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Recent research has explored LLMs as scalable tools for relevance labeling, but studies indicate they are susceptible to priming effects,
where prior relevance judgments influence later ones. Although psychological theories link personality traits to such biases, it is
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1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) are increasingly employed to automate evaluation in information retrieval (IR) systems,
particularly for generating relevance labels. Yet, trained on human data, LLMs may inherit and amplify human biases,
potentially yielding skewed models and suboptimal algorithms. Biased outputs can further contaminate future training
corpora, creating a self-reinforcing cycle of bias [42]. While most work has focused on social biases[64], cognitive biases
remain comparatively underexplored[15, 16, 24, 37, 42, 49, 65].
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2 Chen et al.

Cognitive biases are systematic deviations in reasoning under uncertainty [29], often leading to irrational judgments
and suboptimal decisions [57, 59]. In IR, numerous studies have investigated biases such as anchoring and priming
and their impact on search behavior, satisfaction, and relevance judgments [e.g. 2, 5, 8–10, 17, 28, 32, 33, 50, 51, 63].
However, few studies have examined cognitive biases in LLM outputs [7, 20].

In this study, we investigate how to mitigate the cognitive bias introduced by threshold priming when LLMs
perform batched relevance assessments. The priming effect is a psychological phenomenon in which exposure to
certain stimuli (such as words, images, or concepts) unconsciously influences subsequent behavior, judgments, and
decisions [22, 56, 61]. Scholer et al. [50] demonstrated that when assessors evaluate document relevance continuously,
the quality of previously assessed documents can act as a threshold, triggering the priming effect: if earlier documents
are of relatively low quality, assessors tend to assign higher relevance scores to subsequent documents, and vice versa.
Chen et al. [7] observed that LLMs also exhibit similar biases when performing batched relevance assessments, but did
not propose mitigation strategies.

Psychological literature indicates that certain specific personality traits (e.g., high openness) can be generally less
affected by cognitive biases including the priming effect [23, 39, 54], while recent studies in NLP have shown that
LLMs can be guided through specific instructions to generate responses consistent with the corresponding personality
traits [e.g., 26, 27]. To bridge the above research gap, we explore the use of personality simulation to mitigate threshold
priming in LLM relevance assessment.

We seek to address two research questions (RQs): (1) RQ1: What is the overall performance of different simulated
personalities on threshold priming mitigation across the evaluated models? (2) RQ2: How do different simulated
personalities perform across models when evaluated on different task types?

We conduct experiments with multiple LLMs on TREC 2021 and 2022 Deep Learning Track datasets (hereafter referred
to as TRDL21 and TRDL22) [12, 13]. Our results indicate that certain profiles (e.g., high openness, low neuroticism)
stably reduce priming susceptibility in relevance labeling. In addition, the personality that achieves the most consistent
mitigation effect may vary between models. We further find that when performing relevance labeling under different
task types [30], the personality that most consistently mitigates the priming effect may also vary. High Openness
performs better on exploration and exploitation queries, whereas Low Neuroticism is more suitable for known item
tasks.

Our main contribution is: to the best of our knowledge, this paper is the first in IR field to address on the feasibility
of using personality simulation to mitigate cognitive biases in LLMs, with a particular focus on alleviating the threshold
priming effect. In summary, this work not only provides a practical approach to improving the reliability of LLMs as
evaluators but also opens a new research direction for applying psychological theories to bias mitigation in artificial
intelligence.

2 Related Work

2.1 Personality and Cognitive Biases

Personality encompasses the emotional dispositions, attitudes, and behaviors that shape individual decision-making [18].
Understanding these traits offers insights into judgment processes and informs strategies in decision-making [25, 45].
The five-factor model (FFM), also known as the Big Five traits model, provides a widely adopted taxonomy for describing
personality traits [11, 38]. FFM conceptualizes personality along five dimensions: (1) Openness to Experience, repre-
senting curiosity and receptivity to novel ideas and experiences; (2) Conscientiousness, denoting responsibility and
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attention to detail; (3) Extraversion, reflecting sociability and engagement with others; (4) Agreeableness, capturing trust,
empathy, and cooperativeness; (5) Neuroticism (with low scores indicating emotional stability), capturing tendencies
toward negative affect and emotional reactivity. Cognitive biases, which arise from limits in human cognitive capacity,
especially when information cannot be fully gathered or processed [29], can cause an individual’s decisions in uncertain
situations to systematically deviate from the expectations of rational decision-making models [57–59].

2.1.1 Links between The Big Five Personality Traits and Cognitive Biases. Empirical work in psychology showed links
between personality traits and cognitive biases [23, 39, 40, 48, 54]. For example, neuroticism is associated with stronger
confirmation bias and loss aversion;Openness generally reduces cognitive biases, including confirmation bias, the
anchoring effect and the priming effect, through greater cognitive flexibility [23, 39, 54].

2.1.2 Cognitive Biases in LLM responses. Although LLMs lack human physiological structures, they may still acquire
cognitive biases through exposure to data and human feedback during training and fine-tuning. [24]. There has been
work studying various types of ssssscognitive biases in LLM generated responses [15, 16, 24, 49]. Some studies have also
explored how to mitigate cognitive biases in LLM-generated responses [16, 21]. However, these studies are limited to
specific scenarios, such as university admission decisions [15] or medical question answering [49], and how to mitigate
biases such as threshold priming that arise when LLMs perform relevance judgments is awaiting exploration.

2.1.3 LLMs Simulating Personality. There is a complementary line of research that leverages LLMs to simulate human
traits in recent work. Several studies demonstrate that personality can be actively induced through carefully crafted
prompts, persona conditioning, or chain-of-thought scaffolding, with models generating trait-congruent responses and
narratives to standardized psychological inventories across repeated trials [26, 27, 41, 53]. Recent work further embeds
such conditioned personas within agentic and robotic frameworks that incorporate memory, affect, and goals, allowing
trait expression to persist across multi-turn interactions and dynamic contexts [36, 43].

2.2 Relevance Assessment

Relevance assessment is essential in IR, both for building dataset to train rankers [35] and for building test collections
to evaluate rankers [46, 47, 62].

2.2.1 Cognitive Biases in Relevance Assessment. In the IR community, some past research argued that human assessors
can be influenced by a variety of cognitive biases when performing relevance assessments [31], and these biases may
impact the consistency of the collected labels and affect evaluation reliability [17, 50, 51].

2.2.2 LLMs as Relevance Assessors. Collecting relevance labels from human assessors is costly and time-consuming [3].
Consequently, large language models (LLMs) have recently been explored as automatic and scalable relevance assessors,
demonstrating a consistent improvement in the alignment between human assessments and model predictions [e.g.,
1, 19, 44, 55, 60]. However, some studies argued that LLM assessors cannot fully replace human assessors [6, 52], and
that there are biases in the assessments made by LLM assessors [4]. Recent studies have revealed that LLMs, when
judging relevance, can exhibit similar biases [7, 20].

Our focus is not on the alignment between LLM relevance assessment and human assessments, but rather on
mitigating the threshold priming bias in LLM assessment caused by context.
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You are a highly open minded individual 
who values imagination curiosity and 
creative exploration. When making a 
decision you seek out unconventional 
ideas integrate diverse perspectives and 
entertain novel possibilities…

Openess - high
Broad-minded, 

Innovative, 
Insightful…

1 Personality trait Trait-related Keywords Instruction for Personality Simulation

2

In general, humans can 
survive for two to eight 
weeks … …
docid: 4891237

Adults live about one 
week and lay up to 300 
eggs in …

docid: 4943879

Turkey eggs usually 
take 21 to 28 days 
depending on …

Newborn fleas may 
be able to survive for 
two months …

docid: 5324946 docid: 528375

…

In 3 weeks, one flea 
can pass through its 
entire life cycle … …
docid: 4834547

An adult flea only lives 
for 2 or 3 months. 
Without a host …

docid: 528372

Turkey eggs usually 
take 21 to 28 days 
depending on …

Newborn fleas may 
be able to survive for 
two months …

docid: 5324946 docid: 528375

…

Relevance Assessment Task

Personality 
Simulation

{…, “5324946”: 3, … “528375”: 2, …}

{…, “5324946”: 2, … “528375”: 1, …}

epilogue_mean: 2.21 

epilogue_mean: 1.87 

Prologue Epilogue

Prologue Epilogue

Relevance Assessment Task

 delta_openess_high:  
|2.21 - 1.87| = 0.34

relevence: 0 relevence: 3 relevence: 2

 delta_openess_high = 0.34 < delta_default = 0.39  

openess_high 

You are a highly open minded individual 
who values imagination curiosity and 
creative exploration. When making a 
decision you seek out unconventional 
ideas integrate diverse perspectives and 
entertain novel possibilities…

Fig. 1. An example of the methodology adopted in our experiment.

3 Proposed Approach

Step 1: Personality Simulation/Infusing. Inspired by Jiang et al. [26], we adopt an iterative approach, using the LLM
to generate personality simulation instructions. For the Big Five personality traits, namely Openness, Conscientiousness,
Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism, we divide each dimension into “high” and “low,” resulting in a total
of ten personality types: High Agreeableness (HA), Low Agreeableness (LA), High Conscientiousness (HC), Low
Conscientiousness (LC), High Extraversion (HE), Low Extraversion (LE), High Neuroticism (HN), Low Neuroticism
(LN), High Openness (HO), and Low Openness (LO). For each personality type, we submit the following instruction to
an LLM.

Please provide keywords related to {personality_type}

After obtaining the keywords {personality_keywords} corresponding to the personality type, we use the following
instruction to prompt the LLM to generate persona simulation instructions.

{personality_keywords}. Based on the keywords above, how would a person with {personality_type} behave

when making judgments and decisions? Generate a prompt that instructs an LLM to imitate a person with

{personality_type}.

The upper panel of Figure 1 illustrates the method we used to construct the personality simulation instructions.
Using the above method, we obtained ten distinct personality simulation instructions. Including the default instruction
(the empty string), we therefore obtained a total of eleven simulated personalities. For each personality, we perform the
following batch assessment procedure.
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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Step 2: Batch Assessment Procedure To compare how different threshold contexts affect LLMs’ relevance
judgments on the same set of documents, we first sample a batch of documents (the epilogue) within a trial. We then
sample a batch of highly relevant documents and a batch of low-relevance documents (the prologues), concatenate each
with the epilogue, and perform batch relevance assessment on each combined set.

Inspired by Chen et al. [7], our procedure for conducting batch relevance assessment is as follows. For each trial, we
first randomly select 𝑛 documents with a relevance score of 𝑟epilogue, to form the epilogue E = {𝑑𝑒1 , 𝑑𝑒2 , . . . , 𝑑𝑒𝑛}.:

Each 𝑑𝑒𝑖 is a document with a relevance score of 𝑟epilogue.
Next, we randomly select 𝑚 documents with a groundtruth relevance of 𝑟low and another 𝑚 documents with a

groundtruth relevance score of 𝑟high to form the low threshold (LT) prologue L and the high threshold (HT) prologue H,
respectively, where 𝑟low < 𝑟epilogue < 𝑟high:

L = {𝑑𝑙1, 𝑑𝑙2, . . . , 𝑑𝑙𝑚},H = {𝑑ℎ1 , 𝑑ℎ2 , . . . , 𝑑ℎ𝑚}.

Each 𝑑𝑙𝑖 and is 𝑑ℎ𝑖 is a document with a ground truth relevance score of 𝑟low and 𝑟high respectively.
We then concatenate L with E and H with E to obtain the low threshold batch Bl and the high threshold batch Bh,

respectively:
Bl = concat (L, E) ,Bh = concat (H, E) .

For Bl and Bh, have an LLM assess the relevance of each document in batch, and output the results in JSON format.
We used the instruction of Chen et al. [7] to prompt LLMs to conduct batch relevance assessment.

Figure 1 illustrates our approach. In this example, first, we prompt a LLM to generate keywords for the High Openness
trait, then use these keywords to produce personality simulation instructions which are combined with the relevance
assessment prompt to simulate assessors with different personalities performing the task. In the second step, the
Epilogue contains the same set of documents for both high and low threshold batches. Following prior work [7, 50], we
compute the mean relevance scores under high (HT) and low (LT) thresholds and use their absolute difference Δ to
quantify the priming effect. Smaller differences relative to the default indicate more effective mitigation.

4 Experiments

4.1 Datasets and Evaluated LLMs

Our experiments are conducted on the passage retrieval test collections from the passage retrieval task of TRDL21 [12]
and TRDL22 [13]. Following Chen et al. [7], we use only queries with relevance judgments, and exclude topics with
fewer than 12 passages at any level of {0, 1, 2, 3} to ensure adequate coverage across relevance levels. This results in a
final selection of 15 TRDL21 topics and 34 TRDL22 topics, and 15+34 = 49 topics in total. For each topic, following the
definitions of Liu and Yu [34], we used GPT o4 mini to categorize it as one of Known Item, Exploitation, or Exploration,
and the assignments were manually modified. 17 topics were classified as Known Item, 16 topics were classified as
Exploitation, and 16 topics were classified as Exploration.

We tested three LLMs, including two open-source models, LLaMA3-instruct-8B and LLaMA3-instruct-70B [14], and
a proprietary model, GPT-3.5-turbo-1106. For comparability, identical decoding settings are applied to all LLMs: we set
top_p to 1.0; and we set temperature, frequency_penalty and presence_penalty to 0.
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6 Chen et al.

4.2 Experimental Setup

In our experiment, we use GPT-o4-mini to generate personality simulation instructions. For relevance assessment, we
conduct 10 trials on each topic, and we set 𝑟low = 0 and 𝑟high = 3. To explore the extent to which LLMs are affected by the
threshold priming effect when assessing documents of different relevance levels, we examined cases with 𝑟epilogue = 2
and 𝑟epilogue = 1. Additionally, to investigate how different batch lengths influence the magnitude of threshold priming
in LLM assessments, we varied the batch length with different combinations of prologue and epilogue lengths, such as
prologue length (PL) = 4 and epilogue length (EL) = 4, PL = 4 and EL = 8, PL = 8 and EL = 4, and PL = 8 and EL = 8.
In summary, for each simulated personality (including the default), we conducted experiments on 39 topics, testing 4
batch lengths × 2 relevance levels = 8 distinct experimental configurations. For each configuration, we performed 10
independent trials and calculated the mean value of Δ. If the mean Δ for a given personality is lower than that of the
default, we consider that personality to mitigate threshold priming for that configuration.

5 Experimental Results

Table 1 and 2 report, for each model and each personality, the number of cases (out of eight experimental configurations)
where it outperforms the default. Bold indicates the best-performing personality for each model, and underline indicates
the second-best. The light green background highlights the personality with the highest total number of improvements
over the default.

Table 1. Number of experimental configurations where each simulated personality outperforms the default personality across three
models.

Pers. Number of Configurations Better than Default
gpt-3.5-turbo llama-3-70b llama-3-8b

HA 0/8 8/8 8/8
LA 0/8 2/8 5/8
HC 5/8 0/8 5/8
LC 3/8 8/8 7/8
HE 3/8 5/8 4/8
LE 2/8 2/8 4/8
HN 2/8 5/8 8/8
LN 6/8 6/8 6/8
HO 2/8 8/8 7/8
LO 4/8 5/8 6/8

5.1 RQ1: Overall performance of different personalities across models

Table 1 summarizes the number of configurations in which each simulated personality outperforms the default setting
across three models. Each personality is evaluated on eight configurations, with higher counts indicating more consistent
improvements.

As shown in Table 1, the mitigation effect of personality simulation varies across LLMs. For gpt-3.5-turbo, LN and
HC are most effective, outperforming the default in 6/8 and 5/8 configurations, respectively. LN appears to reduce
susceptibility to prior low-quality documents, while HC helps maintain adherence to relevance criteria, either mitigating
threshold priming.
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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Table 2. Number of experimental configurations where each simulated personality outperforms the default personality across three
models, grouped by task types.

P.
Number of Configurations Better than Default

Known Item Exploration Exploitation

G. L.70b L.8b G. L.70b L.8b G. L.70b L.8b

HA 0/8 8/8 8/8 1/8 5/8 5/8 3/8 6/8 5/8
LA 0/8 4/8 7/8 0/8 3/8 6/8 0/8 0/8 4/8
HC 2/8 3/8 6/8 5/8 2/8 5/8 6/8 0/8 3/8
LC 2/8 8/8 7/8 4/8 5/8 7/8 4/8 3/8 4/8
HE 3/8 7/8 5/8 4/8 4/8 4/8 3/8 2/8 1/8
LE 2/8 5/8 5/8 1/8 4/8 4/8 2/8 0/8 2/8
HN 2/8 6/8 8/8 7/8 5/8 8/8 3/8 3/8 6/8
LN 6/8 7/8 7/8 4/8 4/8 4/8 7/8 3/8 2/8
HO 0/8 8/8 7/8 6/8 7/8 7/8 2/8 8/8 6/8
LO 5/8 6/8 6/8 4/8 4/8 7/8 5/8 2/8 4/8

The Llama models show different optimal profiles. For llama-3-70b, HA, LC, and HO outperform the default in
all eight configurations, indicating that cooperative, flexible, and cognitively adaptive traits are most effective. For
llama-3-8b, HA and HN also achieve 8/8 improvements, underscoring that optimal profiles are model-specific.

Aggregated across models, LC and LN provide the most frequent improvements, with LC dominating the Llama
models and LN leading for gpt-3.5-turbo. These results show that no single personality universally mitigates bias; profiles
must be aligned with the target model. LC, LN, and HO consistently promote more stable and flexible decision-making,
reducing over-adjustment to low-quality context and producing more consistent relevance judgments. The consistency
across Llama models further suggests that these effects are independent of model size.

5.2 RQ2: Performance of Different Personalities Across Models on Different Task Types

Table 2 breaks down performance by task type—Known Item, Exploration, and Exploitation—showing that optimal
personalities are both model- and task-dependent. G., L.70b, and L.8b denote gpt-3.5-turbo, llama-3-70B, and llama-3-8B,
respectively.

5.2.1 Known Item. For gpt-3.5-turbo, LN (6/8) and LO (5/8) perform best, suggesting that emotional stability and
preference for established information yield the most reliable results for factual retrieval. In contrast, llama-3-70b and
llama-3-8b benefit most from HA and HO, indicating that a cooperative and open-minded stance supports performance
even in precise tasks.

5.2.2 Exploration. Results shift notably, with HN and HO consistently leading across models. HN improves gpt-3.5-
turbo in 7/8 cases and llama-3-8b in all 8, while HO excels especially on llama-3-70b (7/8). This suggests that HN’s
cautious, detail-oriented nature and HO’s cognitive flexibility promote thorough exploration and reduce priming effects.

5.2.3 Exploitation. For refining searches, gpt-3.5-turbo again benefits from LN (7/8) and HC (6/8), reinforcing that a
stable, methodical persona best mitigates bias. llama-3-70b and llama-3-8b continue to favor HO and HN, respectively,
showing consistent patterns across exploratory and exploitative settings.
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8 Chen et al.

Overall, Table 2 highlights that no single personality is optimal. Effective bias mitigation requires aligning personality
conditioning with both model and task: LN and HC for gpt-3.5-turbo on known-item and exploitation tasks, and HO/HN
for Llama models and exploratory contexts. This points to a promising adaptive strategy where model personas are
dynamically tuned to maximize reliable relevance assessments.

6 Discussion and Conclusion

This work presents the first systematic study of mitigating cognitive biases in LLM-based relevance assessment through
personality conditioning. Using multiple LLMs across 49 TREC DL21 and DL22 topics, we show that conditioning
on specific Big Five profiles significantly reduces susceptibility to threshold priming. Low Conscientiousness, Low
Neuroticism, and High Openness yield the most consistent mitigation effects, though the optimal trait varies by model
and task: High Openness is particularly effective in exploration and exploitation, whereas Low Neuroticism benefits
known-item tasks. Nevertheless, a key limitation is that we do not address the prediction accuracy of LLM-based
relevance judgments. Future work will explore combining personality conditioning with techniques such as continual
pre-training to jointly improve accuracy and debiasing.

7 Ethical Considerations

This study does not involve human subjects or personally identifiable data. All experiments are conducted on publicly
available datasets. We encourage future work to investigate safeguards and transparency mechanisms to ensure that
personality conditioning is used responsibly and to minimize the risk of unintended harms.
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