systemati-

cally eliciting expert knowledge and translating it into prob-
abilistic priors (Selby et al. 2025). This paper explores the
application of a pre-trained LLM for prior elicitation in hier-
archical Bayesian modeling of individual patient data (IPD)
from multi-center clinical trials. We systematically com-
pare two representative LLMs: Llama 3.3 70B (Llama 3.3),
a general-purpose language model, and MedGemma 27B
(MedGemma), a model specifically fine-tuned for biomedi-
cal and clinical knowledge. Both models were used for prior
elicitation and their impact on hierarchical Bayesian model-
ing was empirically evaluated.

We focus specifically on adverse event count model-
ing using a hierarchical Poisson–Gamma framework, where
patient-level AE counts are modeled as Poisson distributed
with site-specific rates following a Gamma distribution. The
key innovation lies in using LLM-derived priors for the hy-
perparameters of this hierarchical structure, potentially im-
proving model performance while incorporating clinical ex-
pertise.

Our empirical evaluation uses real clinical trial data from
NCT00617669, a multi-center non-small cell lung cancer
(NSCLC) study, providing a realistic testbed for method-
ology validation. Notably, this dataset was also used in
Barmaz and Ménard (2021), allowing for direct compari-
son with established meta-analytical priors. Through sys-
tematic temperature sensitivity analysis and rigorous cross-
validation, we demonstrate the practical utility of LLM-
informed priors for clinical safety modeling, benchmarking
their performance against the widely used meta-analytical
prior framework. Crucially, our results reveal that LLM-
based priors can enable substantial reductions in required
sample size, demonstrating the potential of LLMs to reduce
the number of patients required for statistically robust clini-
cal trials.

1.1 Related Work
The application of LLMs as an interface to expert prior
knowledge is an growing area of research.

Google has proposed agentic LLM frameworks to gen-
erate novel scientific hypotheses (Gottweis et al. 2025).
Such tools have been further augmented with external tools,
including ability to access online literature databases and
knowledge graph embeddings (Ghafarollahi and Buehler
2025). However, here we focus not on the qualitative outputs
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of these ‘AI co-scientists’ but on the abilities of generative
AI to assist with quantitative analysis tasks.

One prominent sub-field is data imputation and augmen-
tation. Prior work has demonstrated the utility of LLMs for
imputing tabular data (Nazir, Cheeema, and Wang 2023),
spatio-temporal data (Wang et al. 2025), and in recom-
mender systems (Ding et al. 2024b). Researchers have also
explored the impact of prompt design and data serialization
techniques for this task (Srinivasan and Manikonda 2025;
Elkayal 2025), as well as ensemble learning (He et al. 2025).
Isomura, Shimizu, and Goto (2025) applied LLMs to over-
sampling imbalanced data. In causal inference, Huynh et al.
(2025) used LLMs to generate synthetic counterfactual out-
comes to improve conditional treatment effect estimation.
For a broader overview of LLM-based data augmentation,
see Ding et al. (2024a).

Another direction involves using LLMs for Bayesian prior
elicitation. Selby et al. (2025) investigated the use of LLMs
to increase effective sample size by eliciting parametric
Bayesian conjugate priors for meteorological prediction.
This was extended by Capstick, Krishnan, and Barnaghi
(2025), who built a mixture model from several Gaussian
priors. This contrasts with Zhu and Griffiths (2024), who
iteratively derive an implicit prior from synthetically gener-
ated data points. Similarly, Gouk and Gao (2024) employed
a data-augmentation approach to Bayesian prior elicitation,
in which an LLM is used to generate synthetic data points
that are used as pseudo-observations. Domke (2025) pro-
posed ‘Large Language Bayes’, a framework that combines
LLMs with probabilistic programming languages (e.g. Stan)
to generate a candidate set of models, which are then aver-
aged to produce a final posterior distribution.

1.2 Contributions
In the present paper, we build upon these advances to
apply LLM-based prior elicitation to the high-stakes do-
main of clinical trials. Unlike synthetic data augmenta-
tion apporaches that generate additional trainign exam-
ples, our methodological directly improves the statisti-
cal model through informative priors, potentially offering
greater transparency and interpretability. We provide a sys-
tematic methodology for LLM-based prior elicitation, em-
ploying distinct prompting strategies (blind and disease-
informed) and conducting a comprehensive temperature sen-
sitivity analysis to ensure robustness.

We specifically focus on the benefits of ‘expert’ knowl-
edge to reduce the number of participants required in clinical
trials to obtain effective treatment effect estimates.

The contributions of this paper are as follows:

1. We demonstrate that LLM-elicited priors consistently
outperform traditional meta-analytical approaches in hi-
erarchical Bayesian modeling of adverse events, achiev-
ing the best performance with Llama 3.3 using blind
prompts at higher temperature settings (T = 1.0).

2. We provide empirical evidence that LLM-informed pri-
ors enable substantial sample size reduction in clinical
trials while maintaining predictive accuracy—our exper-
iments show that using only 80% of training data with

LLM priors achieves comparable or better performance
than meta-analytical approaches with full data.

3. We establish a systematic methodology for temperature
sensitivity analysis and prompt strategy evaluation in
LLM-based prior elicitation, revealing that general clin-
ical expertise encoded in LLMs is sufficient for effec-
tive prior specification without requiring disease-specific
prompting.

2 Hierarchical Bayesian AE Modeling with
LLM-Informed Priors

2.1 Model Formulation
We consider individual patient data (IPD) from multi-center
clinical trials, where each patient i in site j has an observed
adverse event count yij . Our hierarchical Bayesian model is
structured as follows:

yij ∼ Poisson(λj) (Patient-level likelihood) (1)
λj ∼ Gamma(α, β) (Site-specific AE rates) (2)
α ∼ πα(·) (Hyperprior for shape) (3)
β ∼ πβ(·) (Hyperprior for rate), (4)

where λj represents the expected AE rate for site j, and
α, β are hyperparameters governing the distribution of site-
specific rates. The key innovation lies in the specification
of hyperpriors πα(·) and πβ(·) using LLM-derived clinical
expertise.

2.2 LLM-Based Prior Elicitation
We develop a systematic approach for eliciting hyperpriors
using Llama 3.3, and MedGemma, leveraging its training on
extensive clinical literature. Our methodology involves two
distinct prompting strategies:

Blind Prompting: We query each LLMs without provid-
ing specific disease context (see Listing 1), relying on its
general clinical trial expertise:

Disease-Informed Prompting: The disease-informed
prompt is identical to the blind prompt except for the fol-
lowing changes:

• The introductory sentence is replaced with:
“You are a biostatistics expert specializing in oncology
clinical trials and Bayesian analysis.”

• The following additional section is inserted before the
model specification:
1 Clinical Context:
2 - Disease: Non-small cell lung cancer

(NSCLC)
3 - Treatment: Control arm (placebo/

standard care)
4 - Population: Adult oncology patients
5 - Study: Multi-center RCT

• All instructions regarding data sources and prior informa-
tion refer specifically to “NSCLC control arms in multi-
center oncology trials” rather than general clinical trial
data.

The full disease-informed prompt is provided in the Sup-
plement.



Listing 1: Prompt for LLM-based Blind Prior Elicitation
1 You are a biostatistics expert

specializing in clinical trials and
Bayesian analysis.

2
3 TASK: Provide ONLY rate parameters for

exponential priors in a hierarchical
Bayesian model.

4
5 Model:
6 - Each patient i in site j has AE count:

y_ij ˜ Poisson(lambda_j)
7 - Site-specific rates: lambda_j ˜ Gamma(

alpha, beta)
8 - REQUIRED: alpha ˜ Exponential(

rate_alpha), beta ˜ Exponential(
rate_beta)

9
10 IMPORTANT:
11 - Use your expert knowledge and draw on

published clinical trials, empirical
data, or established domain knowledge
to set informative (not weakly-

informative or non-informative) prior
rates.

12 - Avoid using vague or default values.
Base your answer on realistic
clinical data or strong prior
experience relevant to typical AE
rates in multi-center trials.

13
14 RESPOND WITH EXACTLY THIS JSON FORMAT (

no markdown, no backticks, no other
text):

15 {
16 "alpha_rate": number,
17 "beta_rate": number
18 }
19
20 Note: Exponential(rate) has mean = 1/

rate. Rate must be > 0.

Both prompting strategies request exponential priors of
the form α ∼ Exponential(λα) and β ∼ Exponential(λβ),
with the LLM providing specific rate parameters.

2.3 Temperature Sensitivity Analysis
To ensure robust prior elicitation, we systematically vary the
GPT-4 temperature parameter across T ∈ {0.1, 0.5, 1.0}:

• T = 0.1: Low temperature for consistent, focused re-
sponses

• T = 0.5: Moderate temperature balancing consistency
and diversity

• T = 1.0: Higher temperature for creative, varied re-
sponses

For each temperature-prompt combination, we conduct 5
independent LLM queries per cross-validation fold and ag-
gregate the resulting parameters using arithmetic mean, en-
suring statistical stability.

2.4 Baseline Comparison
We compare LLM-derived priors against established meta-
analytical priors from Barmaz and Ménard (2021):

α ∼ Exponential(0.1), β ∼ Exponential(0.1)

These represent current best practices for hierarchical AE
modeling in clinical trials, providing a rigorous benchmark
for evaluation.

3 Empirical Evaluation
3.1 Dataset
Our evaluation uses real individual patient data from the
control arm of the multi-center clinical trial NCT00617669
(non-small cell lung cancer, NSCLC), which is publicly
available via the Project Data Sphere platform. The dataset
was originally curated and described by Barmaz and Ménard
(2021), and includes adverse event counts for 468 patients
across 125 clinical sites, providing a realistic testbed for hi-
erarchical AE modeling. Patient-level AE counts range from
0 to 140, with substantial heterogeneity across sites (mean
site size: 3.74 patients, range: 1-27). Notably, this dataset
is identical to that used in Barmaz and Ménard (2021),
enabling direct methodological comparison to established
work.

The hierarchical structure of the data makes it particu-
larly suitable for evaluating site-level information borrow-
ing and the impact of hyperprior specification on model
performance. Access to the de-identified data via Project
Data Sphere ensures that our methodology addresses prac-
tical challenges in clinical safety monitoring and supports
reproducible research.

3.2 Experimental Design
We employed two main experimental designs to evaluate
Bayesian prior elicitation for clinical trial data analysis us-
ing Large Language Models (LLMs):

1. Cross-Validation Model Comparison: We compared
the predictive performance of LLM-generated Bayesian
priors (Llama 3.3, MedGemma) against a meta-analytical
baseline. For each method, we performed 5-fold strati-
fied cross-validation at the site level, ensuring balanced
representation of site sizes (small, medium, large) across
folds. The hierarchical Poisson-Gamma model was fit
using Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) with 1000
post-warmup draws and 1000 warmup iterations across
4 parallel chains. LLM priors were elicited under two
prompting strategies (Blind and Disease-Informed) and
three temperature settings (0.1, 0.5, 1.0), with five inde-
pendent queries per condition averaged for robustness.
Predictive performance was evaluated using Log Predic-
tive Density (LPD).

2. Sample Efficiency Analysis: To assess sample effi-
ciency, we focused on the best-performing LLM and
compared its performance to the meta-analytical baseline
as the amount of training data was varied. The data was
split into 70% training and 30% testing at the site level,
and the training set was subsampled at 20%, 40%, 60%,



80%, and 100% levels. For each subsample, Bayesian
models were fit and evaluated on a consistent held-out
test set, with 20 independent replications per condition.
The same hierarchical Poisson-Gamma framework and
evaluation metrics were used as in the cross-validation
experiment.

Both experiments employ a common evaluation frame-
work based on out-of-sample predictive performance. Log
Predictive Density (LPD) serves as the primary evaluation
metric, calculated at the patient level using posterior predic-
tive distributions. The use of LPD as a primary metric for
Bayesian predictive model comparison follows established
practices in medical statistics, where LPD provides a ro-
bust summary of posterior predictive accuracy (Boulet et al.
2019). For each test patient with observed AE count yobs, we
computed the LPD as follows:

LPD = logEposterior [P (yobs | λnew)] , (5)

where λnew ∼ Gamma(α, β) represents the expected AE
rate for a new site, with α and β drawn from their posterior
distributions.

The expectation in Equation 5 was approximated
via Monte Carlo sampling. For each posterior sample
(α(i), β(i)), we sampled λ

(i)
new ∼ Gamma(α(i), β(i)) and

computed the Poisson log-probability logP (yobs | λ
(i)
new).

The final LPD was then obtained using the log-sum-exp trick
for numerical stability:

LPD = log

(
1

S

S∑
i=1

exp
(
logP (yobs | λ(i)

new)
))

, (6)

where S is the number of posterior samples.
This design allows for a comprehensive comparison of

LLM-based prior elicitation methods and their efficiency
relative to traditional meta-analytical approaches.

LLM Interaction for Prior Elicitation
• LLM Choice: Prior elicitation was performed using two

large language models: Llama 3.3 (general-purpose) and
MedGemma (biomedical-specialized). Meta-analytical
priors were also included for baseline comparison.

• Prompting Strategy: For each parameter, a structured
prompt was constructed according to the Blind or
Disease-Informed protocol, with explicit instructions for
output format and context. Prompts were identical for
both LLMs except for disease context specification.

• Input Variables to LLM: Description of the clinical
context (if applicable), the specific parameter to elicit,
and the required output format (JSON).

• Output Variables from LLM: Numeric values for prior
parameters (e.g., rate for Exponential prior for alpha and
beta).

• Implementation Note: For each temperature and prompt
setting, five independent queries were performed and
outputs were averaged. All interactions and parsing were
handled via Python scripts, ensuring robust error han-
dling and reproducibility.

4 Results
4.1 Experiment 1: Cross-Validation Model

Comparison
Cross-Validation Methodology Our cross-validation ap-
proach follows established best practices for hierarchical
data structures (Hastie et al. 2009). We performed 5-fold
stratified cross-validation at the site level to ensure bal-
anced representation across different site characteristics.
Sites were stratified into three groups based on patient count
using tercile cutoffs (33.33% and 66.67%), creating small,
medium, and large site categories. This stratification pre-
vents potential bias from uneven site size distribution in
train/test splits and ensures each fold contains representative
samples from all site types.

This site-level splitting respects the hierarchical structure
of multi-center clinical trials and provides a realistic evalu-
ation scenario where models must predict AE rates for en-
tirely new clinical sites.

Performance Comparison Each model was evaluated
under Blind and Disease-Informed prompting strategies
and three temperature settings (0.1, 0.5, 1.0). For each
temperature-prompt combination, we conducted 5 indepen-
dent LLM queries per cross-validation fold and aggregated
the resulting parameters using arithmetic mean to ensure sta-
tistical stability. Predictive performance was assessed using
the common evaluation framework described above.

Summary Table Table 1 summarizes the LPD results for
each model, prompt type, and temperature setting. The best
performing model was Llama 3.3 with Blind prompt at T =
1.0 (LPD = -3.842 ± 0.294).

Prior Parameter Analysis Figures 1, 2, 3, and 4 show the
distributions of elicited alpha and beta prior parameters for
Llama 3.3 and MedGemma under different prompting strate-
gies and temperature settings.

For Llama 3.3, the Blind T = 0.1 and Disease-Informed
T = 0.1 conditions produced highly consistent priors (zero
variance), while higher temperatures (T = 0.5, T = 1.0)
resulted in increased variability, especially for the beta pa-
rameter. The Blind T = 1.0 condition showed the largest
spread (Alpha SD: 0.438, Beta SD: 0.122), indicating that
higher temperature settings lead to more diverse prior sug-
gestions. Disease-Informed T = 1.0 also showed increased
variance, particularly for beta (SD: 0.217).

MedGemma exhibited greater overall variability in both
alpha and beta parameters compared to Llama 3.3. The Blind
T = 0.1 and Disease-Informed T = 0.1 conditions were
again highly consistent, but variance increased substantially
at higher temperatures, especially for beta (Blind T = 1.0
Beta SD: 0.380, Disease-Informed T = 1.0 Beta SD: 0.732).
Disease-Informed prompts tended to produce higher beta
values and greater spread than Blind prompts.

Comparing the two models, Llama 3.3 produced higher
alpha values (Mean: 0.578, SD: 0.258) and lower beta values
(Mean: 0.138, SD: 0.109) than MedGemma (Alpha Mean:
0.185, SD: 0.182; Beta Mean: 0.522, SD: 0.451). This sug-
gests that Llama 3.3 tends to elicit more concentrated priors



Model Prompt Type Temperature LPD (± SD)

Llama 3.3 Blind 0.1 -3.963 ± 0.464
Llama 3.3 Blind 0.5 -3.959 ± 0.468
Llama 3.3 Blind 1.0 -3.842 ± 0.294
Llama 3.3 Disease-Informed 0.1 -4.063 ± 0.640
Llama 3.3 Disease-Informed 0.5 -3.948 ± 0.450
Llama 3.3 Disease-Informed 1.0 -3.909 ± 0.409
MedGemma Blind 0.1 -4.023 ± 0.566
MedGemma Blind 0.5 -4.133 ± 0.680
MedGemma Blind 1.0 -3.844 ± 0.308
MedGemma Disease-Informed 0.1 -4.121 ± 0.689
MedGemma Disease-Informed 0.5 -3.997 ± 0.536
MedGemma Disease-Informed 1.0 -3.971 ± 0.517
Meta-analytical - - -3.963 ± 0.464

Table 1: Summary of LPD for each model, prompt type, and temperature (Experiment 1).

0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.6
Alpha Prior Parameter

Blind T0.1

Blind T0.5

Blind T1.0

Disease-Informed T0.1

Disease-Informed T0.5

Disease-Informed T1.0

Figure 1: Boxplot of elicited alpha prior parameters for
Llama 3.3 across prompt types and temperatures.

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
Beta Prior Parameter

Blind T0.1

Blind T0.5

Blind T1.0

Disease-Informed T0.1

Disease-Informed T0.5

Disease-Informed T1.0

Figure 2: Boxplot of elicited beta prior parameters for Llama
3.3 across prompt types and temperatures.

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9
Alpha Prior Parameter

Blind T0.1

Blind T0.5

Blind T1.0

Disease-Informed T0.1

Disease-Informed T0.5

Disease-Informed T1.0

Figure 3: Boxplot of elicited alpha prior parameters for
MedGemma across prompt types and temperatures.

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
Beta Prior Parameter

Blind T0.1

Blind T0.5

Blind T1.0

Disease-Informed T0.1

Disease-Informed T0.5

Disease-Informed T1.0

Figure 4: Boxplot of elicited beta prior parameters for
MedGemma across prompt types and temperatures.



for site-level rates, while MedGemma’s priors are more dis-
persed, especially for beta.

Overall, temperature increases led to greater prior param-
eter variability for both models, with MedGemma show-
ing more pronounced effects. These differences in prior
parameter distributions may influence the degree of infor-
mation borrowing and model regularization in downstream
Bayesian analysis.

Key Findings The best performing model was Llama 3.3
(Blind, T = 1.0). All LLM-based priors outperformed the
meta-analytical baseline.

4.2 Experiment 2: Sample Efficiency Analysis
Training/Test Data Splitting and Subsampling Based
on the results from Experiment 1, we focused on the best-
performing configuration (Llama 3.3 with Blind prompts at
T = 1.0) to assess sample efficiency. Data splitting was per-
formed at the site level rather than patient level to respect the
hierarchical structure of multi-center clinical trials. We im-
plemented a 70:30 train/test split using stratified sampling,
where each stratum (small, medium, large sites based on pa-
tient count) contributed proportionally to both training and
testing sets.

This approach ensures that the test set represents a real-
istic scenario where new clinical sites with unknown char-
acteristics need AE rate prediction. Training data was used
exclusively for model fitting and hyperparameter estima-
tion, while test data served only for out-of-sample perfor-
mance evaluation. To assess sample efficiency, the training
set was systematically subsampled at 20%, 40%, 60%, 80%,
and 100% levels while maintaining stratified representation
across site sizes.

Performance Comparison For each training subsample
size, we conducted 20 independent replications to ensure ro-
bust statistical inference. Each replication used a different
random seed for site sampling while maintaining the same
fixed test set for consistent evaluation. LPD was calculated
on the held-out test set using the common evaluation frame-
work, allowing direct comparison of sample efficiency be-
tween LLM-derived and meta-analytical priors.

Summary Table Table 2 summarizes the LPD results
for each training sample size. Llama 3.3 maintained supe-
rior performance even with reduced training data, achieving
comparable or better LPD than the meta-analytical baseline
at full data.

Key Findings Llama 3.3 (Blind, T = 1.0) achieved simi-
lar or better predictive performance than the meta-analytical
baseline, even when using substantially less training data.
This demonstrates the sample efficiency advantage of LLM-
derived priors in hierarchical Bayesian modeling for clinical
trials.

5 Discussion
Our results demonstrate that LLM-elicited priors, specifi-
cally those generated by Llama 3.3 and MedGemma, can
improve predictive performance in hierarchical Bayesian

modeling of adverse events in clinical trials. The cross-
validation experiments showed that Llama 3.3 (Blind, T =
1.0) achieved the best Log Predictive Density (LPD), out-
performing both MedGemma and the meta-analytical base-
line. Notably, all LLM-based priors provided superior pre-
dictive accuracy compared to traditional meta-analytical ap-
proaches.

The prior parameter analysis revealed that Llama 3.3
tends to elicit more concentrated priors for site-level rates,
while MedGemma’s priors are more dispersed, especially
for the beta parameter. Temperature sensitivity analysis in-
dicated that higher temperatures (T = 1.0) lead to greater
variability in prior parameters, particularly for MedGemma,
which may affect the degree of regularization and informa-
tion borrowing in the Bayesian model. Disease-Informed
prompts did not consistently outperform Blind prompts, sug-
gesting that general clinical expertise encoded in LLMs is
sufficient for effective prior elicitation in this context.

The sample efficiency experiment further demonstrated
that Llama 3.3-derived priors maintain strong predictive per-
formance even when the amount of training data is substan-
tially reduced, achieving comparable or better LPD than the
meta-analytical baseline at full data. Specifically, our anal-
ysis reveals that using only 80% of the training data with
LLM-informed priors (LPD = -4.093) outperforms the meta-
analytical baseline using 100% of the training data (LPD =
-4.103). This 20% reduction in required training data trans-
lates to approximately 66 fewer patients needed in our study
context (from 328 to 262 patients in the training set), repre-
senting significant cost savings and reduced patient burden
in clinical trial execution.

These findings suggest that LLM-based prior elicitation
is a promising approach for improving statistical efficiency
and predictive accuracy in clinical trial analysis. The abil-
ity to systematically incorporate clinical expertise through
LLMs offers a practical solution for enhancing model per-
formance, especially in settings with limited sample sizes or
heterogeneous site distributions. The demonstrated sample
efficiency gains have important implications for trial design,
potentially enabling smaller trials to achieve the same statis-
tical power as larger traditional studies, thereby accelerating
drug development timelines and reducing costs.

Limitations of this study include the focus on a single dis-
ease area (NSCLC) and dataset, as well as the use of only
two LLM architectures. Future research should explore val-
idation across diverse clinical contexts, comparison of ad-
ditional LLMs, and formal assessment of prior informative-
ness and clinical impact. Integration with regulatory frame-
works and extension to other types of clinical endpoints are
also important directions for further work.

6 Conclusion and Future Work
This study demonstrates that LLM-informed prior elicita-
tion, using models such as Llama 3.3 and MedGemma,
can substantially improve predictive performance and sam-
ple efficiency in hierarchical Bayesian modeling for clini-
cal trials. Through rigorous cross-validation and sample ef-
ficiency experiments on real NSCLC trial data, we showed
that LLM-derived priors consistently outperform traditional



Training Sample Size LPD Mean LPD Std

20% −4.186 0.196
40% −4.148 0.157
60% −4.108 0.125
80% −4.093 0.107
100% −4.094 0.124
Meta-analytical (100%) −4.103 0.136

Table 2: Sample efficiency analysis: LPD for Llama 3.3 (Blind, T = 1.0) at different training sample sizes (Experiment 2).

meta-analytical baselines, even when the available training
data is limited. Llama 3.3 (Blind, T = 1.0) provided the best
overall results, and both LLMs enabled robust inference with
fewer patients, highlighting the practical value of generative
AI for clinical safety analysis.

Our prior parameter analysis revealed that LLMs can
flexibly generate priors with varying degrees of concen-
tration and regularization, depending on temperature and
prompt strategy. While Blind and Disease-Informed prompts
both yielded effective priors, higher temperature settings in-
creased parameter variability, especially for MedGemma.
These findings suggest that prompt and temperature tuning
can be leveraged to control prior informativeness and model
behavior in Bayesian analysis.

Importantly, we also considered the potential synergy be-
tween LLM-based prior elicitation and LLM-driven data
augmentation, as discussed in the related work section.
Combining these approaches may further enhance predictive
accuracy and model robustness, especially in small-sample
or heterogeneous clinical settings. Future research should
systematically evaluate the joint use of LLM priors and syn-
thetic data generation and develop formal criteria to evaluate
their combined impact on Bayesian inference.

The limitations of this work include the focus on a sin-
gle disease area and dataset and the use of only two LLM
architectures. Further validation across diverse clinical do-
mains, exploration of additional LLMs, and integration with
regulatory frameworks are important next steps. Extending
the methodology to other types of clinical endpoints and
investigating the interpretability and acceptance of LLM-
driven Bayesian models in real-world decision-making con-
texts will also be critical for broader adoption.

In summary, LLM-based prior elicitation represents a
promising approach to improving statistical efficiency and
predictive performance in clinical trial analysis. By enabling
comparable levels of statistical power with fewer partici-
pants, this approach has the potential to reduce the num-
ber of patients required in future trials. Its combination with
LLM-based data augmentation also represents a promising
direction for future research, with the potential to transform
the design and analysis of clinical studies.

7 Relationship to Prior Work
Our work builds upon recent advances in leveraging large
language models for Bayesian prior elicitation and clinical
decision support. While previous studies such as Selby et al.
(2025) explored LLM-based prior elicitation in healthcare

contexts, our work is the first to systematically apply this
approach to hierarchical adverse event modeling in multi-
center clinical trials.

The closest related work includes Barmaz and Ménard
(2021), who established meta-analytical priors for clinical
trial contexts, providing the baseline comparisons used in
our evaluation. Our approach extends this foundation by in-
corporating LLM-derived clinical expertise, demonstrating
superior predictive performance while maintaining the in-
terpretability advantages of explicit prior specification.

In contrast to synthetic data augmentation approaches that
generate additional training examples, our methodology di-
rectly improves the statistical model through informative
priors, offering greater transparency and potential regulatory
acceptance. This distinction is particularly important in clin-
ical contexts where model interpretability and validation are
critical for regulatory approval and clinical adoption.

Appendices
Further information on the experimental design, implemen-
tation details and computational requirements is given in the
supplementary materials.
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Supplementary materials

A Experiment Design and Replicates
Number of Replicates To ensure statistical robustness
and account for model stochasticity, each experimental con-
figuration was evaluated multiple times. For cross-validation
experiments, we used 5-fold CV with 5 LLM queries per
fold. For sample efficiency experiments, we performed 20
independent LLM queries per sample size to obtain robust
estimates.

Sample Size Variation For the sample effi-
ciency experiment, multiple subsampling ratios
(ρ ∈ {0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 1.0}) were used to simulate
different levels of data availability.

Controlled Comparison For each cross-validation fold,
three primary conditions were tested:

1. Hierarchical Bayesian model with meta-analytical pri-
ors (baseline).

2. Hierarchical Bayesian model with LLM-elicited infor-
mative priors using blind prompts.

3. Hierarchical Bayesian model with LLM-elicited infor-
mative priors using disease-informed prompts.

B Implementation Details
B.1 Model Fitting
All Bayesian models were fitted using Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) with the following specifications:

• Sampling: 1000 post-burn-in iterations with 1000 burn-
in samples

• Chains: 4 parallel chains for convergence diagnostics

• Convergence: Gelman-Rubin R̂ < 1.1 for all parame-
ters

• Software: PyMC implementation with automatic differ-
entiation

B.2 Cross-Validation Design
• Stratification: Sites stratified by patient count terciles

(small: ≤2, medium: 3-4, large: ≥5 patients)

• Fold Composition: 24 sites per fold (12 small + 6
medium + 6 large), averaging 88 patients per fold

• Reproducibility: Fixed random seeds for fold assign-
ment and MCMC initialization

• Evaluation: Out-of-sample predictions on held-out sites
using posterior predictive distributions



C LLM Interaction Protocol
C.1 Query Implementation
• API: Meta Llama 3.3 70B (llama-3.3-70b-instruct) and

MedGemma 27B (medgemma-27b-it) via Chat AI Aca-
demic Cloud

• Rate Limiting: Automatic retry with exponential back-
off for API limits

• Response Parsing: JSON format validation with error
handling for malformed responses

• Aggregation: For cross-validation: 5 independent
queries per fold and temperature setting. For sample
efficiency: 20 independent queries per sample size

C.2 Example LLM Responses
Representative examples of LLM prior rate outputs (one for
each setting):

• LLaMA 3.3 (llama-3.3-70b-instruct):
– Blind prompt:
{"alpha rate": 0.5, "beta rate": 0.1}

– Disease-informed prompt:
{"alpha rate": 0.5, "beta rate": 0.1}

• MedGemma 27B (medgemma-27b-it):
– Blind prompt:
{"alpha rate": 0.1, "beta rate": 1.0}
(Returned as a Markdown code block)

– Disease-informed prompt:
{"alpha rate": 0.1, "beta rate": 2.0}
(Returned as a Markdown code block)

D Computational Requirements
The experimental pipeline involves extensive MCMC sam-
pling for hierarchical Bayesian models, which represents the
primary computational bottleneck. Each model fitting re-
quires 4 parallel chains with 2000 iterations (1000 burn-in +
1000 sampling), performed across multiple cross-validation
folds and experimental conditions. LLM API calls add min-
imal computational overhead compared to the MCMC sam-
pling requirements.

E Full Disease-Informed Prompt

Listing 2: Full prompt for LLM-based Disease-Informed
Prior Elicitation.
1 You are a biostatistics expert

specializing in oncology clinical
trials and Bayesian analysis.

2
3 TASK: Provide ONLY rate parameters for

exponential priors based on NSCLC
control arm data.

4
5 Clinical Context:
6 - Disease: Non-small cell lung cancer (

NSCLC)
7 - Treatment: Control arm (placebo/

standard care)
8 - Population: Adult oncology patients
9 - Study: Multi-center RCT

10
11 Model:
12 - Each patient i in site j has AE count:

y_ij ˜ Poisson(lambda_j)
13 - Site-specific rates: lambda_j ˜ Gamma(

alpha, beta)
14 - REQUIRED: alpha ˜ Exponential(

rate_alpha), beta ˜ Exponential(
rate_beta)

15
16 IMPORTANT:
17 - Use your expert knowledge and draw on

published clinical trials, empirical
data, or established domain knowledge
specific to NSCLC control arms to

set informative (not weakly-
informative or non-informative) prior
rates.

18 - Avoid using vague or default values.
Base your answer on realistic NSCLC
control arm data or strong prior
experience relevant to typical AE
rates in multi-center oncology trials
.

19
20 RESPOND WITH EXACTLY THIS JSON FORMAT (

no markdown, no backticks, no other
text):

21 {
22 "alpha_rate": number,
23 "beta_rate": number
24 }
25
26 Note: Exponential(rate) has mean = 1/

rate. Rate must be > 0.


