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Abstract

Large language models (LLMs) are rapidly transforming social science research by enabling
the automation of labor-intensive tasks like data annotation and text analysis. However, LLM
outputs vary significantly depending on the implementation choices made by researchers (e.g.,
model selection, prompting strategy, or temperature settings). Such variation can introduce
systematic biases and random errors, which propagate to downstream analyses and cause
Type I (false positive), Type II (false negative), Type S (wrong sign for significant effect), or
Type M (correct but exaggerated effect) errors. We call this LLM hacking.

We quantify the risk of LLM hacking by replicating 37 data annotation tasks from 21
published social science research studies with 18 different models. Analyzing 13 million
LLM labels, we test 2,361 realistic hypotheses to measure how plausible researcher choices
affect statistical conclusions. We find incorrect conclusions based on LLM-annotated data in
approximately one in three hypotheses for state-of-the-art (SOTA) models, and in half the
hypotheses for small language models. While our findings show that higher task performance
and better general model capabilities reduce LLM hacking risk, even highly accurate models
do not completely eliminate it. The risk of LLM hacking decreases as effect sizes increase,
indicating the need for more rigorous verification of findings near significance thresholds. Our
extensive analysis of LLM hacking mitigation techniques emphasizes the importance of human
annotations in reducing false positive findings and improving model selection. Surprisingly,
common regression estimator correction techniques are largely ineffective in reducing LLM
hacking risk, as they heavily trade off Type I vs. Type II errors.

Beyond accidental errors, we find that intentional LLM hacking is unacceptably simple.
With few LLMs and just a handful of prompt paraphrases, anything can be presented as
statistically significant. Overall, our findings advocate for a fundamental shift in LLM-assisted
research practices, from viewing LLMs as convenient black-box annotators to seeing them as
complex instruments that require rigorous validation. Based on our findings, we publish a
list of practical recommendations to limit accidental and deliberate LLM hacking for various
common tasks.
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Figure 1: We quantify LLM hacking risk through systematic replication of 37 diverse computational social
science annotation tasks. For these tasks, we use a combined set of 2,361 realistic hypotheses that researchers
might test using these annotations. Then, we collect 13 million LLM annotations across plausible LLM
configurations. These annotations feed into 1.4 million regressions testing the hypotheses. For a hypothesis
with no true effect (ground truth p > 0.05), different LLM configurations yield conflicting conclusions.
Checkmarks indicate correct statistical conclusions matching ground truth; crosses indicate LLM hacking —
incorrect conclusions due to annotation errors. Across all experiments, LLM hacking occurs in 31-50% of
cases even with highly capable models. Since minor configuration changes can flip scientific conclusions,
from correct to incorrect, LLM hacking can be exploited to present anything as statistically significant.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) can easily be instructed to process unstructured data for virtually
any analytical purpose [125, 93]. It is thus tempting for researchers to outsource time-consuming
tasks like data annotation or text analysis to these systems. For data-driven analyses in particular,
the ability to extract insights from vast amounts of unstructured text through automatic annotation
enables research at unprecedented scales [26, 135]. We tend to forget that high-performing models
paired with careful prompt engineering can still produce bad science. The integration of LLMs
into scientific research workflows represents one of the most significant recent methodological
shifts in the social sciences and other scientific disciplines.

Unfortunately, beneath this excitement for using LLMs in research lies a fundamental threat
to scientific validity that has remained largely unexamined. Traditionally, computational social
scientists used trained student assistants or domain experts to annotate unstructured data to
feed their quantitative downstream analyses of interest [3, , 57]. As the volume of available
text data grew exponentially, researchers increasingly turned to computational methods that
could scale analysis, either through unsupervised techniques or by training supervised machine
learning models on human-labeled data [39, 87, 10, 62]. In recent years, a large part of the
community has enthusiastically embraced the use of LLMs for automated scientific analyses,
with many reporting that LLMs can match or even exceed human performance on various
annotation tasks [37, , ]. Yet this same literature almost entirely overlooks how annotation
errors propagate through statistical analyses [27, 38]. This gap between adoption and validation
threatens to undermine the credibility of an entire era of computational social science (CSS)
research.

Every LLM-based annotation requires researchers to make numerous configuration choices:



which model to use, how to formulate the prompt, which decoding parameters to set, and how
to map outputs to categories, among others. These configuration choices become a “garden of
forking paths” [34], where each decision point branches out into different analytical outcomes.
This effect is magnified by LLMs’ sensitivity to seemingly minor changes to the input [105, 104].
And when these LLM outputs determine scientific conclusions about human behavior, political
discourse, or social phenomena, even minor input variations become consequential [27, 95, 5, 6].
For example, when a researcher tests whether conservative political discourse contains more
economic framing than progressive discourse [5, 92] or whether social media posts mentioning
certain topics exhibit different sentiment patterns [37], the conclusion can flip from significant
to non-significant based solely on arbitrary researcher decisions (or lack thereof) about the LLM
configuration earlier in the workflow. Insidiously, LLM configuration choices can systematically
bias results while maintaining apparent methodological rigor.

In this paper, we introduce the concept of LLM hacking', describing the phenomenon where
researchers” LLM configuration choices result in incorrect downstream scientific conclusions. This
issue extends beyond simple measurement error. LLM hacking often emerges from ambiguity
about how to configure LLMs, but researchers can also deliberately exploit multiple configuration
comparisons to achieve desirable, statistically significant results. Concerns about the reliability
of hypothesis testing [12] and the risk of manufactured results [43, 110] are as old as scientific
data analysis itself. However, while LLM hacking is related to p-hacking in its susceptibility to
researcher degrees of freedom [107], it operates at the data generation stage rather than during
the analysis stage. This creates an entirely new layer of vulnerability.

Our work demonstrates that the scientific risk of LLM hacking is not merely theoretical but
a pressing challenge for reproducibility in CSS. Our findings demand a fundamental recon-
sideration of how LLMs should be integrated into scientific workflows. We provide practical
recommendations, which we hope will help researchers navigate these challenges and harness the
transformative potential of LLMs for CSS research, without falling prey to LLM hacking.

Research questions. Through a systematic literature review and an extensive CSS replication
study, we address four fundamental research questions (RQs):

RQ1: What are current practices for using LLMs as automated annotators in CSS research?

RQ2: What is the risk of accidental LLM hacking across different tasks and models?

RQ3: How can accidental LLM hacking risk be reduced through mitigation strategies and
validation practices?

RQ4: How feasible is intentional LLM hacking manipulation across different tasks?

1.1 Key contributions

We introduce the concept of Large Language Model (LLM) hacking (§2). We then quantify the
risk of LLM hacking through a large-scale empirical assessment of over 13 million annotations
across 37 diverse CSS tasks (see Table 1), 18 LLMs, and 2,361 realistic hypothesis tests. This
includes tasks like stance detection or political ideology classification, with hypotheses testing

"We use “hacking” in the statistical sense (analogous to p-hacking). This is unrelated to cybersecurity or unauthorized
system intrusion.



group differences, such as whether Conservative manifestos express more right-wing economic
positions than Labour manifestos. Our experimental setup (§4) is informed by a systematic
literature analysis of 103 papers, which revealed enthusiastic advocacy for LLM usage alongside
insufficient validation and limited attention to potential risks (§3).

1.2 Summary of findings

In more detail, we report the following key findings:

SOTA models have on average a one-in-three chance of LLM Hacking (§5.1). LLM hacking
affects every model and task tested (see Table 3), from small 1B parameter models with 50% error
rates to state-of-the-art 70B+ parameter models still exhibiting 31% risk. The risk varies strongly
across the annotation tasks we evaluated, ranging from 5% for humor detection to over 65% for
ideology and frame classification (for some model configurations), showing that no annotation
task is immune. Type II errors dominate, with models more frequently missing true effects than
fabricating false ones. Type II errors occur in 31-59% of cases (depending on model size).

Even when models correctly identify significant effects, the estimated effect sizes deviate from
true values by 40-77% on average. This systematic bias means that researchers cannot simply rely
on larger, more capable models to escape the problem.

Beyond accidental errors, our experiments demonstrate the feasibility of intentional result
manipulation through model and prompt selection. It is shockingly easy to present any finding
as statistically significant (§5.2). By simply selecting one of the tested models with a handful of
prompt paraphrases, malicious actors can arrive at any desired downstream conclusion. Using
just the models and prompts we tested, false positives can be manufactured for 94.4% of null
hypotheses, while true effects can be hidden in 98.1% of cases. Most alarmingly, statistically
significant effects can be reversed entirely in 68.3% of cases with true differences (Type S error).
These rates remain high even among the top-performing models that reviewers might consider
methodologically sound. To make matters worse, the distinction between legitimate and manipu-
lated analyses becomes virtually undetectable post hoc. This vulnerability means that a researcher
seeking to support a predetermined conclusion is almost guaranteed to succeed while maintaining
apparent scientific credibility.

Neither high annotation performance nor careful prompting prevent LLM hacking (§5.3).
Through a large regression analysis of all hypothesis-model-prompt combinations (Table 9), we
establish a clear hierarchy of risk factors (Table 4). Proximity to statistical significance thresholds
emerges as the strongest predictor, with p values near o0.05 showing error rates approaching 70%.
Task characteristics account for 21% of the explained variance, while model performance contributes
only 8%. Surprisingly, prompt engineering choices contribute less than 1% of explained variance,
challenging the common belief that careful prompt design can eliminate these risks.

Surprisingly, we find no correlation between human inter-annotator agreement and LLM
hacking risk, meaning that even tasks where human experts perfectly agree can yield unreliable
LLM-based conclusions.

100 human annotations outperform 100K LLM annotations (§5.4). Testing 21 different
approaches combining human annotation sampling strategies with statistical corrections, we
discover an LLM data scale paradox: Using human annotations alone often provides the strongest



protection against false positives, achieving error rates of 10% with just 100 human labels, compared
to 10-40% for hybrid approaches with acceptable false negative rates below 80% (using >100K
annotations from various LLMs for each task).

Regression estimator correction techniques are largely ineffective because they trade off
Type I vs. Type II errors. Rather than solving the underlying problem, statistical correction
methods like Design-based Supervised Learning (DSL) and Confidence-Driven Inference (CDI)
face unavoidable trade-offs between error types. Both methods reduce Type I errors but increases
Type 1II errors by up to 60 percentage points. Even optimal mitigation strategies achieve only
modest risk reductions, with 1,000 human annotations reducing overall LLM hacking risk to about
20%, compared to 31-50% baseline risk.

Researchers should use LLMs wisely, not widely (Table 5). Our systematic experiments
allow us to develop evidence-based guidelines for researchers navigating the trade-offs between
annotation efficiency and scientific validity. These concrete recommendations acknowledge both
the appeal of LLM automation and its fundamental limitations. For research contexts where
false positives (Type I errors) pose the greatest risk, such as novel discovery claims, we show
that ground-truth-only approaches provide the only reliable protection. If, instead, Type II errors
are the primary concern, or when human annotation is truly infeasible, our results suggest that
researchers use specific model selection strategies and correction techniques. We recommend
transparency standards, including pre-registration of LLM configuration choices and compre-
hensive reporting of all tested combinations, as essential safeguards against both accidental and
deliberate manipulation.

Taken together, our results show that, while LLMs offer unprecedented scalability for data
annotation, their use in hypothesis testing requires fundamental changes to current practices. We
need to shift from treating them as convenient replacements for human annotators to recognizing
them as complex instruments requiring careful calibration and validation.

2 Large Language Model (LLM) Hacking

We formalize LLM hacking as a phenomenon occurring when researchers using LLMs for data
annotation draw incorrect scientific conclusions. Depending on the researcher’s outcome of
interest, wrong conclusions can be the false (non)discovery of an effect or a wrong statistical
estimate, for example. In this study, we focus specifically on LLM-generated text annotations
used in regression analyses. More precisely, the scientific outcome of interest is whether regression
coefficients reach statistical significance. However, the concept of LLM hacking is more general
and encompasses any plausible scientific conclusion downstream of LLM usage.

LLM hacking is a consequence of the researchers’ vast degrees of freedom in LLM configu-
ration choices. In the course of using LLMs to prepare data for downstream statistical analysis,
researchers have many decisions to make. Each choice is often plausible but questionable at
the same time, since the downstream impact on result validity is hard to quantify. This issue is
exacerbated by the fact that many decisions are not explicitly made by models and model API
services, but rather default to predetermined values that researchers are sometimes unaware of.
Definition 1 (LLM Hacking). Let 6* denote the true outcome of interest, ® the space of possible
reasonable LLM configurations, and 6(¢) the outcome obtained using configuration ¢ € ®. LLM



hacking £ occurs when:

L(p) =1[6(p) # 6] (1)

Here, 6* and 8(¢) can, for example, represent conclusions from statistical hypothesis tests. The
configuration space ® encompasses all choices affecting LLM outputs, such as model selection,
prompt formulation, temperature and other decoding parameters, and output mapping strategies
(e.g., whether generated tokens are mapped to labels). ® is context-dependent, but must be
plausible, excluding configurations that are clearly unreasonable or produce nonsensical outputs
(e.g., due to completely mis-specified prompts).

Even seemingly minor variations like prompt paraphrases or small temperature adjustments
can produce dramatically different outcomes that propagate to downstream analyses. When
studying phenomena without true effects, LLM hacking produces Type I errors (false positives).
For real effects, it causes Type II errors (false negatives), Type S errors (wrong direction), or Type
M errors (magnitude distortions) [77, 33].

Definition 2 (LLM Hacking Risk). The LLM hacking risk quantifies the probability of obtaining
false conclusions when randomly selecting from reasonable configurations:

Ep~a[L(4)] (2)

Importantly, this risk exists even for well-intentioned researchers who must necessarily make
configuration choices (or are subject to undocumented default settings) without clear guidance on
optimal settings.

Intentional LLM hacking. Beyond accidental errors, malicious actors could deliberately exploit
the configuration flexibility to manufacture desired outcomes. We define LLM hacking feasibility as
the existence of at least one configuration producing a specific incorrect conclusion.

Definition 3 (LLM Hacking Feasibility). For a specific hypothesis and desired incorrect outcome
0" # 6*, LLM hacking is feasible if:

F(0')=1[3¢p € D:0(¢) =0'] 3)

2.1 Relationship to p-hacking

LLM hacking differs fundamentally from p-hacking [107, 110], though both produce the same
outcome: false statistical conclusions arising from researcher degrees of freedom [34]. The key
distinction lies in their strategies. p-hacking manipulates analytical choices (e.g., variable selection,
outlier removal, subgroup analysis), while LLM hacking manipulates data generation through
configuration choices. Both practices can yield significant p values where none should exist, but
LLM hacking achieves this by shaping the annotated data itself rather than how that data is
analyzed.

Risks stemming from LLM hacking and p-hacking are cumulative. Hence, studies using LLM-
annotated data face both configuration-induced biases and traditional analytical flexibility issues,
including selective reporting [128, 14], HARKing [53, 46], and publication bias [111, , 48, ].



3 Literature review: Using LLMs for automated data annotation

To understand the extent of LLM use for data annotation in CSS research, we conducted a
comprehensive literature review. Our systematic search across five major databases yielded 1,592
initial papers, refined to 103 relevant studies through rigorous screening (see Appendix A for
full methodology). The selected papers from 2022-2025 benchmark LLM performance or provide
guidance for CSS annotation tasks.

We manually extracted relevant information including the CSS tasks covered, LLM usage
recommendations made, and validation approaches discussed (see Appendix B).

The risk of LLM hacking is widespread. Our systematic review reveals a strong consensus
toward adopting LLMs for automated data annotation across CSS. 88% of reviewed papers
recommend using LLMs for data annotation tasks (at least under certain conditions), while only
12% advise against their use. This overwhelming endorsement spans a diverse range of CSS
annotation tasks, including sentiment analysis, stance detection, hate speech identification and
political discourse analysis.

The reviewed studies evaluate LLM performance across numerous CSS tasks, with 84% using
empirical datasets to benchmark annotation quality. Despite the limitations of using proprietary
models for research [90], the GPT family of models dominates the evaluation landscape, appearing
in over 70% of studies, while open-weight alternatives like Llama and Qwen are tested less
frequently.

Current validation practices for LLM annotation are insufficient. 43% of papers disregard
model validation (despite recommending the use of LLMs). Papers that include validations
predominantly focus on simple performance metrics. Only four papers explicitly mention the risk
of false conclusions in downstream statistical analyses when using LLM-generated annotations [27,

, 5, 6, 38]. Two of those [27, 38] propose techniques to correct regression estimates based on LLM
annotation bias to reduce Type I risk. We test both techniques in our experiments, see Section 4.5.

Despite the widespread adoption of LLMs in research, we still lack any principled guidance on
when their use might compromise scientific validity. We found no empirical evidence identifying
which factors determine whether LLM errors will distort downstream hypothesis testing, regres-
sion analyses, or other statistical procedures commonly used in CSS research. It thus remains
unclear how well-intentioned researchers can avoid erroneous conclusions and how easily these
configuration choices could be exploited to manufacture invalid results. This omission represents
a fundamental gap in our understanding of LLM reliability for scientific inference.

The validation gap in LLM usage for CSS is particularly troubling, given that these same
papers advocate for replacing human annotators with automated systems whose reliability
remains unverified for specific research contexts. Despite well-established evidence that LLMs
are extremely brittle annotation tools [27], producing different outputs even with minor prompt
modifications [105, 104], the prevailing sentiment appears to be that LLMs can seamlessly automate
numerous annotation tasks [37, 1.



4 Experimental setup

4.1 Data

Table 1 lists the 37 annotation tasks that we compiled from 21 datasets into a unified format for
systematic evaluation. We selected tasks that represent a range of typical CSS annotation scenarios,
including stance detection, topic classification, sentiment analysis, and many more.

Table 1 lists the 37 annotation tasks that we compiled from 21 datasets into a unified format for
systematic evaluation. We selected tasks that represent a range of typical CSS annotation scenarios,
including stance detection, topic classification, sentiment analysis, and many more. These tasks
span diverse domains from political science (party manifestos, election tweets) to public health
(COVID-19 misinformation) and social psychology (humor detection, politeness classification).
The annotation complexity ranges from straightforward binary classifications (relevant/irrelevant)
to nuanced multi-class categorizations requiring domain expertise (hatespeech, issue framing).

Starting from all 1,592 papers identified by our systematic literature review (Appendix A), we
considered the subset of relevant CSS annotation tasks and checked those for available datasets.
We sampled our final list of annotation tasks for diversity in data types (e.g., Tweets, news articles,
Reddit posts, open-ended survey responses, and party manifestos) and prioritized datasets with
publicly available ground truth labels (to be able to test LLM annotation reliability) and additional
metadata (to formulate realistic hypotheses). Our selection includes datasets from early research
on automated LLM annotation work Gilardi et al. [37] alongside more specialized resources such
as the British Election Study open-ended responses [31], ensuring broad coverage of contemporary
CSS research applications.

Ground truth annotations. The ground truth labels come from expert annotators (trained
research assistants, domain experts) and crowdworkers, with an average of 2.3 annotators per
datapoint (see Table 1 and Appendix F for details on annotator types and aggregation methods).

Data preprocessing. To maximize comparability, we replicated the preprocessing from prior
work, with two exceptions: we used universal deduplication (final sizes in Table 11) and stratified
random sampling (considering class and grouping variables) for datasets over 10,000 instances to
preserve statistical properties while keeping computational costs manageable. Furthermore, we
decompose multiclass annotation tasks into binary comparisons (e.g., class A vs. rest) to make
hypotheses comparable across tasks in the downstream statistical analysis.

4.2 Downstream statistical analysis

We use the LLM-generated annotations as inputs to downstream statistical analyses. Their
conclusions constitute our primary outcome of interest. Consider, for example, the mani-
festos_econ_ideology task that classifies sentences from UK party manifestos as economically
left or right-wing [5]. A researcher might test whether Conservative party manifestos contain
more right-wing economic positions than Labour manifestos, assuming the null hypothesis Hy
that there are no differences in class proportions between parties, versus the alternative Ha: a
significant difference exists between the parties. Similarly, for the framesl_tweets task from Gilardi



Table 1: Overview of annotation tasks used in experiments. See Appendix F for detailed task descriptions.

Dataset Name Task Name Nr. of Dat- Nr. of Nr. of Prompts Nr. of Group- Nr. of Ground
apoints: Ground (% paraphrases) (% ings Total (% Truth Annota-
Used /Total Truth zero-shot) original) tors Per Data-
Classes point
essay_domestic 489/489 8 5 (80%) (100%) 128 (57.0%) 1
essay_housewife 489/489 2 5 (80%) (100%) 92 (79.3%) 1
essay [116] essay_living 489/489 9 5 (80%) (100%) 131 (55.7%) 1
essay_location 489/489 5 5 (80%) (100%) 110 (66.4%) 1
essay_narrative 489/489 3 5 (80%) (100%) 98 (74.5%) 1
essay_worksocial 489/489 2 5 (80%) (100%) 92 (79.3%) 1
“ideology_news [5] ~ideology_news 9968/37554 3 5 (60%) (100%)  58(56.9%) 1
777777777777 manifestos_econ_ideology 2463/2463 2 5(40%) (100%) 28 (32.1%) 611
manifestos_uk [8]  manifestos_issue 9983/11620 2 5 (40%) (80%) 28 (32.1%) 7.69
manifestos_social_ideology 2091/2091 2 5 (20%) (80%) 28 (32.1%) 4.99
Ctone[4] tone 859/859 3 5(60%) (80%) =25(%) 1
~ politeness_stack [22] politeness_stack 3298/3208 2 5 (60%) (100%) 49 (61.2%) 5
~ politeness_wiki [22] politeness_wiki 2171/2171 2 5(60%) (100%) 44 (56.8%) 5
~emotion [25]  emotion 7276/7276 26 5(60%) (100%) 123 (37.4%)  3.64
Ctopic [27] topic 10000/10000 2 5(20%) (60%) 33 (424%) 1
777777777777 hatespeech_explicit  9998/21476 3 5(40%) (80%)  =25(0%) 3
hatespeech [29] hatespeech_implicit 6135/6135 6 5 (40%) (80%) 43 (0%) 1-3
hatespeech_target 5475/5475 26 5 (40%) (80%) 94 (21.3%) 2
~issue_survey [31]  issue_survey 9922/101930 48 5(20%) (80%) 364 (788%) 12
Cmisinfo [2] misinfo " 0991/25160 2 5 Bo%) (100%)  35Gs57%) 1
el framesl_news 326/326 53 7(0%) B5.0%)  a500%) 2
2/ relevance_news 1599/1599 2 7 (0%) (85.7%) 19 (0%) 2
. frameslI_tweets17 69/ 56 1 (0%) (80%) 74 (0%) 2
tweets17 [37] relevance_tweets17 ?856?1256 25 g (0%) (80%) 13 (0%) 2
. framesl_tweets23 150/150 7 (0%) (85.7%) 25 (0%) 2
tweets23 [57] relevance_tweets23 431 / 4?1 2 7 (0%) (8;7%) 13 (0%) 2
************ framesil_tweets  311/311 10 5(0%)(80%)  6a(o%) 2
framesl_tweets 593/593 3 7 (0%) (85.7%) 25 (0%) 2
tweets [37 relevance_tweets 1934/1934 2 7 (0%) (85.7%) 19 (0%) 2
stance_tweets 557/557 3 7 (0%) (85.7%) 25 (0%) 2
topic_tweets 611/611 5 5 (0%) (80%) 37 (0%) 2
~ stance_climate [75] ~ stance_climate 1793/1793 3 5(60%) (100%)  25(0%) 8
" manifestos [51, 63] _manifestos._issues_detalled 9o86/1239149 46 5 (40%) (100%) 212 (6a6%) 1
Cfactwality [33]  factuality 0065/15005 3 5(o%) Bo%)  48Gzo%) 12
“fakenews  [106, fakenews 7954/7054 2 S Bo%) (100%) 34 (as1%) 1
131]
" ideology_tweets [114]ideology_tweets . 4099/4099 2 5(60%) (100%)  41(37%) 1
“humor [127] humor 9999/15817 2 5 (60%) (100%)  22(13.6%) 1
21 datasets 37 tasks 145277/1533400 266 199 (36.2%) (89.4%) 2361 (48.1%) 2.3 on average




et al. [37], a researcher might test whether Tweets containing the keyword “Trump” are more
likely to frame content moderation as a problem than those without this keyword.

We evaluate these hypotheses using logistic regression with binary dependent and independent
variables. The dependent variable y represents either the ground truth annotation or the LLM-
generated annotation, and the independent variable x indicates group membership in one of two
data subsets (e.g., Conservative vs. Labour manifestos, or texts containing “Trump” vs. not).

Outcome of interest. For each hypothesis /1, we run two logistic regressions logit(P(y = 1)) =
a + Bx:

* Ground truth regression: y$'T ~ x;, yielding coefficient $1.
¢ LLM-informed regression (using configuration ¢): yLLM ~ xp, yielding coefficient IBLLM

We test for each coefficient whether it reaches statistical significance at & = 0.05, effectively asking:
“Does the proportion of positive class labels differ significantly between the two groups?”> Let S°T and

SLLM denote the significance of the coefficients 5T and I};I(}M and sgn(-) denote the sign function.

In this study, we assume that BT reflects the true effect. For the purpose of our experiments,
this assumes no noise in human ground truth annotations, which means that the significance
level of the ground truth regression estimate ST is the same as the alternative hypothesis Ha.
If we now replace the ground truth with LLM annotations, four types of statistical errors can
occur [77, 33]:

* Type I error: detecting a difference when none exists (5¢'T = 0 and SLLM 1)
¢ Type II error: missing a true difference (S°T = 1 and SLLM =0)

¢ Type S error: wrong direction (S¢T = SLLM =1 but sgn(,BGT) # sgn( I,;/T;PM))
* Type M error: correctly detecting a dlfference with correct direction but with incorrect

magnitude (SGT = SLLM =1and sgn(,BGT) = sgn( LLM) but ,BGT # ,BLLM

Hypotheses. We evaluate multiple hypotheses for each annotation task. We generate these
hypotheses through different data groupings, i.e., criteria that split a dataset into two parts. We
consider 1) keyword-based splits (e.g., texts containing “economy” vs. not) and 2) splits based on
original metadata (e.g., male vs. female authors). This process yields 2,361 hypotheses across all
tasks, of which 48.1% are based on original metadata. See Appendix C.2 for more details.

4.3 LLM configuration space
We rely on models and prompts used in prior work, wherever possible, to ensure a plausible

configuration space .

Models. We evaluate 18 models from 4 model providers representing the current state of the art.
For each model family, we test different scales:

1. Llama 3 family (1B-70B) [72],

2This question could also be answered with a two-proportion z-test. We verified that both methods yield identical
results.
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2. Qwen 2.5 [98] and 3 [99] families (1.5B-72B),
3. Gemma family (1B-27B) [35], and
4. GPT-40 variants [91].

We use the instruction-tuned versions for all models, but omit “-instruct” suffices for brevity. We
test both open-weight and proprietary models to evaluate the full spectrum of LLM capabilities
typically used in CSS research. All models and exact versions used are listed in Appendix C.1.

Prompts, decoding, and output mapping. We use the original prompts from prior work where
available. We formulate new prompts based on the original data annotation guidelines when
prior prompts are unavailable. We create few-shot prompt versions when these guidelines include
specific examples. To test sensitivity to prompt formulation, we generated additional semantically
equivalent prompt paraphrases to have at least five plausible prompt versions per task (details in
Appendix C.3) Table 1 shows that this process yielded 5-7 prompts per task. The full set contains
199 prompts total. 72 (36.2)% are our generated paraphrases, 178 (89.4)% are zero-shot prompts,
and 21 (10.6)% are few-shot prompts. We set the model temperature to o for reproducibility and
the maximum number of generated tokens to 20. We match generated tokens to class labels
using regular expressions to ensure valid category selection. We account for cases where models
fail to follow instructions or produce invalid outputs (see Table E.2), finding that larger models
demonstrate substantially better instruction adherence.

4.4 Metrics

We use weighted F1 as a performance metric throughout. If not mentioned otherwise, we
average metrics across annotation tasks T with hypotheses H; for each task t and for a set
of LLM configuration choices ® (consisting of 18 models and up to seven prompts per task).
Let H) = {h € H; : S$T = 0} denote hypotheses where ground truth is non-significant, and
H} = {h € H; : S$T = 1} denote hypotheses where ground truth is significant. This gives us the
following empirical risk measures:

The Type I risk quantifies the false positive rate: the probability that LLM annotations detect
a significant effect when none exists in the ground truth.

Type I Risk = (4)

Y. 1[S
|T’ teT |H0 eHO |(D‘ Ppcd
The Type II risk quantifies the false negative rate: the probability that LLM annotations fail to

detect true effects present in the ground truth data.

Type II Risk = Sit = 0] (5)
m 5 e 5!

The Type S risk captures the sign error rate: among true effects, the probability that LLM
annotations detect a significant effect in the opposite direction. This is a particularly concerning
form of error that fundamentally mischaracterizes the relationship between variables.

Type S Risk = Z — Y Sk =1,sgn(By") # sgn(Bis)] (6)
’T’ teT H ’ heH} ’CD’ gbed)

11



Finally, the empirical LLM hacking risk measures the overall probability of reaching incorrect
statistical conclusions:

Type I Risk + Type II Risk + Type S Risk

LLM Hacking Risk = >

(7)

This measure averages errors on null hypotheses (Type I) and errors on alternative hypotheses
(Type Il and S), providing a balanced assessment of the overall risk of reaching incorrect statistical
conclusions when using LLM annotations. We use this balanced measure since we do not know
the expected base rates of true effects in the studied research domains.

Even in the absence of LLM hacking, effect sizes of the downstream conclusion may still
be over- or underestimated. To empirically quantify Type M errors, we calculate the ratio of
effect sizes, measured as differences in group proportions, for cases where both ground truth
and LLM annotations yield significant results with matching signs. Let Ap$T and ApLLM denote
the differences in class proportions between groups for ground truth and LLM annotat1ons,
respectively. We define:

|ApI7LM
1 Zhthl Zq,g@ \A];GT| -1 II[SLLM =1, Sgn(ﬁGT) — Sgn(‘BLLM)]
Type S Risk = — 8)
7| teZT Yiem Lpeo 1[Spg" = 1sgn(B") = sgn(Bi")]

The Type S risk quantifies the average relative magnitude error for correctly identified effects.
A value of o indicates perfect magnitude estimation, while a value of 0.5 means that LLM-based
effect size estimates deviate from true effect sizes by an average of 50%.

4.4.1 Feasibility of intentional LLM hacking

The LLM hacking feasibility rates quantify how often it is possible to obtain a wrong scientific
conclusion through intentional LLM hacking. Empirically, it is measured as the proportion of
hypotheses for which at least one configuration exists that results in a Type I, Type II, or Type S
error. More precisely:

Type I Error Feasibility Rate = Y —5 13Fp € @ SLLM 1] (9)
’T‘ tGT ’H ‘ ]’lEHO
- 1 LM
Type II Error Feasibility Rate = — )  —~ 1[3¢ € @: 5, =0] (10)
‘T| teT ’H | h€H1

Type S Error Feasibility Rate = — ) © —— 1[3¢p € @ SLLM = 1,sgn(B}") # Sgn(lBLLM)]
‘T| tET ’H | heHl
(11)

Here, the indicator functions denote the LLM hacking feasibility for hypothesis /. These rates
quantify the potential for deliberate manipulation while maintaining apparent methodological
credibility, particularly when constraining ® to methodologically defensible choices (e.g., using
only top-performing models).
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Conversely, we measure the feasibility of correct scientific conclusions as the proportion of
hypotheses for which at least one configuration exists that yields the correct outcome. We measure
this for null and alternative hypotheses separately:

H, Correctness Feasibility Rate = ) ot 1Fp € P SLLM 0] (12)
|T| teT ’H | hEHO

Ha Correctness Feasibility Rate = |T| Y. \Hl 1Fp € D SLLM =1,sgn(pST) = sgn(ﬁLLM)]

teT ’ heHl

(13)
A low correctness feasibility rate would suggest that LLMs may not be suitable for the given
annotation task.

4.5 Mitigation techniques using human-annotated samples

When researchers have access to a limited number of human expert annotations (7pyman), these
ground truth (GT) samples can become a valuable resource to mitigate LLM hacking risk. Table 2
summarizes our mitigation strategies (M1-Mg) along three dimensions: (1) how datapoints are
sampled to be annotated by humans, (2) how the collected human annotations are used for
downstream statistical analyses, and (3) how the LLM is selected (provided that LLM annotations
are used for estimation).

For each dimension, we test three strategies we identified in the literature. This gives an
extensive testbed of 21 alternative techniques to mitigate LLM hacking. In the following, we
describe each of the approaches across these three dimensions in more detail.

Table 2: LLM hacking mitigation strategies (abbreviated with M1-Mg) using human-annotated samples.
The third dimension (how the model is selected) only applies to the strategies using LLM annotations, i.e.,
M2, M3, M5, M6, M8, and Mg.

Data Usage Strategy (2)
GT Only GT +LLM GT + LLM + Correction

&0

£ B Random M1 M2 M3 (DSL)
g 2 2 | Low Confidence My Ms Me6 (DSL)
&= Active My M8 Mg (CDI)

Model Selection Strategy (3)
Random, GPT-40, Best-performing

4.5.1 Sampling strategies for human annotations

Random sampling. Selects ground truth samples uniformly at random with probability *huna
for each instance. This is the sampling strategy used by Egami et al. [27].

Low confidence sampling. Several papers mention that researchers may over-sample data that
is difficult to annotate automatically, for example, by increasing the sampling probability for
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texts that LLMs are more uncertain about [65, 25]. We implement this strategy by sampling the
Nhuman iNstances with the lowest LLM prediction confidence. Following Lin et al. [67], Li et al.
[65], and Gligoric et al. [35], we consider verbalized model confidence probabilities as a proxy
for the model’s expected performance. This approach is promising since LLMs are mostly able
to provide information about their uncertainty themselves [120, 51]. See Appendix C.4 for more
details on the verbalized confidence score elicitation.

Active sampling. Active learning has emerged as a technique to strategically annotate the most
informative samples [117, 11]. Active learning typically uses a supervised machine learning model
to iteratively select the next batch of texts to be annotated. In Natural Language Processing, active
learning has a long history of improving data annotation by sampling datapoints that are either
difficult or most representative of the full data [0, ].

We use the implementation provided by Gligoric et al. [35], which uses an XGBoost model
that predicts LLM annotation errors from its annotations and verbalized confidence scores. Data
is then sampled proportionally to the predicted error, mixed with 10% uniform sampling for
increased stability. This approach shares the same objective as low confidence sampling but
is more sophisticated, as it learns the relationship between verbalized confidence and actual
annotation error rather than simply using verbalized confidence as a proxy. See Appendix C.5 for
more implementation details.

4.5.2 Using human annotations for downstream statistical analyses

Ground truth only (Table 2 cells M1, Mg, and M7y). Using only the small human-annotated
sample instead of any LLM annotations is the simplest approach. This provides unbiased estimates
but with high variance due to the limited sample size. Egami et al. [27] and Gligoric et al. [35] call
this “Gold-Standard Only” and “Human only”, respectively.

Ground truth + LLM annotations (M2, M5, M8). This second approach treats sampled ground
truth labels as perfect replacements for LLM annotations on those instances, using LLM annota-
tions for all other instances. This approach reduces the variance but potentially introduces bias
from incorrect LLM predictions.

Ground truth + LLM + Corrected estimator (M3, M6, Mg). Finally, we combine human and
LLM annotations using bias-corrected estimators that account for LLM annotation errors while
leveraging the full dataset. We consider the following estimator correction techniques:

¢ Design-based Supervised Learning (DSL). Egami et al. [27] introduced DSL to correct
downstream estimators for LLM prediction bias. DSL uses a doubly-robust procedure
that combines LLM predictions with human annotations to create bias-corrected pseudo-
outcomes. It maintains valid statistical inference even when LLM predictions are arbitrarily
biased, requiring only that the sampling probability for human annotations is known and
bounded away from zero. See Appendix C.6 for implementation details.

¢ Confidence-Driven Inference (CDI). Introduced by Gligoric et al. [38], CDI is built on top of
the active sampling strategy described above. To produce an unbiased downstream estimate,
CDI takes the active sampling probabilities into account and combines human annotations
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(where available) with LLM annotations. The final regression estimate additionally uses a
learned tuning parameter that controls the trust placed in LLM annotations to minimize the
estimator variance while maintaining unbiasedness. See Appendix C.7 for implementation
details.

DSL and CDI are both optimized for producing confidence intervals that cover the true effect.
Thus, they essentially reduce the risk for Type I errors. However, Type II errors are not explicitly
controlled for.

4.5.3 Model selection for automated data annotation

When LLM annotations are incorporated into downstream analyses (M2, M3, M5, M6, M8, Mo),
researchers must decide which model to use. This choice can significantly impact the quality and
reliability of downstream results.

The predominant model validation approach identified in the literature involves ranking
candidate models based on their performance on a small subset of available ground truth data,
then selecting the best-performing model for all subsequent annotations [69, 47, 2]. To evaluate
the efficacy of this strategy, we compare it against two simple baselines (random and GPT-40
model selection) that do not require any ground truth data:

* Random: As a baseline, we randomly select one model from the set of available LLMs with
equal probability. This strategy serves as a lower bound for model selection performance
and requires no ground truth data.

¢ GPT-g0: Researchers often default to the best-performing/most well-known model within
their budget. We implement this heuristic by consistently selecting GPT-40, which represents
one of the most widely used models at the time of this study.

* Best-performing: When ground truth annotations are available, we can select LLMs based
on their performance on the annotated subset. This data-driven approach uses the human-
annotated sample as a test set to identify the most suitable model for the specific task at
hand.

5 Results

5.1 Empirical LLM hacking risk

Even state-of-the-art LLMs produce incorrect scientific conclusions in a substantial fraction
of cases. Table 3 and Figure 2 show that empirical LLM hacking risk ranges from 31% for the
best-performing 70B parameter models to 50% for 1B parameter models.

Even when LLM annotations allow for the correct identification of a significant effect, the
estimated effect sizes are heavily biased. As shown in Table 3, the Type S risk reveals that LLM-
based effect size estimates deviate from true effect sizes by 40%-70% on average across models.
This systematic inaccuracy makes precise effect size estimation particularly challenging with LLM
annotations. The right panel of Figure 3 illustrates this limitation: even for the best-performing
model (GPT-40), only 2.7% of correctly identified significant effects have magnitude estimates
within 10% of the true effect size.
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Figure 2: Scaling relationships for LLM hacking risk and annotation performance. Left panel shows
task-averaged LLM hacking risk decreasing with model size across all model families, with larger models
consistently outperforming smaller ones. Right panel shows corresponding improvements in weighted F1
annotation performance. Both metrics exhibit clear scaling trends, though substantial risk remains even for
the largest models.

Type I risk is substantial, though Type II errors dominate the error landscape across all
model families. So on average, LLMs more often fail to detect true differences than fabricate false
ones. While larger models within each family consistently show lower risk, the improvements
follow a pattern of diminishing returns. Figure 2 illustrates this scaling relationship. Going from a
Llama model with 8B to 70B parameters reduces the risk by only 5 percentage points (from 36.6%
to 31.6%), whereas going from 1B to 8B parameters yields 13.6 percentage point improvement
(from 50.3% to 36.6%). Similarly, going from Qwen2.5 with 7B to 72B parameters moderately
improves the risk (35.0% to 31.8% risk), while scaling smaller models shows larger improvements.
This correlation suggests fundamental limitations that additional scaling alone may not overcome,
particularly beyond 30-70B parameters. Figures 2 (right panel) and 4 show similar patterns for
annotation performance scaling.

Performance metrics tell only part of the story. Figure 5 shows a large variation in task
difficulty, with weighted F1 scores ranging from about 0.2 to above 0.8 for some tasks. Yet even high
performance does not prevent LLM hacking, as several tasks with F1 scores exceeding 0.93 still
exhibit hacking risks above 50% (see Figure 7). This disconnect between annotation performance
and downstream validity underscores that traditional performance metrics inadequately capture
the risks to scientific inference.

Use the most capable available models for annotation tasks (where model size is a proxy
for capability). Models with 70B+ parameters show approximately 31% LLM hacking risk
compared to about 50% for 1-2B parameter models. However, expect diminishing returns
with model scale.
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Table 3: Empirical LLM Hacking Risk and Error Types by Model (lower is better). Highlights indicate best
and worst risk values.

Model LLM Hacking Risk Type IRisk Type Il Risk Type S Risk Type M Risk
Llama-3.2-1B 0.503 0.258 0.591 0.157 0.771
Llama-3.2-3B 0.422 0.310 0.438 0.095 0.572
Llama-3.1-8B 0.366 0.293 0.370 0.069 0.482
Llama-3.1-70B 0.316 0.257 0.324 0.050 0.415
"Qwen25-15B o459 0327 0458 0132 0.695
Qwen2.5-3B 0.405 0.308 0.409 0.094 0.601
Qwenz.5-7B 0.350 0.299 0.344 0.056 0.488
Qwen2.5-32B 0.315 0.263 0.324 0.043 0.447
Qwenz2.5-72B 0.318 0.269 0.324 0.042 0.422
"Qwensz-17B o429 0267 0499 0091 0.585
Qwen3s-4B 0.376 0.293 0.378 0.081 0.612
Qwens-8B 0.369 0.314 0.349 0.076 0.502
Qwen3s-32B 0.346 0.303 0.333 0.056 0.473
" Gemma-3-1b-it o502 0314 0533 0157 0.725
Gemma-3-4b-it 0.385 0.314 0.376 0.081 0.566
Gemma-3-27b-it 0.332 0.268 0.345 0.050 0.449
"GPT-4omini 0331 0287 0321 0053 0.494
GPT-40 0.312 0.263 0.317 0.043 0.405

5.2 Intentional LLM hacking

Deliberate model selection and prompt formulation can make almost anything be presented as
significant. This manipulation potential is far worse than accidental errors, as it can be exploited
by what appear to be negligible configuration differences. Even when restricting analyses to top-
performing models — which a reviewer might consider methodologically sound - the deliberate
hacking feasibility remains alarmingly high.

Figure 6 shows that for hypotheses without true differences, Type I errors can be manufactured
in 94.4% of cases by using at least one model-prompt combination we tested. Similarly, fabricating
a Type Il error (i.e., hiding a true effect) is feasible in 98.1% of the cases with true differences. Even
more surprisingly, Type S errors, i.e., finding significant effects in the opposite direction, are still
feasible in 68.3% of cases with true effects, enabling the complete reversal of scientific conclusions
while maintaining and appearance of methodological rigor. Feasibility rates are consistently high
across all annotation tasks (see Figure 14 in the Appendix).

Given that correct conclusions are also feasible with LLM-generated annotations (in 99.2% and
96.2% of cases, respectively), these exorbitantly high feasibility rates underscore the fundamental
unreliability of LLMs as data annotators. Even more concerning: our high reported hacking rates
are actually even conservative estimates, as we considered only few models and prompts in our
experiments. A malicious actor could easily test more models and prompts to achieve a 100%
success rate.

Even when considering only the seven best-performing models, Type I and Type II error fea-
sibility rates remain unacceptably high (69.7% and 68.1%, respectively). This rate suggests that
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Figure 3: Type M error analysis for seven top models: Relative magnitude errors indicate to what extent
estimated effect sizes derived from LLM annotations deviate from true effect sizes in the absence of
LLM hacking. Left: The histogram visualizes the distribution of Type M errors. Right: The Cumulative
probability shows the chance of landing below a certain error level, as indicated on the x-axis.

the vulnerability to manipulation is not merely a consequence of poor-quality models but rather a
fundamental characteristic of LLM-based annotation approaches, where even methodologically
defensible choices can produce incorrect outcomes.

In general, constraining the configuration space ® reduces LLM hacking feasibility. Pre-
registration of all LLM configuration choices, combined with reporting results from all pre-
registered configurations, thus makes intentional LLM hacking harder by eliminating post-hoc
selection opportunities.

Document all tested model-prompt combinations, not just the final choice. As a reviewer, be
suspicious of studies reporting results from a single LLM configuration without justification.
Pre-register all LLM configuration choices, including model selection (criteria), prompt
formulations, and decoding parameters, to make this a standard practice in the field.

5.3 Predictors of LLM hacking

If we understand what drives LLM hacking risk, we can devise targeted mitigation strategies,
informing adequate research practice. To this end, we run an OLS regression analysis (Table 9) to
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Weighted F1 Score

Figure 4: Average weighted F1 scores by model across all 37 annotation tasks.

identify key predictors. In particular, we fit the following OLS regression model:

LLM Hacking ~ weighted F1 score x (Task 4+ Model)
-+ significant difference found
+ normalized distance from significance threshold
+ prompt type + prompt detail (14)

We include fixed effects to control for baseline differences across tasks and models. The inclusion
of interaction terms allows the influence of model performance (F1 score) to vary across tasks
and models, while the significance-related predictors capture whether a statistical difference was
detected and how far results lie from the p = 0.05 threshold.

Table 4 reveals a clear hierarchy in the predictors of LLM hacking risk. The dominant factor
is whether a significant difference was found in the original analysis, accounting for 56.6% of
the explained variance. This makes sense, as Type 1l risk is generally higher than Type I risk.
Furthermore, the normalized distance from the significance threshold adds another 10.2%. This
shows that LLM hacking is more likely to occur near decision boundaries, which is when
results hover close to significance thresholds. Task-specific characteristics contribute the second-
largest share at 20.8%, indicating that certain annotation tasks are inherently more vulnerable to
configuration-dependent outcomes.

Model performance (F1 score) explains only 7.7% of the variance. All else equal, prompt engi-
neering choices alone — often emphasized in practice — cannot prevent LLM hacking (prioritizing
few- over zero-shot prompts: 0.1%, and providing detailed over concise prompt formulations:
0.01%). This distribution challenges conventional wisdom about LLM reliability, suggesting that
even high-performing models and careful prompt engineering cannot eliminate hacking risk,
especially when results lie near statistical boundaries.

In the following subsections, we examine each predictor to understand the mechanisms
underlying LLM hacking vulnerability.
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Figure 5: Average weighted F1 scores and LLM hacking risk across all 37 annotation tasks (sorted by
decreasing LLM hacking risk). Error bars show 95% confidence intervals.

5.3.1 Model capability and performance

Higher annotation performance strongly predicts lower LLM hacking risk, in general. The
negative slopes in Figure 7 display this relationship across all tasks, with correlations ranging from
-0.02 (essentially no relationship) to -0.46 (strong negative correlation). We list exact correlation
scores in Table 10 in the Appendix. The variation in correlation strength across tasks suggests
that for some annotation scenarios, improving performance directly translates to more reliable
downstream inferences. However, even highly accurate annotations can lead to false conclusions.
For example, we find instances with 93% weighted F1 score and 50% LLM hacking risk in the
essay_housewife task. The relevance_tweets17 task even shows a 96% weighted F1 score and an LLM
hacking risk of 16%.

General model capability, measured through MMLU scores, shows a consistent negative
relationship with hacking risk (see Figure 13 in Appendix E.5). Models scoring above 50% on
MMLU exhibit lower LLM hacking risk (30%, on average), while those below 20% show risks
approaching 50%. This relationship holds across model families, suggesting that broad capabilities
transfer to more reliable annotation behavior even for specialized tasks. This is in line with
research suggesting selecting LLMs based on public benchmarks [69, 17]. However, minor prompt
reformulations can drastically change the outputs, which results in a large model performance
variance across prompt paraphrases (see Appendix E.5 for more details).
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Figure 6: Average feasibility rates of LLM hacking (red bars) and correct conclusions (green bars) across
annotation tasks. Red bars show the proportion of hypotheses where at least one configuration yields an
incorrect conclusion (lower is better, indicating more robust results). Green bars show the proportion where
at least one configuration yields the correct conclusion (higher is better, indicating greater potential for
accurate conclusions). The top panel shows feasibility rates for hypotheses without significant differences,
while the bottom panel shows feasibility rates for hypotheses with significant differences. Analysis
restricted to top models includes: Llama-3.1-70B, Qwen2.5-32B, Qwen2.5-72B, Qwen3-32B, Gemma-3-27b,
GPT-40-mini, and GPT-4o0.

Use models and prompts with high annotation performance for hypothesis testing. When
F1 scores fall below 0.5, LLM hacking risk typically exceeds 40%. However, be aware that
high performance alone does not guarantee the correctness of downstream conclusions.

Results near conventional significance thresholds prove extraordinarily unreliable when
using LLM-generated annotations. Figure 8 reveals how proximity to the p = 0.05 threshold
creates fundamental instability in research conclusions.

The left panel of Figure 8a shows error risks conditional on ground truth p values. This
knowledge is of course only available in controlled experiments where the true labels are known.
We observe spikes in Type I risk (false positives) as ground truth p values approach o0.05, reaching
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Figure 7: LLM hacking risk versus model performance by task. Each dot represents a model-prompt
combination, where LLM hacking risk is calculated across all hypotheses within that task. Lines represent
linear regression fits.
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Table 4: Variable Importance in Predicting LLM Hacking

Predictor Relative Importance (in %)
Significant Difference Found 56.6%
Task (Fixed Effects) 20.8%
Normalized Distance from Significance Threshold 10.2%
Weighted F1 score 7.7%
Model (Fixed Effects) 2.5%
Weighted F1 score x Task 1.9%
Weighted F1 score x Model 0.1%
Shot Type 0.1%
Prompt Detail Level 0.01%

Note: Relative importance calculated using the LMG method by [68] with the relaimpo package [40].
Values represent the proportion of total explained variance (R? = 0.154) attributable to each predictor
after accounting for correlations among predictors.
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(a) Risk by p values derived from ground truth annotations. (b) Error rates by p values derived from LLM annotation.

Figure 8: LLM hacking by p values. Both panels show elevated LLM hacking near the significance threshold
(p = 0.05).

close to 70% Type I risk probability. Type II and Type S error risks are also elevated near the
significance threshold. In other words: when the true effect is borderline, LLM annotations will
likely yield contradicting conclusions. What is more concerning, though, is that Type I, Type II,
and Type S Risks all remain high even as p values are distant from 0.05. Thus, LLM annotation
errors can obscure or reverse even robust phenomena; that is, even if true effects are strong, LLM
annotations may still produce wrong downstream conclusions. These findings suggest that the
unreliability stems not merely from noise around decision boundaries but from systematic LLM
limitations.

The right panel (Figure 8b) presents the more practically relevant scenario: error rates as a
function of p values derived from the LLM annotations themselves. Since researchers using LLM
annotations typically lack access to ground truth, this represents the information actually available
when making research decisions. Here we use discovery rates rather than risk metrics, since a
condition on ground truth outcomes (as we do in Equations (4.4)-(7)) does not make sense when
also conditioning on LLM-derived p values (x-axis in the right panel of Figure 8b). We provide
exact metric definitions in Appendix D. Intuitively, the False Discovery Rate quantifies the fraction
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of false positives among all discoveries. And the False Nondiscovery Rate quantifies the fraction
of false negatives among all non-discoveries.

Both False Discovery and False Nondiscovery rates surge dramatically for LLM-derived p
values around 0.05. This shows that LLM annotations that produce borderline significant
results are systematically unreliable. The critical insight is that while ground truth p values
remain unknown in practice, researchers can observe the p values resulting from their LLM-based
analyses as a form of reliability. In other words, the proximity to decision boundaries serves as
an observable warning signal in practice. The persistence of elevated error rates even for strong
effects (p values near o and 1) reveals a fundamental limitation of LLM-based annotation. Unlike
random measurement error, which primarily affects borderline cases, even highly significant
effects can be false positives when relying on annotations produced by LLMs.

Exercise extreme caution when interpreting any LLM-based statistical results, not just
borderline cases. Our findings reveal that:
¢ Even when LLM-derived p values are far from 0.05, error rates are substantial.
e Proximity to significance thresholds serves as a warning signal, with False
(Non)Discovery Rates peaking near p = 0.05.
¢ LLM annotation errors can fundamentally reverse conclusions even for robust phe-
nomena.
Therefore, never rely on a single LLM configuration for hypothesis testing, but always
conduct sensitivity analyses across multiple models and prompts. Furthermore, treat all
LLM-derived statistical conclusions as preliminary, requiring validation through alternative
methods or data sources. Last but not least, report the full distribution of findings (including
p values and effect sizes) across different LLM configurations rather than a single point
estimate.

5.3.2 Prompt engineering effects

Table 9 shows that zero-shot prompting increases risk relative to few-shot prompting, while
brief prompts underperform detailed ones. Though the variable importance analysis (Table 4)
shows that prompt engineering influence is modest compared to model and task characteristics,
accounting for less than 1% of explained variance. However, these are not causal effects, and
prompt detail effects are likely hidden in performance as a predictor. Despite limited overall
impact, all else equal, prompt engineering remains one of the few factors directly under researcher
control. A good prompt can increase performance scores and thereby reduce LLM hacking risk.
However, researchers should not expect prompt optimization alone to be a strong countermeasure
to LLM hacking risk.

Prefer few-shot over zero-shot prompting and use detailed task descriptions over brief
instructions. While prompt engineering provides limited protection against LLM hacking
per se, testing various different prompt formulations can help improve robustness.
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5.3.3 Task characteristics and human annotator agreement

LLM hacking risk varies across annotation tasks, from as low as 5% for humor detection to over 65%
for ideology, factuality, and frame classification tasks (factuality, ideology_tweets, frameslI_tweets,
and manifestos_issues_detailed), for some models (see Table 4, as well as Table 7 in Appendix E.1).
However, this variation shows no significant correlation with human inter-annotator agreement,
as visualized in Figure 9. We measured human agreement as Krippendorft’s alpha to allow for
different data types and annotation scales across all annotation tasks [57]. This independence
suggests that LLM errors follow different patterns than human disagreement. This means that
even tasks with perfect human agreement can exhibit high LLM hacking risk, while tasks with
human disagreement sometimes show lower risk.

The absence of correlation with human agreement carries important implications for research
practice. Researchers cannot use high human agreement as justification for automated annotation
without validation. Even seemingly objective tasks with near-perfect human consensus can yield
unreliable downstream inferences when annotated by LLMs.

Human annotations and high human annotator agreement are important aspects of the
general data annotation pipeline. However, do not rely on human annotator agreement to
determine whether LLM annotation is appropriate. High human agreement does not predict
low LLM hacking risk. Validate LLM performance on your specific task and downstream
analysis, regardless of human agreement rates.

5.4 Mitigating unintentional LLM hacking risk

Access to even small numbers of human annotations enables multiple mitigation strategies,
though each involves fundamental trade-offs. Figure 10 shows that no single strategy dominates
across different error types. The most sophisticated statistical corrections often perform worse on
average than simpler alternatives. Our findings suggest that human expert annotation plays a
crucial role in mitigating LLM hacking risks.

Of the nine LLM hacking mitigation techniques described in Section 4.5, we here only focus
on M1, M2, M3, and Mg. Other techniques (M4, M5, M6, M7, M8) only differ in the sampling
method used for the expert annotations and are shown in the full Figure 15 in the appendix.
Differences across sampling methods are minor compared to the ground truth data usage approach
we analyze and the fundamental trade-offs between error types we observe. To account for
different annotation budgets, we consider #nhyman = {25,50,100,250,500,1000} known ground
truth annotations, including tasks where a specific number of known annotations amounts to at
most 70% of the entire dataset.

5.4.1 Ground truth annotations outperform hybrid approaches for Type I error risk

Simply using human annotations alone (M1) achieves the lowest Type I risk on average (see left
panel of Figure 15 in the Appendix). With just 100 human annotations, this approach reduces Type
I risk to approximately 10% (see gray circles in Figure 10). This is much lower than approaches
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Figure 9: LLM hacking risk versus inter-annotator agreement measured as the Krippendorff’s alpha of the
human annotations used as the ground truth. Krippendorff’s alpha can only be calculated for tasks with
more than one available annotation per datapoint (see Table 1 for an overview and Appendix F for more
details on the exact agreement calculations). Each point represents a task with error bars indicating 95% CI.

that combine the 100 GT samples with LLM annotations, which have a Type I risk of 30-38%. The
advantage stems from avoiding LLM biases entirely rather than attempting correction. While
limited sample sizes increase variance, producing wider confidence intervals and higher Type II
risk, the estimates remain unbiased. For research contexts where false positives pose greater risks
than false negatives, such as claiming novel discoveries, ground-truth-only approaches provide
the most conservative and defensible option.

Collect as many expert annotations as feasible. Using randomly sampled human annota-
tions alone provides strong protection against Type I errors, outperforming LLM-based
techniques.
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Figure 10: Trade-off between Type I errors and combined Type II+S errors across mitigation strategies.
Marker types represent different mitigation techniques with varying numbers of ground truth (GT) samples
(100 or 1,000).

5.4.2 LLM bias correction methods create error trade-offs

Statistical correction techniques promise to combine the efficiency of LLM annotation with the
reliability of human labels, but our results reveal fundamental tradeoffs, as visualized in Figure 10.
Design-based Supervised Learning (M3) and confidence-Driven Inference (Mg) successfully reduce
Type I errors compared to a naive combination of human and LLM annotations (Mz2), achieving
rates comparable to ground-truth-only approaches (M1). However, this improvement comes at a
substantial cost: Type II risk increases by up to 60 percentage points, meaning researchers miss
more true effects. Relying only on a small sample of human annotations provides the best of
both worlds, with low Type I and moderate Type II risk.

Choose bias correction methods based on research priorities. Use collected ground truth
samples only or CDI-corrected LLM annotations when Type I errors are most concerning
(e.g., novel discovery claims). Use a combination of GT samples + LLM annotations (Mz2)
when Type II errors are most problematic (e.g., replication studies). Understand that all
corrections involve trade-offs.

5.4.3 Human annotations are crucial

The baseline risk without any mitigation ranges from about 31-50% across models, while solely
relying on 1,000 human annotations reduces this to about 20%. Surprisingly, abandoning the use
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Figure 11: Model selection strategy comparison across ground truth sample sizes and mitigation techniques.

of LLMs and just collecting human samples turns out to be the most effective mitigation strategy;,
outperforming even sophisticated estimator correction techniques, on average. Figure 11 shows
that increasing human annotations consistently reduces LLM hacking risk across all mitigation
techniques. However, if researchers can only collect few human samples (< 1,00), additional
annotations from strong LLMs can reduce Type II risk.

If LLM annotations are used, model selection based on performance with human-annotated
subsamples provides additional protection against LLM hacking. For our 18 models tested,
selecting the best performer for each hypothesis consistently reduces risk by about 4 percentage
points compared to using GPT-4o for all tasks (see green lines in Figure 11). In this case, GPT-40
is selected as optimal in 49% of cases, making a default selection of GPT-40 a strong baseline (see
Figure 17 in Appendix E.10).

Prioritize human annotation collection over LLM sophistication. Even 100 human annota-
tions outperform LLM-based approach in terms of Type I risk. 1,000 human annotations
outperform any LLM-based approach in terms of LLM hacking risk generally, on average.
When relying on LLM annotations (e.g., because Type Il risk is relevant or because even
moderate-scale human annotation is truly infeasible), use human-annotated validation sets
to select the best-performing model for your specific task. When using regression estimate
correction techniques like CDI or DSL, it is crucial to consider their inherent Type I vs. Type
IT error trade-off.
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6 Limitations

Our LLM hacking risk quantification assumes noise-free ground truth annotations and effective
significance thresholds (p = 0.05) for identifying true effects. Real human annotations contain
their own biases and errors. We may overestimate LLM hacking risk by treating imperfect human
annotations as ground truth. However, detailed bias analyses for our datasets are unavailable,
making this limitation difficult to address quantitatively.

LLM hacking feasibility rates are unaffected by ground truth quality. Even if true effects differ
from our estimates, the ability to achieve different downstream conclusions through configuration
choices remains. This fundamental vulnerability exists regardless of annotation quality.

We find no significant correlation between inter-annotator agreement and LLM hacking risk
(Section 5.3.3). Low agreement may stem from multiple factors, such as task difficulty, subjectivity,
instruction quality, and annotator selection biases. While some tasks lack single correct answers,
we follow label aggregation methods suggested by prior work and exclude ambiguous examples
in highly subjective tasks. Future work should disentangle how task characteristics affect LLM
hacking risk.

Our risk estimates depend on the configuration space considered. Misspecified prompts could
inflate LLM hacking risk. We ensure plausibility of configurations by replicating models and
prompts from prior research, and by excluding prompts that do not yield valid LLM outputs. Our
extensive analyses across models and performance levels show that LLM hacking risk persists
even with model scaling and high annotation performance. The problem is not whether risk exists,
but that we find no evidence that it will disappear.

7 Discussion

LLMs are rapidly becoming standard tools for data annotation across scientific disciplines. Re-
searchers advocate for their cost-effectiveness and claim superior performance to crowdwork-
ers [37, 114]. Our findings challenge enthusiasm for using LLMs as automated research assistants.
With a large-scale CSS replication study, we demonstrate that LLM-generated annotations lead
to incorrect downstream statistical conclusions in 31-50% of cases. The problem extends beyond
simple inaccuracy. Researchers cannot predict when, how, or which LLMs will fail. This un-
predictability undermines the validity of any LLM-based hypothesis testing. Without rigorous
safeguards, LLM adoption poses an emerging threat to scientific integrity.

Our work aligns with emerging concerns about LLM use in behavioral science [30]. We
provide the first systematic risk quantification, detailed predictor analysis, and evidence-based
recommendations for the use LLMs as automated research assistants for text annotation tasks.
While our guidelines cannot eliminate LLM hacking risk, they establish minimal standards for
methodological rigor. Reviewers should use these criteria to assess LLM-based conclusions.
Researchers must follow them to distinguish valid findings from configuration artifacts.

Human-LLM annotation collaboration. Our results suggest that human annotations and task-
specific validation remain indispensable. Pure LLM approaches underperform hybrid strategies
that leverage human expertise. Even 100 human annotations provide better Type I error control
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than sophisticated LLM-based corrections. Future systems should prioritize human-in-the-loop
designs [79, 42, 134] rather than full automation. However, there are open questions regarding
optimal collaboration methodologies [65, 56].

Multiverse LLM annotation approaches. Multiverse analysis [109] offers one path forward:
reporting coefficient distributions across all reasonable LLM configurations rather than single
point estimates. This transparency reveals the fragility of the robustness of findings. Future
work should explore the practical feasibility of multiverse approaches and possible insights from
analyzing p-curves from LLM annotations [105].

Annotator hacking. Human annotators introduce their own biases [1, 36, 23]. Guideline changes
alone can shift annotations substantially [101]. Theoretically, “annotator hacking” through selective
recruitment or instruction manipulation is possible. However, the cost and logistics of human
annotation make intentional large-scale manipulation impractical. Besides, decades of experience
have established reliable practices for human annotation. Our study aims to develop equivalent
standards for the LLM era, defining questionable research practices when using automated
annotators.

7.1 Evidence-based recommendations for practice

Table 5 synthesizes our empirical findings into actionable guidelines. These recommendations
acknowledge both the appeal of LLM annotation and its fundamental limitations. Researchers
must choose strategies based on their specific error tolerances, for example, prioritizing Type I
error control for novel discoveries. Similarly, reviewers can use these guidelines when assess-
ing the robustness of LLM-based annotation procedures reported. Additionally, transparency
requirements provide essential safeguards against both accidental and deliberate manipulation.
While these practices cannot eliminate LLM hacking risk, they establish minimum standards for
scientific rigour with increasing research automation.
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Table 5: Evidence-Based Guidelines for LLM-Assisted Data Annotation in Research

Category Practical Recommendations
A. LLM Hacking Risk Mitigation

" Task-Unspecific Mitiga- =~
tion

(no human samples required)

¢ Use largest available models (70B+ show ~27% risk
vs 47% for 1B)

* Exercise extreme caution when p values are close to
significance threshold (risk >70% near p = 0.05)

¢ Prefer few-shot over zero-shot prompting and use
detailed task descriptions over brief instructions.

- Human-Annotated
Sample-Enabled
(human-annotated samples
required)

¢ Collect as many expert annotations as possible.

* The lowest Type I error rates are achieved by simply
using randomly sampled human expert annotations,
outperforming all LLM-based annotation techniques.

¢ Regression estimator correction techniques (e.g., DSL
or CDI) can help in some cases but have practical
limitations (e.g., they trade-off Type I vs. Type II errors
and require enough expert annotations).

* Low annotation accuracy is a strong predictor of LLM
hacking risk. Thus, avoid using low-quality annota-
tions.

* But testing multiple models and selecting based on
sample performance only yields minor improvements

* Do not rely on human annotator agreement to de-
cide whether annotations should be automated or not.
High human agreement rates are not associated with
low LLM hacking risk.

B. Transparency & Reproducibility

Documentation

* Report all models, versions, prompts, and parameters
tested

* Document selection criteria and decision process

* Release both LLM and human annotations with anal-
ysis code

Pre-registration
E ¢ Specify criteria for model selection, prompts, and pa-

rameters before analysis
* Declare hypotheses and statistical tests in advance
* Document planned sensitivity analyses
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A Literature review methodology

We conducted a systematic literature review, which included the following four stages.

Stage o: Database search. In March 2025, we searched five databases for papers on LLM usage
in CSS research using the following search criteria:

® Search period: January 1, 2022 — March 5, 2025

¢ Databases: Scopus (362 papers), Web of Science (133), Semantic Scholar (17), ACL Anthology
(57), Google Scholar (999), manually added (24)

¢ Keywords: combinations of annotation terms (human/expert/crowdsourced annotation, text
classification) AND LLM terms (GPT, large language model, LLM) AND performance terms
(benchmark, outperform) AND domain terms (social/communication/political science,
sociology)

This initial search yielded 1,592 papers. We removed 102 duplicates and 1,030 papers with fewer
than 3 citations per year, resulting in 453 papers for screening.

Stage 1: Title and abstract screening. Next, we reviewed the title and abstract of all 453 papers,
to select all that are relevant for our research. We used two inclusion criteria:

¢ Papers benchmarking LLM performance for social science tasks
¢ Papers making recommendations for LLM usage in social science research

We excluded non-social science domains (e.g., legal reasoning). This screening identified 103
relevant papers.

Stage 2: Data extraction. For each of the 103 relevant papers, we then extracted:

¢ Task characteristics (type, data format, language)

Models tested and prompting techniques

Validation approaches mentioned

LLM usage recommendations

Ground truth construction

Performance metrics reported

Stage 3: Dataset identification. From all of the 103 relevant papers, we identified the ones
including a dataset of a CSS data annotation task. We then selected a subset of 21 datasets
according to the following criteria:

¢ Inclusion criterion: Public availability
¢ Inclusion criterion: CSS annotation tasks
¢ Exclusion criterion: Tasks cannot be formulated as multiple choice question answering task

¢ Sampled for: Available metadata for hypothesis testing
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¢ Sampled for: data and task diversity
¢ Sampled for: Wide usage/citation in the field

This process informed our selection of 21 datasets (Table 11), covering 37 annotation tasks (Table 1),
for the experiments.

Database Search Query Papers Found

ALL(("human annotation” OR "expert annotation” OR
"crowdsourced annotation” OR "human coder*” OR "human coding”
OR "text classification” OR "text categorization” OR "manual
Scopus annotation”) AND ("gpt” OR "large language model” OR "LLM*”) 362
AND ("benchmark” OR "outperform”) AND ("social science” OR
"communication science” OR "sociology” OR "political science”))
AND PUBYEAR AFT 2021
7777777777777 (human annotation OR expert annotation OR crowdsourced
Web of Science annotation OR human coder OR human coding OR text 133
classification OR text categorization OR manual annotation) AND

(gpt OR large language model OR LLM) AND (benchmark OR
Semantic Scholar outperform) AND (social science OR communication science OR 17

sociology OR political science)

("human annotation*” OR "expert annotation*” OR "crowdsourced
ACL Anthology  annotation*” OR "human coder*” OR "human coding*” OR "text 57

classification*” OR "text categorization*”

AND ("gpt” OR "large language model*” OR "LLM*”) AND
Google Scholar ("benchmark*” OR "outperform*”) AND ("social science*” OR 999
"communication science*” OR "sociology” OR "political science*”)

Manually added - 24

OR "manual annotation*”)

Total: 1,592

Table 6: Exact search query and number of papers found for each database considered in the literature
search.

B Structured results of literature review for in-scope articles

This section provides detailed results from our systematic literature review on LLM usage for data
annotation in CSS. We analyzed 103 papers to understand current practices, recommendations,
and gaps in the field as discussed in Section 3.

A large fraction of the papers we reviewed recommend using LLMs for automated data
annotation without rigorous model validation [37, , 58, 74, , 41, 19, , 0, 45, 82, 64, 61,
, 21]. Research often suggests that LLMs should be used as data annotators on the grounds of
measured model performance for a given task, while highlighting the need for rigorous model
validation [69, 417, , 85, 20, , 15, 18, , 80, , , 2, 78]. Most reviewed papers argue
that there is [60, 19, 135, 122, 103, 84, 88, 55, 52, 59, 86, 95, 66, 138, 50, 92, 24, 113, 27, 71, 89, 96,
, 3, 54]. A minority of identified research papers argue against the use of LLMs for automated
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data annotations [70, 17, , 16, 4, , 13]. Only four of the reviewed papers raise concerns of
erroneous LLM annotations affecting downstream statistical conclusions [27, 95, 5, 6, 38]. Notice
also that about 73% of studies focused exclusively on English text.

C Additional experimental details

C.1 Models

We test 18 models:
¢ meta-llama/Llama-3.2-1B-Instruct
¢ meta-llama/Llama-3.2-3B-Instruct
¢ meta-llama/Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct
¢ meta-llama/Llama-3.1-70B-Instruct
* Qwen/Qwen2.5-1.5B-Instruct
* Qwen/Qwen2.5-3B-Instruct
¢ Qwen/Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct
* Qwen/Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct
e Qwen/Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct
e Qwen/Qwen3s-1.7B
e Qwen/Qwen3-4B
e Qwen/Qwen3-8B
e Qwen/Qwens-32B
* google/gemma-3-1b-it
¢ google/gemma-3-4b-it
¢ google/gemma-3-27b-it
¢ gpt-40-mini-2024-07-18
* gpt-40-2024-08-06

All 18 models are instruction-tuned model variants. We used the model snapshots gpt-40-2024-
08-06 and gpt-40-mini-2024-07-18 that the OpenAl API points to for the model families gpt-40
and gpt-4o-mini at the time we ran our experiments. Open-weight model inference used the
HuggingFace Transformers library [129] with full precision (no quantization) to ensure maximum
annotation quality.

C.2 Dataset groupings

Each dataset is split into binary groups using both metadata-based and text-based approaches
to generate realistic hypothesis tests. For datasets with original metadata (e.g., author gender,
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political party affiliation), we create groupings based on these attributes. Additionally, we generate
default applicable to any text dataset based on:

* Keyword presence: Binary splits based on whether text contains specific keywords, selected
through:

— The 3 most frequent words in the dataset (excluding stopwords)

— The 3 most frequent words per ground truth class (up to 15 classes)

— Words that maximize the absolute difference in class proportions between groups
¢ Text length: Splitting at the median character count (short vs. long texts)

* Random splits: Multiple random 50/50 splits and unbalanced splits (20/80, 40/60) using
different random seeds

This automated approach generates diverse, data-driven hypotheses while ensuring that each
grouping creates a meaningful contrast that could plausibly be of research interest.

C.3 Prompt paraphrases

Most annotation tasks in this study have been used in prior work to benchmark LLM per-
formance. Where available, we use prompts from prior work. To test sensitivity to prompt
formulation, we generated paraphrased versions to ensure at least five prompt variations per
task. Paraphrases were generated using OpenAl’s 03-2025-04-16 reasoning model with parameters
{max_completion_tokens=20000, reasoning_effort=high}. The paraphrasing prompt template
used was:

Prompt used to instruct 03 model to paraphrase data annotation prompt.

Paraphrase the following prompt that will be used for automated data annotation.

Key requirements:

- Preserve the exact same annotation task

- Keep all placeholders (e.g., {text}) unchanged

- Ensure the paraphrased prompt guides the model to output ONLY the keys from this
mapping dictionary: {prompt_output_mapping_placeholder}

- Base your paraphrase on the content in the original prompt without adding new
information

- Improve clarity and structure while maintaining the original meaning

Original prompt to paraphrase:
{prompt_placeholder}

Provide only the paraphrased prompt.

Here, {prompt_output_mapping_placeholder} is filled with the list of valid class labels, and
{prompt_placeholder} is filled with the base prompt to be paraphrased. Generated paraphrases
were manually reviewed to be appropriate for the task and adjusted only when necessary (e.g., to
correctly escape special characters). This systematic paraphrasing approach allowed us to test
whether minor variations in prompt formulation affect downstream statistical conclusions. All
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original prompts, paraphrases, and their compatible output mappings are available in our code
repository for full reproducibility.

C.4 Low confidence sampling with verbalized confidence scores

We elicit verbalized LLM annotation confidence using similar prompts as Gligoric et al. [38],
though slightly adapted to match each annotation task. For example, for the tone task, we use the
following prompt, where {previous_answer_placeholder} corresponds to the LLMs” annotation of
{text}:

How likely is it that the tone of the following political advertisement is
{previous_answer_placeholder}?

Output only a single number between 0 and 1, without any context or explanation.
Political advertisement: {text}

Probability:

C5 Active sampling implementation details

We use the same prediction model and training parameters as Gligoric et al. [35]: an XGBoost
model with 2,000 boosting rounds, a step size of 0.001, a maximum depth of 3, and a squared-error
objective. Since we use human annotation budgets of npyman = [25, 50, 100,250, 500, 1000] in our
experiments, the first 25 burn-in samples (with at least one example of both classes) are used for
initialization, and we retrain the XGBoost model after every batch.

C.6 DSL implementation details

We implement DSL with default parameters of 5-fold cross-fitting and 10 sample splits. When
these fail due to insufficient labeled data, we adaptively try alternative combinations: cross-fit val-
ues {5,4,3,2,6,7,8,9,10} and sample-split values {10,8,6,4,3,2,12,15} in order until successful
estimation is achieved.

For low confidence sampling, we set sampling probabilities inversely proportional to the
LLM’s verbalized confidence scores (mixed with 10% uniform sampling for stability): 7; =
0.1 7pase + 0.9 - (1 — ¢;), where ¢; is the LLM’s verbalized confidence and 7yase = Mhuman/ s
ensuring higher sampling probability for instances with lower confidence.

C.7 CDI implementation details

The Confidence-Driven Inference (CDI) method introduced by Gligoric et al. [35] combines human
annotations with LLM predictions using an optimized trust parameter A € [0, 1] that minimizes
estimator variance while maintaining unbiasedness.

To handle numerical instabilities with sparse labeled data, we implement adaptive initialization
by attempting Ainit € {1.0,0.9,0.7,0.4,0.1,0.0} in descending order until stable optimization is
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achieved. In case of quasi-complete separation or extreme sparsity (resulting in negative variance),
we fall back to A = 0 (human annotations only).

D Additional Metrics

The False Discovery Rate quantifies the fraction of false positives among all discoveries:
among all cases where LLM annotations detect a significant effect, what proportion are incorrect
discoveries? or LM
YteT Zher Zq;ed: R[Sh =0, 511,4; = 1]
YteT Zhth Zsz(D H[S%}ZPM =1]

The False Nondiscovery Rate quantifies the fraction of false negatives among all non-discoveries:
among all cases where LLM annotations fail to detect a significant effect, what proportion
incorrectly misses true effects?

False Discovery Rate = (15)

Yrer Lner, Lyea 1S;T =1, S%M =0]

(16)
YieT Zhth Zq)ed) H[S%L];M = 0]

False Nondiscovery Rate =

The Type S Error Rate captures the fraction of sign errors among true discoveries: among all
cases where both ground truth and LLM annotations detect significant effects, what proportion
have incorrect signs?

YteT LheH, Zgbe@]l[ShGT =1, SIIJ,I:/;M = 1,sgn(,3%T) # sgn( IEIZPM)]
Tier Lnen, Lpeo 1S5 =1, SpM =1]

Type S Error Rate = (17)

These metrics provide a complementary perspective to the Type I risk and Type II risk metrics by
conditioning on LLM decisions rather than ground truth outcomes. In line with the false discovery
rate framework of Benjamini and Hochberg [7], these rates focus on the reliability of discoveries
made by the LLM testing procedure, providing insight into the practical trustworthiness of
LLM-based findings.

E Additional results

E.1x Complete LLM hacking risk breakdown by task and model

Table 7 provides the complete breakdown of LLM hacking risk across all 37 annotation tasks and
18 models evaluated. There are large variations both across tasks (ranging from 5% for humor
detection with larger models to over 75% for some relevance classification tasks) and within tasks
across different models.

E.2 Instruction-following failure rates

Table 8 reports the fraction of cases where models produced outputs that could not be mapped
to valid annotation categories. These instruction-following failures occur when models generate
responses outside the specified format or provide explanatory text instead of categorical labels.
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Table 7: LLM Hacking Risk by Task and Model
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politeness_wiki 0.39 0.25 0.18 0.22 : 0.27 028 o0.30 026 0.18 : 0.35 0.21 0.29 0.25 : 0.28 0.21 0.17 : 0.16 0.18
politeness_stack 046 054 036 028 1048 037 035 033 029! 044 034 032 032! 040 043 022! 027 032
stance_climate 058 039 0.33 0.30 : 039 0.32 0.22 0.24 022 : 039 0.30 0.33 0.31 : 0.46 030 0.33 : 0.17 0.23
ideology_news 0.58 056 0.54 047 ! 053 053 0.52 048 0.50! 0.59 055 0.51 0.54 ! 0.59 0.57 0.44 ' 0.57 0.49
fakenews 0.52 046 042 0.42 : 0.37 0.37 0.47 0.46 0.46 : 0.44 0.49 0.46 0.51 : - 028 o041 : 0.45 0.47
factuality 0.57 061 0.66 0621066 057 0.60 059 0.56! 059 065 063 0.63! 062 062 060! 059 044
hatespeech_explicit 0.46 0.44 0.30 0.33 : 0.43 0.42 0.38 030 033 : 0.40 0.38 043 033 : 0.56 0.41 0.33 : 037 0.26
hatespeech_implicit 051 046 040 0.36 1 0.54 043 040 039 0.35! 050 0.41 0.39 034 ' 057 038 0341036 034
hatespeech_target 0.51 0.47 0.40 038 : 048 0.50 0.36 037 0.39 : 0.44 0.42 0.42 038 : 0.55 0.40 0.42 : 038 0.39
emotion 0.60 038 036 0301047 040 034 032 0331039 035 033 0321059 035 0321032 031
essay_living 0.52 046 035 037,054 044 039 029 029 050 044 036 032061 044 033 040 035
essay_housewife 0.53 0.47 0.43 0311053 038 0.36 035 0.3110.57 033 033 0.36 1055 044 0.38 1 0.33 035
essay_worksocial 0.57 036 048 026 : 0.47 041 0.25 0.32 0.35 : 0.43 032 0.30 0.33 : 0.46 031 0.30 : 0.33 0.36
essay_location 0.53 0.50 0.47 053 1 0.53 0.43 0.50 0.55 0.50 | 0.45 0.44 0.37 0.47 | 0.59 0.49 0.49 | 0.47 0.52
essay_domestic 0.54 0.45 0.45 0.30 : 0.49 0.50 0.38 0.28 o027 : 0.44 0.42 0.50 0.32 : 058 043 0.31 : 0.36  0.28
essay_narrative 051 038 041 0411047 038 041 035 038041 039 044 038 050 044 050 | 037 0.40
issue_survey 0.50 0.35 0.29 0.23 : 0.45 0.42 0.28 023 0.22 : 036 030 0.30 0.23 : 0.60 026 o0.21 : 0.24 0.21
humor 037 033 0.12 004 | 0.13 0.4 0.10 0.03 0.15; 021 0.10 0.09 0.16 | 0.35 0.19 0.05 | 0.07 0.02
topic 0.51 0.29 0.19 0.08 : 0.49 030 0.20 0.04 0.12 : 0.42 030 0.21 0.20 : 0.43 026 0.11 : 0.12 0.07
ideology_tweets - 0.58 - 039 058 063 044 028 050,053 064 0.54 066,066 050 044 049 0.30
misinfo 0.35 0.35 0.39 0.35 : 038 037 040 040 0.35 : 036 036 0.38 034 : 0.40 0.37 0.35 : 0.36 0.39
tone 0.25 020 023 024,018 020 021 025 021,021 019 021 028,031 028 023,021 0.25
manifestos_issue 041 037 043 0.36'037 033 042 039 037 ' 034 040 038 038 ' 043 044 039! 037 038
manifestos_econ_ideology  0.56 0.38 o0.17 0.07 : 0.42 0.45 0.20 0.25 0.24 : 048 0.26 0.10 o0.22 : 035 0.29 0.26 : 0.10 0.14
manifestos_social_ideology 0.31 0.34 0.30 0.21 ' 047 039 027 023 021'034 039 026 021'!029 030 028 ' 027 030
manifestos_issues_detailed 0.58 0.55 0.47 0.40 : 0.60 0.54 048 042 o041 : 058 0.49 0.45 042 : 0.65 0.45 0.42 : 0.43 0.41
relevance_tweets 0.60 055 043 035! 055 031 0.36 033 027! 045 032 039 0.36! 055 034 040! 038 047
framesl_tweets 0.58 040 0.38 034 : 0.53 0.46 0.28 031 0.32 : 052 048 0.40 0.32 : 0.57 046 0.39 : 0.34 0.27
frameslI_tweets 0.50 052 059 0.53 ! 0.55 0.59 0.57 0.54 0.52 ! 0.56 0.55 0.64 0.52 1059 0.67 056! 057 048
stance_tweets 0.52 038 o0.30 022 : 0.52 0.42 0.31 026 0.28 : 031 042 0.32 0.30 : 0.55 036 0.32 : 0.28 0.25
topic_tweets 049 041 0.29 0.27 1 033 0.45 0.23 0.12 0.20 | 0.39 0.33 - 019 1 0.54 037 0211028 o025
relevance_tweets23 058 042 032 0.18 : 0.57 0.24 0.31 0.19 0.16 : 0.42 022 035 0.32 : 0.47 024 0.14 : 022 024
framesl_tweets23 050 0.54 0.45 0.48 1 0.51 049 0.45 048 0.54 1 053 0.54 0.52 0.51 | 0.54 0.46 048 1 048 0.51
relevance_tweets17 036 032 027 0.18 : 034 032 0.35 0.17 0.19 : 031 0.14 0.28 0.30 : 031 036 034 : 0.27 0.26
framesll_tweets17 0.55 0.53 0.47 0.40 1 062 0.63 045 036 0.37 1057 056 050 0.361 056 059 0.33 1 039 0.32
relevance_news 057 016 011 007 026 020 008 009 007,018 012 010 007048 010 007 | 0.08 0.07
framesI_news 0.60 0.45 044 0411050 039 034 039 0361047 039 048 0351 054 045 0391 038 0.24

Higher failure rates occur for smaller models.

E.3 LLM hacking predictors

We exclude model-task-prompt combinations with
failure rates exceeding 1% from our analyses to ensure robust statistical comparisons, though this
conservative threshold means our reported hacking risks may underestimate the true extent of the
problem for models with poor instruction-following capabilities.

Table g presents the OLS regression results predicting binary LLM hacking outcomes using a Linear
Probability Model. While the R? of 0.154 appears modest, this is typical for binary outcomes where
explained variance is inherently constrained. The model achieves 83.0% classification accuracy,
demonstrating strong predictive performance. The highly significant F-statistic (F = 2,352.722,
p < 0.001) confirms that the predictors jointly have significant explanatory power. With over
1.4 million observations, the analysis provides substantial statistical power to detect meaningful
relationships between prompt characteristics, model performance, and hacking susceptibility.
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Table 8: Average fraction of non-responses (NA) by task and model, indicating instruction-following failure
rates where models produced outputs that could not be mapped to valid annotation categories.
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Table 9: OLS Regression Results: LLM hacking risk by prompt type, prompt detail, weighted F1 score with
task (T) and model (M) interactions, and significance-related predictors

Dependent variable: LLM Hacking

(shot_type)zero_shot

0.003*** (0.001)

(detail_level)short —0.002"** (0.001)
Weighted F1 Score —0.102"** (0.017)
(T)essay_domestic 0.030™** (0.007)
(T)essay_housewife —0.059™** (0.013)

)
(T)essay_living
(T)essay_location
(T)essay_narrative
(T)essay_worksocial
(T)factuality
(T)fakenews
(T)frameslI_tweets
(T)frameslI_tweets1y
(T)framesI_news
(T)framesl_tweets

0.001 (0.007)
—0.009 (0.007)
0.063*** (0.010)
0.088*** (0.011)
0.364"** (0.016)
0.264™** (0.066)
0.067*** (0.011)
0.018* (0.009)
0.302"** (0.014)
0.463*** (0.014)

Continued on next page
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Table 9 — continued from previous page

Dependent variable: LLM Hacking

(T)framesl_tweets23
(T)hatespeech_explicit
(T)hatespeech_implicit
(T)hatespeech_target
(T)humor
(T)ideology_news
(T)ideology_tweets
(T)issue_survey
(T)manifestos_econ_ideology
(T)manifestos_issue
(T)manifestos_issues_detailed
(T)manifestos_social_ideology
(T)misinfo
(T)politeness_stack
(T)politeness_wiki
(T)relevance_news
(T)relevance_tweets
(T)relevance_tweets17
(T)relevance_tweets23
(T)stance_climate
(T)stance_tweets

)

)

(T)topic_tweets
(M)Qwen2.5-32B
(M)Qwenz2.5-3B
(M)Qwen2.5-72B
(M)Qwenz2.5-7B
(M)Qwen3s-1.7B
(M)Qwen3-32B
(M)Qwen3-4B
(M)Qwen3s-8B
(M)Gemma-3-1b-it
(M)Gemma-3-27b-it
(M)Gemma-3-4b-it
(M)GOT-40
(M)GOT-40-mini
(M)Llama-3.1-70B
(M)Llama-3.1-8B
(M)Llama-3.2-1B
(M)Llama-3.2-3B
significant_difference_found

0.080*** (0.015)
0.269™** (0.014)
0.342™** (0.010)
0.076™** (0.007)
—0.041 (0.027)
0.317"** (0.014)
0.478"** (0.047)
—0.019"** (0.005)
1.022%** (0.044)
0.422*** (0.053)
0.052*** (0.005)
0.467*** (0.041)
—0.0004 (0.073)
0.554" (0.042)
0.876"** (0.040)
0.603*** (0.028)
0.829™** (0.031)
0.431"* (0.208)
1.070™** (0.047)
0.407*** (0.020)
0.383*** (0.021)
0.355"" (0.045)
0.709** (0.026)
0.299*** (0.020)
0.002 (0.007)
0.011* (0.006)
0.003 (0.007)
—0.008 (0.006)
—0.001 (0.005)
—0.003 (0.007)
0.001 (0.005)
—0.00001 (0.007)
0.027*** (0.005)
0.001 (0.006)
—0.005 (0.006)
0.009 (0.007)
0.007 (0.007)
—0.00000 (0.007)
—0.005 (0.005)
0.039™** (0.005)
—0.004 (0.005)
0.324™** (0.001)

normalized_distance_from_significance_treshold —0.220"** (0.001)
f1_score_weighted:(T)essay_domestic —0.042"** (0.014)
f1_score_weighted:(T)essay_housewife 0.159"** (0.019)
f1_score_weighted:(T)essay_living —0.009 (0.013)
f1_score_weighted:(T)essay_location 0.097*** (0.015)
f1_score_weighted:(T)essay_narrative —0.012 (0.024)
f1_score_weighted:(T)essay_worksocial —0.044** (0.018)
f1_score_weighted:(T)factuality 0.064" (0.035)

(
(
(
(
(
(
f1_score_weighted:(T)fakenews —0.177 (0.108)
f1_score_weighted:(T)frameslI_tweets 0.062* (0.033)
f1_score_weighted:(T)framesII_tweets17 —0.086™** (0.024)
f1_score_weighted:(T)framesI_news —0.268"** (0.029)
f1_score_weighted:(T)framesl_tweets —0.576™** (0.029)
f1_score_weighted:(T)framesI_tweets23 0.217*** (0.031)
(
(
(
(
(

f1_score_weighted:(T)hatespeech_explicit —0.351"** (0.027)
f1_score_weighted:(T)hatespeech_implicit —0.646™** (0.028)
f1_score_weighted:(T)hatespeech_target —0.128"** (0.016)
f1_score_weighted:(T)humor —0.129™** (0.043)
f1_score_weighted:(T)ideology_news —0.135"** (0.033)

Continued on next page
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Table 9 — continued from previous page

Dependent variable: LLM Hacking

f1_score_weighted:(T)ideology_tweets —0.328""* (0.074)
f1_score_weighted:(T)issue_survey —0.007 (0.011)
f1_score_weighted:(T)manifestos_econ_ideology —1.522"** (0.066)
f1_score_weighted:(T)manifestos_issue —0.517"** (0.076)
f1_score_weighted:(T)manifestos_issues_detailed —0.107"** (0.013)
f1_score_weighted:(T)manifestos_social_ideology —0.581"** (0.059)
f1_score_weighted:(T)misinfo —0.033 (0.100)
f1_score_weighted:(T)politeness_stack —0.754"** (0.070)
f1_score_weighted:(T)politeness_wiki —1.217"** (0.054)
f1_score_weighted:(T)relevance_news —0.780"** (0.036)
f1_score_weighted:(T)relevance_tweets —0.891"** (0.044)
f1_score_weighted:(T)relevance_tweets1y —0.386" (0.229)
f1_score_weighted:(T)relevance_tweets23 —1.388"** (0.068)
f1_score_weighted:(T)stance_climate —0.598"** (0.037)
f1_score_weighted:(T)stance_tweets —0.541"** (0.039)
f1_score_weighted:(T)tone —0.523™** (0.056)
f1_score_weighted:(T)topic —0.943"** (0.038)
f1_score_weighted:(T)topic_tweets —0.380"** (0.028)
f1_score_weighted:(M)Qwen2.5-32B —0.044™** (0.015)
f1_score_weighted:(M)Qwen2.5-3B —0.044™** (0.016)
f1_score_weighted:(M)Qwen2.5-72B —0.046™** (0.016)
f1_score_weighted:(M)Qwen2.5-7B —0.024 (0.015)
f1_score_weighted:(M)Qwen3-1.7B —0.027" (0.016)
f1_score_weighted:(M)Qwen3-32B —0.040"* (0.016)
f1_score_weighted:(M)Qwen3-4B —0.041%** (0.014)
f1_score_weighted:(M)Qwen3-8B —0.039"* (0.016)
f1_score_weighted:(M)Gemma-3-1b-it —0.040** (0.019)
f1_score_weighted:(M)Gemma-3-27b-it —0.048™** (0.015)
f1_score_weighted:(M)Gemma-3-4b-it —0.031"* (0.015)
f1_score_weighted:(M)GPT-40 —0.060"** (0.016)
f1_score_weighted:(M)GPT-40-mini —0.056™"* (0.016)
f1_score_weighted:(M)Llama-3.1-70B —0.047"** (0.015)
f1_score_weighted:(M)Llama-3.1-8B —0.031™* (0.014)
f1_score_weighted:(M)Llama-3.2-1B —0.041** (0.019)
f1_score_weighted:(M)Llama-3.2-3B —0.025 (0.015)
Constant 0.296™** (0.006)
Observations 1,429,925
Accuracy (on binarized model predictions) 0.830

R? 0.154
Adjusted R? 0.154
Residual Std. Error 0.352 (df = 1429813)
F Statistic 2,352.722""* (df = 111; 1429813)
Note: *p<o.1; **p<o.05; “**p<o.01

E.4 Correlations between LLM hacking and F1 score by task
E.5 LLM annotation reliability

Figure 12shows that LLMs are unreliable annotators. Performance varies by >10 percentage points
on average when comparing the best- with the worst-performing prompt. These results are in line
with the findings by Sclar et al. [105]. Smaller models show wider distributions of performance
differences across prompts, indicating less stable annotation behavior compared to larger models.

E.5.1 Using larger, more capable models reduced LLM hacking risk

Figure 13 demonstrates a negative correlation between LLM hacking risk and general model
capability as measured by MMLU benchmark scores. The analysis includes eight models from the
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Figure 12: Distribution of performance spread, measured as the absolute differences in weighted F1 across
multiple prompt variations for each model. The large y-axis values indicate low output consistency across
different prompting strategies.

Llama and Qwen families with publicly available MMLU scores.

While this suggests that model capability improvements can reduce LLM hacking risk, the fact
that even the highest-scoring models retain considerable risk (up to 52%) highlights the limitations
of relying solely on model scaling.

E.6 LLM hacking feasibility by annotation task

Expanding the results of Section 5.2, we provide the full overview of LLM hacking feasibility by
annotation task in Figure 14.

E.7 Mitigating LLM hacking risk

Here, we extend the results from Section 5.4, providing a complete overview of all mitigation
techniques, as well as additional details on model selection strategies.

E.8 Sampling strategy comparison

While Section 5.4 focuses on the most distinct mitigation strategies, Figure 15 reveals that the
choice of sampling strategy (random vs. low confidence vs. active) has minimal impact on
overall effectiveness. The differences between M1, My, and M7 (all using ground truth only) are
negligible, as are the differences between M2, M5, and M8 (all using ground truth + LLM). Hence,
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Figure 13: Negative correlation between LLM hacking risk and general model performance (MMLU scores)
for eight Llama and Qwen models with known MMLU scores.

sophisticated sampling strategies provide limited benefit over simple random sampling when the
number of human annotations is fixed.

E.9 Prompt performance variation

The “best prompt” results shown throughout our analysis represent an optimistic scenario where
researchers have access to enough ground truth labels to select the optimal prompt. This provides
an upper bound on what careful prompt engineering might achieve. In practice, the baseline
results (averaged across all reasonable prompts) better represent expected performance when
researchers lack extensive validation data.

Some tasks show a big gap between best-prompt and baseline performance of up to 5 percentage
points and more. Hence, prompt sensitivity is itself a task characteristic that researchers should
consider when considering using LLM annotations.

E.10 Model selection

Figure 17 reveals the gains from sophisticated model selection (see Figure 11 in Section 5.4):
GPT-40 is only the best selected in about 49% of cases.

Figure 16 shows that the negative relationship between performance and LLM hacking risk is
significant even for a performance proxy measured only on the small human annotation sample.
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Figure 14: LLM hacking and correct conclusion feasibility by annotation task. Each task is labeled with the
total number of unique hypotheses tested (in parentheses). Feasibility represents the fraction of hypotheses

within each task where at least one model-prompt combination achieved the specified outcome.
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Table 10: Point-biserial correlations between LLM hacking occurrence and model F1 score weighted across
different tasks. Significance levels: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.

Task Correlation p-value Significance N samples
politeness_wiki -0.292 0.000 o 3,741
politeness_stack -0.136 0.000 o 3,936
stance_climate -0.198 0.000 ook 6,525
ideology_news -0.063 0.000 ok 11,968
fakenews -0.020 0.318 2,604
factuality -0.023 0.012 * 12,015
hatespeech_explicit -0.175 0.000 o 6,525
hatespeech_implicit -0.152 0.000 R 18,525
hatespeech_target -0.068 0.000 e 118,170
emotion -0.137 0.000 *Ek 154,440
essay_living -0.115 0.000 o 62,745
essay_housewife -0.298 0.000 ok 7,565
essay_worksocial -0.017 0.173 6,786
essay_location -0.088 0.000 ok 35,856
essay_domestic -0.081 0.000 ook 69,872
essay_narrative -0.082 0.000 oo 22,704
issue_survey -0.126 0.000 wEE 751,502
humor -0.123 0.000 e 1,914
topic -0.399 0.000 ok 2,871
ideology_tweets -0.146 0.000 ot 1,120
misinfo -0.043 0.028 * 2,670
tone -0.108 0.000 b 6,142
manifestos_issue -0.117 0.000 i 1,680
manifestos_econ_ideology -0.460 0.000 ok 1,680
manifestos_social_ideology -0.228 0.000 . 1,428
manifestos_issues_detailed -0.101 0.000 e 445,224
relevance_tweets -0.313 0.000 ook 1,786
framesl_tweets -0.193 0.000 R 7,100
framesll_tweets -0.085 0.000 ok 10,206
stance_tweets -0.147 0.000 *Ek 6,674
topic_tweets -0.257 0.000 ook 4,794
relevance_tweets23 -0.398 0.000 R 1,568
framesl_tweets23 -0.019 0.238 4,059
relevance_tweets1y -0.076 0.005 ** 1,406
framesll_tweets17 -0.138 0.000 o 21,634
relevance_news -0.425 0.000 ok 2,185
framesl_news -0.131 0.000 o 7,125
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Figure 15: Effectiveness of mitigation strategies across models and error types. Each subplot shows a
different risk metric with models on the y-axis and risk values on the x-axis. Points are vertically offset by
the number of ground truth samples, as indicated by the numbers on the right (o, 100, or 1,000 samples).
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Table 11: Overview of datasets used in experiments

Dataset Name

Data Type

Dataset Description

Nr.  of Data-
points

Nr. of Unique
Datapoints

University of London [116]

Baly et al. [5]
Benoit et al. [3]

Carlson and Montgomery [14]

Danescu-Niculescu-Mizil et al.

[22]

Danescu-Niculescu-Mizil et al.

[22]

Demszky et al. [25]
Egami et al. [27]

ElSherief et al. [29]

Fieldhouse et al. [31]

Gabriel et al. [32]

Gilardi et al. [37]

Gilardi et al. [37]

Gilardi et al. [37]

Gilardi et al. [37]

Luo et al. [75]

Merz et al. [

[631

Min et al. [83]

Shu et al. [

Térnberg [114]
Weller and Seppi [127]

], Wuetal. [151]

], Lehmann et al.

essay

ideology_news
manifestos_uk

tone

politeness_stack

politeness_wiki
emotion
topic

hatespeech

issue_survey

misinfo

news

tweets17

tweets23

tweets

stance_climate

manifestos

factuality

fakenews

ideology_tweets
humor

Essays

News articles

Party Manifestos
from the UK

Political ads

StackExchange re-
quests

Wikipedia requests
Reddit comments
Congressional bills

Tweets

Open ended survey
responses

News headlines

News articles

Tweets

Tweets

Tweets

News article spans

Political Party Man-
ifestos

LLM outputs

News articles

Tweets
Reddit posts

Essays written by eleven year old cohort members from
the National Child Development Study (NCDS) in 1969
with the following instructions: "Imagine you are now
25 years old. Write about the life you are leading, your
interests, your home life and your work at the age of
25. (You have 30 minutes to do this)." Additionally, they
were given a short questionnaire to complete at school
about their interests outside school, the school subjects
they enjoyed most, and what they thought they were
most likely to do when they left secondary school.

A set of articles from media sources covering the United
States of America. Data was scraped from https://www.
allsides.com/.

Sentences from manifestos from UK parties, 1987 to
2010.

The data contains 935 political ads from US Senate Can-
didates. The data was constructed by Carlson and Mont-
gomery [14] (accessed via Ornstein et al. [92]).
Requests from the StackExchange question-answering
communities. These are often users commenting on ex-
isting posts requesting further information or proposing
edits.

Requests from Wikipedia editor’s on user talk pages.

Reddit comments from 2005-2019 selected from subred-
dits with 10k+ comments, filtered to remove deleted,
non-English, and toxic content.

A balanced random sample of congressional bills. They
are relating to economy (5k), or three other topics (5k).

Filtered set of tweets, retweets, and replies from most
prominent U.S hate groups between January 1, 2015 and
December 31, 2017.

The British Election Study (BES) dataset contains re-
sponses from 118,597 respondents to survey questions
from 29 Internet Panel waves, conducted between Febru-
ary 2014 and July 2024.

The Misinfo Reaction Frames corpus is an dataset of 25k
news headlines to articles that have been factchecked.
The articles can be about Covid-19, Cancer or Climate
Change.

A random sample of 1,606 articles newspaper articles
on content moderation published from January 2020
to April 2021, drawn from a dataset of 98ok articles
collected via LexisNexis.

A random sample of 1,856 tweets posted by members
of the US Congress from 2017 to 2022, drawn from a
dataset of 20 million tweets.

This dataset is similar to the tweets dataset, but for
January 2023. It includes a random sample of 500 tweets
(of which 339 were in English) drawn from a dataset of
1.3 million tweets.

A random sample of 2,382 tweets drawn from a dataset
of 2.6 million tweets on content moderation posted from
January 2020 to April 2021.

Opinion spans extracted from global warming news
articles, published from Jan. 1, 2000 to April 12, 2020 by
various U.S. news sources.

Political manifesto sentences from the manifestoproject
corpus, 2000 to 2022.

LLM prompt-response pairs. The outputs were gener-
ated by three different models (InstructGPT [94], Chat-
GPT?, and search augmented PerplexityAl#), using the
prompt "Tell me a bio of <entity>", where entity corre-
sponds to one of 183 people entities from Wikidata who
have corresponding Wikipedia page (randomly sampled
over 20 categories based on pageview frequency and
nationality).

News articles that have been fact-checked by PolitiFact
or GossipCop.

Tweets made by politicians before elections.

15910 posts from reddit/r/jokes.
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F Dataset and Task Overview

Here, we provide a detailed description of all datasets (&) and annotation tasks ([#) used in the
experiments. Table 11 concisely lists all datasets.

Fa

F1.a

F.2

F2.1

S politeness_wiki dataset

Data Type: Wikipedia requests
Dataset description: Requests from Wikipedia editor’s on user talk pages.

Dataset Links: http://www.cs.cornell.edu/~cristian/Politeness_files/Stanford_politeness_
corpus.zip

Dataset citation: Danescu-Niculescu-Mizil et al. [22]

Dataset notes: Following Gligoric et al. [35], we consider perceived politeness as a binary
classification task and omit the neutral class. This reduces the number of datapoints from
4338 to 2171.

[# politeness_wiki task

Task description: Indicate perceived politeness of wikipedia request.
Ground truth annotators: Amazon Mechanical Turk workers (US-based)

Annotator agreement notes: Krippendorff’s alpha was calculated on the ternary classifica-
tion task (polite/neutral/impolite) using all 5 annotators” scores.

S politeness_stack dataset

Data Type: StackExchange requests

Dataset description: Requests from the StackExchange question-answering communities.
These are often users commenting on existing posts requesting further information or
proposing edits.

Dataset Links: http://www.cs.cornell.edu/~cristian/Politeness_files/Stanford_politeness_
corpus.zip

Dataset citation: Danescu-Niculescu-Mizil et al. [22]

Dataset notes: Following Gligoric et al. [38], we consider perceived politeness as a binary
classification task and omit the neutral class. This reduces the number of datapoints from

6594 to 3298.

[# politeness_stack task

Task description: Indicate perceived politeness of a StackExchange request.

Ground truth annotators: Amazon Mechanical Turk workers (US-based)
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E3

Es5

Annotator agreement notes: Krippendorff’s alpha was calculated on the ternary classifica-
tion task (polite/neutral/impolite) using all 5 annotators” scores.

S stance_climate dataset

Data Type: News article spans

Dataset description: Opinion spans extracted from global warming news articles, published
from Jan. 1, 2000 to April 12, 2020 by various U.S. news sources.

Dataset Links: https://github.com/yiweiluo/GWStance
Dataset citation: Luo et al. [75]

Dataset notes: We only include data where at least 5 out of 8 crowdworkers agree on the
stance.

[ stance climate task

Task description: Annotate the stance of a sentence in terms of agreeing, disagreeing, or
being neutral with respect to the target opinion, "Climate change/-global warming is a
serious concern.”

Ground truth annotators: Amazon Mechanical Turk workers (US-based)

Annotator agreement notes: Luo et al. [75] report that the average inter-annotator agreement
measured as Krippendorff’s alpha ranged from 0.54 to 0.64 over the 5 rounds of annotation,
we use the average of 0.59.

S ideology_news dataset

Data Type: News articles

Dataset description: A set of articles from media sources covering the United States of
America. Data was scraped from https://www.allsides.com/.

Dataset Links: https://github.com/ramybaly/Article-Bias-Prediction
Dataset citation: Baly et al. [5]

[ ideology news task

Task description: Labelling news articles according to Left, Right, and Centrist political bias.
This task provides an entire news article as context.

Ground truth annotators: Ratings provided by AllSides.

S fakenews dataset

Data Type: News articles
Dataset description: News articles that have been fact-checked by PolitiFact or GossipCop.
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e Dataset Links: https://github.com/KaiDMML/FakeNewsNet, https://github.com/jiayingwul9/
SheepDog

¢ Dataset citation: Shu et al. [106], Wu et al. [131]

¢ Dataset notes: The dataset was originally released by Shu et al. [106] with ground truth
annotations and metadata. Wu et al. [131] subsequently provided the news article contents.

F5.1 [# fakenews task

¢ Task description: Labelling news articles as fake or real depending on whether they contain
fake claims or not.

¢ Ground truth annotators: Journalists and domain experts

F6 £ factuality dataset
¢ Data Type: LLM outputs

¢ Dataset description: LLM prompt-response pairs. The outputs were generated by three
different models (InstructGPT [94], ChatGPT?, and search augmented PerplexityAl°), using
the prompt "Tell me a bio of <entity>", where entity corresponds to one of 183 people
entities from Wikidata who have corresponding Wikipedia page (randomly sampled over 20
categories based on pageview frequency and nationality).

¢ Dataset Links: https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1kFey69z8hGXScln@1mVxrOohrqgM62X71?
usp=sharing

¢ Dataset citation: Min et al. [83]

F6.1 [@ factuality task

¢ Task description: LLM responses that have been manually split into more than 16K individ-
ual facts, and each individual fact has been manually labeled as either supported, irrelevant,
or not supported.

¢ Ground truth annotators: Crowdworkers (fact-checking experts through Upwork)

¢ Annotator agreement notes: Min et al. [83] reported an annotator agreement of 91%,
measured on 10% of the data (1,604 atomic facts) using two additional freelance annotators.
Since the individual freelancer annotations were not available in the released dataset, we
estimated Krippendorff’s alpha as follows. We generated 10,000 synthetic annotation pairs
with 91% agreement by sampling from the observed label distribution in the full dataset
(Supported: 63.0%, Not-supported: 27.5%, Irrelevant: 9.4%) and randomly flipping 9% of
labels to alternative classes to match the reported disagreement rate. This simulation yielded
an estimated Krippendorff’s alpha of 0.8329.

5https://chatgpt.com/
6https://www.perplexity.ai/
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E7

Fr7.2

Er.3

S hatespeech dataset

Data Type: Tweets

Dataset description: Filtered set of tweets, retweets, and replies from most prominent U.S
hate groups between January 1, 2015 and December 31, 2017.

Dataset Links: https://www.dropbox.com/s/24meryhqilooOxk/implicit-hate-corpus.zip?
d1=0

Dataset citation: ElSherief et al. [29]

[ hatespeech_explicit task

Task description: Classify tweets as explicit hate speech, implicit hate speech, or not hate
speech based on whether they attack people based on protected characteristics.

Ground truth annotators: Amazon Mechanical Turk annotators

Annotator agreement notes: ElSherief et al. [29] reported majority agreement for 95.3%
of tweets, with perfect agreement on 45.6% of the data. Since the individual annotations
were not available in the released dataset, we estimated Krippendorff’s alpha as follows.
We generated 10,000 synthetic annotation matrices where each tweet received 3 annotations
following the reported agreement patterns: 45.6% perfect agreement (all annotators agree),
49.7% majority agreement (2 out of 3 agree), and 4.7% no majority (all disagree). Labels
were sampled according to the observed distribution in the full dataset. This simulation
yielded an estimated Krippendorff’s alpha of 0.3084.

[ hatespeech_implicit task

Task description: Categorize implicit hate tweets into six specific types: white grievance,
incitement, inferiority, irony, stereotypical, or threatening. This task is only done on a subset
of the dataset, considers tweets that have been categorized as "implicit hate speech" in a
prior annotation stage (hatespeech_explicit task).

Ground truth annotators: Expert annotators (trained research assistants)

Annotator agreement notes: ElSherief et al. [29] reported Fleiss” Kappa of 0.61 and 0.55
for two samples of 150 tweets. Since the individual annotations were not available in the
released dataset, we cannot estimate Krippendorff’s alpha.

[#" hatespeech_target task

Task description: Identify the target group of implicit hate tweets from 26 possible demo-
graphic and political groups. This task is only done on a subset of the dataset, considers
tweets that have been categorized as "implicit hate speech" in a prior annotation stage
(hatespeech_explicit task).

Ground truth annotators: Expert annotators (trained research assistants)
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F8 & emotion dataset

¢ Data Type: Reddit comments

¢ Dataset description: Reddit comments from 2005-2019 selected from subreddits with 10k+
comments, filtered to remove deleted, non-English, and toxic content.

¢ Dataset Links: https://github.com/google-research/google-research/tree/master/goemotions
¢ Dataset citation: Demszky et al. [25]

¢ Dataset notes: We only include reddit comments with at least three annotators and where
all annotators agree on a single label.

F8.1 [# emotion task

* Task description: Classify the emotion expressed in Reddit comments using 25 emotion
categories plus neutral.

¢ Ground truth annotators: Native English speakers from India

¢ Annotator agreement notes: The annotator agreement of 0.272 corresponds to the average
Krippendorff’s alpha across all 26 emotion categories.

F9 £ essay dataset

¢ Data Type: Essays

* Dataset description: Essays written by eleven year old cohort members from the National
Child Development Study (NCDS) in 1969 with the following instructions: "Imagine you are
now 25 years old. Write about the life you are leading, your interests, your home life and
your work at the age of 25. (You have 30 minutes to do this)." Additionally, they were given
a short questionnaire to complete at school about their interests outside school, the school
subjects they enjoyed most, and what they thought they were most likely to do when they
left secondary school.

e Dataset Links: https://beta.ukdataservice.ac.uk/datacatalogue/studies/study?id=
5790

¢ Dataset citation: University of London [116]

Fg9.1 [# essay_living task
¢ Task description: Description of the anticipated living situation at age 25.

¢ Ground truth annotators: Human experts

Fg9.2 [# essay_housewife task

¢ Task description: Whether being a housewife is mentioned as an occupation or role.

¢ Ground truth annotators: Human experts
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Fo9.3

@ essay_worksocial task

Task description: Whether social aspects of work are mentioned.

Ground truth annotators: Human experts

[# essay_location task

Task description: Geographic location mentioned for living at age 25.

Ground truth annotators: Human experts

g essay_domestic task

Task description: Type of domestic labor discussed.

Ground truth annotators: Human experts

[# essay_narrative task

Task description: Level of narrative structure in the essay.

Ground truth annotators: Human experts

- .
&= 1ssue_survey dataset

Data Type: Open ended survey responses

Dataset description: The British Election Study (BES) dataset contains responses from
118,597 respondents to survey questions from 29 Internet Panel waves, conducted between
February 2014 and July 2024.

Dataset Links: https://www.britishelectionstudy.com/data-object/british-election-
study-combined-wave-1-26-internet-panel-open-ended- response-data/,
https://www.britishelectionstudy.com/data-object/british-election-study-combined-
wave-1-29-internet-panel/

Dataset citation: Fieldhouse et al. [31]

Dataset notes: Following the study of Mellon et al. [/5], the open text responses to the MII
question from wave 26 onwards of the BES of the were coded using GPT-40 and not by
BES research associates [31]. In our experiments, we only consider waves 1-25, which were
coded by human experts. We also exclude trivial samples where the open text response is
equivalent to the coded category. We also exlude MII ground truth code 46, which is used
for responses that cannot be coded as they are unintelligible, are excessively vague as to
what aspect of politics they are getting at (e.g., "So many issues, not sure where to start",
"attitudes", "our future"), do not relate to politics or society in any meaningful way or when
it is impossible to choose between multiple possible codes.
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F1o.1 [# issue_survey task

F11

Task description: In each wave of the British Election Study Internet Panel, respondents
are asked the following question, with the option to provide an open text response: "As
far as you're concerned, what is the SINGLE MOST important issue facing the country at
the present time?". The task is to classify the response to this most important issue (MII)
question into one of 49 categories.

Prompts taken from: [/5]
Ground truth annotators: Expert annotators (British election study research associates)

Annotator agreement notes: Mellon et al. [75] reported an annotator agreement of 86.6%,
measured on 1,000 randomly sampled open-text responses annotated by two trained experts.
Since the individual expert annotations were not available in the released dataset, we
estimated Krippendorff’s alpha as follows. We generated 10,000 synthetic annotation pairs
with 86.6% agreement by sampling from the observed label distribution in the full dataset and
randomly flipping 13.4% of labels to alternative classes to match the reported disagreement
rate. This simulation yielded an estimated Krippendorff’s alpha of 0.8425.

S humor dataset

Data Type: Reddit posts

Dataset description: 15910 posts from reddit/r/jokes.

Dataset Links: https://github.com/orionw/RedditHumorDetection
Dataset citation: Weller and Seppi [127]

Dataset notes: On average, each tweet received 2918.39 votes.

E11.1 [ humor task

F12

Task description: The task is to predict whether the text is funny to a lot of people. The
ground truth is operationalized as a binary variable indicating if the post received more
than 200 upvotes [127].

Ground truth annotators: Reddit users.

Annotator agreement notes: Since the ground truth is operationalized based on the number
of upvotes but the voters are unknown, Krippendorft’s Alpha cannot be calculated.

S topic dataset

Data Type: Congressional bills

Dataset description: A balanced random sample of congressional bills. They are relating to
economy (5k), or three other topics (5k).

Dataset Links: https://osf.io0/gjt87/files/osfstorage

Dataset citation: Egami et al. [27]
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Dataset notes: We only use the random sample of 10K provided by the authors, consisting
of one balanced random sample from the full data that they use in the paper (5k texts
about economy, 5k about 3 other topics). The full dataset contains 400k bills as is avail-
able at https://comparativeagendas.s3.amazonaws.com/datasetfiles/US-Legislative-
congressional_bills_19.3_3_2.csv.

F1z.1 [# topic task

Task description: Binary topic classification, more precisely, identify whether a congressional
bill is relating to the economy or not.

Ground truth annotators: Trained human annotators

S ideology_tweets dataset

Data Type: Tweets

Dataset description: Tweets made by politicians before elections.

Dataset Links: https://github.com/cssmodels/1lm/tree/main/Data/countries
Dataset citation: Tornberg [114]

Dataset notes: We use the genderizeR package to predict gender from first names of tweet
authors [118].

Sampling: We used all data.

F13.1 [# ideology_tweets task

F14

Task description: Classify tweet author’s party affiliation from tweet content.

Ground truth annotators: Ground truth values correspond to the actual political party
affiliation of the tweet’s author.

Annotator agreement notes: Krippendorf’s Alpha is computed based on the annotations
of three researchers with PhDs in political science or related disciplines who classified 500
tweets.

S misinfo dataset

Data Type: News headlines

Dataset description: The Misinfo Reaction Frames corpus is an dataset of 25k news headlines
to articles that have been factchecked. The articles can be about Covid-19, Cancer or Climate
Change.

Dataset Links: https://github.com/skgabriel/mrf-modeling

Dataset citation: Gabriel et al. [32]
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F14.1 [ misinfo task

F15

Task description: The annotation task is to predict whether the news article is likely to
contain misinformation.

Ground truth annotators: Amazon Mechanical Turk workers (US-based)

Annotator agreement notes: Gabriel et al. [32] report a pairwise agreement of 79% and
Cohen’s Kappa of 0.51 (indicating moderate agreement) for the binary classification of
headlines as real news or misinformation. However, since the authors only provide aggregate
pairwise agreement statistics rather than the complete annotation matrix or information
about which specific annotators labeled which headlines, Krippendorff’s Alpha cannot be
calculated.

S tone dataset

Data Type: Political ads

Dataset description: The data contains 935 political ads from US Senate Candidates. The
data was constructed by Carlson and Montgomery [14] (accessed via Ornstein et al. [92]).

Dataset Links: https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataset.xhtml?persistentId=doi:10.7910/
DVN/DZZ0O0M

Dataset citation: Carlson and Montgomery [14]

F15.1 [# tone task

F.16

Task description: Classifying the tone of a political ad as positive, neutral, or negative.

Ground truth annotators: Expert coders

S manifestos_uk dataset
Data Type: Party Manifestos from the UK
Dataset description: Sentences from manifestos from UK parties, 1987 to 2010.

Dataset Links: https://github.com/kbenoit/CSTA-APSR/, https://dataverse.harvard.
edu/file.xhtml1?fileld=10595729&version=1.0

Dataset citation: Benoit et al. [8]

Dataset notes: We only include data where at least 8o

F16.1 [# manifestos_issue task

Task description: Identify two widely used policy dimensions: "economic" policy and
"social" policy issue dimension.

Ground truth annotators: Crowd workers from 26 CrowdFlower channels
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¢ Annotator agreement notes: Krippendorff’s alpha was calculated on the full dataset before
filtering, measuring agreement on the economic vs. social policy dimension classification.

F16.2 [# manifestos_econ_ideology task

¢ Task description: Classify sentences as left or right (for sentences on economic policy).
¢ Ground truth annotators: Crowd workers from 26 CrowdFlower channels

¢ Annotator agreement notes: Krippendorff’s alpha was calculated on the full dataset before
filtering.

F16.3 [# manifestos_social_ideology task

¢ Task description: Classify sentences as liberal or conservative (for sentences on social
policy).
¢ Ground truth annotators: Crowd workers from 26 CrowdFlower channels

¢ Annotator agreement notes: Krippendorff’s alpha was calculated on the full dataset before
filtering.

E17y S manifestos dataset

¢ Data Type: Political Party Manifestos

¢ Dataset description: Political manifesto sentences from the manifestoproject corpus, 2000 to
2022.

¢ Dataset Links: https://manifesto-project.wzb.eu/, https://manifesto-project.wzb.
eu/down/data/2024a/datasets/MPDataset_MPDS2024a.csv

¢ Dataset citation: Merz et al. [81], Lehmann et al. [63]

¢ Dataset notes: We used all data available for parties since 2001, with English translation and
sentence level annotations.

F17.1 [# manifestos_issues_detailed task

¢ Task description: The task is to classify quasi-sentences in party manifestos according to the
manifesto project coding scheme. There are 46 categories in total (56 in the original task,
where categories that differed only in stance have been aggregated into their main issues).

¢ Ground truth annotators: Trained country experts (mostly political scientist or political
science students and native speakers)

* Annotator agreement notes: Mean Krippendorff’s Alpha calculated from available testresult
values in the dataset [63]. The testresult represents Krippendorff’s Alpha coder reliability
scores from entry tests as given in the coding instructions, comparing individual coder
performance to master copies.
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F18 & tweets dataset
¢ Data Type: Tweets

¢ Dataset description: A random sample of 2,382 tweets drawn from a dataset of 2.6 million
tweets on content moderation posted from January 2020 to April 2021.

e Dataset Links: https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataset.xhtml?persistentId=doi:10.7910/

DVN/PQYF6M
e Dataset citation: Gilardi et al. [37]

e Dataset notes: Gilardi et al. [37] refer to this as the 'Relevance’ task for the "Tweets (2020—
2021)" dataset. We employ identical data preprocessing as Gilardi et al. [37], which means
that we consider only tweets for which all annotators agree on the ground truth label.
Additionally, we filter out duplicates.

F18.1 [# relevance_ tweets task

¢ Task description: Binary annotation of whether a tweet is about content moderation
(relevant/irrelevant).

e Prompts taken from: [37, 2]

¢ Ground truth annotators: Trained research assistants (political science students)

F18.2 [# framesl tweets task

¢ Task description: General frame detection: whether a tweet contains a set of two opposing
frames ("problem" and "solution"). The solution frame describes tweets framing content
moderation as a solution to other issues (e.g., hate speech). The problem frame describes
tweets framing content moderation as a problem on its own as well as to other issues (e.g.,
free speech).

e Prompts taken from: [37, 2]

¢ Ground truth annotators: Trained research assistants (political science students)

F18.3 [# frameslI_tweets task

¢ Task description: Policy frame detection: whether a tweet contains a set of fourteen policy
frames or other (i.e., "Economy’, "Capacity and resources’, "Morality’, ‘Fairness and Equality’,
"Constitutionality and Jurisprudence’, "Policy Prescription and Evaluation’, 'Law and Order,
Crime and Justice’, ‘Security and Defense’, "Health and Safety’, ‘Quality of Life’, "Cultural
Identity’, "Public Opinion’, 'Political’, "External Regulation and Reputation’, or ‘Other’).

¢ Prompts taken from: [37, 2]

¢ Ground truth annotators: Trained research assistants (political science students)
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F18.4 [#' stance_tweets task

¢ Task description: Stance detection: whether a tweet is in favor of, against, or neutral about
repealing Section 230 (a piece of US legislation central to content moderation).

e Prompts taken from: [37, 2]

¢ Ground truth annotators: Trained research assistants (political science students)

F185 [# topic_tweets task

¢ Task description: Topic detection: whether a tweet is about a set of six predefined topics
(i.e., Section 230, Trump Ban, Complaint, Platform Policies, Twitter Support, and others).

e Prompts taken from: [37, 2]

¢ Ground truth annotators: Trained research assistants (political science students)

F19 & tweets23 dataset

¢ Data Type: Tweets

* Dataset description: This dataset is similar to the tweets dataset, but for January 2023. It
includes a random sample of 500 tweets (of which 339 were in English) drawn from a dataset
of 1.3 million tweets.

¢ Dataset Links: https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataset.xhtml?persistentId=doi:10.7910/
DVN/PQYF6M

¢ Dataset citation: Gilardi et al. [37]

7

¢ Dataset notes: Gilardi et al. [37] refer to this as the "Relevance’ task for the "Tweets (2023)
dataset. We employ identical data preprocessing as Gilardi et al. [37], which means that we
consider only tweets for which all annotators agree on the ground truth label. Additionally,
we filter out duplicates.

F19.1 [# relevance_tweets23 task

* Task description: Binary annotation of whether a tweet is about content moderation
(relevant/irrelevant).

¢ Prompts taken from: [37, 2]

¢ Ground truth annotators: Trained research assistants (political science students)

F19.2 [# framesl_tweets23 task

¢ Task description: General frame detection: whether a tweet contains a set of two opposing
frames ("problem" and "solution"). The solution frame describes tweets framing content
moderation as a solution to other issues (e.g., hate speech). The problem frame describes
tweets framing content moderation as a problem on its own as well as to other issues (e.g.,
free speech).
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https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataset.xhtml?persistentId=doi:10.7910/DVN/PQYF6M

Prompts taken from: [37, 2]

Ground truth annotators: Trained research assistants (political science students)

S tweets17 dataset

Data Type: Tweets

Dataset description: A random sample of 1,856 tweets posted by members of the US
Congress from 2017 to 2022, drawn from a dataset of 20 million tweets.

Dataset Links: https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataset.xhtml?persistentId=doi:10.7910/
DVN/PQYF6M

Dataset citation: Gilardi et al. [37]

Dataset notes: Gilardi et al. [37] refer to this as the "Relevance’ task for the "Tweets (2017—
2023)" dataset. We employ identical data preprocessing as Gilardi et al. [37], which means
that we consider only tweets for which all annotators agree on the ground truth label.
Additionally, we filter out duplicates.

F20.1 [# relevance_tweets17 task

Task description: Binary annotation of whether a tweet is relevant to political content
(relevant/irrelevant).

Prompts taken from: [37, 2]

Ground truth annotators: Trained research assistants (political science students)

F20.2 [# frameslI_tweets17 task

Task description: Policy frame detection: whether a tweet contains a set of fourteen policy
frames or other (i.e., "Economy’, ‘Capacity and resources’, "Morality’, 'Fairness and Equality’,
"Constitutionality and Jurisprudence’, "Policy Prescription and Evaluation’, 'Law and Order,
Crime and Justice’, ‘Security and Defense’, "Health and Safety’, ‘Quality of Life’, "Cultural
Identity’, "Public Opinion’, 'Political’, "External Regulation and Reputation’, or ‘Other”).

Prompts taken from: [37, 2]

Ground truth annotators: Trained research assistants (political science students)

S news dataset

Data Type: News articles

Dataset description: A random sample of 1,606 articles newspaper articles on content
moderation published from January 2020 to April 2021, drawn from a dataset of 98ok articles
collected via LexisNexis.

Dataset Links: https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataset.xhtml?persistentId=doi:10.7910/
DVN/PQYF6M
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e Dataset citation: Gilardi et al. [37]

¢ Dataset notes: Gilardi et al. [37] refer to this as the 'Relevance’ task for the "News Articles
(2020—2021)" dataset. We employ identical data preprocessing as Gilardi et al. [37], which
means that we consider only tweets for which all annotators agree on the ground truth label.
Additionally, we filter out duplicates.

F21.1 [# relevance news task

¢ Task description: Binary annotation of whether a news article is about content moderation
(relevant/irrelevant).

* Prompts taken from: [37, 2]

¢ Ground truth annotators: Trained research assistants (political science students)

F21.2 [# framesl news task

¢ Task description: General frame detection: whether a news article contains a set of two
opposing frames ("problem" and "solution"). The solution frame describes news articles
framing content moderation as a solution to other issues (e.g., hate speech). The problem
frame describes news articles framing content moderation as a problem on its own as well
as to other issues (e.g., free speech).

¢ Prompts taken from: [37, 2]

¢ Ground truth annotators: Trained research assistants (political science students)



	Introduction
	Key contributions
	Summary of findings

	Large Language Model (LLM) Hacking
	Relationship to p-hacking

	Literature review: Using LLMs for automated data annotation
	Experimental setup
	Data
	Downstream statistical analysis
	LLM configuration space
	Metrics
	Feasibility of intentional LLM hacking

	Mitigation techniques using human-annotated samples
	Sampling strategies for human annotations
	Using human annotations for downstream statistical analyses
	Model selection for automated data annotation


	Results
	Empirical LLM hacking risk
	Intentional LLM hacking
	Predictors of LLM hacking
	Model capability and performance
	Prompt engineering effects
	Task characteristics and human annotator agreement

	Mitigating unintentional LLM hacking risk
	Ground truth annotations outperform hybrid approaches for Type I error risk
	LLM bias correction methods create error trade-offs
	Human annotations are crucial


	Limitations
	Discussion
	Evidence-based recommendations for practice

	Literature review methodology
	Structured results of literature review for in-scope articles
	Additional experimental details
	Models
	Dataset groupings
	Prompt paraphrases
	Low confidence sampling with verbalized confidence scores
	Active sampling implementation details
	DSL implementation details
	CDI implementation details

	Additional Metrics
	Additional results
	Complete LLM hacking risk breakdown by task and model
	Instruction-following failure rates
	LLM hacking predictors
	Correlations between LLM hacking and F1 score by task
	LLM annotation reliability
	Using larger, more capable models reduced LLM hacking risk

	LLM hacking feasibility by annotation task
	Mitigating LLM hacking risk
	Sampling strategy comparison
	Prompt performance variation
	Model selection

	Dataset and Task Overview
	 politeness_wiki dataset
	 politeness_wiki task

	 politeness_stack dataset
	 politeness_stack task

	 stance_climate dataset
	 stance_climate task

	 ideology_news dataset
	 ideology_news task

	 fakenews dataset
	 fakenews task

	 factuality dataset
	 factuality task

	 hatespeech dataset
	 hatespeech_explicit task
	 hatespeech_implicit task
	 hatespeech_target task

	 emotion dataset
	 emotion task

	 essay dataset
	 essay_living task
	 essay_housewife task
	 essay_worksocial task
	 essay_location task
	 essay_domestic task
	 essay_narrative task

	 issue_survey dataset
	 issue_survey task

	 humor dataset
	 humor task

	 topic dataset
	 topic task

	 ideology_tweets dataset
	 ideology_tweets task

	 misinfo dataset
	 misinfo task

	 tone dataset
	 tone task

	 manifestos_uk dataset
	 manifestos_issue task
	 manifestos_econ_ideology task
	 manifestos_social_ideology task

	 manifestos dataset
	 manifestos_issues_detailed task

	 tweets dataset
	 relevance_tweets task
	 framesI_tweets task
	 framesII_tweets task
	 stance_tweets task
	 topic_tweets task

	 tweets23 dataset
	 relevance_tweets23 task
	 framesI_tweets23 task

	 tweets17 dataset
	 relevance_tweets17 task
	 framesII_tweets17 task

	 news dataset
	 relevance_news task
	 framesI_news task



