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Abstract

Most evaluations of large language models (LLMs) focus on standard tasks such as factual question answering
(Q&A) or short summarization. This research expands that scope in two directions: first, by comparing two
retrieval strategies, Graph RAG (structured knowledge-graph-based) and Advanced RAG (hybrid keyword-semantic
search), for Q&A; and second, by evaluating whether LLMs can generate high-quality non-traditional academic
outputs, specifically slide decks and podcast scripts. We implemented a prototype combining Meta’s LLaMA-3-70B
(open-weight) and OpenAl's GPT-40-mini (API-based). Q&A performance was evaluated using both human ratings
across eleven quality dimensions and large-language-model (LLM) judges for scalable cross-validation. GPT-40-mini
with Advanced RAG produced the most accurate responses. Graph RAG offered limited improvements and led to
more hallucinations, partly due to its structural complexity and manual setup. Slide and podcast generation was
tested with document-grounded retrieval. GPT-40-mini again performed best, though LLaMA-3 showed promise in
narrative coherence. Human reviewers were crucial for detecting layout and stylistic flaws, highlighting the need for
combined human-LLM evaluation in assessing emerging academic outputs.
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1. Introduction els?

Large Language Models (LLMs) are increasingly
used in higher education to support content cre-
ation, advising, and research-driven Q&A. Yet
most evaluations still focus on standard tasks (fac-
tual Q&A, short summaries) and overlook non-
traditional, pedagogically oriented outputs such
as slide decks and podcast scripts. This re-

* RQ2: Can LLMs, when grounded in source
documents, produce high-quality slides and
podcasts that meet pedagogical standards,
and how closely do human and LLM evalu-
ators align?

search broadens the scope by (i) comparing two
retrieval strategies: Advanced RAG (hybrid lexical-
semantic) and Graph RAG (structured knowledge
graph), for academic Q&A, and (ii) assessing
whether LLMs can reliably generate document-
grounded slides and podcasts suitable for instruc-
tional use.

We implement a prototype combining an open-
weight model (LLaMA 3.3 70B Instruct) and an
APl model (GPT 40 mini), each integrated with
both retrieval pipelines. A dual-track evaluation,
human raters and independent LLM-as-a-Judge
systems, examines coherence, correctness, useful-
ness, hallucinations, and overall satisfaction across
Q&A, slides, and podcasts. Figure 1 presents the
framework overview and dashboard flow: an aca-
demic repository feeds retrieval (Advanced RAG /
Graph RAG), generation (LLM), and output mod-
ules (Q&A, summaries, slides, podcasts), followed
by combined human and LLM evaluation.

We address two questions:

* RQ1: Which retrieval pipeline best supports
accurate, useful academic Q&A across mod-

Our contributions are: a comparison of Graph RAG
vs. Advanced RAG in academic Q&A, an assess-
ment of non-traditional outputs for teaching, and a
practical evaluation protocol that combines human
nuance with scalable automated judgment.

Academic Repository

Retrieval (Advanced RAG /
Graph RAG)

Generation (LLM)

Figure 1: Framework overview for generating di-
verse academic outputs from a research repository.

Evaluation (Human + LLM Judges)

T



https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.00991v1

2. Literature Review

This study is grounded in two primary areas of liter-
ature: the application of Large Language Models
(LLMs) in educational contexts, particularly through
chatbots, and the evaluation of LLM outputs, espe-
cially non-traditional educational artifacts like slide
decks and podcasts.

2.1.

LLMs are reshaping higher education by offering
personalized feedback, real-time assistance, and
adaptive content delivery. Chatbots provide contin-
uous support to students, enabling learning across
schedules and geographies (Kuhail et al., 2022;
Yigci et al., 2024). For educators, they support
course design, content creation, and task automa-
tion (Lépez and Han, 2025). Platforms such as Ad-
visely illustrate how LLMs can enhance academic
advising by alleviating workload and improving in-
formation accessibility (Abdelhamid et al., 2025).

Several pedagogical frameworks underpin the
adoption of LLMs: Bandura’s Social Cognitive
Theory emphasizes learning through observation
(Glanz et al., 2015); Constructivism and Connec-
tivism highlight active and networked learning (Vy-
gotsky, 1978; Siemens, 2005); and Krashen’s SLA
theory underscores the importance of comprehen-
sible, low-stress input (ESOL CPD Team, n.d.). Yet,
concerns remain regarding Al hallucinations, over-
reliance, and ethical implications (Naz and Robert-
son, 2024; Xie, 2024; Bender et al., 2021). Stu-
dents may benefit from anonymity and feedback,
but also risk disengagement and diminished criti-
cal thinking (Labadze et al., 2023; Carbonel and
Jullien, 2024).

LLMs in Education

2.2. Pedagogical Challenges

LLMs now generate educational outputs beyond
text summaries and Q&A, including slide decks
and podcasts. These formats have the potential to
enhance accessibility and engagement (The Har-
riet W. Sheridan Center for Teaching and Learn-
ing, 2020; Widodo and Gunawan, 2019). How-
ever, their rise introduces pedagogical and institu-
tional concerns: reduced human interaction, pla-
giarism, unreliable detection tools, and algorithmic
bias (Cotton et al., 2023; MIT Sloan Teaching &
Learning Technologies, 2025; Abid et al., 2021).
Foundational theories by Rogers (Rogers, 1969)
and Freire (Freire, 2005) emphasize relational and
critical learning that may be eroded by overdepen-
dence on Al.

To ensure responsible integration, best practices
call for institutional policy development, Al literacy
promotion, ethical guidelines, and redesigned as-
sessments that preserve critical thinking and orig-

inality. These efforts must be grounded in trans-
parency and ongoing collaboration between edu-
cators and technologists.

2.3. Evaluating LLM Outputs

Robust evaluation is critical to ensure the quality
of LLM outputs. Traditional metrics such as BLEU,
ROUGE, and METEOR assess token overlap but
fail to capture semantic depth (Chang et al., 2023).
BLEURT improves on this with contextual sensitivity
(Abeysinghe and Circi, 2024), though all remain
limited for creative, open-ended tasks.

Human evaluation remains the gold standard
for fluency, coherence, and relevance, but is time-
consuming and subject to inter-rater variability
(Abeysinghe and Circi, 2024). In response, LLM-
as-a-Judge frameworks prompt models to evaluate
other outputs, offering scalability and task-specific
assessments (Gu et al., 2025; Leng et al., 2023).
These methods use pointwise, pairwise, or listwise
formats and can be enhanced through few-shot
prompting, Chain-of-Thought reasoning, and struc-
tured frameworks like G-EVAL (Liu et al., 2023).

However, LLM evaluation introduce new con-
cerns, such as verbosity and self-preference bias,
presentation sensitivity, and vulnerability to adver-
sarial manipulation (Panickssery et al., 2024; Wang
etal., 2023). Their lack of domain expertise and hal-
lucination tendencies also hinder reliability (Chen
et al., 2024). Meta-evaluation tools and bench-
marks like SummEval and Chatbot Arena help align
model-based assessments with human judgments
(Zheng et al., 2023).

2.4. Future Research Directions

Despite advances, gaps remain. Future evalua-
tion systems must become modular and domain-
adaptive, especially for complex outputs like multi-
modal educational content. Bias mitigation, valida-
tion pipelines, and inclusive evaluation standards
are essential. This study contributes to filling this
gap by adapting evaluation methodologies to as-
sess non-traditional educational outputs and im-
prove alignment with pedagogical goals.

3. Methodology

3.1. Data Source and Design

The dataset for this study was built from academic
papers retrieved from a public university research
archive. A focused subset of ten open-access doc-
uments was selected to support the generation of
summaries, slides, Q&A responses, and podcasts.
These papers centered on knowledge management
to facilitate consistent testing across models. A



custom-built web scraper (available in the reposi-
tory) automates future data expansion by extracting
PDFs from the university’s portal (1973-2025), but
only the selected sandbox corpus was used to en-
sure output comparability. The documents were
cleaned, reformatted, and chunked to enable robust
retrieval and generation. This controlled setup pro-
vided a realistic yet manageable academic testbed.

3.2. Model Architectures

3.2.1. LLaMA 3.3 - 70B Instruct

Meta’s LLaMA 3.3 70B Instruct was chosen for its
long-context handling (up to 128k tokens), multi-
lingual coverage, factuality, and reasoning capa-
bilities (Llama Team Al @ Meta, 2024). Key im-
provements include curated pre/post-training data,
dense Transformer architecture, and supervised
fine-tuning. It showed strong performance across
benchmarks such as MMLU, GSM8K, and Hu-
manEval. Initial tests with LLaMA 3.3 7B showed
reasoning and capacity limitations, justifying the
use of the 70B variant.

3.2.2. GPT-40-mini

OpenAl's GPT-40-mini was used as a second
model. Built on distillation, it retains a 128k to-
ken context and offers multimodal input and low-
latency outputs (OpenAl, 2024). Its low cost and
safety-enhancing instruction hierarchy (Wallace
et al., 2024) made it ideal for comparative aca-
demic deployment. While GPT-4 (at the time of
the study, this model was state of art, now it has
been replaced by GPT-5) balances performance
with cost-efficiency (Ong, 2024).

3.3. Preprocessing Pipeline

Academic PDFs were parsed using PyMuPDF (Ar-
tifex Software Inc., 2025), cleaned to remove ci-
tations, formatting artifacts, and hyphenated line
breaks. Text was chunked with LangChain’s Re-
cursiveCharacterTextSplitter to create overlapping,
semantically coherent segments. Each chunk in-
cludes metadata and source attribution.

3.4. Retrieval Systems

Two retrieval pipelines were used:

» Advanced RAG: This combines BM25 lexi-
cal matching (Manning et al., 2009; Robert-
son and Zaragoza, 2009) with BERT embed-
dings (Devlin et al., 2019) and ChromaDB
(Chroma, 2023). Named Entity Recognition
using spaCy (Abhisarangan, 2023) refines
queries and filters contextually relevant results.

Alias-based filtering and scoring adjustments
improve document-specific targeting.

+ Graph RAG: Inspired by Microsoft’s
GraphRAG (Edge et al., 2025), this pipeline
integrates a manual knowledge graph con-
structed with NetworkX and igraph (NetworkX
Developers, 2024; igraph Community, 2024).
Sentence embeddings from MiniLM-L6-v2
(Reimers and Gurevych, 2019) drive semantic
retrieval. Community detection using the
Leiden algorithm (Traag et al., 2019; Clauset
et al., 2004) and cosine similarity (Salton and
McGill, 1983) structure and prioritize answers.

3.5. Output Generation
Four types of outputs were generated:

* Q&A Chatbot: Answers queries over aca-
demic papers using Advanced and Graph
RAG.

« Summarization: Produces structured ab-
stracts from a single document.

» Podcast: Transforms papers into a scripted
dialogue, enhancing engagement.

+ Slide Decks: Creates teaching slides with
structured academic bullet points.

3.6. Prompt Engineering

Prompts were role-based (example role of "aca-
demic research assistant") and structured. For
Q&A, LLaMA prompts included behavioral con-
straints and end-of-response delimiters. GPT-40-
mini prompts emphasized citation grounding. For
slides, prompts iteratively generated titles and bul-
lets. Podcasts used dual-character dialogue based
on Meta’s LLaMA Cookbook (Al, 2023). Prompt
strategies evolved through testing, mitigating is-
sues like hallucinations and verbosity (Zhu et al.,
2023).

3.7. Evaluation Framework

The evaluation combined human judgment and
LLM-based assessment in a two-phase study. In
the first phase, eleven human participants evalu-
ated anonymized chatbot outputs generated from
two academic papers using both Advanced and
Graph RAG architectures. Evaluations included:

» Graded evaluation: Participants rated out-
puts on a 1-5 scale across coherence, correct-
ness, usefulness, and more.

+ Pairwise comparison: Participants selected
the preferred output from two options.



To minimize subjectivity, scales included stan-
dardized criteria, and order randomization was
used to counteract positional bias (Wang et al.,
2023). Participants were granted full access to the
source documents prior to rating to ensure contex-
tual awareness.

In the second phase, external models (Claude
and Deepseek) served as LLM-as-a-Judge evalu-
ators (Panickssery et al., 2024). These systems
were prompted with the same tasks, instructed to
assume the role of critical academic evaluators,
and graded outputs using the same criteria. The
use of independent models avoided self-preference
bias, a known issue in evaluation (Gu et al., 2025).

Evaluation categories were drawn from estab-
lished research benchmarks (Fabbri et al., 2021;
Kocisky et al., 2018; Liu et al., 2023):

» Coherence, Fluency, Relevance, Correct-
ness, Completeness

* No Hallucinations, Reasoning, Usefulness,
Consistency, Engagement, Overall Satis-
faction

Importantly, all evaluations were reference-free:
no ground-truth answers were provided. Instead,
judgments were based on alignment with the aca-
demic documents reviewed in advance. This ap-
proach reflects real-world applications where re-
sponses must be judged for informativeness and
coherence, not simple lexical matching.

This multifaceted evaluation design enabled com-
parative insight into how architecture and model de-
sign influence academic output quality, especially
in the context of non-traditional educational materi-
als such as podcasts and slides.

4. Results and Findings

LLaMA 3.3 70B and GPT-40-mini were tested with
Retrieval-Augmented Generation to generate aca-
demic outputs: Q&A responses, slide decks, and
podcast scripts. The objective was to compare per-
formance across these modalities and evaluate the
consistency of human versus LLM-based judgment
frameworks.

41.
4.1.1.

Human Evaluation Results
Q&A

Figure 2 presents the average human evaluation
scores across ten quality dimensions for four model-
architecture combinations. GPT Advanced RAG
consistently achieved the highest scores, partic-
ularly in usefulness, reasoning, and overall sat-
isfaction, indicating superior performance in aca-
demic Q&A. GPT Graph RAG followed closely, with
marginally lower scores. In contrast, LLaMA Graph

Models Comparison Across 10 Evaluation Categories (1-5 Scale)

Figure 2: Human Evaluation Grading Score among
10 categories for 2 models and 2 RAG techniques

RAG consistently underperformed, especially in
detecting hallucinations, completeness, and useful-
ness, reflecting a high tendency to introduce inac-
curate or incomplete information. All models per-
formed similarly in fluency and coherence, suggest-
ing that even less accurate models can produce
well-written text.

The pairwise comparison (Table 1) reinforced
GPT Advanced RAG'’s superiority, achieving a 67%
win rate. However, results differed slightly from
the graded scores: LLaMA Advanced RAG was
preferred over GPT Graph RAG (58% vs. 27%),
and even LLaMA Graph RAG outperformed GPT
Graph RAG in direct comparisons (48% vs. 27%).
A detailed pairwise comparison reveals that while
GPT Advanced RAG dominated all models, its lead
over LLaMA Advanced RAG was narrower (56%),
indicating closer competition. These discrepancies
suggest that pairwise judgments capture subjec-
tive preferences, often influenced by clarity and
structure. Participants generally favored concise,
well-organized responses, a strength of GPT mod-
els.

Model Wins | Winning %
LLaMA Graph 4.8 48%
GPT Graph 3.0 27%
LLaMA Advanced | 5.8 58%
GPT Advanced 7.4 67%

Table 1: Pairwise comparison summary of Q&A
outputs: Total wins and winning percentage per
model based on human evaluations.

4.1.2. Non-Traditional Academic Outputs

Figures 3 and 4 report graded evaluations for slide
and podcast tasks. In slide deck generation, GPT
models outperformed LLaMA in both papers, par-
ticularly in fluency, coherence, and correctness.
LLaMA only surpassed GPT in No hallucinations
and consistency for Paper 2, indicating better fac-



tual fidelity. In podcast generation, GPT again led
for Paper 1, excelling in engagingness and coher-
ence. However, LLaMA overtook GPT in Paper 2
across most dimensions, including reasoning and
completeness, suggesting higher adaptability to
certain texts.

Figure 3: Human-graded evaluation of Slide Deck
generation for two academic papers

Figure 4: Human-graded evaluation of Podcast
Script generation for two academic papers

Pairwise preferences (Table 4.1.2) mirrored
these trends: GPT was preferred for slide decks in
both papers (100% and 60%), while LLaMA was
favored for podcasts (60% in both papers). Feed-
back indicated GPT slides were more structured
and pedagogically effective, whereas LLaMA’s pod-
casts were perceived as more professional and
academically focused. Some raters appreciated
GPT’s accessibility and summarization, while oth-
ers valued LLaMA’s formality. Overall, podcasts
were highly appreciated for enhancing understand-
ing, with several evaluators suggesting their inte-
gration into study routines.

4.2. LLM-Based Evaluation

4.21. Q&A

We evaluated Q&A outputs using two external LLMs
(Claude and DeepSeek), prompted to act as aca-
demic judges across the same quality dimensions
(Figure 5). The results closely mirror human eval-
uations: GPT Advanced RAG consistently ranks

Paper LLaMA Slides | GPT Slides
Paper 1 0% 100%
Paper 2 40% 60%
Paper LLaMA Podcast | GPT Podcast
Paper 1 60% 40%
Paper 2 60% 40%
Table 2: Pairwise preferences (%) for non-

traditional academic outputs

Figure 5: Graded evaluation results from LLM
judges (Claude and DeepSeek) across 10 dimen-
sions for Q&A outputs.

highest, followed by GPT Graph RAG, LLaMA Ad-
vanced RAG, and LLaMA Graph RAG. LLMs were
more critical than human evaluators, particularly
toward LLaMA Graph RAG, assigning lower scores
for correctness, reasoning, and usefulness, sug-
gesting greater sensitivity to factual inconsisten-
cies.

The comparison between Humans and LLMs
evaluators shows strong alignment in trends,
though LLMs appear stricter on hallucinations and
more generous toward elaborate responses. No-
tably, GPT Graph RAG received higher ratings from
LLMs than humans, possibly due to LLMs’ pref-
erence for verbosity and structured detail. Con-
versely, GPT Advanced RAG showed near-identical
scores between human and LLM judges, reinforc-
ing the validity of its superior performance.

In pairwise comparisons (Table 3), GPT Ad-
vanced RAG again dominates with an 82% win rate,
followed by LLaMA Advanced RAG (55%). Unlike
the human evaluation, GPT Graph RAG ties with
LLaMA Graph RAG (50% each), indicating LLMs
weight completeness and structure more heavily
than conciseness or clarity. Detailed breakdowns
(Table 4) confirm GPT Advanced RAG’s superiority,
winning 75-90% of head-to-head matchups against
all models. Notably, LLMs unanimously preferred
LLaMA Advanced RAG over LLaMA Graph RAG,
matching graded results.



Model Wins | Winning %
LLaMA Graph 5 25%
GPT Graph 8 36%
LLaMA Advanced 11 55%
GPT Advanced 18 82%

Table 3: LLM pairwise comparison summary: Wins
and Winning Percentage per model.

Evaluation Slide Paper 1

Evaluation Slide Paper 2

Figure 6: LLM-graded evaluation results for Slide
Deck generation across two academic papers.

Evaluation Podcast Paper 1 Evaluation Podcast Paper 2

Figure 7: LLM-graded evaluation results for Pod-
cast generation across two academic papers.

4.2.2. Non-Traditional Academic Outputs

LLMs also scored slide decks and podcasts across
ten categories (Figures 6 and 7). For slide decks,
GPT models consistently outperformed LLaMA,
particularly in coherence, reasoning, and useful-
ness. Both models scored similarly on consistency
and No hallucinations, aligning with human feed-
back that praised GPT’s structure but acknowl-
edged LLaMA’s factual grounding.

In podcast generation, GPT scored higher for Pa-
per 1, while LLaMA outperformed GPT in Paper 2,
especially in completeness and reasoning, suggest-
ing content-specific variability. Human-LLM align-
ment was generally strong, though LLMs tended
to favor GPT more clearly in the slide task, possi-
bly due to an emphasis on structure and linguistic
polish.

Pairwise preferences show unanimous LLM sup-
port for GPT slides in both papers. Feedback em-
phasized GPT’s academic tone, completeness, and

alignment with research content. For podcasts,
preferences were more balanced: LLaMA was pre-
ferred for Paper 1, while Paper 2 resulted in a
50-50 tie, with Claude favoring LLaMA’s depth and
DeepSeek preferring GPT’s clarity and accessibil-
ity. These diverging judgments reflect the trade-off
between academic rigor and communicative style.

Overall, LLM-based evaluation confirms human
findings: GPT Advanced RAG consistently leads,
and GPT models are favored for structured, edu-
cational tasks. However, slight divergences, partic-
ularly in borderline cases highlight how evaluator
type influences quality assessment, with LLMs ex-
hibiting more systematic and format-sensitive crite-
ria.

4.3. Evaluation Consistency: Standard
Deviation

To assess evaluator consistency, we analyzed the
standard deviation of scores across the QA evalua-
tion categories. Results indicate greater variability
among human raters compared to LLMs. For ex-
ample, GPT Graph RAG had an average standard
deviation of 0.72 among humans, versus 0.23 for
LLMs; GPT Advanced RAG dropped from 0.51 (hu-
man) to 0.17 (LLMs). This suggests that LLMs pro-
vide more stable and repeatable evaluations, while
human judgments are more subjective, particularly
in dimensions like Relevance, Completeness, and
Reasoning, notably for LLaMA Advanced RAG.

In slide deck evaluations, human raters again
showed higher variance, particularly in Engaging-
ness and Completeness (often >1.0). LLMs, on the
other hand, showed minimal disagreement, espe-
cially for GPT’s slides, where some categories had
near-identical scores across both papers.

For podcasts, human evaluations showed moder-
ate variation, with highest deviations in Correctness,
Usefulness, and Reasoning (notably for LLaMA Pa-
per 1 and GPT Paper 2). LLM scores exhibited
almost no variation (often 0.00), with slight diver-
gence only in LLaMA’s Paper 2 podcast (Coher-
ence and Correctness).

Overall, LLMs demonstrate high inter-rater agree-
ment due to their uniform scoring logic, while hu-
man raters provide richer but more variable assess-
ments, particularly valuable for evaluating subjec-
tive elements such as tone, delivery, and engage-
ment in creative formats like slides and podcasts.
This contrast highlights the trade-off between LLM
consistency and human nuance in evaluation.

4.4. Key Findings

The evaluation reveals a clear performance hier-
archy across all tasks, with GPT Advanced RAG
emerging as the most effective model in both



Table 4: LLM Pairwise comparison: Percentage of wins for model in the row against model in the column

LLaMA Graph | GPT Graph | LLaMA Advanced | GPT Advanced

LLaMA Graph - 50% 0% -

GPT Graph 50% - - 25%

LLaMA Advanced 100% - - 10%

GPT Advanced - 75% 90% -
human and LLM-based assessments. It consis- Regarding Q1, GPT-40-mini coupled with our Ad-

tently scored highest in usefulness, reasoning, and
overall satisfaction, and was preferred in pairwise
comparisons for Q&A, slide decks, and podcasts.
LLaMA Graph RAG, in contrast, ranked lowest
across all dimensions, particularly struggling with
correctness, completeness, and hallucination con-
trol, indicating limitations in its integration with
graph-based retrieval methods.

Human and LLM evaluators showed strong align-
ment in their rankings, especially for top and bottom
performers, though LLMs tended to be more strin-
gent, particularly in detecting hallucinations and
inconsistencies. GPT’s outputs were consistently
favored in slide deck generation for their structured,
pedagogically aligned content, while podcast re-
sults were more nuanced. In some cases, espe-
cially in Paper 2, LLaMA’s podcasts were preferred
for their academic tone and fidelity to the source,
whereas GPT'’s were recognized for clarity and ac-
cessibility, pointing to a trade-off between rigor and
engagement.

A notable difference emerged in the consistency
of evaluations: LLMs demonstrated far lower stan-
dard deviations across all tasks compared to hu-
mans, reflecting higher inter-rater agreement and
systematic scoring behavior. Human evaluators
showed greater variation, particularly in subjec-
tive dimensions such as completeness, usefulness,
and engagingness, underscoring the diversity of
human judgment and sensitivity to stylistic nuances.
These findings suggest that while LLMs can repli-
cate human preferences in well-performing out-
puts, human feedback remains essential for cap-
turing qualitative aspects, especially in creative or
presentation-based academic content.

5. Conclusions

In addressing our primary research question, we
find, based on both quantitative evaluation and qual-
itative feedback from human raters, that Large Lan-
guage Models, when combined with Retrieval- Aug-
mented Generation, can generate high-quality non-
traditional academic outputs such as slide decks
and podcasts that are usable and pedagogically
valuable. Several evaluators expressed interest in
using these tools to support their own learning, not-
ing that the generated content helped them better
understand the academic material.

vanced RAG pipeline was consistently the strongest
generator for traditional and semi-structured tasks:
it won 67% of human pairwise comparisons in the
Q&A study and an even higher 82% of pairwise
votes from LLM judges, while LLaMA 3.3 70B in its
best configuration (Advanced RAG) reached only
58% and 55%, respectively. The same pattern held
for slide decks, while podcasts, however, exposed
complementary strengths: humans chose the more
academically dense LLaMA scripts in 60% of cases
for both papers, whereas Claude and DeepSeek
split their vote on Paper 2, signaling that narrative
style and audience fit still differentiate the models.

For Q2, the dual-track evaluation framework
proved both feasible and informative: LLM-based
scores reproduced the human quality ranking al-
most perfectly while exhibiting far tighter agreement
(average o = 0.23 for GPT Graph RAG vs. 0.72
for human graders, and ¢ = 0.17 vs. 0.51 on GPT
Advanced RAG), showing that automated judges
can supply low-variance, reference-free feedback.
Yet the larger human standard deviations (up to
1.57 in “Relevance”) also revealed nuances, such
as layout glitches or tone preferences, that LLMs
either overlooked or weighted differently.

Taken together, the results show that (i) state-of-
the-art proprietary LLMs, like GPT-40-mini, com-
bined with retrieval deliver the highest factual and
pedagogical quality across modalities, while open-
weight models, such as LLaMA 3.3 70B, can still
excel in conversational, narrative outputs, and (ii)
a mixed human- and-LLM evaluation protocol cap-
tures robust quantitative feedback together with
qualitative judgments, such as perceived engage-
ment, tonal appropriateness, and overall reso-
nance, needed for academic adoption.

What this research aims to achieve is just to set
one more stepping stone into a better production
and understanding of possible generated outputs
from the implementation of LLMs as tools in the
field of education. Many possible directions were
presented in this work, and future research can fo-
cus on a multitude of analyses to expand on what
has been done so far, such as developing a compre-
hensive evaluation framework designed specifically
for non-traditional education outputs, using bench-
marks built on evaluation collected from domain
experts. Another future research path could be lon-
gitudinal testing in classroom settings to provide



stronger evidence of pedagogical value and prac-
tical usability. Also, future work should focus on
developing or integrating scalable entity and rela-
tionship extraction systems that are optimized for
domain-specific academic content, and since both
Advanced RAG and Graph RAG have their unique
advantages that should be leveraged to improve
overall performance(Han et al., 2024), therefore
future research should focus on a possible novel
approach to combine the two systems for both effec-
tiveness and efficiency, Lastly, still with the objec-
tive of closing some of the gaps currently present,
as LLMs increasingly support content creation in
sensitive educational contexts, future work should
incorporate fairness audits and inclusivity checks
into the evaluation pipeline.

Beyond technical performance, this work under-
scores a fundamental principle: educational Al,
and Al in general, must ultimately serve human
needs. Automated evaluation offers scalability, but
human judgment remains essential for assessing
clarity, usefulness, and pedagogical value. Future
research should continue to refine pipelines and
metrics, but always with the end user in focus, be-
cause the success of these systems will be mea-
sured not only by accuracy, but by their ability to
support meaningful learning.

6. Limitations and Ethical
Considerations

In this study, we manually curated entities and re-
lationships for GraphRAG to isolate the impact of
knowledge graph structures on QA performance.
While this increases best case performance, it does
not reflect real-world use, where automated entity
extraction is essential. We transparently acknowl-
edge this trade-off, following (Ji et al., 2021), who
recommend human oversight during KG construc-
tion to mitigate noise. Our aim was to assess the
graph structure’s value independently of upstream
noise. Evaluation constraints also shaped our find-
ings. Limited evaluators and outputs restrict statis-
tical generalizability and introduce risk of overfitting
conclusions. Human evaluation, although essen-
tial for nuanced judgments, is inherently subjective.
Raters differed in their preferences, some prioritiz-
ing clarity, others formal tone or depth, reflected
in high standard deviations across scores. Addi-
tionally, hallucination detection varied: LLM judges
like Claude were stricter in penalizing unsupported
claims, while human evaluators often overlooked
subtle hallucinations if the text seemed plausible.
Conversely, LLMs showed bias toward stylistically
familiar formats and verbosity, possibly favoring out-
puts that align with their own generation patterns
rather than those most pedagogically useful. Lastly,
our reference-free evaluation allowed for flexible

judgment grounded in source documents but intro-
duced challenges in quantifying factual precision.
Despite these challenges, combining human and
LLM assessments yielded a richer understanding
of output quality.

The integration of Al chatbots in academia
presents both opportunities and risks. From an
operational standpoint, Al can streamline lecture
preparation, content summarization, slide genera-
tion, and academic Q&A, reducing faculty work-
load. As demonstrated in our case study, this
supports institutional goals of digital transforma-
tion and teaching personalization. Beyond educa-
tion, non-traditional outputs like Al-generated pod-
casts or slides can support marketing and sponsor-
ship efforts, showcasing innovative teaching strate-
gies. However, the benefits come with infrastruc-
ture costs and ethical responsibilities. Institutions
must invest in robust systems and oversight to miti-
gate hallucinations, bias, or inaccuracies, particu-
larly if underfunded or lacking technical capacity.

Societally, Al reshapes education by enabling
personalized, 24/7 learning support. Students must
now develop Al literacy, critically assess generated
content, and understand how to engage with these
systems. Teachers, meanwhile, may shift into fa-
cilitative roles, emphasizing reflection and ethical
reasoning.

However, risks arise around data privacy, es-
pecially when commercial APIs like OpenAl are
used. Transparency and GDPR compliance are
critical. Moreover, algorithmic surveillance may
pressure students toward system-optimized behav-
ior, reducing academic freedom. As Williamson
(2019) warns, outcome-driven Al risks narrowing
pedagogy to what's measurable.

Bias amplification is another key concern. LLMs
may reproduce stereotypes present in training data,
harming marginalized groups and perpetuating in-
equality in knowledge access. Academic integrity
is also at stake: distinguishing between student-
generated and Al-assisted work grows increasingly
difficult, especially as Al detectors remain unreli-
able.

Lastly, the digital divide risks leaving under-
funded institutions behind, widening gaps in access
to modern learning tools. Without proactive design
and inclusivity measures, academic Al may rein-
force, not resolve, existing educational inequalities.

7. Data and Code

Because the paper is currently being reviewed
for a conference with an anonymous submis-
sion requirement, all data and experimental code
are provided in an anonymous GitHub reposi-
tory: https://anonymous.4open.science/r/Chatbot-
in-academia-04BE/README.md. So for all re-


https://anonymous.4open.science/r/Chatbot-in-academia-04BE/README.md
https://anonymous.4open.science/r/Chatbot-in-academia-04BE/README.md

sources, consult the link.
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