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Abstract

This paper presents a framework for predicting rare, high-impact outcomes by integrating large language
models (LLMs) with a multi-model machine learning (ML) architecture. The approach combines the
predictive strength of black-box models with the interpretability required for reliable decision-making.
We use LLM-powered feature engineering to extract and synthesize complex signals from unstructured
data, which are then processed within a layered ensemble of models including XGBoost, Random Forest,
and Linear Regression. The ensemble first produces a continuous estimate of success likelihood, which
is then thresholded to produce a binary rare-event prediction. We apply this framework to the domain
of Venture Capital (VC), where investors must evaluate startups with limited and noisy early-stage
data. The empirical results show strong performance: the model achieves precision between 9.8× and
11.1× the random classifier baseline in three independent test subsets. Feature sensitivity analysis
further reveals interpretable success drivers: the startup’s category list accounts for 15.6% of predictive
influence, followed by the number of founders, while education level and domain expertise contribute
smaller yet consistent effects.

1 Introduction

Predicting rare, high-impact outcomes is a central
challenge in machine learning, particularly when data
is limited and noisy. In venture capital (VC), this
problem is particularly acute: investors must evalu-
ate the likelihood of startup success at the earliest
stages, under conditions of high uncertainty. There-
fore, precision is critical, and machine learning (ML)
models must maximize signal extraction from sparse
information. Large language models (LLMs) enhance
this capability by capturing patterns in unstructured
data that traditional ML methods struggle to reflect.

The objective of this paper is to develop a pipeline
that maximizes predictive precision while retaining
interpretability. To account for differences in base
success rates across datasets, we measure precision
relative to a random classifier, targeting performance
at least an order of magnitude higher. Our approach
combines LLM-powered feature engineering with a
multi-model learning architecture. LLMs are used to
derive a rich set of features from limited and unstruc-
tured data, while the ensemble of models, including

XGBoost, Random Forest, and Linear Regression, in-
tegrates these features into a continuous prediction
of total funding. This funding estimate is then used
to predict binary success outcomes. The pipeline is
designed to achieve precision over 10× higher than
the random baseline while maintaining recall above
10%, ensuring that improvements in accuracy are not
achieved at the expense of coverage.

2 Related Work

Recent advances in LLMs have introduced novel
methods for modeling in VC and other decision-
making domains, particularly through their ability
to extract as well as organize complex information.
Despite this progress, balancing predictive accuracy
with interpretability continues to be a key challenge.

GPTree [3] combines the structured clarity of deci-
sion trees with LLM-driven reasoning, achieving a
precision of 9.4×. Our approach extends this work
by employing a broader multi-model architecture and
leveraging LLMs for feature engineering to enrich the
dataset and further improve predictive precision.
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Founder-GPT [2] proposes a framework that evalu-
ates the fit between founders and their ideas through
iterative LLM-based reasoning, and uses these eval-
uations to improve the predictions of startup suc-
cess. We adopt a related perspective by employing
LLMs for feature engineering in our dataset, allow-
ing founder–idea characteristics to be systematically
represented as predictive features.

Random Rule Forest (RRF) [1] introduces an en-
semble framework in which LLM-generated yes/no
questions serve as heuristics. By filtering, group-
ing, and weighting these heuristics, RRF constructs
a lightweight and transparent decision-making model
that achieves 5.4× precision.

Our framework builds on these previous approaches,
but adopts a different strategy to leverage the ca-
pabilities of LLMs. Rather than using LLMs solely
to generate predictions or decision rules, we employ
them to perform feature selection and engineering at
scale. This enables the construction of a richer and
more predictive feature space, incorporating not only
structured attributes but also qualitative dimensions
of founders and startups that are otherwise difficult
to encode.

3 Methods

Our methodology combines three components: (i)
a curated dataset of startup founders, (ii) LLM-
powered feature engineering to convert unstructured
founder data into structured predictors, and (iii)
a multi-model learning architecture that integrates
these features to forecast both funding levels and ul-
timate success.

3.1 Dataset

The dataset consists of 10,825 startup founders and
detailed information about their ventures. Each
founder profile includes education, professional ex-
perience, prior startup experience, and other pub-
licly available attributes, complemented by additional
information extracted using LLM-based enrichment
techniques. Companies that raised between $100K
and $4M are categorized as unsuccessful. Founders
are labeled as successful if their company achieved
a valuation above $500M through an initial public
offering (IPO), was acquired for more than $500M,
or raised over $500M in funding. Under these crite-
ria, 922 founders (8.5%) fall into the successful class,
while the remaining 9,903 are classified as unsuccess-
ful.

3.2 Feature Engineering Methods

The creation of sophisticated features for training re-
quired an extensive engineering process largely driven
by LLMs, following the approach of Ozince and Ihla-
mur (2024) [4]. This enabled the construction of a far
broader feature set than would be feasible with tra-
ditional methods. For example, we extracted a Skill
Relevance variable, encoded on a scale from 0 (no
relevance) to 4 (high relevance), which captures the
alignment between a founder’s skills and the startup’s
domain. Features of this kind are difficult to generate
without LLMs, as they require natural language pro-
cessing and reasoning beyond conventional pipelines.
In total, the LLM-derived process produced 63 train-
able features, which were organized into categorical,
textual, continuous, and boolean groups for prepro-
cessing.

3.2.1 Categorical Data

After parsing the data, several categorical features
of the founder were encoded in the model by map-
ping to an integer following Xiong and Ihlamur (2024)
[2]. For example, each founder’s education level was
mapped through the scheme in Table 1.

Highest Education Level Integer Map

Associate Degree or less 0
Bachelor’s Degree 1
Master’s Degree 2

Doctoral Degree or more 3

Table 1: Integer mapping of founder education level
(education level)

Furthermore, due to the use of the LLM, further in-
sights into a founder’s profile are engineered into cate-
gorical data that are used by the model. For example,
the domain expertise variable shown in Table 2 is a
representation of how well the founder’s industry ex-
perience and education match the startup’s domain.
While this is difficult for traditional ML models to en-
code as a variable, the LLM allows us to accurately
encode this feature into one of 4 categories.

3.2.2 Textual Data

Startup descriptions were converted into embeddings
for use in the model. These embeddings provided
a compact representation of unstructured text that
could be integrated alongside other feature types.
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Domain Expertise Integer category

No alignment 0
Weak Alignment 1

Moderate Alignment 2
Strong Alignment 3

Table 2: LLM encoding of domain expertise variable
from the unstructured founder data

3.2.3 Continuous and Boolean Data

Boolean features do not require additional encoding
since their values are already represented as 0 and 1.
Continuous features are standardized using Z-scores,
which improves the performance of gradient-based al-
gorithms [5] such as XGBoost and facilitates a more
reliable analysis of feature sensitivity.

3.3 Multi-Model Construction

After converting each data branch into processable
features, we applied a multi-model architecture to
predict startup success. The structure of this archi-
tecture is illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Multi-model architecture

The first layer consists of two machine learning mod-
els and an LLM used to process the data. This layer
was designed to maximize precision by combining
models that are well suited to different data charac-
teristics. XGBoost and Random Forest were selected

for their complementary strengths: XGBoost excels
at handling large and complex datasets, while Ran-
dom Forest is more robust to overfitting after pre-
processing [6]. In addition, Random Forest provides
stronger interpretability, which complements the ad-
vanced predictive capacity of XGBoost.

The outputs of these models, together with the text
embeddings, are passed to a meta-model that is based
on Linear Regression. This step refines the prediction
by introducing additional parameters, and produces
a continuous estimate of the total funding a startup
is likely to raise. The funding prediction then serves
two purposes. First, it improves precision when con-
verted into a binary outcome through logistic regres-
sion. Second, it provides insight into feature sensi-
tivity. By analyzing the continuous outputs, startups
can be segmented into funding classes with associated
probabilities of success, while the relative weighting
of features offers interpretable signals for decision-
making.

The predicted funding outcomes are mapped to bi-
nary success through logistic regression, which en-
codes the funding prediction into a probability of
boolean success. The classification threshold is tuned
to maximize precision while avoiding overfitting [7].
Because successful startups are rare and investment
stakes are large, the threshold was set higher than
the conventional 0.5. Model performance was then
evaluated in terms of recall and, most importantly,
precision, expressed as a multiple of the success rate
of a random classifier, represented as Baseline Rate
throughout the paper.

4 Results and Evaluation

The model was trained on 8,659 instances and evalu-
ated on a held-out set of 2,166 instances. The evalu-
ation set was partitioned into three disjoint test sub-
sets of 722 organizations each, with the number of
successes and the corresponding baseline success rates
summarized in Table 3.

Subset Size Successes Baseline Rate

1 722 57 7.9%
2 722 49 6.8%
3 722 67 9.3%

Table 3: The detailed view of subsets
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4.1 Funding Prediction

Funding prediction performance was evaluated using
the mean absolute percentage error (MAPE), which
quantifies the average relative deviation between pre-
dicted and actual funding values. MAPE was chosen
because it provides a scale-independent measure of
error that is interpretable across organizations of dif-
ferent funding sizes. The results for each subset, as
well as for the overall set, are reported in Table 4.

Subset MAPE

1 3.32%
2 3.02%
3 3.89%

Table 4: Mean Absolute Percentage Error for funding
prediction

Across all test sets, the MAPE remains below 4%,
indicating that the model predicts funding with high
accuracy even under the noisy conditions of early-
stage startups.

4.2 Success Prediction

To evaluate success prediction, we focused on pre-
cision, defined as the proportion of true positives
among predicted positives. The logistic regression
threshold was varied to examine its effect on pre-
cision, following the approach of Handoyo et al.
(2021).1 Rather than fine-tuning, thresholds were
tested at fixed intervals to reduce the risk of over-
fitting. The resulting precision curve is presented in
Figure 2.

Figure 2: Precision (%) versus threshold probability

As shown in Figure 2, precision peaks when the classi-
fication threshold lies between 0.75 and 0.85. Because
model performance within this interval is stable, we
selected 0.8 as a representative threshold to avoid
overfitting to a specific dataset. Using this threshold,

1Method adapted from Handoyo, S., Chen, Y. et al., 2021

the multi-model was evaluated on each test subset,
with precision and recall reported in Table 5. In each
test subset, the multi-model achieved precision more
than nine times higher than the baseline success rate
with sample 2 achieving over eleven times the base
success rate, underscoring its strong predictive per-
formance, while also maintaining recall above 30%.

Subset Recall Precision

1 36% 10.4X
2 35% 11.1X
3 38% 9.8X

Overall 36% 10.3X

Table 5: Performance of multi-model against the ran-
dom baseline rate

Building on these results, we further segmented star-
tups into funding classes, using the continuous fund-
ing prediction to assign probabilities of success for
each class of startups. The outcomes of this analysis
are reported in Table 6.

Funding Class($) Probability of Success (%)

100K-1M 1.27%
1M-10M 8.41%

10M- 100M 80.89%
100M-1B 95.35%
1B+ 100.00%

Table 6: Probabilities of success for each funding
class2

4.3 Feature Sensitivity Analysis

Feature sensitivity was evaluated using the parame-
ter weights from each component model in the multi-
model architecture, combined with the contributions
of the text embeddings. Each feature’s influence was
quantified as a percentage of total predictive weight.
To ensure robustness, the model was re-tested on
multiple subsets with varying proportions of outliers,
which yielded a consistent hierarchy of feature im-
portance. The relative contributions of the ten most
impactful features are shown in Figure 3.

Among these, the category list (the set of fields
in which the startup operates) and the number of
founders emerge as the strongest predictors. By con-
trast, education level, while still appearing in the top
ten, accounts for only about one tenth of the weight
assigned to the number of founders.
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Figure 3: Bar chart comparing the relative impor-
tance of each feature in predicting a startup’s success

4.4 Ablation Studies

To assess the contribution of individual components
and design choices, we performed a series of ablation
experiments. These examined the impact of LLM-
powered features and feature categories, embedding
sources, and the ensemble structure.

4.4.1 LLM-based vs. Traditional Features

We removed the LLM-engineered features, leaving
only deterministic variables derived from standard
structured information (38 features in total). As re-
ported in Table 7, running the same pipeline on an
equivalent train/test split resulted in a precision drop
from 10.4× to 4.6×. This substantial decrease high-
lights the importance of semantic information cap-
tured by the LLM, particularly in encoding founder-
specific attributes that are not well represented by
traditional features.

Sample size Baseline rate Precision Recall

722 7.9% 4.6X 26%

Table 7: Performance without LLM features

4.4.2 Embedding Comparison

We compared model performance using text
embeddings from text-embedding-ada-002,
all-MiniLM-L6-v2, and a baseline without embed-
dings. As seen in Table 8, LLM-based embeddings
achieved the highest precision, while MiniLM re-
mained competitive, and both outperformed the
no-embedding baseline.

4.4.3 Model Architecture Variants

We systematically evaluated the pipeline by remov-
ing each component of the multi-model architecture

Embedding Precision Recall

ada-002 10.4X 36%
MiniLM 10.2X 36%
None 8.7X 30%

Table 8: Embedding model comparisons

in turn. Table 9 showed that removing XGBoost
from the pipeline produced the largest drop in per-
formance, underscoring its importance for handling
high-dimensional, multi-category data in this setting.
Replacing the Linear Regression meta-model with a
shallow Neural Network yielded higher precision and
recall but introduced overfitting, leading to inconsis-
tent and unreliable outcomes. In addition, feature
sensitivity analysis became less stable when either
the Random Forest or Linear Regression components
were removed, reducing the consistency of the rank-
ing of high-impact features.

Model Precision Recall

XGBoost -3.2X -7%
Random Forest -2.3X -5%
Meta-model +0.4X +2%

Table 9: The impact of components on model perfor-
mance

4.4.4 Feature Category Removal

We further evaluated the contribution of feature
engineering by retraining the model on the same
train–test split while systematically removing each
data subset (textual, categorical, continuous, and
boolean) from training.

The ablation results in Table 10 show that categori-
cal data produced the largest decline in model perfor-
mance. Since many of the categorical features were
generated through LLM-powered engineering, this re-
sult emphasizes the role of LLM-derived features in
driving both precision and recall.

Feature Type Precision Recall

Categorical -3.9X -9%
Continuous -3.0X -6%
Boolean -1.7X -5%
Textual -1.7X -6%

Table 10: The impact of feature types on model per-
formance
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5 Conclusion

We presented a multi-model framework that inte-
grates ML methods with LLM-powered feature en-
gineering to predict startup success. The pipeline
was evaluated on funding prediction, binary success
classification, and feature sensitivity analysis, consis-
tently demonstrating high precision and robustness.
In particular, the model achieved over 10× the base-
line precision while maintaining interpretable feature
attributions, showing that it can deliver both pre-
dictive power and transparency. These results high-
light the potential of combining LLM-derived features
with ensemble learning to address rare-event predic-
tion tasks such as early-stage startup investing eval-
uation, where traditional models often fail to gener-
alize.

5.1 Limitations

Although our approach achieves high precision and
yields interpretable feature sensitivities, several limi-
tations remain.

The layered design of the continuous funding predic-
tor followed by logistic regression introduces error
propagation: inaccuracies in the funding estimate,
though small (below 4% MAPE), may still influence
the calibrated probabilities used for success classifi-
cation.

In addition, reliance on LLMs for feature engineering
introduces risks, as all 63 features are LLM-derived
and subject to misclassification, particularly for vari-
ables with subjective boundaries such as skill rele-
vance.

Finally, the model’s performance is constrained
by the quality and coverage of the underlying
data. Founder-centric profiles constructed from pub-
licly available sources with information provided by
founders themselves may embed biases toward indi-
viduals with greater online presence, limiting the gen-
eralizability of results across different ecosystems.

5.2 Future Directions

Future work can be done to address some of these
limitations and to expand the scope of this research.

Refining the multi-model architecture and exploring
model combinations could reduce error propagation.

Additional research into feature engineering is also
needed, particularly methods that can validate or
augment LLM-derived features. In this regard, inte-
grating SHAP-based explanations with LLM outputs

could provide a systematic way to quantify feature
contributions while exposing potential inconsisten-
cies. Likewise, developing methods to detect, mea-
sure, and reduce hallucinations in LLM-driven fea-
ture generation will be important to improve reliabil-
ity.
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