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Abstract

Of the many commercial and scientific opportunities provided by large language models (LLMs; including
Open AI’s ChatGPT, Meta’s LLaMA, and Anthropic’s Claude), one of the more intriguing applications
has been the simulation of human behavior and opinion. LLMs have been used to generate human simul-
cra to serve as experimental participants, survey respondents, or other agents—with outcomes that often
parallel the observed behavior of their genuine human counterparts. Here, we consider the feasibility of
using LLMs to estimate subpopulation representative models (SRMs). SRMs could provide an alternate or
complementary way to measure public opinion among demographic, geographic, or political segments of
the population. However, the introduction of new technology to the socio-technical infrastructure does
not come without risk. We provide an overview of behavior elicitation techniques for LLMs, and a survey
of existing SRM implementations. We offer frameworks for the analysis, development, and practical im-

plementation of LLMs as SRMs, consider potential risks, and suggest directions for future work.

1. Introduction
In 1961, V.O. Key wrote in Public Opinion and
American Democracy that “to speak with preci-
sion of public opinion is a task not unlike coming
to grips with the Holy Ghost.”¹. Even at this

¹V.O. Key Jr., Public Opinion and American Democracy
(New York: Knopf, 1961), p. 8.

early stage in modern public opinion research, so-
cial scientists were already applying computing
power to unravel the ethereal qualities of individ-
uals’ attitudes. That same year, Thomas B. Morgan
penned an article in Harper’s entitled “The Peo-
ple Machine”.² This article detailed the efforts of

²Thomas B. Morgan, “The People-Machine,” Harper's 222
(1961): 53–57.

a “secret weapon” used by the Kennedy cam-
paign in the 1960 presidential election: a “People
Machine” that harnessed computing power and
reams of public opinion polling data to divide
the American electorate into 480 voter types (e.g.,
“Midwestern, rural, Protestant, lower income, fe-
male”).³ The so-called People Machine (which was

³For a comprehensive history of the Simulmatics Corpo-
ration and its intersection with social science, we highly
recommend LePore, If Then: How the Simulmatics Corpora-

tion Invented the Future and Pool, Abelson, and Popkin,
Candidates, Issues, and Strategies: A Computer Simulation of
the 1960 and 1964 Presidential Elections.

the flagship product of the newfound Simulmat-
ics Corporation) pooled survey data to analyze
each group’s policy attitudes and simulate election
outcomes under various hypothetical situations.
For instance, how would public opinion shift if
Kennedy were to take a stronger position in sup-
port of civil rights, or to place greater emphasis
on his Catholicism and discrimination against re-
ligious minorities?

Morgan’s article is a fascinating time capsule, fas-
cinated but also fearful about technological change
and its possibility to remake liberal democracy in
the postwar era. Indeed, the piece includes a quote
from Harold Laswell referring to the effort as “the
A-bomb of the social sciences.” While it is obvious
in hindsight that the technology of the period was
woefully underpowered to simulate the complex-
ities of voter behavior, the concerns expressed in
“The People Machine” are enduring and worth re-
visiting when considering how new technologies
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might be used to measure, study, and persuade
public opinion.

The modern era has witnessed a proliferation of
innovative techniques for aggregating community
sentiment, reflecting the growing complexity of
social structures, and the demand for more effi-
cient and representative means of communication.
The emergence of mass media, opinion polling,
television, and the internet have all revolutionized
the ways people express their views and engage
with the opinions of others.⁴

⁴For more comprehensive overviews of public opinion
survey research and its evolution, see Herbst (1993) , Groves
(2011) , Hillygus (2020) , and Berinsky (2017) .

At the same time, many of the challenges con-
fronting public opinion research persist. For
instance, response rates to telephone surveys have
collapsed over recent decades, and now routinely
fall below 10% in “gold standard” surveys fielded
by organizations like the Pew Research Center
and the American National Election Studies.⁵ Not

⁵Thomas J Leeper, “Where Have the Respondents Gone?
Perhaps We Ate Them All,” Public Opinion Quarterly 83, S1
(2019): 280–288.

only does this make it more difficult to collect sur-
vey data with adequate sample sizes for subgroup
analysis, but it also exacerbates nonresponse bias
when response rates vary in nonrandom ways
across subpopulations. Nonresponse bias is espe-
cially pernicious when it is related to relevant yet
unobservable characteristics (e.g., propensity to
vote for Republican candidates), but remains prob-
lematic even when deviations in response rates
occur along observable characteristics (e.g., race
or age). For example, an influential thread of work
in survey methodology is generally pessimistic
about the ability of various weighting schemes
to correct for known sampling biases when using
nonprobability samples, as is the case for virtu-
ally every online survey panel.⁶ While some of

⁶Mario Callegaro et al., “A Critical Review of Studies
Investigating the Quality of Data Obtained with Online
Panels Based on Probability and Nonprobability Samples,”
in Online Panel Research: A Data Quality Perspective, eds.
Mario Callegaro et al., New York: Wiley, 2014, 23–53., Ca-
rina Cornesse et al., “A Review of Conceptual Approaches

and Empirical Evidence on Probability and Nonprobability
Sample Survey Research,” Journal of Survey Statistics and
Methodology 8, no. 1 (2020): 4–36.

these concerns may be exaggerated⁷, mainstream

⁷Richard Hendra and Aaron Hill, “Rethinking Response
Rates: New Evidence of Little Relationship between Survey
Response Rates and Nonresponse Bias,” Evaluation Review
43, no. 5 (2019): 307–330.

survey research nonetheless continues to struggle
in collecting adequately large and representative
samples to gauge public opinion at subnational
and subgroup levels. For instance, polling errors
in the 2016 presidential election were most pro-
nounced in a handful of Midwestern Rust Belt
states and among college-educated white voters.⁸

⁸Courtney Kennedy et al., “An Evaluation of the 2016
Election Polls in the United States,” Public Opinion Quarterly
82, no. 1 (2018): 1–33.

Certainly, the fundamental difficulties associ-
ated with measuring subpopulation sentiment are
well understood and documented. In addition
to concerns regarding sample representativeness,
even surveys with superficially large numbers
of respondents encounter the so-called sparse
cell problem. Namely, observations quickly grow
sparse when we repeatedly stratify the sam-
ple along discrete characteristics (incurring the
“curse of dimensionality” especially familiar to
those in the machine and statistical learning
communities). Consequently, conducting valid in-
ference on subpopulations becomes increasingly
difficult. At present, social scientists most fre-
quently address this problem with methods that
exploit aggregate patterns in the data to perform
shrinkage on estimates for sparsely populated
subgroups.⁹ Specifically, multilevel regression and

⁹David K. Park, Andrew Gelman, and Joseph Bafumi,
“Bayesian Multilevel Estimation with Poststratification:
State-Level Estimates from National Polls,” Political Analy-
sis 12, no. 4 (2004): 375–385.,  Drew A. Linzer, “Reliable
Inference in Highly Stratified Contingency Tables: Using
Latent Class Models as Density Estimators,” Political Analy-
sis 19, no. 2 (2011): 173–187.,  Daniël W. van der Palm, L.
Andries van der Ark, and Jeroen K. Vermunt, “Divisive La-
tent Class Modeling as a Density Estimation Method for
Categorical Data,” Journal of Classification 33, no. 1 (2016):
52–72.

poststratification (MRP) and its variants are
the state-of-the-art-method for estimating sub-
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group opinion with hierarchical/multilevel data,
with MRP being an especially popular means
of estimating subnational opinion (i.e., small-
area estimation). Closely related methods such as
group-level item response theory models also seek
to leverage hierarchical structure in the data to
exchange information or “borrow strength” across
observations when estimating opinion for demo-
graphic and/or geographic constituencies.¹⁰

¹⁰See, e.g., Caughey and Warshaw (2015) .

With these obstacles in mind, today’s vast repos-
itory of user-generated content available online
presents unparalleled opportunities for real-time
acquisition and examination of public opinion,
motivating the exploration of cutting-edge com-
putational techniques to overcome the constraints
of traditional polling and survey methods. In par-
ticular, recent work suggests that Large Language
Models (LLMs) may be able to approximate the
sentiment and opinion of human subpopulations
or their individual members in useful ways.¹¹

¹¹Gati Aher, Rosa I. Arriaga, and Adam Tauman Kalai,
Using Large Language Models to Simulate Multiple Hu-
mans and Replicate Human Subject Studies, arXiv, 2023,
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2208.10264., Lisa P. Argyle et
al., “Out of One, Many: Using Language Models to Simu-
late Human Samples,” Political Analysis 31, no. 3 (2023):
337–351.,  Lewis D. Griffin et al., Susceptibility to Influ-
ence of Large Language Models, arXiv, 2023, https://doi.org/
10.48550/arXiv.2303.06074.,  Hang Jiang et al., “Commu-
nityLM: Probing Partisan Worldviews from Language
Models,” in Proceedings of the 29th International Confer-
ence On Computational Linguistics (Gyeongju, Republic
of Korea: International Committee on Computational Lin-
guistics, 2022), 6818–6826, https://aclanthology.org/2022.
coling-1.593.

However, this capability is still far from perfect.¹²

¹²Shibani Santurkar et al., Whose Opinions Do Language
Models Reflect?, arXiv, 2023, https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.
2303.17548.

This may not be surprising, since LLMs are trained
on a vast amount of text data, typically collected
from public websites on the Internet, including
discussion forums and other places where com-
munity sentiment may be expressed. It stands to
reason that those tasked with aggregating commu-
nity sentiment would look to LLMs as a promising
new means for this task. Initial work in this di-

rection has identified several unique benefits in
using LLMs, including more interactive and open-
ended analyses¹³, the potential for forecasting¹⁴,

¹³Philip G. Feldman, Shimei Pan, and James Foulds, “The
Keyword Explorer Suite: A Toolkit for Understanding On-
line Populations,” in Companion Proceedings of the 28th
International Conference on Intelligent User Interfaces (New
York: Association for Computing Machinery, 2023), 21–24,
https://doi.org/10.1145/3581754.3584122.

¹⁴Eric Chu et al., Language Models Trained on Media Di-
ets Can Predict Public Opinion, arXiv, 2023, https://doi.org/
10.48550/arXiv.2303.16779.

decreased cost to conduct social research¹⁵, and the

¹⁵Shriphani Palakodety, Ashiqur R. KhudaBukhsh, and J.
Carbonell, Mining Insights from Large-Scale Corpora Using
Fine-Tuned Language Models, Amsterdam: IOS Press, 2020,
1890–1897., Argyle et al., “Out of One, Many: Using Lan-
guage Models to Simulate Human Samples,” 337–351.

potential to bridge disagreements.¹⁶ While LLMs

¹⁶Michiel A. Bakker et al., “Fine-Tuning Language Models
to Find Agreement among Humans with Diverse Prefer-
ences,” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems
35 (2022): 38176–38189.

are not necessarily a panacea for problems like
data sparsity, they offer a promising way to lever-
age richer and more expressive language data to
recover more valid and reliable estimates of sub-
population opinion.

This review draws together a body of literature
that uses LLMs to approximate subpopulation
characteristics, or aggregate subpopulation sen-
timent, under the umbrella of Subpopulation
Representative Models (SRMs). In Section  2, we
provide background on LLMs and the techniques
used to steer their behavior. A definition for
Subpopulation Representative Models is then pro-
vided in Section  3, and a description of the
development life cycle for SRMs in Section 4. In
Section  5, the existing implementations of Sub-
population Representative Models from referred
academic publications, non-refereed academic
publications, and other sources are reviewed, sum-
marizing key implementation details. A discussion
and recommendations for future work are then
provided in Section 6.
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2. Background on Large Language Models
This section provides a comprehensive overview of
Large Language Models, their architecture, train-
ing processes, and methods for eliciting desired
outputs. We include this section as a resource for
practitioners who use LLMs as SRMs but may not
have familiarity with the underlying technology or
its history in the context of machine learning.

LLMs attempt to model a conditional probabil-
ity distribution over tokens (words or sub-word
pieces) from a fixed vocabulary. In an LLM, this
distribution is parameterized by a neural network,
usually with billions of trainable parameters. LLMs
have also been referred to as foundation models,
although this category also includes vision and
multimodal models.¹⁷

¹⁷Rishi Bommasani et al., On the Opportunities and Risks
of Foundation Models, arXiv, 2022, https://doi.org/10.48550/
arXiv.2108.07258.

One of the key ideas that has emerged from the
study of large neural networks is transfer learn-
ing: the idea that models trained on one task can
be effectively used for related tasks with inexpen-
sive adaptation. Transfer learning most commonly
follows a pattern where models first undergo an
initial training phase based on data that is not
targeted towards any particular task or domain.
This is often referred to as pre-training, and fre-
quently represents the bulk of the computational
expense in developing the system. Next, a pre-
trained model is adapted to a specific task or
domain through an additional training phase, of-
ten referred to as fine-tuning. The computational
and data requirements for fine-tuning are often or-
ders of magnitude smaller than the requirements
for pre-training. Additionally, given that language
models operate on text sequences, the user can ex-
ert additional control over the model by providing
text to condition the model towards the desired
behavior, a technique known as prompting. Each
of these techniques is described in more detail in
Sections 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3, respectively.

LLMs are most often based on the Transformer ar-
chitecture.¹⁸ LLMs consist of an embedding layer,

¹⁸Ashish Vaswani et al., Attention Is All You Need, arXiv,
2017, https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1706.03762.

which maps each token in the vocabulary to a
fixed-length vector known as an embedding, sub-
sequent layers that manipulate the embeddings to
form an updated numerical representation of the
sequence, and an output layer that transforms the
updated representation into a format useful for
a particular task. For example, to use a language
model for text generation, the output layer maps
from the internal representation to a distribution
over tokens in the vocabulary. Text is generated
by sampling from this distribution, appending the
sampled token to the input sequence, and contin-
uing this process until a stop criterion is met.

LLMs inherit from a number of preceding ap-
proaches, notably recurrent neural networks,
especially those employing attention¹⁹ and word

¹⁹Dzmitry Bahdanau, Kyunghyun Cho, and Yoshua Ben-
gio, Neural Machine Translation by Jointly Learning to Align
and Translate, arXiv, 2016, https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.
1409.0473.

embedding models. Word embedding approaches
such as word2vec²⁰ and GloVe²¹ achieved vector

²⁰Tomas Mikolov et al., Efficient Estimation of Word Rep-
resentations in Vector Space, arXiv, 2013, https://doi.org/
10.48550/arXiv.1301.3781.

²¹Jeffrey Pennington, Richard Socher, and Christopher
Manning, “GloVe: Global Vectors for Word Representation,”
in Proceedings of the 2014 Conference on Empirical Methods
in Natural Language Processing (EMNLP) (Doha, Qatar: As-
sociation for Computational Linguistics, 2014), 1532–1543,
https://doi.org/10.3115/v1/D14-1162.

representations for each discrete token in a fixed
vocabulary. These embeddings are still often used
to initialize the embedding layer in an LLM.²² One

²²Jacob Devlin et al., “BERT: Pre-Training of Deep Bidi-
rectional Transformers for Language Understanding,” in
Proceedings of the 2019 Conference of the North American
Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics: Hu-
man Language Technologies (Minneapolis, MN: Association
for Computational Linguistics, 2019), 4171–4186, https://
doi.org/10.18653/v1/N19-1423.

of the key advancements made by the language
modeling paradigm is to learn not only global
word representations, but also contextualization
(how to update the meanings of words based on
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their context) during pre-training. Additionally,
LLMs vary from earlier approaches in sheer size.
While a 300-dimensional word2vec model over a
vocabulary with 50,000 tokens contains 15m pa-
rameters, typical LLMs contain over one billion
learned parameters.

The following sections provide an overview of
methods for behavior elicitation from LLMs. We
refer the reader to P. Liu et al. (2023) for more in-
depth coverage.

2.1. Pre-training
LLMs begin with their parameters randomly ini-
tialized. The first step in the training process,
pre-training, uses stochastic gradient descent to
optimize the model parameters against a self-su-
pervised learning objective on a large corpus of
text data. This text is separated into sub-word
pieces called tokens. When a model receives an in-
put sentence as a string, this string is split into
tokens, and each token is mapped to a fixed-length
vector of continuous values, referred to as an em-
bedding.

Masked language models, such as BERT²³, are
trained to predict tokens in the text that have been

²³Jacob Devlin et al., “BERT: Pre-Training of Deep Bidi-
rectional Transformers for Language Understanding,” in
Proceedings of the 2019 Conference of the North American
Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics: Hu-
man Language Technologies (Minneapolis, MN: Association
for Computational Linguistics, 2019), 4171–4186, https://
doi.org/10.18653/v1/N19-1423.

hidden (masked) in naturally-occurring sequences
of tokens. Autoregressive models like GPT-3²⁴ are

²⁴Tom Brown et al., “Language Models Are Few-Shot
Learners,” Advances in Neural Information Processing Sys-
tems 33 (2020): 1877–1901.

trained to predict from some naturally occurring
sequence of tokens some following sequence.

2.2. Fine-tuning
After pre-training, LLMs commonly undergo fine-
tuning processes to improve their performance for
specific applications, which results in further up-
dates to the model parameters. There are several
common practices for fine-tuning:

• Self-supervised fine-tuning: This method
further trains the model on unlabeled domain-
specific corpora, using the same objective used
for pre-training.

• Supervised fine-tuning: In this approach, the
model is tuned on a dataset of examples with
ground-truth labels. Supervised fine-tuning
tasks range from highly specific (e.g., sentiment
analysis) to general (e.g., following instructions).
Instruction tuning is a variant of supervised fine-
tuning in which models are trained on examples
that include task input, task output, and task
descriptions in natural language.²⁵ Recent work
demonstrates that fine-tuning on supervised
data obtained from the model itself²⁶ or from an-
other model may be useful for certain tasks.

• Reward model fine-tuning: This process in-
volves training the language model based on
scores from a learned reward model that eval-
uates the outputs of the language model.
Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback
(RLHF) is an example of reward model train-
ing where human evaluations of model outputs
are used to train the reward model.²⁷ An emerg-
ing line of work suggests that reward model
fine-tuning may have fundamentally different
training properties than supervised fine-tuning;
reward model tuning may have a stronger pref-
erence to learn compositional structure in the
underlying data.²⁸

• Efficient fine-tuning and adapters: Due to
the size and associated computational expense
of fine-tuning LLMs, a variety of techniques
have been developed to fine-tune LLMs at
reduced cost. These techniques are broadly
referred to as Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning
(PEFT) methods. These approaches can be sub-
divided based on whether they update the
model by changing its existing parameters or
introducing new parameters. Sparse fine-tuning
techniques typically select a subset of model pa-
rameters to adjust using a variety of selection
heuristics.²⁹ In contrast, adapter methods leave
the base model weights unchanged, adding a rel-
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atively small number of new parameters that are
trained during fine-tuning.³⁰

²⁵Jason Wei et al., Finetuned Language Models Are Zero-
Shot Learners, arXiv, 2022, https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.
2109.01652.

²⁶Yuntao Bai et al., Constitutional AI: Harmlessness from
AI Feedback, arXiv, 2022, https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.
2212.08073.

²⁷Yuntao Bai et al., Training a Helpful and Harmless As-
sistant with Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback,
arXiv, 2022, https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2204.05862.

²⁸Emily Cheng, Mathieu Rita, and Thierry Poibeau, On
the Correspondence between Compositionality and Imitation
in Emergent Neural Communication, arXiv, 2023, https://
doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2305.12941.

²⁹Zihao Fu et al., On the Effectiveness of Parameter-
Efficient Fine-Tuning, arXiv, 2022, https://doi.org/10.48550/
arXiv.2211.15583.

³⁰Edward J. Hu et al., “LoRA: Low-Rank Adaptation
of Large Language Models,” in International Conference
on Learning Representations (2022), https://openreview.net/
forum?id=nZeVKeeFYf9.

2.3. Inference-time techniques
After pre-training and fine-tuning, there are sev-
eral additional techniques for eliciting the desired
output from language models that may be applied
at inference time:

• Decoding strategies: Given a sequence of to-
kens, an LLM can be used to generate text by
selecting a token to follow the input sequence
from the conditional probability distribution
modeled by the LLM. This process is often re-
ferred to as decoding, and there are a number
of decoding strategies commonly used in prac-
tice. The simplest (greedy decoding) selects the
most likely next token at each step. Sampling
refers to randomly selecting a token with the
likelihood of token selection weighted by its
output probability. Several methods are used
to control sampling, two of the most popular
are top-k sampling and top-p sampling (also
known as nucleus sampling). Top-k sampling se-
lects only from the k tokens with the highest
probability from the output probability distrib-
ution, with k being an integer value specified
by the user. Top-p sampling chooses the small-
est set of tokens whose cumulative probability
exceeds p, a continuous value between 0 and

1, also specified by the user. Another popular
strategy is beam search decoding, where a num-
ber of possible continuations are maintained,
and the continuation with the highest likeli-
hood is selected after all continuations reach
a stop condition. All of these techniques may
be used in combination with a temperature pa-
rameter, which controls the randomness of the
output probability distribution; higher temper-
ature values lead to a flatter output probability
distribution, while lower temperature values
lead to an output distribution with more sharply
defined modes. Constraints may also be placed
on specific tokens or sequences. Constrained de-
coding refers to a technique in which outputs
from the model must belong to a predefined set
of acceptable output sequences. Logit biases re-
fer to user-specified biases on specific tokens in
the model vocabulary; positive biases make the
model more likely to generate the biased tokens,
and negative biases have the opposite effect.

• Prompting: This refers to the use of carefully
designed input sequences that condition the
model to produce the desired output.³¹ These
input sequences may be obtained from human
involvement (through prompt engineering) or
from an optimization process (through prompt
tuning).³² The “prompt” used to condition the
model may be one or more discrete tokens (a
hard prompt) or a hidden model representation
(a soft prompt).³³ Prompts expressed as discrete
tokens often include instructions or a roleplay-
ing description. Few-shot prompting refers to
a technique in which solved task examples are
provided in the input.³⁴

• Iterative refinement: Chain-of-thought
prompting is a specific type of prompting that
encourages the model to subdivide complex
tasks into smaller steps, generate intermediate
outputs, and use the results of this intermedi-
ate processing to solve the final task.³⁵ This can
enable more accurate and coherent responses
to complex queries or tasks.³⁶ Chain-of-thought
prompting was an early example of a broader
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trend towards iterative refinement, where models
are used to self-critique and iteratively update
their own output.³⁷. These refined outputs can be
used for further model fine-tuning.³⁸

• Tool and knowledge augmentation: Aug-
mentations allow the model to access external
sources of information or interact with external
tools. Retrieval augmentation involves incorpo-
rating a retrieval mechanism that can access
and integrate external knowledge from large-
scale databases or documents, helping the model
to provide more informed and contextually rel-
evant responses.³⁹ ReAct⁴⁰ and Toolformer⁴¹ are
examples of augmentation techniques that allow
LLMs to perform more specialized tasks using
tools like calculators or programming language
interpreters.

• Agents: LLM agents synthesize action plans
based on their environment descriptions. Agents
consist of an LLM augmented with interfaces to
knowledge sources or tools, as well as memory
modules that store compressed versions of the
agent’s history. Agents run in a loop, performing
actions towards some goal, evaluating outputs
from knowledge sources or tools, and taking fur-
ther actions based on this new information.⁴²

³¹Pengfei Liu et al., “Pre-Train, Prompt, and Predict: A
Systematic Survey of Prompting Methods in Natural Lan-
guage Processing,” ACM Computing Surveys 55, no. 9 (2023):
1–35.

³²Yuxian Gu et al., “PPT: Pre-Trained Prompt Tuning
for Few-Shot Learning,” in Proceedings of the 60th Annual
Meeting Of the Association For Computational Linguis-
tics (Volume 1: Long Papers) (Dublin, Ireland: Association
for Computational Linguistics, 2022), 8410–8423, https://
aclanthology.org/2022.acl-long.576.,  Brian Lester, Rami
Al-Rfou, and Noah Constant, The Power of Scale for Para-
meter-Efficient Prompt Tuning, arXiv, 2021, https://doi.org/
10.48550/arXiv.2104.08691.

³³Lester, Al-Rfou, and Constant.
³⁴Brown et al., “Language Models Are Few-Shot Learn-

ers,” 1877–1901.
³⁵Jason Wei et al., “Chain-of-Thought Prompting Elicits

Reasoning in Large Language Models,” Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems 35 (2022): 24824–24837.

³⁶Similar prompting strategies include Tree of Thoughts
(ToT) (Yao, D. Yu, et al. 2023).

³⁷William Saunders et al., Self-Critiquing Models for
Assisting Human Evaluators, arXiv, 2022, https://doi.org/

10.48550/arXiv.2206.05802.,  Aman Madaan et al., Self-Re-
fine: Iterative Refinement with Self-Feedback, arXiv, 2023,
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2303.17651.

³⁸Bai et al., Constitutional AI: Harmlessness from AI Feed-
back.

³⁹Patrick Lewis et al., Retrieval-Augmented Generation for
Knowledge-Intensive NLP Tasks, arXiv, 2021, https://doi.org/
10.48550/arXiv.2005.11401.

⁴⁰Shunyu Yao et al., ReAct: Synergizing Reasoning and
Acting in Language Models, arXiv, 2023, https://doi.org/
10.48550/arXiv.2210.03629.

⁴¹Timo Schick et al., Toolformer: Language Models Can
Teach Themselves to Use Tools, arXiv, 2023, https://doi.org/
10.48550/arXiv.2302.04761.

⁴²Joon Sung Park et al., Generative Agents: Interactive
Simulacra of Human Behavior, arXiv, 2023, https://doi.org/
10.48550/arXiv.2304.03442.

3. Subpopulation Representative Models
In this section, we define the concepts of subpop-
ulation representative models and subpopulation
representative behavior and introduce the criteria
used to evaluate their estimation by large language
models (LLMs).

• Subpopulation representative models (S-
RMs): We define subpopulation representative
models (SRMs) as “models that approximate to
some useful degree certain characteristics of
human subpopulations”. We restrict the scope
of this review to Subpopulation Representative
Models implemented using LLMs. The distinc-
tion between the concept of subpopulation
representative models and the closely related
field of machine psychology is clarified in Sec-
tion 4.7.

• Subpopulation representative behavior
(SRB): Subpopulation representative behavior
(SRB) is “the approximation of subpopulation
characteristics” - the intended behavior of a sub-
population representative model.

Our definitions of subpopulation representative
modeling and behavior are informed by concepts
introduced in the reviewed works. Argyle et al.
(2023) proposed the concept of algorithmic fidelity,
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Figure 1: Subpopulation representative models (SRMs) represent a target subpopulation (1) using a large
language model (LLM). SRMs may elicit representative behavior by prompting or fine-tuning existing
pre-trained or fine-tuned models, either locally or via a cloud API (2). Representative behavior may be
grounded with pre-existing data from the target subpopulation (potentially repurposed from social and
traditional media or survey data), or with bespoke data (3). During the model development process, vari-
ables are selected, models are tuned to elicit subpopulation representative behavior (4). At deployment
(5), SRMs may be augmented with additional data or tools. In public-facing deployments, target and non-
target subpopulations may interact with the deployed model directly (6) (i.e., to give feedback on model
outputs). SRMs may directly interact with the target subpopulation or other populations not involved in
model development (7) (e.g., through a dialog interface like ChatGPT) or have indirect effects on target
or non-target subpopulations when used for decision-making in domains including policy, forecasting,

and commerce applications (8).

defining it as “the degree to which the complex
patterns of relationships between ideas, attitudes,
and socio-cultural contexts within a model ac-
curately mirror those within a range of human
subpopulations”. It is difficult to establish a clear
threshold for what makes a model’s behavior com-
plex, and it is expected that an approximation of
simple phenomena may also be useful in some
settings. Argyle’s algorithmic fidelity points to a
particular range on the spectrum of SRM task com-
plexity which we introduce in Section 5.3.1.

Our definition of SRB can be seen as a relaxation of
the concept of algorithmic fidelity to cover all lev-

els of complexity. Santurkar et al. (2023) proposed
the concept of opinion alignment, defining it math-
ematically as “an average distance between the
distribution of SRM outputs and the distribution of
target subpopulation responses over a set of ques-
tions with categorical answer types [i.e., a Likert
scale or multiple-choice question].” This definition
lends itself specifically to empirical study of SRM
behavior in closed-ended tasks. However, many
of the surveyed works (Section 5) apply SRMs for
open-ended tasks. Our definitions are intention-
ally broad, allowing us to gather a diverse set of
SRM studies based on their important commonal-
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ities, namely the use of large language models to
represent subpopulation behavior.

Figure  1 provides a general overview of the
processes involved in using LLMs to estimate
SRMs. Most of the specific implementations we re-
view in the next section are concerned with steps
in the front-end of the workflow (e.g., Stages 1-4),
but we also discuss issues and concerns involved
in the later stages (6-8) in Section 5.

4. Subpopulation Representative Model
Implementations

This section provides a review of present ap-
plications of large language models to estimate
subpopulation representative models. Table 1 sum-
marizes the SRM system, the LLM used to
implement it, the training paradigm, the commu-
nities represented by each SRM, and the tasks for
which each SRM are intended.

4.1. SRM Domains
Subpopulation representative models have been
studied or proposed for use in a variety of domains.
These include political tasks including predicting
election outcomes, gauging the popularity of po-
litical parties and candidates, and understanding
voter preferences on specific policy issues.⁴³ This is

⁴³Eric Chu et al., Language Models Trained on Media Di-
ets Can Predict Public Opinion, arXiv, 2023, https://doi.org/
10.48550/arXiv.2303.16779.,  Hang Jiang et al., “Commu-
nityLM: Probing Partisan Worldviews from Language
Models,” in Proceedings of the 29th International Confer-
ence On Computational Linguistics (Gyeongju, Republic
of Korea: International Committee on Computational Lin-
guistics, 2022), 6818–6826, https://aclanthology.org/2022.
coling-1.593.,  Shriphani Palakodety, Ashiqur R. Khud-
aBukhsh, and J. Carbonell, Mining Insights from Large-Scale
Corpora Using Fine-Tuned Language Models, Amsterdam:
IOS Press, 2020, 1890–1897., Lisa P. Argyle et al., “Out of
One, Many: Using Language Models to Simulate Human
Samples,” Political Analysis 31, no. 3 (2023): 337–351.

closely connected, though not identical, to the use
of SRMs for sociological tasks⁴⁴ or for prototyping
experiments in sociology and psychology.⁴⁵

⁴⁴Philip Feldman et al., Polling Latent Opinions: A Method
for Computational Sociolinguistics Using Transformer Lan-
guage Models, arXiv, 2022, https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.
2204.07483.,  Philip G. Feldman, Shimei Pan, and James
Foulds, “The Keyword Explorer Suite: A Toolkit for Under-

standing Online Populations,” in Companion Proceedings
of the 28th International Conference on Intelligent User
Interfaces (New York: Association for Computing Machin-
ery, 2023), 21–24, https://doi.org/10.1145/3581754.3584122.
,  Junsol Kim and Byungkyu Lee, AI-Augmented Surveys:
Leveraging Large Language Models for Opinion Prediction
in Nationally Representative Surveys, arXiv, 2023, https://
doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2305.09620.

⁴⁵Gati Aher, Rosa I. Arriaga, and Adam Tauman Kalai,
Using Large Language Models to Simulate Multiple Humans
and Replicate Human Subject Studies, arXiv, 2023, https://
doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2208.10264.

Proposed use cases also include commercial appli-
cations—gathering consumer opinions to improve
products, identify market gaps, develop targeted
marketing campaigns, track brand perception,
and identify opportunities for brand positioning.⁴⁶

⁴⁶Chu et al., Language Models Trained on Media Diets Can
Predict Public Opinion.

SRMs have also been proposed as tools in the pub-
lic health domain⁴⁷ and to inform policy.⁴⁸

⁴⁷Chu et al.
⁴⁸Agence France-Presse, “Romania PM Unveils AI ‘ad-

viser’ to Tell Him What People Think in Real Time,”
The Guardian, March 2023. https://www.theguardian.com/
world/2023/mar/02/romania-ion-ai-government-honorary-
adviser-artificial-intelligence-pm-nicolae-ciuca.

The projects we surveyed vary in tone, from criti-
cal to optimistic. The association of a project with
a particular domain does not necessarily imply
that the authors proposed SRM use in the domain,
rather that this was the domain in which the SRM
was proposed for use or evaluated.

4.2. Target Subpopulations
Most of the SRM implementations and proposals
we identified target subpopulations in the United
States. Exceptions include the system discussed in
Palakodety, KhudaBukhsh, and Carbonell (2020)
 , which was used to analyze the 2019 Indian
General Election, and the Romanian government’s
proposed ION system (ION - Primul Consilier Cu
Inteligență Artificială Al Guvernului 2023).
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Table  1: Implementations of subpopulation representative models. Elicitation techniques FT: Fine-
Tuning; P: Prompting; D: Distillation; PEFT: Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning; RFT: Reward Model
Fine-Tuning. Inference techniques OTG: Open-ended Text Generation; CTG: Close/Closed-ended Text
Generation; CLS: Classification; C: Clustering; SA: Sentiment Analysis; D: Dialog; Unk: Unknown. Risks
identified HTG: Harmful Text Generation; Misinfo: Misinformation; Fid: Poor Fidelity; Bias: Model Bias
or Lack of Fairness; Perf: General performance issues; Privacy: Potential to reveal sensitive information.

Method Models Elicitation
techniques

Inference
techniques Tasks Domains Data

sources Subpopulations Risks
identified

CommunityLM
(H. Jiang et al. 2022) GPT-2 FT OTG, SA Opinion

mining Politics Twitter
American
partisan
groups

Erasure

Silicon sampling
(Argyle et al. 2023) GPT-3 P OTG, CTG

Behavior
prediction,
opinion
mining

Politics,
sociology

Public
opinion
surveys

American
ideological
groups,
multiple

Misuse,
Misinfo

Media diet models
(Chu et al. 2023) BERT FT, P CTG

Opinion
mining,
forecasting,
media effects
analysis

Public
health,
commerce

Media
outlets,
public
opinion
surveys

American
media
consumers

Misuse, Fid,
Bias, Perf,
Misinfo

The Keyword Explorer
Suite (P.G. Feldman
et al. 2023)

GPT-2,
GPT-3 FT OTG, SA

Forecasting,
opinion
mining

Sociology Social
media Multiple Misuse

Polling latent
opinions (P. Feldman
et al. 2022)

GPT-2 FT OTG, SA Opinion
mining Commerce Yelp

reviews

Restaurant
customer
subgroups

HTG, Bias
Misinfo, Fid,
Misuse, Perf

Turing experiment
(Aher, Arriaga, and
Kalai 2023)

GPT-3 P OTG Behavior
prediction Psychology

Human
psychology
experiments

Psychology
study
participants

Bias, HTG,
Privacy

Palakodety,
KhudaBukhsh, and
Carbonell (2020)

BERT FT CTG Opinion
mining

Politics,
policy

Youtube
comments

Election
commenters
on YouTube

Qual

Bisbee et al. (2023) ChatGPT-
3.5-turbo P CTG Opinion

mining
Politics,
sociology

Public
opinion
surveys

American
ideological
groups,
multiple

Bias

AI-augmented
surveys
(Kim and B. Lee 2023)

DCN +
Alpaca-7B FT CLS Opinion

mining Sociology
Public
opinion
surveys

US citizens
Bias,
Misuse,
Privacy

SFT-Utilitarian
(M. A. Bakker et al.
2022)

Chinchilla P, RFT OTG

Opinion
mining,
consensus
generation

Policy

Bespoke
data, crowd-
sourced
annotation

UK citizens
Misinfo, Fid,
Bias,
Misuse

Moral Mimicry
(Simmons 2023)

GPT-3,
OPT P OTG Opinion

mining Psychology

Crowd-
sourced data,
online
forums

American
ideological
groups

HTG,
Misinfo

ION
(ION, n.d.) Unk Unk OTG Opinion

mining Policy
User
messages,
Unk

Romanian
citizenry Unk

Talk to the
City (TtC)

OpenAI,
Anthropic FT C, D Opinion

mining Policy
Surveys,
speeches,
posts, Unk

City
residents

Bias, Fid,
Misinfo
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4.3. Tasks
This section summarizes the tasks that existing
SRM systems have been used for. We can roughly
divide existing tasks into four categories: opinion
mining, behavior prediction, forecasting, and soci-
ological analysis. Examples in each category are
presented in this section. We note that these cate-
gories are not derived from a formal taxonomy and
are not necessarily mutually exclusive. Addition-
ally, future SRMs may be used for tasks that do not
fall squarely into one of the categories below.

4.3.1. Task domains
1. Opinion mining: Defined as “extracting opin-

ions from unstructured texts through the
combination of NLP and data science tech-
niques.”⁴⁹ Opinion mining was the most popular
task across the papers we surveyed. Argyle et
al. (2023) mine partisan opinions about shared
and opposing political affiliations using open-
ended text generation, by prompting GPT-3
with partisan demographic data from the Pi-
geonholing Partisans dataset.⁵⁰ H. Jiang et al.
(2022) extract partisan opinions about political
figures and social groups from ANES Surveys
using GPT-2 models finetuned on Twitter data.
(Chu et al. 2023) use BERT models fine-tuned on
online news articles, TV transcripts, and radio
show transcripts to synthesize media diet con-
sumer opinions on public health and consumer
confidence. (M. A. Bakker et al. 2022) apply
prompting and reward model fine-tuning to
Chinchilla 70B to generate consensus opinions
from crowdsourced data. Additionally, gover-
nance projects propose to use LLMs to mine and
aggregate opinions at the municipal⁵¹ and na-
tional⁵² level.

2. Behavior prediction: For the scope of this
work, we define behavior prediction as any
task “attempting to predict the behavior of a
prototypical member of the modeled subpop-
ulation”. We note that this definition blurs
the line between modeling subpopulations
and modeling individuals. However, we argue
that use of LLMs for behavior prediction ex-

tends existing work in the social sciences that
uses individual-level predictive modeling to
investigate macroscopic (subpopulation) level
phenomena.⁵³. Argyle et al. (2023) use GPT-3 for
vote prediction, by prompting the model with
partisan demographic data to generate politi-
cal candidate names. Aher, Arriaga, and Kalai
(2023) attempt to replicate the results of seminal
human psychology experiments using GPT-3 as
a simulator.

3. Forecasting: Behavior prediction is closely re-
lated to forecasting⁵⁴, where the goal is to “use a
subpopulation representative model to predict
future events or trends”. Chu et al. (2023) pro-
posed the use of fine-tuned BERT models to
forecast public sentiment in response to events,
using the COVID-19 pandemic as an example.

4. Sociological analysis: Here, the task is to use
an SRM to gain insights into the target sub-
population to enhance scientific understanding.
Chu et al. (2023) exemplifies this approach,
demonstrating how media diet models can
be used to understand the effect of media
consumption on response variables such as
consumer confidence. Chu et al. (2023) explores
whether the moral attitudes of ideological
groups (self-identified liberals and conserva-
tives) are replicated in the outputs of GPT and
Open Pre-Trained (OPT) LLMs.

⁴⁹Chaima Messaoudi, Zahia Guessoum, and Lotfi Ben
Romdhane, “Opinion Mining in Online Social Media: A Sur-
vey,” Social Network Analysis and Mining 12, no. 1 (2022): 25.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13278-021-00855-8.

⁵⁰Jacob E. Rothschild et al., “Pigeonholing Partisans:
Stereotypes of Party Supporters and Partisan Polarization,”
Political Behavior 41, no. 2 (2019): 423–443. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s11109-018-9457-5.

⁵¹AI Objectives Institute, Introducing Talk To the
City: Collective Deliberation at Scale, 2023, https://
www.talktothe.city/.

⁵²ION - Primul Consilier Cu Inteligență Artificială Al Gu-
vernului, 2023, https://ion.gov.ro/.

⁵³Scott De Marchi and Scott E. Page, “Agent-Based Mod-
els,” Annual Review of Political Science 17 (2014): 1–20.

⁵⁴Fotios Petropoulos et al., “Forecasting: Theory and
Practice,” International Journal of Forecasting 38, no. 3
(2022): 705–871.
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Figure 2: Task complexity spectrum for subpopulation representative models. Subpopulation represen-
tative modeling varies in complexity from modeling the response distribution over single-closed and
open-ended output variables, to modeling the joint conditional response distribution over multiple output
variables, to modeling the output distribution over dynamic output variables (e.g., determined through

dialog), to planning and executing representative behavior in an open-ended environment.

4.3.2. Task dimensions
In addition to a domain-based classification of sub-
population representative modeling tasks, we also
propose to characterize subpopulation representa-
tive modeling tasks across several task dimensions
(illustrated in Figure  2). We consider this ap-
proach useful for a number of reasons. First, a
multidimensional characterization of subpopula-
tion representative modeling provides a frame to

compare SRM tasks and approaches. This may
be useful for direct comparison between SRM
implementations, as well as to detect trends in
SRM implementations over time. For autonomous
vehicles, classifications of system capability aid
effective development, use, and regulation of the
technology⁵⁵ frames for classifying SRM systems

⁵⁵Girish Chowdhary, Chinmay Soman, and Katherine
Driggs-Campbell, Levels of Autonomy for Field Robots,
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2020, https://www.earthsense.co/news/2020/7/24/levels-of-
autonomy-for-field-robots.

could yield similar benefits. Finally, each of the
task dimensions we identified highlights an oppor-
tunity for interdisciplinary work.

In the remainder of this section, we discuss four
salient dimensions to characterize SRM tasks:
complexity, open-endedness, model sensitivity, and
interactivity (see Figure  2). For each of these
dimensions, we provide our working definition,
relations to existing definitions, examples of SRMs
at various levels, and the significance of the di-
mension to SRM research. We recognize that this
taxonomy is far from final, and welcome further
efforts to clarify these concepts, identify additional
relevant SRM task dimensions, and operationalize
these dimensions for formal study.

1. Apparent task complexity

• Definition. Apparent task complexity refers to
the “level of behavioral or attitudinal sophis-
tication that a subpopulation representative
model is tasked to represent”. SRM tasks
aim to replicate human behaviors, but (as
we discuss below) achieving similar outputs
between humans and LLMs does not imply
underlying mechanisms of equal complexity.
By apparent task complexity, we refer to how
complex a particular task seems in humans,
cautioning that this apparent complexity is
likely correlated but not necessarily equal to
the complexity of LLM behavior required to
succeed at the task.

• Relation to other definitions. Various disci-
plines define complexity differently: com-
puter science focuses on computational
resources⁵⁶; complex systems theory on
component diversity and interactions⁵⁷; man-
agement and behavioral sciences on nested
compositions of behaviors⁵⁸; information
theory on sequence predictability⁵⁹; and Kol-
mogorov complexity on minimal program
lengths.⁶⁰ Meanwhile, a universal definition

of task complexity in machine learning re-
mains an active research topic.⁶¹

In political science, the most influential
models of public opinion⁶² draw on an
information-theoretic sense of complexity,
emphasizing unpredictability as the defin-
ing complexity measure of individual-level
political attitudes.⁶³. In this understanding,
attitudes are mixtures of competing con-
siderations relevant to the attitude object
and survey responses represent a sample
of the most salient considerations. From
this perspective, unpredictability can result
from either “ambivalence” (when consid-
erations are present but cross-cutting) or
“indifference” (when considerations are ab-
sent) (e.g., Thornton, 2011). Both ambivalence
and indifference vary systematically across
individuals and objects. Namely, attitude cer-
tainty is positively correlated with political
sophistication, partisan attachments, and per-
sonality traits like rigidity and the need
for closure.⁶⁴ Certainty also varies at the
item-level, and is generally greater for less
technical and more familiar issues.⁶⁵

• Placing SRMs on the complexity spectrum.
The studies surveyed here already span a
range of complexity levels, from simple mul-
tiple-choice classification tasks (e.g., vote
prediction) to correlations across multiple re-
sponse variables (e.g., pattern correspondence
in Argyle et al., 2023).

We can imagine this task complexity
spectrum extending further—the recent pop-
ularity of ChatGPT illustrates the viability
of interactive LLM-based systems. In the
equivalent SRM system, this would require
representative behavior spanning multiple
turns in a dialog setting. Systems like ION
and Talk to the City hint at this level of ca-
pability.⁶⁶ The complexity spectrum may go
further still. One of the frontier areas of de-
velopment in LLM technology is the use of
LLM agents (see Section 2.3). This direction
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is hinted at by J. S. Park et al. (2023) al-
though the authors don’t design their system
to mimic a human subpopulation, it is not dif-
ficult to imagine a similar multi-agent system
designed to mimic a specific human subpop-
ulation.

• Why is it important to consider apparent task
complexity? Recent empirical results in nat-
ural language processing suggest that more
complex behavior often requires larger mod-
els, or conversely that larger models often
display superior abilities. Knowledge of an
approximate complexity level for a task is
likely to aid design of an appropriately-
sized SRM system. Behavior complexity may
also correlate with the amount or kind of
data required to control model sensitivity in
the SRM system, informing data collection
requirements during system development.
Additionally, system complexity informs the
choice of evaluation techniques, with more
complex intended system behavior often re-
quiring more complex evaluation.

In political science, an understanding of at-
titudinal complexity helps to explain the
regularity of phenomena such as response in-
stability and wording/order effects in public
opinion survey research. If attitudes are het-
erogeneous mixtures of considerations rather
than fixed quantities, survey responses will
be sensitive even in the absence of other
kinds of measurement error. Accordingly, if
opinions are indeed better understood as
“fuzzy” distributions rather than fixed quan-
tities, it is crucial that LLMs are assessed
on the distributional properties of their simu-
lated responses. Indeed, because LLMs allow
us to repeatedly sample from attitudinal dis-
tributions by running multiple simulations
of a given prompt, they afford a unique op-
portunity to quantify our uncertainty about
individual opinions in a way that does not re-
quire multi-wave panel data (e.g., Alwin and
Krosnick, 1991).

⁵⁶Walter Dean, “Computational Complexity Theory,”
in The Stanford Encyclopedia Of Philosophy, ed. Edward
N. Zalta, Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford Uni-
versity, 2021, https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2021/
entries/computational-complexity/.

⁵⁷Christopher Magee and Olivier de Weck, Complex
System Classification (International Council On Systems
Engineering (INCOSE), 2004), accessed July 22, 2023,
https://dspace.mit.edu/handle/1721.1/6753.

⁵⁸Michael Lamport Commons, “Introduction to the
Model of Hierarchical Complexity,” Behavioral Develop-
ment Bulletin 13, no. 1 (2007): 1–6. https://doi.org/10.1037/
h0100493.

⁵⁹John Hale, “Information-Theoretical Complexity Met-
rics,” Language and Linguistics Compass 10, no. 9 (2016):
397–412. https://doi.org/10.1111/lnc3.12196.

⁶⁰Ming Li and Paul Vitányi, An Introduction to Kol-
mogorov Compelxity and Its Applications, 4th ed., Texts in
Computer Science (New York: Springer, 2019).

⁶¹Alessandro Achille et al., The Information Complexity
of Learning Tasks, Their Structure and Their Distance, arXiv,
2020, https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1904.03292.,  Akhilan
Boopathy et al., “Model-Agnostic Measure of Generaliza-
tion Difficulty,” in Proceedings of the 40th International
Conference on Machine Learning, eds. Andreas Krause et
al. (PMLR, 2023), 2857–2884, https://proceedings.mlr.press/
v202/boopathy23a.html.

⁶²Philip E. Converse, “The Nature of Belief Systems in
Mass Publics,” in Ideology and Discontent, ed. David E. Apter,
New York: Free Press, 1964, 206–261., John Zaller, The Na-
ture and Origins of Mass Opinion (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1992)., John Zaller and Stanley Feldman,
“A Simple Theory of the Survey Response: Answering
Questions Versus Revealing Preferences,” American Journal
of Political Science 36, no. 3 (1992): 579–616.

⁶³See also Alvarez and Brehm (2002) .
⁶⁴John T. Jost et al., “Political Conservatism as Motivated

Social Cognition,” Psychological Bulletin 129, no. 3 (2003):
339–375.

⁶⁵Charles S. Taber and Lodge Milton, “Motivated Skepti-
cism in the Evaluation of Political Beliefs,” American Journal
of Political Science 50, no. 3 (2006): 755–769., Dan M. Kahan,
“Ideology, Motivated Reasoning, and Cognitive Reflection,”
Judgment and Decision Making 8, no. 4 (2013): 407–424.
,  Justin H Gross and Daniel Manrique-Vallier, “A Mixed
Membership Approach to Political Ideology,” in Handbook
of Mixed Membership Models and Their Applications, eds.
Edoardo M. Airoldi et al., Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press, 2015,
119–140., Edward G. Carmines and James A. Stimson, “The
Two Faces of Issue Voting,” American Political Science Re-
view 74, no. 1 (1980): 78–91.

⁶⁶AI Objectives Institute, Introducing Talk To the
City: Collective Deliberation at Scale, 2023, https://
www.talktothe.city/., ION - Primul Consilier Cu Inteligență
Artificială Al Guvernului, 2023, https://ion.gov.ro/.

2. Open-endedness
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• Definition. Open-endedness refers to “the
extent to which SRM system behavior is un-
constrained”. A closed-ended system is one
whose outputs are constrained to some nar-
row range imposed by the system developer.

• Placing SRMs on the open-endedness spectrum.
For the most part, the surveyed studies dis-
play a low degree of open-endedness ranging
from binary classification to open-ended re-
sponse generation. Several authors frame
vote prediction as a classification task, re-
stricting the model to generate outputs from a
limited set of candidates.⁶⁷ Aher, Arriaga, and
Kalai (2023) restrict their simulations of psy-
chological survey participants to a list of valid
actions in the simulated experimental setup.
The “partisan descriptors” task proposed by
Argyle et al. (2023) is more open-ended—the
SRM system can use any word from the model
vocabulary as a descriptor, and the system re-
sponse is only limited by length. We expect
that future SRM systems will trend towards
more open-ended tasks. These might include
long, open-ended text responses, or even
interactive dialogues with simulated subpop-
ulation members to understand political issue
saliency. The open-endedness spectrum may
extend even further to LLM-based agents tak-
ing open-ended actions in simulated or real
environments.

• Why is it important to consider task
open-endedness? Considering the level of
open-endedness of an SRM system is impor-
tant for several reasons. Many of the risks
posed by LLM systems and algorithmic sys-
tems in general⁶⁸ are potentiated by the
system being able to produce unconstrained
outputs. Additionally, the open-endedness of
an SRM system also informs the techniques
that will be required to evaluate it. While
constrained tasks like regression and classi-
fication have a host of performance metrics
familiar to statisticians and machine learn-
ing practitioners, evaluating open-ended

language is less clear. Natural language pro-
cessing has long wrestled with the difficulty
of defining metrics for open-ended tasks
like summarization, developing methods like
BLEU⁶⁹ and ROUGE⁷⁰. Recently, there has been
a trend towards model-based evaluation,
earlier examples include BERTScore⁷¹ and re-
cently larger models have been used to form
more complex evaluations beyond textual
similarity.⁷² The challenge of reliably evaluat-
ing SRM systems without restricting their use
to closed-ended settings leads directly into
the problem of scalable oversight.⁷³

⁶⁷Lisa P. Argyle et al., “Out of One, Many: Using
Language Models to Simulate Human Samples,” Political
Analysis 31, no. 3 (2023): 337–351.,  Shriphani Palakodety,
Ashiqur R. KhudaBukhsh, and J. Carbonell, Mining Insights
from Large-Scale Corpora Using Fine-Tuned Language Mod-
els, Amsterdam: IOS Press, 2020, 1890–1897.

⁶⁸Renee Shelby et al., Identifying Sociotechnical Harms of
Algorithmic Systems: Scoping a Taxonomy for Harm Reduc-
tion, arXiv, 2023, https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2210.05791.
,  Laura Weidinger et al., “Taxonomy of Risks Posed by
Language Models,” in 2022 ACM Conference On Fairness,
Accountability, And Transparency (New York: Association
for Computing Machinery, 2022), 214–229, https://doi.org/
10.1145/3531146.3533088.

⁶⁹Kishore Papineni et al., “BLEU: A Method for Auto-
matic Evaluation of Machine Translation,” in Proceedings
of the 40th Annual Meeting Of the Association For Com-
putational Linguistics (Philadelphia, PA: Association for
Computational Linguistics, 2002), 311–318, https://doi.org/
10.3115/1073083.1073135.

⁷⁰Chin-Yew Lin, “ROUGE: A Package For Automatic
Evaluation Of Summaries,” in Text Summarization Branches
Out (Barcelona, Spain: Association for Computational Lin-
guistics, 2004), 74–81, https://aclanthology.org/W04-1013.

⁷¹Tianyi Zhang et al., BERTScore: Evaluating Text Genera-
tion with BERT, arXiv, 2020, https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.
1904.09675.

⁷²Ethan Perez et al., Discovering Language Model Behav-
iors with Model-Written Evaluations, arXiv, 2022, https://
doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2212.09251.

⁷³Dario Amodei et al., Concrete Problems In
AI Safety, arXiv, 2016, https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.
1606.06565., Samuel R. Bowman et al., Measuring Progress on
Scalable Oversight for Large Language Models, arXiv, 2022,
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2211.03540.

3. Model sensitivity

• Definition. Model sensitivity refers to “the ex-
tent to which the SRM task relies on the
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extrapolative capabilities of the LLM”, as op-
posed to relying directly on observed data.

• Relation to other definitions. We find it useful
to distinguish between two notions of model
sensitivity—apparent and actual. Apparent
model sensitivity is what the practitioner
might expect from the learning setup, based
on how much task-relevant information is
available in the training data, and the empir-
ical generalization properties of the model
class. Actual model sensitivity is the real ex-
tent to which a prediction on some input data
depends on the model structure. These two
notions often agree in practice. For example,
few-shot learning often achieves higher per-
formance than zero-shot learning, all other
factors being held equal. However, our intu-
itions are not always correct - adversarial
examples are inputs for which the model
“fails” despite our expectations that it should
be able to generalize.⁷⁴

Theories of learning aim to bridge the gap
between our expectations and real model
performance. Traditional approaches for pre-
dicting model sensitivity were developed in
an era when machine learning was most of-
ten used on tabular data. Some approaches
calculate whether an input example appears
within the convex hull of the training data.⁷⁵
King and Zeng (2006) proposed to instead
calculate a diameter across the data mani-
fold, and compare this dataset diameter to
the distance between the training data and
a new sample that we would like to pre-
dict on. It is important to note that both of
these approaches rely on a geometrical in-
tuition: models perform better for examples
that are closer to the data used for training.
These methods rely on being able to calculate
meaningful distances between data points in
a model-agnostic way. However, deep learn-
ing excels specifically in settings where this
is challenging. Representation learning—the
ability for networks to learn meaningful en-

codings for high-dimensional input data—is
often touted as a key strength of deep learn-
ing. The embedding space learned by the
model does allow for the calculation of mean-
ingful pointwise distances, but these are
inherently model-dependent.

Much theoretical work has been done in
an attempt to make model-agnostic predic-
tions about generalization in these more
challenging settings. Statistical learning the-
ory formalizes the conditions required for
generalization in classical machine learning
models⁷⁶, but fails to explain the success
of deep neural networks. Singular learning
theory aims to resolve the deficiencies of sta-
tistical learning theory in explaining highly
expressive models like DNNs⁷⁷, but computa-
tional challenges limit its direct applicability
to the large networks used in practice.
Despite the shortcomings of formal learn-
ing theory, our intuitive expectations about
model sensitivity do often hold up in practice.
Therefore, we suggest practitioners consider
the apparent model sensitivity of their task,
knowing that their expectations are not guar-
anteed. We comment on the apparent model
sensitivity of some of the surveyed SRMs be-
low.

However, due to the differences between tra-
ditional learning and deep learning, it is
likely that these approaches may not be suf-
ficient to accurately predict model sensitivity
in the SRM setting. Namely, it is unclear how
one would measure “distance” in a model
agnostic way in tandem with an LLM: the
(textual) data itself is sparse and high-dimen-
sional (and hence, not amenable to distance
or similarity measures); while the dense
and lower-dimensional embedding space is a
product of the model itself.

• Placing SRMs on the apparent model sensi-
tivity spectrum. We expect model sensitivity
to be low when the model has plentiful
data that is similar to the task examples
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at hand for all relevant notions of similar-
ity. These notions of similarity can include
factors of the predictive task including the
demographic variables, response variables, as
well as other factors. (Kim and B. Lee 2023)
provide examples of SRM tasks at varying
levels of apparent model sensitivity: missing
data imputation, retrodiction, and zero-shot
prediction. Missing data imputation—where
the model is tasked with predicting the value
of missing variables for partial observations
—illustrates the least apparent model sensi-
tivity. In this setting, the model has access to
values of the target variable for other obser-
vations, and values of other variables for the
target observation. In the retrodiction setting,
the model does not have access to the target
variable for the time period in question, but
has access to target variable values for other
years. The zero-shot prediction setting dis-
plays the greatest degree of model sensitivity,
as the model has no access to observed values
of the target variable.

• Why is model sensitivity important? Model
sensitivity is closely related to the suitabil-
ity of a model for counterfactual prediction⁷⁸,
and the ability to predict outcomes in
counterfactual scenarios is of fundamental
importance to decision-making. Further-
more, prediction for sparsely populated cells
is of particular interest in political analy-
sis settings.⁷⁹ While actual model sensitivity
sometimes diverges from our expectations,
the basic intuition that models will do bet-
ter with more task-relevant data often holds
up in practice. Therefore, thinking about
apparent model sensitivity is not wasted ef-
fort. From the model developer’s perspective,
model sensitivity allows us to put useful
bounds on our expectations about model
performance. Knowledge about general re-
lationships between the learning setup and
generalization also allow us to estimate the

quality and quantity of data required when
developing a new SRM system.

From a regulatory perspective, a precise un-
derstanding of model generalization may
allow more precise regulation. Knowledge
that certain learning settings exhibit greater
model sensitivity than other settings could
allow targeted allocation of regulatory effort
towards these settings. Additionally, know-
ing that a certain learning setup exhibits low
model sensitivity allows allocation of reg-
ulatory effort towards the data. From the
perspective of users who will interact directly
with SRMs, or members of the subpopulation
affected by SRM performance, model sensi-
tivity is a key ingredient of trust.

⁷⁴Ian J. Goodfellow, Jonathon Shlens, and Christ-
ian Szegedy, “Explaining and Harnessing Adversarial
Examples,” in 3rd International Conference On Learning Rep-
resentations, ICLR 2015, San Diego, CA, USA, May 7-9, 2015,
Conference Track Proceedings, eds. Yoshua Bengio and Yann
LeCun (2015), https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1412.6572.

⁷⁵Trevor Hastie, Robert Tibshirani, and Jerome Friedman,
The Elements of Statistical Learning, 2nd ed., Springer Series
in Statistics (New York: Springer, 2009).

⁷⁶V.N. Vapnik, “An Overview of Statistical Learning The-
ory,” IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks 10, no. 5 (1999):
988–999. https://doi.org/10.1109/72.788640.

⁷⁷Sumio Watanabe, “Singular Learning Theory,” in Al-
gebraic Geometry and Statistical Learning Theory, ed.
Sumio Watanabe, Cambridge Monographs on Applied
and Computational Mathematics, New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2009, 158–216, https://doi.org/10.1017/
CBO9780511800474.007.

⁷⁸Gary King and Langche Zeng, “The Dangers of Extreme
Counterfactuals,” Political Analysis 14, no. 2 (2006): 131–159.
https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mpj004.

⁷⁹Challenges of counterfactual prediction and the sparse
cell problem are explored in Section 6.4.

4. Interactivity

• Definition. We define interactivity as the
“degree of information sharing and mutual
influence between an SRM system and a user
of the system”. In gauging the interaction be-
tween humans and LLM-based systems, we
suggest considering the following four ques-
tions:
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(a) How much information is shared? How
often does interaction occur (in absolute
terms and in relation to the frequency of
decision-making)?

(b) To what extent is the world model of each
interactant updated?

(c) To what extent are the objectives of each
party updated?

(d) To what extent are each of these commu-
nications and influences bidirectional?⁸⁰

• Factors of interactivity. In common usage,
interactivity refers to communication and
mutual influence that occurs between en-
tities, such as humans, organizations, or
computer programs. Definitions from the
field of media studies focus on the extent of
information exchange, the responsiveness of
a system to a user, and the degree of con-
trol the user has over system operation.⁸¹
Z. Lin et al. (2023) proposed a design space
for mixed-initiative co-creative systems with
three dimensions: human-initiated vs. AI-ini-
tiated, reflection vs. elaboration, and local
vs. global. This framework is intended to
describe systems where AI and human coun-
terparts collaborate on a creative artifact such
as storytelling. Lin et al. refer to prior work
by Novick and Sutton (1997) who defines a
mixed-initiative system as a system where
human and computational initiatives cooper-
ate towards a shared goal.

• Placing SRMs on the interactivity spectrum.
Most uses for machine learning to date lie at
the low end of the interactivity spectrum, in-
cluding most of the SRMs we surveyed. This
includes tasks like vote prediction⁸² and par-
tisan description, where the behavior of the
model can be performed in a single LLM
inference. At the high end of the interactiv-
ity spectrum, we can imagine a task where
an LLM-based system and a human opera-
tor frequently share information with each
other, updating each other’s world model,
and updating each other’s objectives in some

open-ended pursuit. Project proposals such
as ION and Talk to the City are exam-
ples of SRM systems that aim to occupy a
higher position on the interactivity spectrum.
Both projects propose LLM-based systems
where governments (at the national and city
levels, respectively) can learn about their
constituents through interaction with the
system. Based on these proposals, it appears
that most of the flow of information is in the
direction from the LLM system to the user.
LLM “agents” are another LLM system design
pattern where users set high-level objectives
that the LLM system pursues autonomously.⁸³
This pattern has not yet appeared in the SRM
domain. The greatest degree of interactivity
would involve an LLM system and a human
user mutually sharing information resulting
in meaningful changes to goals and world
models of the other, much like the interaction
between political representatives and their
constituents in today’s democracy.

• Why is it important to consider interactivity?
Governance processes are inherently interac-
tive, but the speed and scope of interaction
is often constrained by the difficulty for
representatives to interact with a large, ge-
ographically distributed polity. Thus, it is
reasonable to expect interest in technologies
that make this process scalable, so it is im-
portant to understand a need for activity as
a driving factor for SRM development. As
we describe in Section 5.3, new technological
capabilities tend to lead to new risks - interac-
tivity is no exception. As an example, systems
that allow or encourage users to share pri-
vate information introduce security concerns
that are not present for systems where users
simply obtain information. Like open-ended-
ness, the interactivity level of a system also
informs the kind of evaluation that will be
required, with greater degrees of interactiv-
ity posing greater challenges for evaluation.
While measures for fidelity and alignment
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in non-interactive settings are already being
developed⁸⁴, evaluations for fidelity in inter-
active systems are not yet well-studied. With
growing interest around LLM dialogue sys-
tems and agents, we expect that evaluations
of fidelity in more interactive and agentic
SRMs settings will be an emerging research
area with potential for contribution from
multiple disciplines.

⁸⁰In considering questions of objectives and bidirectional
communication, we note that the LLM system, by itself,
lacks agency. However, it is possible to instantiate (via an
LLM) a simulacra with apparent objectives, and it is pos-
sible to update these via apparent interaction between the
user and the simulacra.

⁸¹John December, “Units of Analysis for Internet Com-
munication,” Journal of Communication 46, no. 1 (1996):
14–38.,  John Pavlik, New Media Technology: Cultural
and Commercial Perspectives, 2nd ed. (Boston: Pearson,
1997).,  Joseph B. Walther et al., “Attributes of Interactive
Online Health Information Systems,” Journal of Medical
Internet Research 7, no. 3 (2005). https://doi.org/10.2196/
jmir.7.3.e33.,  Kai Kuang, “The Role of Interactivity in
New Media-Based Health Communication: Testing the In-
teraction among Interactivity, Threat, and Efficacy,” in
Technology and Health, eds. Jihyun Kim and Hayeon Song,
Academic Press, 2020, 377–397, https://doi.org/10.1016/
B978-0-12-816958-2.00017-4.

⁸²Lisa P. Argyle et al., “Out of One, Many: Using
Language Models to Simulate Human Samples,” Political
Analysis 31, no. 3 (2023): 337–351.,  Shriphani Palakodety,
Ashiqur R. KhudaBukhsh, and J. Carbonell, Mining Insights
from Large-Scale Corpora Using Fine-Tuned Language Mod-
els, Amsterdam: IOS Press, 2020, 1890–1897.

⁸³Systems like GPT-Engineer (Osika, 2023) and BabyAGI
(Nakajima, 2023) are examples of such systems from the
software development domain.

⁸⁴Argyle et al., “Out of One, Many: Using Language
Models to Simulate Human Samples,” 337–351.,  Shibani
Santurkar et al., Whose Opinions Do Language Mod-
els Reflect?, arXiv, 2023, https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.
2303.17548.

• Other dimensions

In addition to complexity, open-endedness,
sensitivity, and interactivity, other dimen-
sions to characterize SRM tasks may include
task temporality (the temporal relationship
between SRM training data and predictions)
and stereotyping (the extent to which SRMs
model individuals vs. prototypical members of
the subpopulation). We omit these dimensions

here for brevity, but note that they are also
important ways to characterize SRM tasks.

4.4. Model Architectures and Elicitation
Techniques

The studies we surveyed use a variety of language
models. CommunityLM (H. Jiang et al., 2022),
“Polling Latent Opinions” (P. Feldman et al., 2022),
and “Keyword Explorer Suite” (P. G. Feldman,
Pan, Shimei, and J. Foulds, 2023) use fine-tuned
GPT-2⁸⁵ models. Chu et al. (2023) and Palakodety,

⁸⁵Alec Radford et al., Language Models Are Unsupervised
Multitask Learners (Open AI, 2019).

KhudaBukhsh, and Carbonell (2020) use fine-
tuned BERT⁸⁶ models. Aher’s Turing experiment⁸⁷,

⁸⁶Jacob Devlin et al., “BERT: Pre-Training of Deep Bidi-
rectional Transformers for Language Understanding,” in
Proceedings of the 2019 Conference of the North American
Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics: Hu-
man Language Technologies (Minneapolis, MN: Association
for Computational Linguistics, 2019), 4171–4186, https://
doi.org/10.18653/v1/N19-1423.

⁸⁷Gati Aher, Rosa I. Arriaga, and Adam Tauman Kalai,
Using Large Language Models to Simulate Multiple Humans
and Replicate Human Subject Studies, arXiv, 2023, https://
doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2208.10264.

and Argyle’s silicon ampling technique⁸⁸ apply

⁸⁸Lisa P. Argyle et al., “Out of One, Many: Using
Language Models to Simulate Human Samples,” Political
Analysis 31, no. 3 (2023): 337–351.

prompting techniques to OpenAI’s GPT-3 model,
and Bisbee et al. (2023) applies prompting to Chat-
GPT (gpt-3.5-turbo). The AI Objectives Institute’s
Talk to the City proposal⁸⁹ does not disclose spe-

⁸⁹AI Objectives Institute, Introducing Talk To the
City: Collective Deliberation at Scale, 2023, https://
www.talktothe.city/.

cific models, but lists “OpenAI and Anthropic
LLMs.” M. A. Bakker et al. (2022) applies prompt-
ing and reward model fine-tuning to the Chinchilla
70B⁹⁰ model. Simmons (2023) prompts GPT-3 and

⁹⁰Yonadav Shavit, What Does It Take to Catch a Chin-
chilla? Verifying Rules On Large-Scale Neural Network
Training Via Compute Monitoring, arXiv, 2023, https://
doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2303.11341.

OPT models to simulate subpopulation moral pref-
erences.

Kim and B. Lee (2023) fine-tune a Deep Cross Net-
work (DCN) architecture consisting of a language
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model to embed survey questions (Alpaca-7B⁹¹

⁹¹Rohan Taori et al., Alpaca: A Strong, Replicable In-
struction-Following Model (Stanford Center for Research
on Foundation Models, 2023), https://crfm.stanford.edu/
2023/03/13/alpaca.html.

and GPT-J-6B⁹² were used, and individual and

⁹²Ben Wang and Aran Komatsuzaki, GPT-J-6B: A 6 Billion
Parameter Autoregressive Language Model, 2021.

temporal embeddings to encode individual beliefs
across questions and the survey period. The DCN
uses the embeddings to produce a binary response
to the survey question, framing survey response
prediction as classification.

Existing SRM studies are split roughly evenly be-
tween fine-tuning and prompting. More recent
approaches tend towards prompting, which tends
to be used with larger models like GPT-3, though
fine-tuning is also used more often with smaller
models like BERT and GPT-2.

4.5. Inference Techniques
SRM practitioners employ a variety of open- and
closed-ended inference techniques. In closed-
ended inference, the model makes a prediction
from a limited set of options chosen by the prac-
titioner. Closed-ended inference often involves
completing multiple-choice survey questions. For
example, the authors in Chu et al. (2023) adapt
survey questions to cloze-style tasks. Palakodety,
KhudaBukhsh, and Carbonell (2020) and Argyle
et al. (2023) frame vote prediction as a closed-
ended inference task. Bisbee et al. (2023) use
closed-ended generation to complete public opin-
ion survey feeling thermometer responses. Kim
and B. Lee (2023) use DCN architecture on top of
LLM embeddings to predict General Social Survey
responses, framed as a binary classification task.

In open-ended inference, model outputs are gen-
erally unconstrained. Argyle et al. (2023) also use
open-ended text generation to collect partisan de-
scriptors. Several studies (P. Feldman et al., 2022
P. G. Feldman, Pan, Shimei, and J. Foulds, 2023
H. Jiang et al., 2022) sample multiple open-ended
texts from their tuned models, and apply sentiment
analysis to the generated text, using aggregate sen-

timent as the final system output. We note that
the use of this technique may be due to noisier
performance of smaller GPT-2 models in compar-
ison to larger models such as GPT-3. Open-ended
generation is also used in M. A. Bakker et al.
(2022) to generate consensus opinions. Dialog is a
particular type of open-ended inference involving
multiple conversational turns. The Talk to the City
project (AI Objectives Institute, 2023) proposes to
use SRMs for dialog. Bisbee et al. (2023) use the
dialog interface to ChatGPT-3.5 for inference, but
not in a multi-turn capacity. Simmons (2023) uses
open-ended inference to generate moral rational-
izations.

4.6. Evaluation Techniques
Several studies have proposed methods to evaluate
SRM behavior. These can be broadly categorized
into three types: direct comparison with ground
truth, evaluation by human annotators, and quali-
tative (macroscopic) evaluation.

• Ground truth comparison: This defines an
explicit function that compares ground truth
response data with output from the SRM.
This approach works well when representative
ground truth data is available, and meaningful
comparison metrics can be defined in the space
of response variables. Humans may be involved
in data collection but are not necessary to per-
form evaluation. This is sometimes referred to
as automatic evaluation in the machine learning
literature. For instance, Argyle et al. (2023) con-
ducted a study where they used ANES Survey
data along with demographic data to prompt
GPT-3 to predict voting behavior. The predic-
tions were then compared to actual partisan
voting behavior, thus establishing a ground-
truth comparison. H. Jiang et al. (2022) adopted
a similar approach: they used the American
National Election Study, which included items
related to political figures and groups. Each item
was labeled with a party based on favorability
ratings among self-identified participants. The
fine-tuned GPT-2 models were then prompted
to generate open-ended text about each item,

20

https://crfm.stanford.edu/2023/03/13/alpaca.html
https://crfm.stanford.edu/2023/03/13/alpaca.html


and the sentiment scores were calculated. These
scores were used to determine GPT favorability,
which was then compared to ground-truth fa-
vorability from the survey data.

• Human evaluation: This applies a human-
mediated evaluation to model outputs, either
evaluating model outputs independent of any
other data, or comparing the outputs to refer-
ence data. An example of this approach is the
Turing-style experiments proposed in Argyle et
al. (2023) , in which human raters are asked
to judge whether a certain output is human
or model-produced, and indistinguishability is
treated as an indicator of success for the SRM. In
the work of Chu et al. (2023) , various media such
as online news articles, TV, and radio transcripts
were used for fine-tuning their model. They eval-
uated their model’s performance by measuring
the correlation between model responses and
human judgments in relation to the COVID-19
pandemic and consumer confidence. They used
data from sources such as the Pew Research Cen-
ter and the University of Michigan. M. A. Bakker
et al. (2022) evaluate their consensus generation
model by crowd worker comparison between
their model outputs and other consensus gener-
ation baselines.

• Macroscopic evaluation: This compares SRM
outputs and subpopulation characteristics qual-
itatively at an aggregate level rather than at
the level of individual model outputs. Qualita-
tive evaluation serves as a way to comprehend
the model’s outputs and subpopulation char-
acteristics at an aggregate level, relying on
expectations about aggregate behavior instead
of ground truth data. This approach is useful
when it is difficult to define meaningful quanti-
tative metrics, or the phenomenon under study
is complex enough that ground truth data col-
lection and human evaluation are prohibitively
expensive, or if the phenomenon can only
be studied at an aggregate level, limiting the
utility of statistical evaluation. This approach
often involves visualization of SRM outputs.

As an example, Palakodety, KhudaBukhsh, and
Carbonell (2020) conducted a qualitative evalu-
ation to whether their SRM system responded
to changes in political events over time. Sim-
mons (2023) is another example, where the
authors evaluate whether the moral biases of
GPT and OPT LLMs agree with predictions
about human behavior from Moral Foundations
Theory (MFT), an influential theoretical frame-
work in social psychology.⁹³ Moral content in
LLM outputs conditioned on political identity
are generated, and the author evaluates whether
outputs agree directionally with results in hu-
mans.

⁹³Jesse Graham et al., “Moral Foundations Theory: The
Pragmatic Validity of Moral Pluralism,” in , eds. Patri-
cia Devine and Ashby Plant, Advances in Experimental
Social Psychology, 2013, 55–130, https://doi.org/0.1016/
B978-0-12-407236-7.00002-4.

4.6.1. Guiding Criteria
Existing work studying subpopulation representa-
tive models offers a number of criteria that guide
their evaluations. Often, new terminology is pro-
posed. This section synthesizes the evaluation
criteria put forward in the surveyed work, col-
lecting evaluation principles into five categories:
fidelity, necessity, robustness, sensitivity, and fair-
ness, with examples from existing work. We note
that while the incipient nature of LLM technology
undoubtedly presents new challenges for evalua-
tion, many of the proposed criteria connect to
familiar criteria for more traditional modeling ap-
proaches in the social sciences (as illustrated in
Figure 3).

1. Fidelity: The fidelity criterion asks whether
subpopulation representative models success-
fully reproduce the target characteristics of the
subpopulation they are designed to model. We
borrow this terminology from Argyle et al.
(2023) whose definition of algorithmic fidelity
is given in Section 3. For a subpopulation rep-
resentation task, fidelity is perhaps the most
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Figure 3: Guiding principles used to evaluate SRMs (right) and their connections to validity and reliability
of social science measures (left).

salient criterion, as it essentially represents
performance on the target task. Argyle et
al. (2023) further subdivides fidelity into four
criteria: social science Turing test, backward
continuity, forward continuity, and pattern cor-
respondence. We adapt these criteria from the
social science domain to the task of subpop-
ulation representative modeling, generalizing
social science turing test to indistinguishability,
generalizing forward and backward continuity
to consistency, and using the notion of pat-
tern correspondence essentially unchanged. We
summarize existing SRM evaluation approaches
belonging to the these three criteria (and a
fourth—diversity) below.

Tests to measure fidelity are connected to
criterion validity, and sometimes extend into
construct validity depending on the abstract vs.
concrete nature of the test. The most straight-

forward setup to measure fidelity is testing
predictive performance on out-of-sample data.
This lines up with criterion validity, at least as
“algorithmic modelers” see it.

(a) Indistinguishability. The indistinguishabil-
ity criterion asks “whether the responses
of subpopulation representative models can
be distinguished from corresponding re-
sponses from the target subpopulation”.
This approach shares the philosophy of the
Turing test⁹⁴—the idea that computers will
have successfully replicated some aspect
of human behavior or intelligence when
their responses are indistinguishable from
human responses. Argyle et al. (2023) use
this idea to evaluate the performance of
GPT-3 prompted with partisan demographic
information in open-ended descriptions of
Republicans and Democrats, asking crowd
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workers to guess the source of human- and
GPT-generated textual descriptions. Sim-
mons (2023) uses this idea to evaluate
LLM use of moral language, comparing be-
tween-humans and LLM-human differences
in moral word use.

(b) Consistency. The consistency criterion asks
whether subpopulation representative mod-
els behave consistent with the target
subpopulation as well as the modeling task.
This applies at a syntactic level, for exam-
ple generating grammatically correct text
continuations in response to a prompt, at a
semantic level, for example choosing an an-
swer from a list of multiple-choice answers
rather than some other text. Consistency is
generally a necessary condition for fidelity,
but does not guarantee fidelity on its own.

Argyle et al. (2023) propose forward conti-
nuity, roughly meaning that model outputs
should reflect the form, tone, and content
of the context (the prompt). Aher, Arriaga,
and Kalai (2023) use validity to refer to a
similar concept. In their experiments using
simulated behavior of humans undergo-
ing psychological experiments, they define
valid responses as responses that contain
actions available to a participant in the sim-
ulated experiment.⁹⁵ These criteria resemble
the familiar notion of face validity—whether
a device subjectively appears to measure
what it claims to measure.

Argyle et al. (2023) also propose backward
continuity, roughly meaning that generated
responses are consistent with the atti-
tudes and sociodemographic content in the
prompt, to such an extent that these condi-
tioning variables can be inferred by humans
observing only the model outputs. This
seems closest to construct validity in the tra-
ditional taxonomy.

(c) Pattern correspondence. The pattern cor-
respondence criterion, first proposed in

Argyle et al. (2023) , asks “whether sub-
population representative models capture
complex patterns between response vari-
ables in the target subpopulation”.

(d) Diversity. The diversity criterion asks
whether LLM outputs reflect the full range
of subpopulation phenomena they intend to
model. Bisbee et al. (2023) measure the vari-
ability in responses from multiple samples
from ChatGPT conditioned with prompts
drawn from ANES survey data, finding
that the results overestimate the differences
between groups, and underestimate the
variance of opinions within a single demo-
graphic group.

⁹⁴Alan M. Turing, “Computing Machinery and Intelli-
gence,” Mind 59 (1950): 433–460. https://doi.org/10.1093/
mind/lix.236.433.

⁹⁵For example, in a simulation of the Ultimatum Game
from behavioral economics, valid completions in response
to an offer of a certain amount of money must begin with
accept or reject, the actions available to real human partic-
ipants in the Ultimatum Game experiment.

2. Necessity: The necessity criterion asks
“whether LLM-based methods are necessary
for achieving satisfactory performance on the
target subpopulation representative task”. The
rationale behind this criterion will be familiar to
those with a background in machine learning,
but perhaps unfamiliar for those with a back-
ground in statistical methods. Breiman (2001) 
describes the gap between these “Two Cul-
tures.”⁹⁶ One culture—the data modelers—makes
a priori assumptions about the distributions
underlying a data generation process, using
a limited set of simple models that coincide
with these assumptions. Algorithmic modelers,
in contrast, make few assumptions about the
data generation process, and select from a large
space of model architectures and sizes that are
often overparameterized by default. This leaves
the algorithmic modeler to wonder whether a
particular modeling approach (e.g., adding an-
other layer to the neural network) is truly called
for in a given modeling task. Increasing predic-
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tive performance on the training distribution
is not, by itself, a reliable indicator, since the
models quite regularly have enough capacity to
overfit to the training distribution.⁹⁷ In addition
to out-of-sample testing (i.e., cross-validation),
machine learning practitioners commonly draw
from a toolbox of techniques to gauge whether
certain components of a model are truly neces-
sary, and these same techniques have appeared
in several SRM evaluations.⁹⁸

One popular approach is to compare results
from LLM-based SRMs to results obtained using
simpler methods. For example, Chu et al. (2023) 
and Palakodety, KhudaBukhsh, and Carbonell
(2020) compared results from BERT-based mod-
els to simpler n-gram language models, and H.
Jiang et al. (2022) compare their results to a
keyword retrieval baseline. Evaluating the ne-
cessity of a particular model size is another
popular approach, since expense to develop and
operate a model grows with the model size
in number of parameters. Argyle et al. (2023) 
compared results from GPT-3 (175 billion pa-
rameters) to models as small as 125 million
parameters, notably finding that competitive
results are achieved by the much smaller GPT-
Neo (2.7 billion parameters).⁹⁹ Simmons (2023) 
compares results from GPT and OPT models
ranging from 350 million to 175 billion parame-
ters.

Another popular approach is the ablation study.
This approach studies system performance with
various subcomponents, training steps, or tech-
niques removed, deactivated, or replaced by
simpler baselines, to evaluate the contribu-
tion of each component to overall system
performance. Palakodety, KhudaBukhsh, and
Carbonell (2020) and H. Jiang et al. (2022) 
compare model results with and without fine-
tuning.

⁹⁶See also Grimmer, M. E. Roberts, and Stewart (2021) .
⁹⁷Trevor Hastie, Robert Tibshirani, and Jerome Friedman,

The Elements of Statistical Learning, 2nd ed., Springer Series
in Statistics (New York: Springer, 2009).

⁹⁸Justin Grimmer, Margaret E. Roberts, and Brandon M.
Stewart, “Machine Learning for Social Science: An Agnos-
tic Approach,” Annual Review of Political Science 24, no. 1
(2021): 1–25.

⁹⁹Michiel A. Bakker et al., “Fine-Tuning Language Models
to Find Agreement among Humans with Diverse Prefer-
ences,” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems
35 (2022): 38176–38189.

3. Robustness: The robustness criterion asks
whether subpopulation representative models
are robust to perturbations in the input data.
Deep neural networks, including LLMs, are
known to be vulnerable to adversarial inputs
—inputs designed to be innocuous to human
observers, while eliciting undesirable behavior
from the models they are formulated against.¹⁰⁰
Additionally, neural networks including lan-
guage models have been shown to be sensitive
to spurious information in training data¹⁰¹, as
well as adversarial inputs.¹⁰² While adversar-
ial inputs are a concern for models that will
be vulnerable to adversarial manipulation, the
more general sense of robustness is important
even for models that will only be used within a
trusted organization.

Robustness directly impacts the viability of sub-
population representative models—for SRMs to
be a viable approach, practitioners must be able
to elicit model responses that maintain fidelity
across regions of the input space, and that are
not overly sensitive to details that would not
be relevant to real individuals from the tar-
get subpopulation. The notion of robustness is
connected to the notion of construct validity.
If the SRM is robustly modeling the intended
underlying phenomenon, then it should not re-
spond to perturbations in dimensions with no
relationship to that phenomenon. In particular,
robustness connects to divergent validity—the
ability of a measure to discriminate between re-
lated and unrelated concepts.

The importance of robustness as an evaluation
criterion is evident in several studies. For exam-
ple, Chu et al. (2023) emphasized the need for
SRMs to be robust to re-phrasings that humans
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would not consider semantically different. They
propose research questions to investigate ro-
bustness, such as whether media diet models
are robust to paraphrases of survey question
prompts, whether they have predictive power
across media sources, and whether media di-
ets remain predictive even when controlling for
subpopulation demographics.

Similarly, Palakodety, KhudaBukhsh, and Car-
bonell (2020) highlighted the significance of
robustness in SRMs and proposed robustness
to rephrase as on operationalization of robust-
ness. Additionally, they mention the need for
robustness to catastrophic forgetting¹⁰³ (SRMs
should maintain abilities after domain-specific
fine-tuning) and negation (SRMs should “un-
derstand” negation words in their input).

¹⁰⁰Ian J. Goodfellow, Jonathon Shlens, and Christ-
ian Szegedy, “Explaining and Harnessing Adversarial
Examples,” in 3rd International Conference On Learning Rep-
resentations, ICLR 2015, San Diego, CA, USA, May 7-9, 2015,
Conference Track Proceedings, eds. Yoshua Bengio and Yann
LeCun (2015), https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1412.6572.

¹⁰¹Suchin Gururangan et al., Annotation Artifacts in Nat-
ural Language Inference Data, arXiv, 2018, https://doi.org/
10.48550/arXiv.1803.02324.

¹⁰²Eric Wallace et al., “Universal Adversarial Triggers
for Attacking and Analyzing NLP,” in Proceedings of the
2019 Conference On Empirical Methods In Natural Language
Processing And the 9th International Joint Conference On
Natural Language Processing (EMNLP-IJCNLP) (Hong Kong:
Association for Computational Linguistics, 2019), 2153–
2162, https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D19-1221.

¹⁰³Robert M. French, “Catastrophic Forgetting in
Connectionist Networks,” Trends in Cognitive Sci-
ences 3, no. 4 (1999): 128–135. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S1364-6613(99)01294-2.

4. Sensitivity: The sensitivity criterion asks
whether subpopulation representative models
display appropriate sensitivity¹⁰⁴ to their in-
puts. If SRMs are performant with a given
amount of data, increasing the quality or quan-
tity of the data should increase the performance
of the model. An example is found in Chu et
al. (2023) , where the authors hypothesize that
their models should be more accurate for his-
torical periods where more attention was paid
to the media. This notion of sensitivity com-

fortably aligns with the traditional notion of
construct validity—if an SRM is modeling what
it sets out to model, then it should respond
to perturbations in relevant variables. Be-
tween convergent and divergent (discriminant)
validity, the sensitivity criterion appears con-
ceptually related to convergent validity, which
posits that a measure is convergently valid if it
demonstrates a relationship to another measure
in practice when this relationship is expected in
theory.

¹⁰⁴Not to be confused with the mathematical notion of
sensitivity, also known as the true positive rate.

5. Fairness: The concept of fairness has received
much attention in machine learning litera-
ture. Several definitions have been proposed
—Mehrabi et al. (2021) identify 10 distinct
definitions of fairness, from three categories
of individual fairness, group fairness, and
subgroup fairness. Traditional definitions of
fairness for machine learning systems tend to
focus on the behavior of a single estimator, i.e.,
a single neural network.¹⁰⁵ These definitions re-
quire adaptation for the LLM setting, where
prompting in combination with a single set of
neural network weights can be used to solve
widely varying tasks. Some work in this direc-
tion treats the combination of the model (the
network weights) and the prompt together as
the relevant system boundary for fairness eval-
uation.¹⁰⁶

Kane (2010) comments on the intertwining na-
ture of fairness and validity, highlighting that
broad or narrow definitions for either term in-
fluence how the two relate to each other.¹⁰⁷
Kane argues that the concepts share substantial
overlap, noting how a measure that systemat-
ically misrepresents some demographics on a
construct is, to that extent, not valid for use
with respect to those demographics. Fairness
could be defined as equitable fidelity or crite-
rion validity over all regions in the input space.
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Santurkar et al. (2023) evaluate whether models
from AI21 labs and OpenAI attain equal fidelity
when prompted to represent various subpop-
ulations, Chu et al. (2023) evaluate whether
“media diet model” fidelity varies by media
diet, question topic, and question type, and H.
Jiang et al. (2022) analyze errors of fine-tuned
Republican and Democrat GPT-2 models across
political figures and social groups from Ameri-
can National Election Study survey data.

¹⁰⁵Ninareh Mehrabi et al., “A Survey on Bias and Fairness
in Machine Learning,” ACM Computing Surveys 54, no. 6
(2021): 1–35. https://doi.org/10.1145/3457607.

¹⁰⁶Huan Ma et al., Fairness-Guided Few-Shot Prompting
for Large Language Models, arXiv, 2023, https://doi.org/
10.48550/arXiv.2303.13217.

¹⁰⁷Michael Kane, “Validity and Fairness,” Language
Testing 27, no. 2 (2010): 177–182. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0265532209349467.

4.7. Machine Psychology and Simulating In-
dividuals with LLMs

The concepts of machine psychology and sub-
population representative modeling are closely
related. Prior work has defined machine psy-
chology as aiming to “elicit mechanisms of
decision-making and reasoning in LLMs by
treating them as participants in psychology exper-
iments.”¹⁰⁸ This definition naturally leans towards

¹⁰⁸Thilo Hagendorff, Machine Psychology: Investigating
Emergent Capabilities and Behavior in Large Language Mod-
els Using Psychological Methods, arXiv, 2023, https://doi.org/
10.48550/arXiv.2303.13988.

the ability of LLMs to simulate individuals. Like
the authors in Hagendorff (2023) , Binz and Schulz
(2023) used prompting as the elicitation method
for representative behavior, but we imagine that
representative behavior targeted as an individual
may also be elicited by fine-tuning (for instance, on
a corpus of one person’s journal articles).¹⁰⁹ This

¹⁰⁹Marcel Binz and Eric Schulz, “Using Cognitive Psy-
chology to Understand GPT-3,” Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences 120, no. 6 (2023). https://doi.org/
10.1073/pnas.2218523120.

raises the philosophical question of what LLMs are
simulating.¹¹⁰ Each individual is arguably defined

¹¹⁰janus, Simulators, LessWrong, 2022, accessed
October 19, 2023, https://www.lesswrong.com/posts/
vJFdjigzmcXMhNTsx/simulators.

by a lifetime of experience and an infinitude of
characteristics that cannot fit in a fixed-size con-
text window or be represented in a fixed number
of training examples. If the prompt includes only
a fixed number of demographic variables, is the
LLM simulating an individual, the superposition
of many individuals, or a subpopulation? What
is the distinction between these three cases? We
welcome work that clarifies these questions. Ha-
gendorff (2023) covers the use cases for LLMs as
tools for and objects of psychological study. We
situate this representative ability in the broader
context of decision-making use cases. Hagendorff
also proposes methods to improve LLM perfor-
mance in machine psychology (including avoiding
training data contamination), but does not men-
tion other vulnerabilities such as data poisoning.

4.8. Identified Risks
As with many impactful technologies, large lan-
guage models pose various risks to individuals and
societies that are affected by their use. Several au-
thors have worked to taxonomize the risks posed
by LLMs.¹¹¹ Subpopulation representative models

¹¹¹Rishi Bommasani et al., On the Opportunities and Risks
of Foundation Models, arXiv, 2022, https://doi.org/10.48550/
arXiv.2108.07258., Renee Shelby et al., Identifying Sociotech-
nical Harms of Algorithmic Systems: Scoping a Taxonomy
for Harm Reduction, arXiv, 2023, https://doi.org/10.48550/
arXiv.2210.05791.,  Laura Weidinger et al., “Taxonomy of
Risks Posed by Language Models,” in 2022 ACM Confer-
ence On Fairness, Accountability, And Transparency (New
York: Association for Computing Machinery, 2022), 214–
229, https://doi.org/10.1145/3531146.3533088.

using LLMs will inherit many of their risks. Proac-
tive consideration of these risks may reduce the
potential for harm. The studies we surveyed do
draw attention to potential harms that could be
introduced by SRM systems. In this section, we
connect these risks to the taxonomy proposed in
Weidinger et al. (2022) .¹¹²

¹¹²We use a single taxonomy for simplicity, and select
Weidinger’s taxonomy as it was qualitatively judged to of-
fer the best fit to the surveyed studies.

H. Jiang et al. (2022) identified erasure of
marginalized voices as a potential risk of the Com-
munityLM system, corresponding to the risk of
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“exclusionary norms” identified in Weidinger et
al. (2022) Section 2.1.3. Likewise, M. A. Bakker et
al. (2022) identified a risk for more authoritative
or confident voices to dominate data collection,
potentially exacerbating power imbalances. M. A.
Bakker et al. (2022) , Chu et al. (2023) , P. G. Feld-
man, Pan, Shimei, and J. Foulds (2023) , and Talk
to the City (AI Objectives Institute, 2023) identi-
fied model bias as a potential issue, corresponding
to Sections 2.1.1 “Social stereotypes and unfair
discrimination” and 2.1.4 “Lower performance for
some languages and social groups” in Weidinger’s
taxonomy. (Kim and B. Lee 2023) also demon-
strated higher performance in opinion prediction
tasks for white, partisan, and high socioeconomic
status demographics, highlighting reduced perfor-
mance for marginalized demographics as a risk.

Potential for hallucination and misinformation
(“Misinformation harms” in Section 2.3 of Wei-
dinger et al., 2022) is identified in works by M.
A. Bakker et al. (2022) , Argyle et al. (2023) , Chu
et al. (2023) , P. Feldman et al. (2022) , and Talk
to the City (AI Objectives Institute, 2023). The
potential for LLM-based systems to produce harm-
ful text is identified in works by Aher, Arriaga,
and Kalai (2023) , Simmons (2023) , and P. Feld-
man et al. (2022) , corresponding to Weidinger’s
Section 2.1.2 on “Hate speech and offensive lan-
guage”. Performance issues related to fidelity are
identified in Chu et al. (2023) , P. Feldman et al.
(2022) , Santurkar et al. (2023) , and Talk to the
City (AI Objectives Institute, 2023). These roughly
correspond to 2.1.1 “Social stereotypes and unfair
discrimination” and 2.1.4 “Lower performance for
some languages and social groups” in Weidinger
et al. (2022) . We can think of fidelity as leveraging
an appropriate model bias after conditioning. Fail-
ure to elicit enough bias or bias in the appropriate
direction, or elicitation of too much bias, as in Bis-
bee et al. (2023) , or bias in the wrong direction
are two types of failures of algorithmic fidelity.
Even if an SRM system does not suffer from risks
associated with common failure modes of LLMs,
this “success case” can still present a risk for SRM

implementations, as the ability to model subpop-
ulation characteristics presents opportunities for
misuse including fraud and other types of harmful
social manipulation. This aligns with Weidinger’s
section 2.4 “Malicious uses.” A risk for misuse for
persuasion was identified in M. A. Bakker et al.
(2022) .

Privacy issues, such as the potential for LLMs
to leak sensitive information including PII is
identified in Aher, Arriaga, and Kalai (2023) , corre-
sponding to Section 2.2.1 “Compromising privacy
by leaking sensitive information” of Weidinger et
al. (2022) . Kim and B. Lee (2023) also highlight
the privacy and individual autonomy risks created
by the ability to accurately predict opinions that
survey respondents prefer not to disclose using
imputation techniques, and the risk for misuse if
organizations use this capability for decision-mak-
ing.

Finally, some works identify performance issues
that are unrelated to fidelity, including poor rea-
soning capabilities as a factor that may exacerbate
other risks of SRM systems.¹¹³

¹¹³Philip Feldman et al., Polling Latent Opinions: A Method
for Computational Sociolinguistics Using Transformer Lan-
guage Models, arXiv, 2022, https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.
2204.07483.

5. Subpopulation Representative Models
in Context

5.1. Predictive Performance as a Substi-
tuted Attribute

Opinion aggregation is challenging. Consider, for
example, the results of the 2016 presidential
election in the United States, where Republican
candidate Donald Trump won against Democratic
candidate Hillary Clinton, despite the majority of
forecasting efforts which put the election in Clin-
ton’s favor.¹¹⁴ It is s little wonder that opinion

¹¹⁴Courtney Kennedy et al., “An Evaluation of the 2016
Election Polls in the United States,” Public Opinion Quarterly
82, no. 1 (2018): 1–33.

aggregation is turning to new sources of signal
like social media and turning towards LLMs as
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a way to integrate this unstructured data for the
task of opinion aggregation. If successful, this
approach could overcome some of the inherent
limitations in traditional approaches to polling and
surveying. However, determining the right way to
leverage LLMs for opinion aggregation is no small
task. In part, this is because designing LLM-based
applications is itself a challenging task. As Sec-
tion 2 discussed, the LLM engineer is faced with
a number of design choices related to model selec-
tion, elicitation method, and data, and this only
scratches the surface of the complexity of the full
endeavor. What can we expect from the practi-
tioner faced with the doubly challenging task of
leveraging LLMs for opinion aggregation?

In 2002, Kahneman and Frederick proposed at-
tribute substitution as a fundamental mechanism
underlying a host of familiar cognitive biases,
such as availability and representativeness bi-
ases.¹¹⁵ The basic idea of attribute substitution is

¹¹⁵Daniel Kahneman and Shane Frederick, “Represen-
tativeness Revisited: Attribute Substitution in Intuitive
Judgment,” in Heuristics and Biases: The Psychol-
ogy of Intuitive Judgment, New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2002, 49–81, https://doi.org/10.1017/
CBO9780511808098.004.

that, when faced with the expensive evaluation
of some target attribute, the mind’s System 1 fac-
ulties instead evaluate a less demanding heuristic
attribute, often without the individual’s conscious
awareness. While attribute substitution affects in-
dividuals, it is easy to notice that organizations
and whole societies likewise substitute expensive
evaluations for simpler proxy measures. A num-
ber of authors in management and organizational
science have noted the tendency for organizations
to optimize for quantitative “proxy measures” or
“surrogates”, and the pitfalls that come with this
approach.¹¹⁶. Likewise, the mechanisms that have

¹¹⁶Robert D. Austin, Measuring and Managing Per-
formance in Organizations (New York: Dorset House,
1996).,  Jerry Z. Muller, The Tyranny of Metrics (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2018).

contributed to the scientific replication crisis can

be understood as forms of attribute substitution, at
the scale of entire disciplines.¹¹⁷

¹¹⁷For example: citations and popularity as a proxy for va-
lidity, and the results of individual statistical tests as proxies
for more thorough assessments of statistical conclusion va-
lidity.

We believe that this widespread tendency to mea-
sure and optimize for readily available heuristics
has implications for the future of subpopulation
representative models. When faced with the chal-
lenging evaluation of the right way to apply LLMs
to the task of subpopulation representative mod-
eling, it becomes tempting to swap in a less
demanding attribute. When we consider attributes
that are available for substitution, predictive per-
formance is a likely candidate. The success of
empirical machine learning over the last decade
is evidence that individuals and labs myopically
optimizing for improved scores on narrow bench-
marks can cumulatively drive progress. However,
like many heuristics, there are cases where focus-
ing on predictive performance leads to outcomes
that fail to satisfy our reflectively-endorsed values.
Just because something can be predicted, does not
mean it should (Figure 4).

Take, for example, algorithmic systems for recidi-
vism prediction. The COMPAS algorithm, used by
the U.S. court system to predict likelihood of re-
peated criminal offense, was the subject of a 2016
ProPublica investigation which found that “blacks
are almost twice as likely as whites to be la-
beled a higher risk but not actually re-offend."¹¹⁸

¹¹⁸Jeff Mattu et al., Machine Bias, 2016, accessed October
20, 2023, https://www.propublica.org/article/machine-bias-
risk-assessments-in-criminal-sentencing.

Subsequent studies have argued that ProPublica’s
analysis was flawed, and the algorithm remains
the subject of controversy.¹¹⁹ Even if such a system

¹¹⁹We refer the reader to Brian Christian’s (2020) account
of the COMPAS controversy in Christian, The Alignment Prob-
lem: Machine Learning and Human Values, chapter 2.

does achieve some threshold of predictive perfor-
mance or fairness, should it be used? Should such
a predictive task have been attempted in the first
place? Developers of systems used in any high-
stakes decision-making context will eventually
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Figure 4: Predictive performance as a substituted attribute. This section warns practitioners in machine
learning and political science against substituting the expensive evaluations (left) for their simpler

counterparts (right).

be faced with these sorts of questions. As in-
terest in subpopulation representative modeling
grows, practitioners will face a natural tempta-
tion to focus on predictive performance now,
and worry about challenging big-picture ques-
tions later. However, given the critical nature of
opinion aggregation in democratic government,
unanticipated outcomes could have significant
consequences.

What, then, is the alternative to quick-and-dirty
reasoning based on substituted attributes? In the
heuristics and biases literature, biases are over-
come by deliberate practices involving reflection
and structured thinking¹²⁰ we think that such an

¹²⁰Ozan Isler, Onurcan Yilmaz, and Burak Dogruyol,
“Activating Reflective Thinking with Decision Justifica-
tion and Debiasing Training,” Judgment and Decision
Making 15, no. 6 (2020): 926–938. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S1930297500008147.,  Kathryn Ann Lambe et al., “Dual-
Process Cognitive Interventions to Enhance Diagnostic
Reasoning: A Systematic Review,” BMJ Quality &
Safety 25, no. 10 (2016): 808–820. https://doi.org/10.1136/
bmjqs-2015-004417.

approach offers a worthwhile chance for machine
learning practitioners and political scientists to
avoid some of the less desirable consequences of
hasty SRM development.

We next present two frameworks for structured
thinking about subpopulation representative mod-
els. In Section  5.2, we take an intra-system
approach, proposing a lens on subpopulation
representative models through life cycle design,

viewing the production of a model-based system
as a life cycle from conception to eventual depre-
cation. Section 5.3 expands the scope further to an
inter-system perspective, viewing SRMs through
the lens of complex systems theory. We acknowl-
edge that both of these analyses will be inherently
incomplete. SRMs based on LLMs are still nascent,
and we recognize that proposing a definitive
analysis would be premature. Rather, we propose
initial drafts, such that scholars from all relevant
disciplines can contribute to a growing discussion
of the requirements for responsible SRM develop-
ment.

5.2. A Life Cycle Approach to Subpopula-
tion Representative Models

Engineered systems tend to follow a common life
cycle that starts with system design, followed by
development and use, and eventually ends in dep-
recation. Life cycle design is an approach from
systems engineering that designs systems with
this full trajectory in mind. This approach of-
fers benefits including clarity of communication
around development processes, a roadmap to keep
application development on track, reduction of
risk from unplanned events during the develop-
ment process, and transparency and auditability.¹²¹

¹²¹David D. Walden, Garry J. Roedler, and Kevin Fors-
berg, “INCOSE Systems Engineering Handbook Version 4:
Updating the Reference for Practitioners,” INCOSE Interna-
tional Symposium 25, no. 1 (2015): 678–686.

Naturally, various incarnations of the idea of life
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cycle design appear across the engineering disci-
plines. The systems development life cycle (SDLC)
applies to software systems, and recent work has
proposed a machine learning life cycle to structure
the development of systems based on machine
learning models and their accompanying data.¹²²

¹²²Rob Ashmore, Radu Calinescu, and Colin Paterson,
“Assuring the Machine Learning Lifecycle: Desiderata,
Methods, and Challenges,” ACM Computing Surveys 54,
no. 5 (2022): 1–39. https://doi.org/10.1145/3453444.,  Ben
Hutchinson et al., “Towards Accountability for Machine
Learning Datasets: Practices from Software Engineering
and Infrastructure,” in Proceedings of the 2021 ACM Confer-
ence On Fairness, Accountability, And Transparency (New
York: Association for Computing Machinery, 2021), 560–
575, https://doi.org/10.1145/3442188.3445918.

In the remainder of this section, we draw on
existing SDLC and machine learning life cycle
frameworks¹²³ to segment SRM development into

¹²³Bo Li et al., “Trustworthy AI: From Principles To
Practices,” ACM Computing Surveys 55, no. 9 (2023): 1–
46. https://doi.org/10.1145/3555803.,  Samuli Laato et al.,
“AI Governance in the System Development Life Cycle:
Insights on Responsible Machine Learning Engineering,”
in Proceedings of the 1st International Conference On AI
Engineering: Software Engineering For AI (New York: Asso-
ciation for Computing Machinery, 2022), 113–123, https://
doi.org/10.1145/3522664.3528598.,  Saleema Amershi et al.,
“Software Engineering for Machine Learning: A Case
Study,” in 2019 IEEE/ACM 41st International Conference
On Software Engineering: Software Engineering In Prac-
tice (ICSE-SEIP) (2019), 291–300, https://doi.org/10.1109/
ICSE-SEIP.2019.00042., Ashmore, Calinescu, and Paterson,
“Assuring the Machine Learning Lifecycle: Desiderata,
Methods, and Challenges,” 1–39.

three stages: design, development, and operation.
These three stages are illustrated in Figure 5.

5.2.1. Design
Subpopulation representative model implementa-
tion begins at the design stage, consisting of four
steps: task specification, system design, resource
identification, and design evaluation.

1. Task (model) specification: Task specifica-
tion involves choosing a target subpopulation
that the SRM will represent, and specifying a
predictive task. The goal of an SRM is to estimate
a set of response variables (opinions, attitudes,
behaviors, or characteristics of the target sub-
population), from a set of predictor variables

that will be used to condition the model. Speci-
fying the predictive task involves selecting the
predictor and response variables.¹²⁴

2. System design: Once the practitioner has de-
termined what subpopulation to model, and
what the predictive task will be, they will need
to determine how to approach the modeling
task. The design stage proceeds with a design
for the technical aspects of the SRM system: the
choice of model architecture, selection of pre-
trained or fine-tuned model checkpoints, and
selection of a methodology to elicit subpopu-
lation representative behavior. This elicitation
method may be one or more fine-tuning meth-
ods, one or more prompting methods, or a
combination thereof (see Sections 2.2 and 2.3
for an overview). Examples from existing SRM
implementations include fine-tuning on sub-
population data as in H. Jiang et al. (2022) ,
RLHF with human annotators from the target
subpopulation as in M. A. Bakker et al. (2022)
 , or conditioning the model with prompts de-
rived from subpopulation data as in Argyle et
al. (2023) .¹²⁵

3. Resource identification (data design): This
stage includes identification of pre-existing
data or plans to generate bespoke data that
will be used to elicit subpopulation representa-
tive behavior. Any SRM implementation that
leverages data for elicitation will involve some
process to obtain this data, either from pre-
existing sources or via a purpose-specific data
generation process. Data for current SRMs
comes from a variety of sources, including
social media (Palakodety, KhudaBukhsh, and
Carbonell, 2020; H. Jiang et al., 2022; P. G.
Feldman, Pan, Shimei, and J. Foulds, 2023; P.
Feldman et al., 2022), news media collections

¹²⁴In most social science fields, this step is commonly re-
ferred to as “model specification” or “model selection.”

¹²⁵Prompt tuning methods may also be used, although we
are not aware of any existing SRMs that use prompt tuning.
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Figure 5: Subpopulation representative model (SRM) life cycle. SRM implementation begins with model
design, including the choice of model architecture, selection of pretrained or fine-tuned model check-
points, and sourcing of data that will be used to elicit representative behavior via fine-tuning or
prompting. Elicitation consists of obtaining representative behavior from the model, using any combina-
tion of elicitation techniques including self-supervised, supervised, or reward model-based fine-tuning,
prompting, and prompt tuning. Evaluation consists of measuring the functionality of the resulting SRM,
including its fidelity to the target subpopulation, and other behavior including performance characteris-

tics and potential to generate harmful output.

(Chu et al., 2023), and survey data (Chu et al.,
2023; Argyle et al., 2023).

4. Design evaluation: System design is often fol-
lowed by an initial evaluation. While the use of
such a stage varies by the type of engineering
project, and is not necessarily ubiquitous in life
cycle design, we include it here as it presents
an opportunity for feedback from groups other
than those directly involved in the SRM imple-
mentation, prior to any investment in system
development, but after there is a more detailed
understanding of what the system will look like.
The design evaluation stage is an opportunity
to assess the proposed system for a number of
characteristics:

• Does it use protected attributes for prediction
or decision-making?

• What will be required to collect the requisite
data?

• What existing systems will it replace, who
will be affected?

• How much will it cost?
• Who should be consulted about the system

development? This includes not only tradi-
tional stakeholders (consumers for traditional
polling), but also parties whose data may be
used to train the system.

System design evaluation before implementa-
tion should be familiar to practitioners in the
social sciences, who often first have studies re-
viewed by an institutional review board prior.

5.2.2. Development
The development phase of the SRM life cycle con-
sists of collecting data as specified in the system
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design, tuning the model to elicit subpopulation
representative behavior and other desired behav-
iors, and evaluating the tuned model for its desired
performance characteristics.

1. Data collection: Data collection consists of
obtaining the data that will be used for fine-tun-
ing, prompting, or other inference techniques,
as well as data that will be used for evalua-
tion of model performance (fidelity) and other
important model behaviors (e.g., reasoning ca-
pabilities, bias, toxicity, etc.). This may involve
obtaining datasets identified during the de-
sign stage, or the construction of datasets i.e.,
via polling, crowdsourcing, as planned during
the design stage. To illustrate the diversity
in implementations at this stage, Palakodety,
KhudaBukhsh, and Carbonell (2020) and H.
Jiang et al. (2022) obtain their data from social
media, while M. A. Bakker et al. (2022) obtain
data from a crowdsourced human feedback col-
lection process.

2. Elicitation (training/tuning): The tuning
stage consists of applying the elicitation tech-
nique selected during the design stage to elicit
subpopulation representative behavior from
the model. Often at this stage, a variety of mod-
els of varying configurations will be tuned and
evaluated. This process is often referred to as
hyperparameter optimization.

3. Initial evaluation: Prior to deployment for
end use, it is common for machine learning
models to undergo a battery of tests that mea-
sure various model characteristics, including
generalization performance.¹²⁶ Similar evalua-
tions are likely in the SRM setting. The nature of
the subpopulation representative modeling task
introduces the need for unique evaluation cri-
teria not used in other tasks. See Section 4.6 for
an overview of techniques currently employed
to evaluate SRMs, and Section  4.6.1 for con-
nections to familiar concepts of reliability and
validity. In the typical machine learning life cy-
cle, the initial evaluation ends positively (where
the model comes close enough to satisfying the

design criteria and is fit for deployment) or neg-
atively, often resulting in further exploration of
the system design space or additional data col-
lection.

¹²⁶Saleema Amershi et al., “Software Engineering for
Machine Learning: A Case Study,” in 2019 IEEE/ACM 41st
International Conference On Software Engineering: Software
Engineering In Practice (ICSE-SEIP) (2019), 291–300, https://
doi.org/10.1109/ICSE-SEIP.2019.00042.

5.2.3. Operation
The use or deployment stage of the SRM life cycle
consists of using the developed model for the tar-
get task, regularly evaluating model performance,
and performing necessary maintenance on the
model and surrounding infrastructure. Depending
on the use case, the model may be made available
to a closed group of practitioners, or to the sub-
population as a whole. Interactions with the model
range from simple regression or classification pre-
diction familiar to social scientists, to interacting
with an SRM through a dialogue interface similar
to ChatGPT, to interacting with an agentic SRM
through interfaces similar to AutoGPT.

1. Use for the target task: Currently, much of
the work on SRMs is academic work focused
on evaluating their potential for future use.
However, there are already some projects who
propose to using SRMs for decision making and
community management at national and city
levels (e.g., projects such as ION and Talk to the
City).¹²⁷ See Section  4.3 for a review of tasks
for which current SRMs have been used or pro-
posed.

We expect that SRMs will see use in both
closed and open-access formats, and at varying
levels of task sophistication, from more con-
ventional regression and classification models
not dissimilar to existing polling techniques, to
LLM-based agents that take complex represen-
tative action on the behalf of subpopulations. At
this stage, depending on the use case, the SRM
will have impacts on the public, including the
subpopulation it is designed to represent.
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2. Continued evaluation: Supporting use of the
model for the intended task is often not the only
obligation for the practitioner after a model
has been developed. Machine learning model
deployment typically subjects the model to var-
ious distribution shifts, where the input data the
model and practitioner see at deployment time
differs in some meaningful way from the in-
put data during training and development. The
most basic case is generalization to the test set.
Often, the value of a predictive model is that it
can replace a more expensive process of observ-
ing variables in the real world, by generalizing
to input data that was unseen during develop-
ment.

3. Maintenance/iteration: In practice it is com-
mon for deployed machine learning systems
to be continuously maintained as requirements
change, the input data distribution changes,
or use of the model changes. Specific tasks at
this stage can include retraining or continued
training to arrive at new model parameters,
updating or re-engineering prompts, updating
data sources that are used to provide context
for text-generation, updating guardrails on the
model output, or downsizing the model via
techniques like distillation to reduce inference
costs. We can anticipate sampling more sub-
population data to update the model as current
events change and opinions evolve. In the case
that SRMs are used for decision-making, this
means that the SRM and the opinions drawn
from the lived experience of the target subpop-
ulation may be both downstream and upstream
of each other, forming a feedback loop. Feed-
back loops are one of the hallmarks of complex
systems, and it is expected that these inter-sys-
tem effects will be a key area of consideration
for LLM-based subpopulation representative
systems. We explore the role of SRMs as inter-
actants in a larger complex system in the next
section.

¹²⁷ION - Primul Consilier Cu Inteligență Artificială Al Gu-
vernului, 2023, https://ion.gov.ro/., AI Objectives Institute,

Introducing Talk To the City: Collective Deliberation at Scale,
2023, https://www.talktothe.city/.

5.3. A Complex Systems Approach to Subpop-
ulation Representative Models

Once a model-based system is developed and
deployed, it often becomes an interactant in sev-
eral surrounding complex systems. In the case
of subpopulation representative modeling, these
surrounding complex systems include opinion ag-
gregation, governance, and democracy itself.

A complex system is a system of many interacting
components, where the behavior of the whole sys-
tem is more than the sum of its parts.¹²⁸ These

¹²⁸James Ladyman, James Lambert, and Karoline Wies-
ner, “What Is a Complex System?,” European Journal for
Philosophy of Science 3 (2013): 33–67.

systems tend to exhibit several key character-
istics. Interactions between system components
are generally nonlinear—changing one aspect of
the system behavior can have a proportional ef-
fect, outsize effect, or no effect at all. Complex
systems typically contain positive and negative
feedback loops. Second-order (and higher-order)
effects cannot be ignored, and often dominate the
system dynamics. Although complex systems—un-
like chaotic systems—exhibit long-term behavioral
stability, the effect of unprecedented interventions
on the system are nonetheless notoriously difficult
to predict.

The study of complex systems spans a number
of scientific disciplines. Perhaps most relevant to
the present scope is the study of sociotechnical sys-
tems—complex systems consisting of both human
and technological factors.¹²⁹ A full sociotechnical

¹²⁹Donald Martin et al., Extending the Machine Learn-
ing Abstraction Boundary: A Complex Systems Approach
to Incorporate Societal Context, arXiv, 2020, https://doi.org/
10.48550/arXiv.2006.09663.

systems analysis of subpopulation representative
modeling is beyond the scope of this review,
although critically important. To motivate in-
terdisciplinary study on this topic, we provide
brief examples of previous cases of technologi-
cal impacts on opinion aggregation and political
systems. In particular, we emphasize the unantici-
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pated second-order consequences that occur when
new technology is infused into an existing part of
the macro-level system of governance and politics.
Our hope is that these examples will encourage
practitioners to consider what we stand to gain
by taking an integrative, precautionary stance on
SRM development—or what we stand to lose by
rushing ahead.

5.3.1. Opinion Aggregation as a Complex
System

A first example comes from the interaction be-
tween polling technology and declining response
rates. Groves (2011) divides the history of sur-
vey research into three eras: 1930s-1960s response
rates were high, and surveys were conducted
primarily in-person or by mail. As telephone sur-
veying and computer-aided analysis became more
prevalent, 1960-1990 saw increased ease in data
collection and analysis and refinement of tech-
niques from the previous era. Yet this era also
saw the beginning of declining response rates.
This decline steepened in the years following 1990
with the introduction of the Internet into polling
and surveying. Leeper (2019) conjectures that, like
the fishing industry, polling relies on a shared re-
source pool of responses from survey participants.
As new technology increased contactability, public
opinion was solicited more frequently, and people
became less likely to respond to any individual re-
quest. Despite new technologies being incredibly
useful to increase reachability and analytical so-
phistication, opinion polling also suffered from a
decrease in response rates through the eras.

We present this case study because it exemplifies
a pattern common to interventions in complex
systems (as illustrated in Figures 6–8). First, a
new tool or technology is introduced. Second, the
new technology provides useful capabilities that
appear to be aligned with the goals of practition-
ers in the field. Third, the new capabilities lead
to desirable first-order consequences—improved
reachability, for example. Fourth, the intervention
yields unintended second-order consequences that

Figure 6: Polling technologies and response rates
as an example of second-order effects of new tech-

nologies in opinion aggregation.

are misaligned with the goals of practitioners in the
system.

New technology gave pollsters increased capabil-
ity to solicit opinions from the public and analyze
the results, facilitating the 1930-1960 “era of ex-
pansion” noted by Graves. This first-order effect
of increased data collection due to ease of contact
was followed by the second-order effect that the
shared resource of poll responses became overuti-
lized, and response rates plummeted. While new
technology was not the whole story, there is a case
to be made that the same technologies that made
opinion aggregation more effective over a short
horizon paradoxically made it more difficult over
a longer time horizon.

Figure 7: Social media and democracy as an exam-
ple of second-order effects of new technologies in

opinion aggregation.
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Social media provides another instructive example
of this pattern. Many will recall Western narratives
about the role of social media in the “Arab Spring”,
a series of political uprisings in the Middle Eastern
states, of Tunisia, Egypt, Yemen, Libya, Syria, and
Bahrain, expressing popular frustration about au-
thoritarian government, corruption, and economic
stagnation. Social media was highlighted in the
West as instrumental to this wave of political ac-
tion.¹³⁰ These narratives appear in stark contrast

¹³⁰Philip N. Howard and Muzammil M. Hussain, Democ-
racy’s Fourth Wave? Digital Media and the Arab Spring (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2013).

with attitudes about its recent role in American
political discourse—once hailed as a vehicle for
democracy, social media can now just as easily be
seen as a destabilizing force and a threat vector for
adversarial influence.¹³¹

¹³¹In 2019, the US Department of Justice released findings
from an investigation into the 2016 election, which found
a “sweeping and systemic influence campaign” by Russian
state actors, including organic activity and ad spending on
Facebook and other social media platforms (R. S. Mueller
2019). Even without adversarial involvement, several au-
thors have highlighted the potential detriment of social
media on American political discourse, noting the ability of
social media to create echo chambers (Cinelli et al., 2020;
Garimella et al., 2018), and the potential for ad-based rev-
enue models combined with recommendation algorithms
to promote inflammatory content (Munn, 2020; Merrill and
Oremus, 2021; Whittaker et al., 2021).

If we view subpopulation representative model-
ing through this lens, the stage appears set. The
new technology of LLMs clearly offers new capa-
bilities for opinion aggregation, notably the ability
to process much larger quantities of unstructured
text data and to interrogate them via open-ended
language interface. The papers we surveyed high-
light the potential first-order benefits of these new
capabilities, and there is already budding interest
to deploy such systems. What can we expect in
the way of second-order consequences? While the
specifics may be hard to predict, we can speculate
and ask some reflective questions in an attempt to
anticipate likely outcomes.

First, we can consider unanticipated consequences
from an intra-system perspective; those conse-

Figure 8: Hypothetical, unanticipated second-
order effects of new technologies in opinion

aggregation.

quences arising from the SRM itself. Model biases
from the pretrained model checkpoint may propa-
gate into the final SRM.¹³² Our evaluations during

¹³²Shangbin Feng et al., “From Pretraining Data To Lan-
guage Models To Downstream Tasks: Tracking The Trails
Of Political Biases Leading To Unfair NLP Models,” in Pro-
ceedings of the 61st Annual Meeting Of the Association For
Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers) (Toronto,
Canada: Association for Computational Linguistics, 2023),
11737–11762, https://aclanthology.org/2023.acl-long.656.

model development might not include more than
aggregate measures of fidelity, so we might miss
particularly egregious bias for one subgroup of
the overall demographic we intend to model. The
model might hallucinate an opinion not represen-
tative of the underlying subpopulation.

What happens to responses when citizens are
aware that their activity is being fed into an
LLM? Savvy internet users are already adding text
snippets to websites that are invisible to human
viewers but visible to retrieval-augmented LLMs
such as Bing Chat. While this phenomenon is cur-
rently in its “toy” phase, more serious uses are
not hard to imagine. What happens when adver-
saries are aware of LLMs as a factor in political
action? The vulnerability of open-source models
and online training loops has already been demon-
strated, through backdoor attacks on open-source
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models¹³³, as well as a recent study showing that

¹³³Daniel Huynh and Jade Hardouin, PoisonGPT: How
We Hid a Lobotomized LLM on Hugging Face to Spread
Fake News, July 9, 2023, https://blog.mithrilsecurity.io/
poisongpt-how-we-hid-a-lobotomized-llm-on-hugging-face-
to-spread-fake-news/.

a small number of adversarial samples introduced
during RLHF data collection can significantly de-
grade model performance for target keywords.¹³⁴

¹³⁴Alexander Wan et al., Poisoning Language Models dur-
ing Instruction Tuning, arXiv, 2023, https://doi.org/10.48550/
arXiv.2305.00944.

Forgetting about foreign adversaries, what hap-
pens when domestic politicians see LLMs as part of
the information infrastructure? How hard would
it be to rally one’s supporters on Twitter or Face-
book to distort the public opinion signal being fed
into LLMs?

5.4. Ethical Considerations
This work reviews existing implementations of
SRMs and many of the existing implementations
identify ethical concerns related to SRMs, as dis-
cussed in Section 4.7. We believe that integration
of SRMs into social decision-making infrastructure
presents additional risks related to epistemic secu-
rity.¹³⁵ LLMs have been shown to be vulnerable to

¹³⁵Elizabeth Seger et al., Tackling Threats to Informed De-
cision-Making in Democratic Societies: Promoting Epistemic
Security in a Technologically-Advanced World (London: The
Alan Turing Institute, 2020).

adversarial influence¹³⁶, a risk not discussed in any

¹³⁶El-Mahdi El-Mhamdi et al., SoK: On The Impossible Se-
curity Of Very Large Foundation Models, arXiv, 2022, https://
doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2209.15259.

of the SRM implementations reviewed in this pa-
per. For example, a recent study showed that with
as few as 100 adversarial examples introduced dur-
ing instruction-tuning, adversaries can severely
degrade LLM performance for tasks involving a
trigger phrase, e.g., “Joe Biden.”¹³⁷ We believe SRM

¹³⁷Wan et al., Poisoning Language Models during Instruc-
tion Tuning.

practitioners should take these additional risks
into consideration. Like most technologies, SRMs
have dual use potential—we recognize promising
applications for SRMs in providing targeted rep-
resentation of currently underrepresented groups
through low cost and potential for targeted

analysis. However, this depends on careful imple-
mentation of the SRM systen.

5.5. Takeaways
It is important to stress that the point in asking
these questions is not to argue about whether sub-
population representative models are inherently
good or bad, nor is it to argue unilaterally for
or against their use. The point of this section is
that: it should be taken as the null hypothesis
that introducing SRMs into the complex system of
democracy will have unanticipated consequences.

Consequently, we believe that the study of sub-
population representative models should focus not
only on revealing their intra-system limitations
(e.g., bias¹³⁸ and extremism¹³⁹), but should also fo-

¹³⁸Shibani Santurkar et al., Whose Opinions Do Language
Models Reflect?, arXiv, 2023, https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.
2303.17548.

¹³⁹James Bisbee et al., Artificially Precise Extremism:
How Internet-Trained LLMs Exaggerate Our Differences, So-
cArXiv, 2023, https://doi.org/10.31235/osf.io/5ecfa.

cus on how to fix these limitations to make them fit
for their first-order uses. Additional effort should
be applied to understand how to anticipate their
second-order consequences and, ideally, how to
avoid the least desirable of these. This requires
machine learning experts, political scientists, ethi-
cists, and experts from a diverse array of other
domains to work across disciplinary boundaries.

Some readers may object that current SRMs are
only prototypes, intended as objects for scientific
study, not as production opinion aggregation sys-
tems. Indeed, current SRMs are mostly scientific
prototypes, and deficient in some aspects that
would be necessary to use them as robust instru-
ments of political analysis. Does this mean that it
is too early to consider the effects of subpopula-
tion representative models at scale? Two proposals
(Talk to the City and ION) already demonstrate
interest for SRMs. Additionally, we would like to
echo the words of John Gall, The Systems Bible:
The Beginner's Guide to Systems Large and Small:
“A temporary patch will very likely be permanent.”
Software developers sometimes informally refer
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to this phenomenon as proto-duction—a prototype
that ends up with a lasting role in production
despite being designed for temporary use. Even
studies that intend to probe the capacities of a sys-
tem for the sake of scientific interest can end up
reimplemented as production systems if there is
demand for said capabilities, even when the sys-
tem is far from perfect. Only time will tell whether
this widespread adoption will actually happen. In
any case, we argue that there is enough of a pos-
sibility that it is worthwhile for SRM practitioners
to anticipate the role of SRMs as part of the larger
complex system of democracy.

6. Future Work
There is growing interest in LLMs as subpopula-
tion representative models. While LLMs do show
promise for this use case, they might not yet offer
a comprehensive solution for the needs of politi-
cal analysis. Additionally, the inherent limitations
of LLMs may present SRM practitioners with new
challenges. In this section, we discuss the future of
subpopulation analysis tasks with LLMs. We cover
additional types of political analyses and how
LLMs might be applied to them (Section 6.1) and
draw attention to the importance of benchmark-
ing and evaluation (Section 6.2). We also comment
on model interpretability (Section  6.3), consider
whether LLMs might solve the sparse cell problem
(Section 6.4), and conjecture about how sampling
methodology might be developed for LLMs (Sec-
tion 6.5).

6.1. Applying LLMs to Other Types of
Political Analysis

Most of the surveyed works applied LLMs to tasks
where the goal is aggregating subpopulation sen-
timent or simulating subpopulation behavior. In
most cases, subpopulation identifiers were deter-
mined a priori. While this approach (analogous to
polling and survey research) is popular in political
science, it is not the only kind of analysis that polit-
ical scientists might be interested in. For example,
subgroup detection is another popular analytical

technique, where the goal is to discover subgroups
in some data from the larger population.

Traditionally, social scientists have used unsuper-
vised learning techniques to identify substantively
interesting (but unknown) subpopulations in the
mass public.¹⁴⁰ For instance, J. L. Hill and Kriesi

¹⁴⁰Philip D. Waggoner, Modern Dimension Reduction, Ele-
ments in Quantitative and Computational Methods for the
Social Sciences (New York: Cambridge University Press,
2021), https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108981767.

(2001) use mixture modeling to classify survey
respondents into three groups (opinion holders,
vacillating changers, and durable changers) based
on their response patterns. Likewise, Fowler et
al. (2023) use a mixture item response theory
(IRT) model to estimate the proportion of vot-
ers whose political attitudes are: (1) structured
unidimensionally (left-right); (2) structured, but
multidimensionally; and (3) poorly structured in
either ideological space. Cluster analysis and la-
tent class analysis are especially popular specific
methods for identifying latent or “hidden” sub-
groups in public opinion data. For example, these
subgroups might differ in their types of political
participation¹⁴¹, attitude structures¹⁴², political tol-

¹⁴¹R. Michael Alvarez, Ines Levin, and Lucas Núñez, “The
Four Faces of Political Participation in Argentina: Using La-
tent Class Analysis to Study Political Behavior,” Journal of
Politics 79, no. 4 (2017): 1386–1402.

¹⁴²John A. Fleishman, “Types of Political Attitude Struc-
ture: Results of a Cluster Analysis,” Public Opinion Quarterly
50, no. 3 (1986): 371–386.

erance¹⁴³, ideological beliefs¹⁴⁴, or climate change
attitudes.¹⁴⁵

¹⁴³Allan L. McCutcheon, “A Latent Class Analysis of Tol-
erance for Nonconformity in the American Public,” Public
Opinion Quarterly 49, no. 4 (1985): 474–488.

¹⁴⁴Stanley Feldman and Christopher Johnston, “Un-
derstanding the Determinants of Political Ideology:
Implications of Structural Complexity,” Political Psychology
35, no. 3 (2014): 337–358., Justin H Gross and Daniel Man-
rique-Vallier, “A Mixed Membership Approach to Political
Ideology,” in Handbook of Mixed Membership Models and
Their Applications, eds. Edoardo M. Airoldi et al., Boca Ra-
ton, FL: CRC Press, 2015, 119–140.

¹⁴⁵Sam Crawley, Hilde Coffé, and Ralph Chapman, “Pub-
lic Opinion on Climate Change: Belief and Concern, Issue
Salience and Support for Government Action,” The British
Journal of Politics and International Relations 22, no. 1 (2020):
102–121.
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LLMs may be able to offer new capabilities for
subgroup detection. This direction is explored in
Feldman’s (2023) Keyword Explorer Suite soft-
ware¹⁴⁶, where the user iteratively develops a

¹⁴⁶Philip G. Feldman, Shimei Pan, and James Foulds, “The
Keyword Explorer Suite: A Toolkit for Understanding On-
line Populations,” in Companion Proceedings of the 28th
International Conference on Intelligent User Interfaces (New
York: Association for Computing Machinery, 2023), 21–24,
https://doi.org/10.1145/3581754.3584122.

keyword list by viewing social media search re-
sults based on the list, using the final corpus of
social media posts to train an SRM. In the field
of machine learning, it is already common prac-
tice to perform unsupervised learning on LLM
embeddings.¹⁴⁷ This approach allows for the repre-

¹⁴⁷Roee Aharoni and Yoav Goldberg, “Unsupervised
Domain Clusters in Pretrained Language Models,” in Pro-
ceedings of the 58th Annual Meeting of the Association for
Computational Linguistics (Online: Association for Com-
putational Linguistics, 2020), 7747–7763, https://doi.org/
10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.692.,  Zihan Zhang et al., “Is
Neural Topic Modelling Better Than Clustering? An Empir-
ical Study on Clustering with Contextual Embeddings for
Topics,” in Proceedings of the 2022 Conference of the North
American Chapter of the Association for Computational
Linguistics: Human Language Technologies (Seattle, WA: As-
sociation for Computational Linguistics, 2022), 3886–3893,
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2022.naacl-main.285.

sentation of unstructured data in a shared feature
space, so that it may be used as input to tradi-
tional machine learning algorithms. Recent work
has used the in-context learning ability of LLMs
and the recent increases in context window size
to perform unsupervised group detection entirely
through prompting.¹⁴⁸ Rather than embedding

¹⁴⁸Ruiqi Zhong et al., Goal Driven Discovery of Distribu-
tional Differences Via Language Descriptions, arXiv, 2023,
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2302.14233.

each data point separately, all data points are pre-
sented to the LLM, along with a goal for the
unsupervised analysis. This approach offers in-
creased ability to focus the unsupervised analysis
on particular analytical goals via prompting. How-
ever, the approach is limited by the context length
of the LLM, may be less interpretable than some
traditional group discovery approaches, and is
more computationally expensive than traditional
forms of clustering. Moreover, a fundamental is-

sue here is that subgroups (whether latent are
observed) are often interesting precisely because
their opinions are anomalous. This will be prob-
lematic in situations where LLMs artificially
reduce the variance of simulated responses (e.g.,
Bisbee et al., 2023).

In addition to—or in conjunction with—detecting
substantively interesting subgroups, LLMs may
also be able to identify emerging controversies
or cleavages in public opinion. That is, LLMs
may help to detect issues that are in the early
stages of the “issue evolution” process described
by Carmines and Stimson (1989) but for which
survey response data is not widely available.¹⁴⁹ It

¹⁴⁹Indeed, although it is primarily an elite-driven account
of partisan realignment, Carmines and Stimson also note
that issue evolutions often arise from the policy concerns
of issue publics: subpopulations for whom certain policy is-
sues are especially relevant and salient (see also Krosnick,
1990).

is noteworthy that LLMs, while excelling in impu-
tation and retrodiction tasks with public opinion
survey data, also perform modestly for zero-shot
prediction tasks.¹⁵⁰ In a zero-shot prediction task,

¹⁵⁰Junsol Kim and Byungkyu Lee, AI-Augmented Surveys:
Leveraging Large Language Models for Opinion Prediction
in Nationally Representative Surveys, arXiv, 2023, https://
doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2305.09620.

the algorithm makes a prediction for a novel sur-
vey question—that is, one for which no responses
are available in the training data. While Kim and
B. Lee (2023) emphasize that LLM performance is
limited when comparing the zero-shot predictions
with true responses in the 1972-2021 General So-
cial Survey data (r = 0.67 and AUC-ROC = 0.729),
this nonetheless provides a remarkable tool for
researchers piloting new survey questions and
generating hypotheses—one for which there is
currently no readily available alternative. LLMs
also provide a novel way to address biases in public
opinion surveys that emanate from agenda effects,
in which our measurement of quantities like ideo-
logical polarization is but a reflection of the kinds
of issues we include.
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6.2. Evaluation and Benchmarking
Development of benchmarks and evaluation
methodologies for SRMs will be a critical step
in their responsible development and use. We ex-
pect that development of rigorous benchmarks for
subpopulation representative modeling may prove
challenging, especially for higher-complexity SRM
tasks such as dialogue and agentic behavior
(Figure 2). Open-ended tasks cannot be easily eval-
uated with traditional closed-ended metrics like
accuracy. In the field of natural language process-
ing, the difficulty to evaluate open-ended output
has led towards using models to evaluate other
models. This line of work includes examples like
BERTScore¹⁵¹ for textual similarity, and includes

¹⁵¹Tianyi Zhang et al., BERTScore: Evaluating Text Gener-
ation with BERT, arXiv, 2020, https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.
1904.09675.

more recent work where LLMs are used to gener-
ate benchmark datasets.¹⁵²

¹⁵²Ethan Perez et al., Discovering Language Model Behav-
iors with Model-Written Evaluations, arXiv, 2022, https://
doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2212.09251.

One important theme in evaluating LLMs is the
potential for data memorization. In machine learn-
ing, models are typically tested on data that was
not used to produce the model to assess general-
ization. Benchmark datasets in natural language
processing are often split into train and test por-
tions, where practitioners agree to use the train
portion to develop their models, and the test
portion to evaluate their generalization. The acci-
dental inclusion of test data during training is
often referred to as data leakage, and can in-
flate performance metrics, causing the evaluator
to mistake generalization for performance on al-
ready-seen examples, or memorization.

With pre-training corpora growing to comprise
larger and larger swaths of the internet, it is dif-
ficult to know whether any of the data used
for evaluation was present in the pretraining cor-
pus, (i.e., whether data leakage has occurred). The
severity of this problem has led some practitioners
to call for test portions of NLP benchmark datasets

not to be uploaded in plain-text formats.¹⁵³ This

¹⁵³Alon Jacovi et al., Stop Uploading Test Data in Plain
Text: Practical Strategies for Mitigating Data Contamina-
tion by Evaluation Benchmarks, arXiv, 2023, https://doi.org/
10.48550/arXiv.2305.10160.

issue touches all aspects of LM evaluation, includ-
ing the evaluation of SRMs. Without access to the
training data for GPT-3, for example, it is difficult
to know whether survey responses to the Amer-
ican National Election Study (like those used for
validation in Argyle et al. (2023) , or results from
landmark sociological analyses (like those used for
validation in Aher, Arriaga, and Kalai (2023) were
present in the pre-training data. In other words, it
is difficult to know whether strong performance of
a model like GPT-3 on these benchmarks indicates
generalization or memorization.

6.3. Model Interpretability
Grimmer et al. (2021) observed that if social
scientists have been slow to adopt predictive
modeling techniques, it is for good reason—so-
phisticated “black-box” modeling techniques can
be notoriously difficult to interpret. The demand
for interpretability in the social sciences may
make LLMs attractive as an engine for subpopu-
lation modeling. By operating directly on natural
language, LLMs appear to remove much of the
complexity of previous paradigms of predictive
modeling. A practitioner prompting LLMs need
not perform feature engineering or tune dozens of
hyperparameters. Demographics can be added at
will by extending a natural language description.
With techniques like chain-of-thought prompt-
ing¹⁵⁴ or tree-of-thought prompting¹⁵⁵, LLMs even

¹⁵⁴Jason Wei et al., “Chain-of-Thought Prompting Elicits
Reasoning in Large Language Models,” Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems 35 (2022): 24824–24837.

¹⁵⁵Shunyu Yao et al., Tree of Thoughts: Deliberate Problem
Solving with Large Language Models, arXiv, 2023, https://
doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2305.10601.

appear to explain their own “reasoning” and pre-
dictions.

We caution that the apparent interpretability of
LLMs at the natural language level can be illusory.
Recent work shows that the “reasoning” generated
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via chain-of-thought prompting does not always
reflect the true causal mechanism responsible for
the model outputs.¹⁵⁶ We contend that responsi-

¹⁵⁶Miles Turpin et al., Language Models Don't Always
Say What They Think: Unfaithful Explanations in Chain-
of-Thought Prompting, arXiv, 2023, https://doi.org/10.48550/
arXiv.2305.04388.

ble use of subpopulation representative models
will involve interpreting LLMs at three levels: the
level of their natural language inputs and outputs,
their learned representations, and their learned
information-processing machinery. This is fertile
ground for interdisciplinary research. Although
deep learning is (at least for the moment) less com-
monly used in the social sciences, social scientists
are nonetheless well-equipped to contribute.

We see four specific areas for interpretability re-
search for SRMs:

1. The first is the application and evaluation of
existing interpretability techniques in the SRM
domain, including white-box techniques, black-
box techniques, and techniques to measure and
improve LLM “faithfulness” (e.g., Burns et al.,
2022; Cohen et al., 2023; Tafjord, Dalvi Mishra,
and P. Clark, 2022).

2. The second is developing novel interpretability
methods specific to the SRM setting. Ap-
proaches based on earlier embedding models
like word2vec have already proven construc-
tive in recovering linguistic dimensions relating
to social class¹⁵⁷, ideology¹⁵⁸, and political
values¹⁵⁹, allowing for a novel measurement
strategy of textual positions in these spaces.

3. The third area involves bridging spatial mod-
els from political science and embedding space
representations. Deep networks have long been
appreciated for the capacity for representation
learning—the ability to learn feature represen-
tations that help to facilitate the predictive
task.¹⁶⁰ In the SRM setting, interpreting the
role of embedding spaces is assisted by well-es-
tablished theoretical frameworks from political
science that model political competition in spa-

tial terms (e.g., Downs, 1957). More specifically,
the basic space theory¹⁶¹ and the holographic
interpretation of ideology (e.g., Bonica, 2018)
emphasize how the comprehensive, high-di-
mensional (action) space of political issues
regularly collapses to a more practical, low-di-
mensional ideological (basic) space. It is in this
reduced basic space where political competition
takes place: where parties develop reputations,
candidates jockey for position, and voters eval-
uate candidates. In the basic space, political
debate is a struggle over language and its mean-
ing; as Hinich and Munger (1994) write: “[T]he
contest is more than one of persuasion: ulti-
mately, the contest is decided by who gets to use
their words, their conception, to describe the
conflict” (p. 17). Hence, it is not surprising that
researchers regularly locate one or more ideo-
logical dimensions embedded in LLMs.¹⁶²

4. Finally, the fourth area involves taking a new
angle on political psychology. In LLMs, learned
representations for language, and learned
machinery to process these representations op-
erate hand-in-hand to produce the behavior of
the model. Similarly, human behavior in the
domain of political opinion involves not only
the formation of some ideological structure,
but also a navigation through that structure to
produce behavior. We see an opportunity to
bridge the study of representation processing
in humans (i.e., political psychology) and repre-
sentation processing in LLMs (i.e., “mechanistic
interpretability”).¹⁶³ Chain-of-thought and tree-
of-thought prompting (model tuning techniques
that were introduced in Section 2.3) might also
be used to test models of cognitive processes
underlying opinion formation and the survey
response.

¹⁵⁷Austin C. Kozlowski, Matt Taddy, and James A.
Evans, “The Geometry of Culture: Analyzing the Meanings
of Class Through Word Embeddings,” American Socio-
logical Review 84, no. 5 (2019): 905–949. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0003122419877135.

¹⁵⁸Ludovic Rheault and Christopher Cochrane, “Word
Embeddings For the Analysis Of Ideological Placement In
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Parliamentary Corpora,” Political Analysis 28, no. 1 (2020):
112–133. https://doi.org/10.1017/pan.2019.26.

¹⁵⁹Emma Rodman, “A Timely Intervention: Tracking The
Changing Meanings Of Political Concepts With Word Vec-
tors,” Political Analysis 28, no. 1 (2020): 87–111. https://
doi.org/10.1017/pan.2019.23.

¹⁶⁰Nicolas Le Roux and Yoshua Bengio, “Representational
Power Of Restricted Boltzmann Machines And Deep Belief
Networks,” Neural Computation 20, no. 6 (2008): 1631–1649.
https://doi.org/10.1162/neco.2008.04-07-510.,  Ian J. Good-
fellow, Jonathon Shlens, and Christian Szegedy, “Explaining
and Harnessing Adversarial Examples,” in 3rd International
Conference On Learning Representations, ICLR 2015, San
Diego, CA, USA, May 7-9, 2015, Conference Track Proceed-
ings, eds. Yoshua Bengio and Yann LeCun (2015), https://
doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1412.6572.

¹⁶¹Melvin J. Hinich and Michael C. Munger, Ideology and
the Theory of Political Choice (Ann Arbor: University of
Michigan Press, 1994).

¹⁶²Mohit Iyyer et al., “Political Ideology Detection Us-
ing Recursive Neural Networks,” in Proceedings of the 52nd
Annual Meeting Of the Association For Computational Lin-
guistics (Volume 1: Long Papers) (Baltimore, MD: Association
for Computational Linguistics, 2014), 1113–1122, https://
doi.org/10.3115/v1/P14-1105., Ludovic Rheault and Christo-
pher Cochrane, “Word Embeddings For the Analysis Of
Ideological Placement In Parliamentary Corpora,” Political
Analysis 28, no. 1 (2020): 112–133. https://doi.org/10.1017/
pan.2019.26.

¹⁶³For a taxonomy of interpretability approaches for deep
neural networks, we refer the reader to work by Räuker et
al. (2023) .

6.4. Sparse Cell Problem
One question to consider is whether LLMs will
alleviate any of the fundamental challenges of
opinion aggregation. One of these is the sparse
cell problem, where adding more conditioning
variables to a probability estimate (i.e., strat-
ification) reduces the number of observations
available to inform that estimate. This problem is
well understood by researchers performing even
a moderate amount of stratification to produce
contingency tables. In Bayesian hierarchical (mul-
tilevel) models, the concept of borrowed strength
is often used in reference to shrinkage techniques,
where estimates for sparsely populated cells are
“strengthened” via shrinkage to overall estimates,
exchanging information between more and less
densely populated cells. Mixture modeling strate-
gies such as latent class analysis have also been
proposed as methods to obtain more reliable es-
timates of cell estimates in sparse contingency

tables.¹⁶⁴ Given the ubiquitous nature of the sparse

¹⁶⁴Drew A. Linzer, “Reliable Inference in Highly Stratified
Contingency Tables: Using Latent Class Models as Density
Estimators,” Political Analysis 19, no. 2 (2011): 173–187.

cell problem and prior interest in solutions, practi-
tioners are sure to be interested in whether LLMs
offer an effective remedy.

Multilevel regression and poststratification (MRP)
methods are currently the state-of-the-art ap-
proach to estimating subgroup opinion with
survey data (see D. K. Park, Gelman, and Ba-
fumi, 2004). These kinds of hierarchical modeling
strategies represent a major advance from past
approaches to dealing with sparse samples, in-
cluding combining responses to similar survey
items across multiple years (which requires the as-
sumption of static attitudes) or using more easily
accessible surrogate measures to proxy opinions
(e.g., presidential vote). MRP uses a two-step
process in which the target opinion (e.g., position
on a late-term abortion ban) is modeled as a func-
tion of demographic covariates in the first stage,
and those predictions extrapolated to known de-
mographic proportions in subgroups (e.g., states
or counties) in the second stage. While MRP is
not a panacea for small or even moderately-sized
surveys¹⁶⁵, machine learning has already helped to

¹⁶⁵See Buttice and Highton (2017) for extensive simula-
tion results regarding MRP performance.

improve the MRP method by replacing regression
models with more flexible supervised algorithms
in the first-stage opinion prediction process (e.g.,
Bisbee, 2019).

LLMs sometimes produce outputs that seem
highly unlikely to be the result of memorization.¹⁶⁶

¹⁶⁶For example, explaining a sorting algorithm in the
style of a 1940s gangster (https://twitter.com/goodside/
status/1598129631609380864).

Additionally, chat interfaces allow for powerful,
flexible text generation based on ad-hoc instruc-
tions from users. The experience of working with
such apparently capable systems could lead practi-
tioners to an expectation that LLMs can overcome
issues with training data sparsity via strong gen-
eralization. If this is true, LLMs would indeed offer
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a solution to the sparse cell problem— sparse cell
data being data that is underrepresented or not
represented at all during training.

This question gets at the heart of a central debate
in machine learning—to what extent can a learn-
ing system based on correlations in observed data
claim to be a causal model? This is an important
question. For correlational systems, predictive per-
formance degrades as counterfactual inputs get
further from the observed data manifold.¹⁶⁷. By

¹⁶⁷Gary King and Langche Zeng, “The Dangers of Ex-
treme Counterfactuals,” Political Analysis 14, no. 2 (2006):
131–159. https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mpj004.

recovering the underlying causal mechanism that
produced the observed data, causal inference of-
fers better counterfactual performance.¹⁶⁸ In what

¹⁶⁸Stefan Wager and Susan Athey, “Estimation and
Inference of Heterogeneous Treatment Effects Using
Random Forests,” Journal of the American Statistical As-
sociation 113, no. 523 (2018): 1228–1242. https://doi.org/
10.1080/01621459.2017.1319839., Susan Athey, Julie Tibshi-
rani, and Stefan Wager, “Generalized Random Forests,” The
Annals of Statistics 47, no. 2 (2019): 1148–1178. https://
doi.org/10.1214/18-AOS1709.

category do LLMs fall? Some have argued that
LLMs are purely correlational systems. Recent ev-
idence suggests that despite being trained only on
text observations, on token prediction tasks, LLMs
may implicitly learn to approximate some causal
learning abilities. A recent study shows that GPT-4
outperforms several state-of-the-art causal infer-
ence algorithms.¹⁶⁹

¹⁶⁹Cheng Zhang et al., Understanding Causality with
Large Language Models: Feasibility and Opportunities, arXiv,
2023, https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2304.05524.

Empirically, LLM performance is generally not
uniform across tasks, or subtasks. The figures in
Puchert et al. (2023) present a clear illustration
of this phenomenon. The results from Santurkar
et al. (2023) show that SRM performance varies
across demographics and sub-demographics. This
variance of ability is often related to how much
useful data is present for each task or subtask in
the model’s pretraining and fine-tuning data. As
an example, Razeghi et al. (2022) show that the
frequency of certain numbers in an LLM’s pre-
training data dictates the ability of the model to

perform arithmetic using those numbers. Rather
than learning a robust algorithm for addition that
performs equally well on all numbers, LLMs per-
form better for numbers that were seen more
frequently during training. Extrapolating from this
result to the SRM setting, it is likely that SRMs will
perform better for subpopulations with more rep-
resentation in the pretraining data.

The “hit-or-miss” nature of LLM generalization
presents a challenge for the practitioner—LLMs
can be surprisingly bad on some specific tasks, or
even specific task instances, despite strong over-
all performance in a domain. Ultimately, while
LLMs do present an opportunity for counterfac-
tual analysis, these abilities cannot be assumed for
novel tasks, requiring the practitioner to validate
the LLM for each task at hand.

6.5. Sampling Methodology
Sampling methodology is another challenging as-
pect of opinion aggregation. Traditional survey
research has been forced to adapt to declining and
differential response rates by developing methods
to correct for biases in nonprobability samples.
Even nonprobability samples are often prohibi-
tively expensive for many researchers, especially
when the sample must be large enough to include
an adequate number of respondents from small ge-
ographic or demographic subgroups.

In the SRM setting, even establishing the repre-
sentation of certain demographics in the training
data is a nontrivial task. To pre-train an LLM,
a sample of text documents is drawn from the
internet. At the fine-tuning stage, data is either
sampled from internet text (including social me-
dia posts, as in H. Jiang et al., 2022), repurposed
from survey databases or other data repositories
(Argyle et al. 2023), or produced in a bespoke
crowdsourcing process (M. A. Bakker et al. 2022).
In traditional polling, surveying, or sociological
experiment design, demographics for samples are
known. In the SRM setting, different sources of
data offer varying amounts of demographic meta-
data. Despite not being explicitly representative, in
the sense that no metadata links them to a demo-
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graphic of interest, some of this data will still be
more or less functionally representative—that is,
useful for inducing fidelity towards a particular
demographic. Explicit demographics for a sample
can be computed prior to constructing an SRM,
if the requisite metadata are available. Measuring
functional representativeness, or at least measur-
ing system performance across demographics can
only be done post hoc, after constructing the
system, requiring practitioners to adopt the algo-
rithmic modeling approach (see Breiman, 2001;
Grimmer, M. E. Roberts, and Stewart, 2021).

Representativeness is also an issue during prompt-
ing. Argyle et al. (2023) proposes to use prompting
to correct the “skewed marginals” that occur dur-
ing pre-training (presumably as a result of the
pretraining dataset not being sampled representa-
tively). While this shows some effectiveness, this
technique is not equally effective for all groups
Santurkar et al. (2023) , and may over-correct or
produce response distributions with less variance
than would be observed in the corresponding hu-
man subpopulation (e.g., Bisbee et al., 2023). LLMs
have been shown to sometimes be sensitive to par-
ticular prompt phrasing. Hagendorff (2023) makes
an analogy to convenience sampling, suggesting
that experiments that use the first few prompts
that come to the minds of the researchers could be
made more rigorous by applying a more principled
prompt selection methodology.

7. Conclusion
In this review, we considered how LLMs might be
applied to better understand opinion at the sub-
population level. We drew together the body of
literature using Large Language Models (LLMs)
as Subpopulation Representative Models (SRMs)
—models that approximate to some useful degree
some characteristics of human subpopulations.
These models have been proposed as a comple-
ment or alternative to more traditional methods
for aggregating community sentiment, since they
offer unique benefits including decreased cost, the
potential for nuanced and open-ended analysis,

and the potential for forecasting analysis to un-
observed events. Just as the computational power
of the “People Machine” helped the Kennedy
campaign better hear the voices of neglected
subgroups, the application of LLMs to opinion ag-
gregation could be constructive and normatively
desirable. However, just as Morgan warns of un-
intended consequences of the “People Machine”,
the introduction of LLMs into the fragile ecosys-
tem between public opinion, democratic elections,
and political institutions also carries first and sec-
ond-order risks, many of which would be quite
familiar to Thomas B. Morgan or other observers
of the People Machine some half-century years
ago. To make the best of this precarious transition,
we encourage a precautionary, interdisciplinary
effort from all relevant disciplines. We hope that
practitioners will see SRMs not only as isolated
technological implements, tools to acquire polit-
ical advantage, or a fertile area for academic
innovation. We hope that SRMs are seen as inter-
actants in a complex system, whose introduction
therein will have consequences for generations to
come.
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