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Abstract—Large Language Models (LLMs) have demonstrated
remarkable capabilities across various natural language pro-
cessing tasks. This research introduces a novel ”Prompting-
in-a-Series” algorithm, termed PICEPR (Psychology-Informed
Contents Embeddings for Personality Recognition), featuring
two pipelines: (a) Contents and (b) Embeddings. The approach
demonstrates how a modularised decoder-only LLM can sum-
marize or generate content, which can aid in classifying or
enhancing personality recognition functions as a personality
feature extractor and a generator for personality-rich content.
We conducted various experiments to provide evidence to justify
the rationale behind the PICEPR algorithm. Meanwhile, we
also explored closed-source models such as gpt4o from OpenAI
and gemini from Google, along with open-source models like
mistral from Mistral AI, to compare the quality of the generated
content. The PICEPR algorithm has achieved a new state-
of-the-art performance for personality recognition by 5-15%
improvement. The work repository and models’ weight can be
found at https://research.jingjietan.com/?q=PICEPR.

Index Terms—Personality Classification, Large Language
Models (LLMs), N-Shot Prompting, Fine-Tuning, Natural Lan-
guage Understanding

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, Large Language Models (LLMs) have
gained significant popularity for chatbot applications [1], be-
coming the backbone of many modern AI applications, in-
cluding finance [2] and the arts [3]. Their ability to understand
and generate human-like text has revolutionized various fields,
from chatbots to content creation. However, the importance of
explainability remains crucial [4], motivating us to explore
the use of LLMs for personality recognition. Personality
recognition plays a key role in enhancing AI’s explainability
[5]–[7], particularly in applications such as recommendation
systems, virtual assistants, and human-computer interaction.
By integrating personality recognition, AI systems can provide
more personalized, context-aware, and user-aligned responses,
making them not only more efficient but also more trustworthy
and relatable.

This research was supported by Universiti Tunku Abdul Rahman Research
Fund (IPSR/RMC/UTARRF/2021-C1/K03)

II. LITERATURE REVIEW

This section explores three components: personality theo-
ries, Large Language Models (LLMs), and personality recog-
nition.

A. Personality Theories

Personality serves as a psychological framework for under-
standing and explaining human behavior. Over time, various
theories have been developed to classify and describe different
aspects of personality, each proposing unique dimensions or
traits. At its core, facets represent the foundational, measurable
traits that shape personality, reflecting specific patterns of
thought, feeling, and behavior. These facets combine to form
broader dimensions, offering a nuanced understanding of indi-
vidual differences [8]. Popular models of personality include
the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI), which categorizes
personality into four dichotomous dimensions [9], [10], and
the Big-5 model, also known as OCEAN, which identifies five
fundamental personality traits: Openness, Conscientiousness,
Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism [11]. Personal-
ity serves as a vital tool for explaining human behavior, with
applications in predicting buying intent, shaping advertisement
content, and may other domains.

B. Large Language Model

Since Bidirectional Encoder Representations from Trans-
formers (BERT) was introduced with a transformer-based ar-
chitecture, it laid the foundation for the development of Large
Language Models (LLMs), which leverage the transformer’s
ability to capture long-range dependencies and contextual
relationships in text [12]. These LLMs, such as Generative Pre-
trained Transformer (GPT) and Text-to-Text Transfer Trans-
former (T5), have significantly advanced natural language
understanding and generation by scaling up model size and
pre-training on vast amounts of data, enabling impressive
performance across a wide range of tasks with minimal fine-
tuning [13], [14]. Approaches like prompting leverage the
pretrained capabilities of LLMs without requiring any fine-
tuning, guiding their behavior through carefully crafted input
instructions. However, fine-tuning LLMs can be employed to
adapt the model more specifically to a task.
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1) Prompting: Prompting eliminates the need for retraining
and introduces a novel method that leverages unsupervised
learning [15]. This approach enables models to handle new
tasks without extensive training, including zero-shot [16], one-
shot, and few-shot prompting [17].

• Zero-shot prompting: The model is given a prompt to
perform a task without any specific examples, relying
solely on general knowledge from its pretraining.

• One-shot prompting: The model receives one example
of the desired task to guide its response, enabling a
minimal amount of task-specific context.

• Few-shot prompting: The model is given a small number
of examples to illustrate the task, allowing it to better
align its output with task-specific patterns.

Given the focus of this study on personality recognition,
we further explore the application of logical and reasoned
approaches to understand how personality traits influence
thought patterns. Researchers have proposed various prompt-
ing techniques to enhance the reasoning capabilities of LLMs.

• Chain-of-Thought (CoT) Prompting: Facilitates step-
by-step reasoning, enabling models to articulate a logical
process before reaching a conclusion, which is crucial for
comprehending intricate personality-related patterns [18].

• Automatic Chain-of-Thought (Auto-CoT): Builds on
CoT by automatically generating reasoning chains with-
out user intervention, eliminating the need for manual
input and expanding the range of tasks the model can
effectively handle [19].

• Logical Thought (LoT) Prompting: Incorporates a self-
improvement step using Reductio ad Absurdum to sys-
tematically verify and refine the reasoning process, im-
proving the accuracy and reliability of logical reasoning
[20].

• Chain-of-Symbol (CoS) Prompting: Uses symbolic lan-
guage for complex representations like relational and
spatial reasoning, enhancing clarity and minimizing am-
biguity [21].

• Tree-of-Thoughts (ToT) Prompting: Introduces hierar-
chical exploration of ideas, allowing the model to evaluate
and refine thoughts iteratively, aligning with structured
personality assessments [22].

• Chain-of-Table Framework: Leverages tabular data in
reasoning chains for table understanding tasks, achiev-
ing state-of-the-art performance on multiple benchmarks
[23].

2) Fine-Tuning: Fine-tuning is a process used to adapt large
pre-trained language models to specific tasks or domains by
updating their weights with labeled task-specific data through
supervised learning [24]. Various approaches have been stud-
ied to improve generalisation for unseen tasks.

Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning (PEFT) is applied as
traditional fine-tuning methods require updating all model
parameters, which can be resource-intensive.

• Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA): Adjusts only a sub-
set of parameters, significantly reducing computational

demands while maintaining performance by introducing
trainable low-rank matrices into each layer of the pre-
trained model during fine-tuning, enabling efficient adap-
tation to downstream tasks [25].

• DLoRA (Distributed LoRA): Enables scalable
parameter-efficient fine-tuning by distributing the
process between cloud servers and user devices,
addressing privacy concerns associated with sharing
sensitive data in public environments [26].

• QLoRA (Quantized LoRA): Reduces memory usage
by backpropagating gradients through a frozen, 4-bit
quantized pre-trained language model into Low-Rank
Adapters, allowing the fine-tuning of large models on
single GPUs without compromising performance [27].

Moving on, Representation Fine-Tuning (ReFT) is pro-
posed to avoid updating the model weights. Instead, it modifies
the hidden representations (intermediate outputs) generated by
a frozen pre-trained model during inference. Hence, ReFT
applies task-specific adjustments directly to these represen-
tations, enabling lightweight adaptation to new tasks while
preserving the pre-trained knowledge [28].

C. Personality Recognition

As machine learning continues to advance, researchers have
increasingly explored its application to personality recogni-
tion—a multidisciplinary field at the intersection of artifi-
cial intelligence and social science [29], [30]. Early efforts
employed contextual language embeddings; for example, one
study introduced an input representation mechanism that pro-
cesses text by converting it into vector embeddings based
on linguostylistic features, including frequency, co-occurrence,
and context (FCC) measures for classification [31].

With the development of large language models (LLMs),
researchers have further investigated their potential in per-
sonality inference. Notably, recent work has demonstrated
that the ChatGPT-4 model can infer personality traits during
interactive conversations [32]. Additionally, frameworks lever-
aging ChatGPT’s prompting capabilities have been proposed
to assess human personality [33]. However, these advances
raise a critical question: Can LLMs accurately infer a user’s
personality based solely on their past social media posts or
one-way written essays?

Zero-shot learning has been studied, and while simple
prompts showed limited performance, incorporating knowl-
edge about personality traits (e.g., definitions and frequent
words) significantly improved results [34]. Researchers also
proposed Text Augmentation for Embeddings (TAE), a LLM-
based text augmentation framework that enhances the person-
ality embeddings representation by leveraging LLM-generated
semantic, sentiment, and linguistic analyses. Contrastive learn-
ing aligns these augmentations in embedding space to improve
psycho-linguistic representation, and enriching personality la-
bels further boosts performance [35]. Various machine learn-
ing models have also been proposed to enhance the repre-
sentation, including BERT+MLP [36] [37], Multi-Document



Transformer (MD-T) [38], Deep Graph Convolutional Net-
work (DGCN) [39], Psycholinguistic Tripartite Graph Network
(TrigNet) [40] and etc.

Conversely, researchers have investigated the ChatGPT
model and found that it demonstrates remarkable personality
recognition capabilities, along with strong interpretability in its
prediction results [30]. Lastly, studies have explored leveraging
emotion knowledge to determine personality by combining
results derived from prompting [41]. Although this approach
improves performance, it utilizes a decoder-only LLM to break
down the training dataset, perform similarity measurement,
and apply chain-of-thought (CoT) reasoning with additional
samples. This approach combines several limitations: it re-
quires pre-inferencing (though it demands relatively fewer
resources than fine-tuning an encoder-only model) to build
a reference library, and it performs slower than encoder-only
models during classification. Therefore, future improvements
could focus on reducing these drawbacks, while bringing us
some fundamental insight into modularisation.

D. Research Question

Hence, this research aims to address the following key
research questions (RQ):

1) Do decoder-only LLMs benefit from a modularisation
approach to extend CoT reasoning in personality classi-
fication?

2) What is the impact of different LLM backbones on
performance and reliability in personality classification
tasks?

3) Can decoder-only LLMs be leveraged more effec-
tively—and in comparison to encoder-only LLMs—to
provide psychological insights for personality recogni-
tion?

III. METHODOLOGIES

This research consists of 4 steps in a pipeline: i) Dataset ii)
Algorithms; iii) Experiment Design; and iv) Evaluation. LLM
research for personality recognition has not been extensively
explored and lacks sufficient baselines. Therefore, we will
compare it with a transformer model, LSTM, and classical
NLP approaches while also establishing a baseline, such as
direct classification using LLM.

A. Dataset Preparation

This research utilized the Essays dataset that utilised the
Big-5 personality model [42] [43] and the Kaggle dataset that
utilized the MBTI personality model [44]. The Table I below
summarizes the datasets as well as the binary personality di-
mensions in each theory. The datasets were split into training,
validation, and test sets according to Tan’s train-validation-
evaluation split method [45], [46] across this research to
ensure fair comparison and to verify the effectiveness of our
model. Additionally, it is important to note that the Essays
dataset was collected in a formal setting, resulting in texts
with a more formal style [43]. This characteristic makes the
Essays dataset inherently more challenging, thereby limiting

the potential for higher accuracy. Moreover, the Kaggle dataset
exhibits significant label imbalance, with ratios exceeding 6:4.
An asterisk (*) next to a dimension indicates such imbalance
between the 0 and 1 labels in the respective dataset. This
imbalance often leads to reduced accuracy. The table below
summarizes the datasets as well as the binary personality
dimensions in each theory.

TABLE I
DATASET STATISTICS AND PERSONALITY DIMENSIONS

Dataset Essays Kaggle
Number of Samples
(Train, Validation, Test)

2467
(1578, 395, 494)

8675
(5552, 1388, 1735)

Personality Dimensions

Openness (O) Sensing/ Intuition (S/N)*
Conscientiousness (C) Perceiving/ Judging (P/J)*
Extraversion (E) Intro-/ Extra-version (I/E)*
Agreeableness (A) Thinking/ Feeling (T/F)
Neuroticism (N) -

In this research, we minimize the dataset’s text prepro-
cessing before inputting it into the Large Language Model
(LLM) to fully leverage the inherent capabilities of pre-trained
models in processing raw or lightly processed text. LLMs
are designed to learn universal language representations from
extensive datasets, allowing them to handle diverse linguistic
structures and nuances without extensive feature engineer-
ing [47]. This approach enables us to evaluate how LLMs
perform on unstructured, conversational data directly sourced
from social media. Meanwhile, we also treat it as multilabel
classification instead of 4-5 binary classification tasks to avoid
repeat training for each dimension, thereby reducing training
time and computational resources.

B. Algorithms

To address the research question, we proposed with the
Psychology-Informed Contents Embeddings for Personality
Recognition (PICEPR) algorithm, illustrated in Fig. 1. Our
contributions are as follows:

• We analyse whether Prompting-in-a-Series frame-
work, a modularisation approach can further extend
Chain-of-Thought (CoT) reasoning for personality clas-
sification using decoder-only models, or generate high-
quality datasets for fine-tuning encoder-only models.

• We study performance of various open- and closed-
source large language models (LLMs) on personality
tasks, which psychology-related task have not been ex-
tensively studied in the current AI era.

• We analyze whether decoder-only LLMs are capable
of eliminating the need for task-specific fine-tuning or
assistance from referencing libraries, in comparison to
training encoder-only models for personality tasks.

The PICEPR algorithm is composed of five distinct com-
ponents, each designed to harness the unique capabilities of a
specific Large Language Model (LLM): Summary LLM (S),
Mimic LLM (M), Psycho LLM (P), Classify LLM (C),
and Vector LLM (V). The algorithm operates via two distinct
pipelines: Contents and Embeddings.
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Fig. 1. Algorithmic Workflow of the PICEPR Framework (Psychology-Informed Contents and Embeddings for Personality Recognition): The diagram presents
a structured overview of the dual-pipeline architecture (a) Contents Pipeline and (b) Embeddings Pipeline underlying the PICEPR algorithm. Rectangular
nodes signify the four integral components of Large Language Models (LLMs), while the yellow cylinder represents the initial, unprocessed dataset. Colored
cylinders illustrate various intermediate datasets generated throughout the process via LLM interactions. Note that the dotted line represents optional content
or embeddings included during empirical testing, which excluded based on ablation feedback.

• Contents Pipeline: This pipeline involves the compo-
nents S, P , and C. It relies exclusively on the prompting
step to perform its tasks. The advantage is that it does
not require fine-tuning but can classify personality in a
short, reasonable inference time.

• Embeddings Pipeline: This pipeline incorporates the
components S, P , M and V . Unlike the Contents
Pipeline, it can migrate the decoder-only LLM knowledge
through data augmentation and fine-tune an encoder-
only model that provides personality classification at a
relatively fast speed and low computational cost.

From the literature, we learn that Chain-of-Thought (CoT)
prompting provides better performance compared to directly
outputting the required label. Therefore, we ensure that anal-
yses were generated as a response before outputting the final
label. We explicitly separate the system role and the user role
in our prompting (whenever possible) to streamline the task.
The system role defines task, as well as the input format and
output structure, while the user role supplies the input required
to generate the output, which is structured according to the
format specified by the system role (if applicable).

We also focus on using structured output to facilitate the
abstraction of the intended data. However, not all models
support structured output (JSON schema), which can result
in minor formatting errors (e.g., "\n" or extra symbols) .
We first attempt to use the structured output engine [48] to
output the JSON format according to the system prompt (if
not applicable, the instruction is placed in the user prompt). To
ensure a fair comparison and enough valid data for experiment,
we employ a JSON repair tool to correct any issues [49]. If
the repair tool does not resolve the problem, we mark it as an
error, exclude the corresponding row, and continue with the
experiment.

1) Summary LLM (S): This component is designed to
provide a concise overview of the user’s personality traits.
As illustrated in Fig. 2, Chain of Thought (CoT) prompting
is utilized to ensure that the summary accurately reflects the
user’s personality as identified from the text. The inclusion of
“given” labels highlights the predefined personality traits that
are being analyzed, effectively guiding the LLM throughout
the processing. To enhance coherence, the output incorporates
the input labels along with evidence extracted from the text,
ensuring consistency between the identified traits and their
supporting information. Ultimately, the summary integrates
these dimensions and evidence into a cohesive representation,
offering a dependable reference for mimicking the user’s
personality traits. However, this is only for training purposes;
for experiments involving the .test set, the labels will not be
provided to ensure reliable recognition results.

2) Psycho LLM (P): Psycho LLM is designed to analyze
user personality facets. This LLM aims to evaluate 77 person-
ality facets based on the latest personality research, effectively
capturing the nuances of user personality [8]. For each facet,
the LLM provides a binary score of 0 or 1, which labels
the presence or absence of the trait. The results are output
in JSON format, making them readily usable as features for
further applications. Fig. 3 illustrates the designed prompt.

3) Classify LLM (C): Classify LLM serves as a core
component for producing personality labels. Our experiments
involve regular Chain-of-Thought (CoT) classification, fine-
tuning, and the PICEPR algorithm to evaluate whether the
PICEPR algorithm enhances performance and provides deeper
insights into behavior inferred from text on social networks.

In the PICEPR algorithm, the model processes content
generated by the Summary LLM (S) alongside the personality
facet outputs from the Psycho LLM (P). Fig. 4 illustrates the



1 {
2  "role": "system",
3  "content": (
4    "Analyze the user's personality using the Big Five framework (Openness, 

Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, Neuroticism) based on the user text 
and the given labels.\n\n"

5    "Later, summarize the user's personality, which can be used as a reference 
when needed to mimic his/her personality."

6  "Input format:\n"
7  "{\n"
8  "  'user_text': '',\n"
9  "  'given_labels': {\n"
10  "  'Openness': '0/1',\n"
11  "  'Conscientiousness': '0/1',\n"
12  "  'Extraversion': '0/1',\n"
13  "  'Agreeableness': '0/1',\n"
14  "  'Neuroticism': '0/1'\n"
15  "  }\n"
16  "}\n"
17  "- 'user_text' is the user's social media text.\n"
18  "- 'given_labels' are the assigned label values (0 for low; 1 for high).\n\n"
19  "Output the result in this JSON format:\n"
20  "{\n"
21  "  'dimensions': {\n"
22  "  'Openness': {'input_label': '0/1', 'evidence': ''},\n"
23  "  'Conscientiousness': {'input_label': '0/1', 'evidence': ''},\n"
24  "  'Extraversion': {'input_label': '0/1', 'evidence': ''},\n"
25  "  'Agreeableness': {'input_label': '0/1', 'evidence': ''},\n"
26  "  'Neuroticism': {'input_label': '0/1', 'evidence': ''}\n"
27  "  }\n"
28  "  'summary': ''\n"
29  "}\n"
30  "- 'input_label' is the given label value (0 for low; 1 for high).\n"
31  "- 'evidence' is the evidence extracted from the user's text to support the 

given label.\n"
32    "- 'summary' provides an overall synopsis of the user, reflecting all the 

given personality labels, which can be used as a reference when needed to mimic the 
user personality.\n\n"

33  )
34 },
35 {
36  "role": "user",
37  "content": [content]

Fig. 2. The Chain of Thought (CoT) Prompt for PICEPR’s Summary LLM
(S) is designed to provide a synopsis of user personality based on the given
user text from the dataset.The highlighted content (lines 9–15, 18, 22–27, and
30) will be removed during inferencing (test dataset). This applies to both the
Contents and Embeddings pipeline.

prompt employed by the Classify LLM (C) to structure a JSON
output for personality types. A similar prompt is also used to
establish a baseline for regular CoT classification.

For fine-tuning, we compare the PICEPR method with a
fine-tuned Classify LLM (C). The LLM is a decoder-only
model, and no existing dataset is available for this specific
task. To address this, we utilize the Summary LLM (S) to em-
ulate the chat completion output ("role"="assistant")
by combining the evidence (analysis) component with the
corresponding label. This approach allows us to construct a
training set containing targeted outputs derived from users’
social media text and our system prompt. Eq.1 shows the
cross-entropy loss used for fine-tuning.

LCE = −
T∑

t=1

yt · log (pt) (1)

Where:
• T : Number of tokens.
• yt: True distribution for the t-th token.
• pt: Predicted probability for the t-th generated token.
However, due to the computation resources limitation, we

employ Quantized Low-Rank Adaptation (QLoRA) to accel-
erate the fine-tuning process. The QLoRA weight update is
defined as shown in Eq. 2.

W ′ = W +∆W = W +A ·B (2)

1 {
2  "role": "system",
3  "content": (
4    "Analyze the user's personality facets based on the given text obtained from 

social media.\n"
5  "Input format:\n"
6  "{\n"
7  "  'user_text': ''\n"
8  "}\n"
9  "- 'user_text: the social media text.\n"

10  "Output the result in this JSON format:\n"
11  "{\n"
12  "  'evidence': ''\n"
13  "  'facet_list': '[...]'\n" 
14  "}\n"
15  "- 'evidence': Analysis of the text reflecting the personality facets. Give 

examples (content and/or tone) from the given user's message.\n"
16    "- 'facet_list': a list of facets identified in the user's text, limited to 

the following options:\n"
17    "['Absorption', 'Abstract thinking', 'Achievement-striving', 'Aesthetics', 

'Affability', 'Aggression', 'Altruism', 'Anger', 'Anxiety', 'Assertive', 'Attention-
seeking', 'Callous', 'Courageous', 'Critical', 'Dependability', 'Depression', 
'Detail-conscious', 'Dishonest-Opportunism', 'Distractibility', 'Eccentricity', 
'Emotion-based decision-making', 'Empathy', 'Envy', 'Extrospection', 'Fair', 
'Fantasy', 'Forgiving', 'Grandiosity', 'Gratitude', 'Harm avoidance', 'Hedonism', 
'Honesty', 'Humor', 'Imagination', 'Impetuous', 'Indecisive', 'Inferiority', 
'Insecure attachment', 'Intellectual curiosity', 'Intolerance', 'Introspection', 
'Leadership', 'Manipulative', 'Need for cognition', 'Need for social acceptance', 
'Novelty seeking', 'Orderly', 'Perseverance', 'Personal disclosure', 'Planful', 
'Positivity', 'Procrastination', 'Provocative', 'Punitive', 'Risk-aversion', 'Rude', 
'Rumination', 'Self-control', 'Self-efficacy', 'Self-reliance', 'Sensation seeking', 
'Sensitivity', 'Sensitivity to criticism', 'Sociability', 'Social boldness', 'Social 
confidence', 'Social dependence', 'Spirituality', 'Stubborn', 'Surgency', 
'Suspicious', 'Tolerance for ambiguity', 'Traditionalism', 'Vengeful', 'Vigor', 
'Warmth', 'Worry']"

18  )
19 },
20 {
21  "role": "user",
22  "content": [content]
23 }

Fig. 3. The Chain of Thought (CoT) Prompt for PICEPR’s Psycho LLM (P)
to provide a facet lists according to 77 personality facets [8] using the given
user text from the dataset. This applies to both the Contents and Embeddings
pipeline.

Where:

• W ∈ Rd×k: Pre-trained weight matrix.
• A ∈ Rd×r: Low-rank matrix 1.
• B ∈ Rr×k: Low-rank matrix 2.
• d: Input dimension of the original weight matrix.
• k: Output dimension of the original weight matrix.
• r: Rank of the low-rank decomposition, r ≪ min(d, k).

4) Mimic LLM (M): As shown in Fig. 5, this component
generates an augmented dataset by leveraging the summarized
content and corresponding labels from the Summary LLM
(S). The Mimic LLM further synthesizes social media-style
text that mirrors the personality traits indicated by the labels.
This approach enriches the dataset by incorporating realistic,
personality-reflective examples, ensuring that the augmented
data is contextually relevant and diverse. Additionally, the
process involves prompting the model to produce a negative
set—examples that do not align with the targeted personal-
ity traits—enabling more effective fine-tuning. Together, the
augmented dataset contribute to improving the robustness
and accuracy of downstream personality recognition tasks by
enhancing the model’s ability to generalize across various
textual nuances.

5) Vector LLM (V): This is also a core component for the
experiment, but this differs from the aforementioned Mimic
LLM (M). The Vector LLM (V) processes user text and
converts it into embeddings of length n, where n is the length
of the embedding vector determined by the specific type and
architecture of the LLM. These embeddings serve as dense



1 {
2  "role": "system",
3  "content": (
4    "Analyze the user's personality using the Big-5 framework based on the given 

content summarised from social media and the determined personality facets.\n"
5  "Input format:\n"
6  "{\n"
7  "  'user_content': ''\n"
8  "  'personality_facets': [...]\n"
9  "}\n"

10  "- 'user_content': the summarised user social media content.\n"
11  "- personality_facets: a list of the determined personality facets from the 

user text\n"
12  "Output the result in this JSON format:\n"
13  "{\n"
14  "  'dimensions': {\n"
15  "  'Openness': {'evidence': '', 'label': '0/1'},\n"
16  "  'Conscientiousness': {'evidence': '', 'label': '0/1'},\n"
17  "  'Extraversion': {'evidence': '', 'label': '0/1'},\n"
18  "  'Agreeableness': {'evidence': '', 'label': '0/1'},\n"
19  "  'Neuroticism': {'evidence': '', 'label': '0/1'}\n"
20  "  }\n"
21  "}\n\n"
22  "For each dimension, provide:\n"
23  "- evidence: Analysis of the text reflecting the trait. Give examples 

(content and/or tone) from the given user's message or personality facets. Avoid 
using punctuation\n"

24    "- label: Provide only a value (0 for low; or 1 for high) to indicate the 
traits.\n\n"

25  )
26 },
27 {
28  "role": "user",
29  "content": [content]
30 }

Fig. 4. The Chain-of-Thought (CoT) prompt for PICEPR’s Contents
Pipeline’s Classify LLM (C) is used to generate personality labels. The
user Contents is derived from S, and the personality facets are obtained
from P . The red-highlighted parts from the system prompt are excluded.
Additionally, the user content is replaced with the original content, and the
personality facets are removed during the baseline setup for standard CoT
classification.

1 {
2  "role": "system",
3  "content": (
4  "Analyze the provided summary, which describes a user's personality.\n"
5    "Later, produce 10 sentences mimicking the tone and style of the user's 

social media posts to reflect his/her personality.\n"
6    "Then, produce 10 sentences that represent a completely opposite 

personality.\n"
7  ""
8  "Input format:\n"
9  "{\n"

10  "  'summary': '',\n"
11  "}\n"
12  "- 'summary' is the summary that reflect the user personality.\n"
13  "Output the result in this JSON format:\n"
14  "{\n"
15  "  'positive': ''\n"
16  "  'negative': ''\n"
17  "}\n"
18  "- 'positive' is list of 10 social media post sentences reflecting the 

personality of the given summary.\n"
19    "- 'negative' is list of 10 social media post sentences reflecting the 

completely opposite personality.\n"
20  )
21 },
22 {
23  "role": "user",
24  "content": [content]
25 }

Fig. 5. The Chain-of-Thought (CoT) prompt for PICEPR’s Embeddings
Pipeline’s Mimic LLM (M) is used to generate augmented positive and
negative social media content. The summary is derived from S, and personality
facets from P may be merged into the input.

numerical representations of the processed content, capturing
meaningful patterns and relationships.

Since this model outputs only embeddings, a multilayer
perceptron (MLP) is employed to classify personality into the
final categories. The MLP’s input layer has size r+77, where
r is the length of the representation embedding vector, which
varies depending on the choice of V , and 77 corresponds to the
additional personality facet outputs from P [8]. Similar to C,

this setup allows for studying whether the PICEPR algorithm
can enhance performance and provide better insights into the
LLM’s behavior.

As there are 4 or 5 labels depending on the personality
theory applied, this is treated as a multitask classification.
The loss function, LMBCE, for training is multi-binary cross-
entropy, as shown in Eq. 3, combined with a sigmoid activation
function, defined in Eq. 4.

LMBCE (y, ŷ) =

C∑
c=1

− [yc log ŷc + (1− yc) log(1− ŷc)] (3)

ŷc =
1

1 + e−zc
(4)

Where:
• C: Number of classes (4 for MBTI & 5 for Big-5).
• yc: True label (1 or 0) for class c.
• ŷc: Predicted probability for class c.
• zc: Logit output before applying the sigmoid function.
To effectively address the issue of class imbalance, the

focal loss is utilized, as defined in Eq. 5, where α and γ are
the hyper-parameters. This loss function modifies the regular
cross-entropy loss by incorporating a modulating factor that
emphasizes harder-to-classify examples while down-weighting
the contribution of well-classified ones.

LFBCE (y, ŷ) = α ·
(
1− e−LMBCE(y,ŷ)

)γ

· LMBCE (y, ŷ) (5)

We adapt the contrastive loss Lcontrastive (Eq. 6) as the loss
function during fine-tuning. The objective is to maximize the
similarity value of positive pairs (same personality) while
minimizing it for negative pairs.

Lcontrastive = yD2 + (1− y)max(0,m−D)2, (6)

where:
• D: Euclidean distance of vectors a and b, ∥d(a) − d(b)∥.
• y: Binary label indicating pair type, y ∈ {0, 1}.
• m: Minimum threshold distance for negative pairs.

C. Experiment Setting

We designed a series of experiments to establish perfor-
mance baselines for both pipelines. As listed in Table II,
we utilized various LLMs as backbones. Additionally, we
experimented with combinations of encoder and decoder ar-
chitectures in the Embeddings Pipeline, guided by empirical
performance results.

For the Contents pipeline, we employed the following
configurations: (a) Chain-of-Thought (CoT) prompting for
standard classification (CR), (b) fine-tuning the LLM (CRT),
(c) our proposed PICEPR algorithm (CPR), and (d) its two-
shot prompting variant (CPR2). On the other hand, for the
Embeddings pipeline, we explored: (a) standard LLM-based
classification (VR), (b) fine-tuning the encoder model (VRT),
(c) adopting an augmented dataset generated by a decoder



TABLE II
LIST OF LLMS USED IN THE RESEARCH, ALONG WITH THEIR RESPECTIVE

SYMBOLS, VERSIONS, STRUCTURE, AND TYPES.

Abbreviation Model Version Structure Type
gpt4o [13] gpt-4o-2024-08-06 Schema Completions
gpt3.5 [50] gpt-3.5-turbo-0125 Mode Completions
gemini [14] gemini-1.5-flash Schema Completions
llama [51] Meta-Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct Text Completions
mistral [52] Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.3 Text Completions
gptada [53] text-embedding-ada-002 Vector Embeddings
gemb [54] text-embedding-004 Vector Embeddings
mistemd [55] mistral-embed-23.12 Vector Embeddings
minilm [56] paraphrase-MiniLM-L6-v2 Vector Embeddings
mpnet [57] all-mpnet-base-v2 Vector Embeddings
sbert [58] sentence-bert-base-nli-mean-tokens Vector Embeddings

Note: The experiment uses 5 LLM components. To ensure consistency in
notation throughout the paper, we adopt the following format: LLMv, where
LLM denotes the corresponding LLM components, such as S, M, P , or C;
and v specifies the LLM model version. For instance, Vminilm{S,M,P}gpt4o
indicates the pipeline: Vector LLM (V) using the minilm model; Summary
LLM , Mimic LLM (M), and Psycho LLM (P) using the gpt4o model. In
addition, not all LLM models can be all incorporated into the 5 components.
For example, gptada model generates only embeddings and does not produce
text output, making it only can be utilized for Vector LLM (V). In addition,
even if the LLM documentation states that it supports JSON formatting, the
output structure or values might still be incorrect. For model output structure,
we indicate ‘Schema’ and ‘Mode’ (for cases where format failure is more
likely) if it is explicitly supported according to the documentation, and ‘Text’
when JSON output is not guaranteed but can still be achieved using the
structured output engine [48].

LLM (M′) to fine-tune the encoder model (VAT), and (d) the
PICEPR algorithm (VPR).

Last but not least, we also analyze the invalid generated
outputs (which are the data that cannot be correctly parsed
as valid classifications during the inference process), which
impact the evaluation of large language models (LLMs) for
personality classification.

D. Evaluation

To evaluate personality recognition performance, we employ
standard metrics: Regular Accuracy (RA) (Eq. 7) to assess the
model accuracy, Balanced Accuracy (BA) (Eq. 8) to measure
model performance on imbalanced datasets (which should be
nearly identical to RA for balanced datasets), and the F1 Score
(Eq. 9) to evaluate model bias. Here, TP , FP , TN , and FN
denote true positives, false positives, true negatives, and false
negatives, respectively.

RA =
TP + TN

TP + TN + FP + FN
. (7)

BA =

(
TP

TP+FN + TN
TN+FP

)
2

. (8)

F1 =
2 · TP

2 · TP + FP + FN
. (9)

Additionally, we analyze the errors generated by each LLM,
particularly focusing on instances where the model fails to
produce a valid JSON output that can be parsed without the
use of repair tools [49], or where there are spelling errors in

JSON keys or invalid values (e.g., a label of 0 or 1 but given
output -1). The error rate (ER) is calculated as in Eq. 10.

ER =
jsonnumber of rows with errors

jsontotal number of rows
. (10)

Lastly, to validate the proposed framework, we perform
statistical hypothesis testing using McNemar’s test. Statistical
significance is evaluated by computing the p-value based on
the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of the chi-squared
distribution with one degree of freedom:

p = 1− CDF
(
χ2 =

(b− c)2

b+ c
, df = 1

)
(11)

• b represents the number of instances correctly classified
by the baseline model but misclassified after incorporat-
ing the psychology-informed module.

• c represents the number of instances misclassified by the
baseline model but correctly classified after incorporating
the module.

The resulting p-value is compared against a conventional
significance threshold α = 0.05. If p < 0.05, we reject the null
hypothesis, indicating that the psychology-informed module
has a statistically significant impact on model performance.

IV. DISCUSSION

We conducted several experiments on the two proposed
pipelines. First, Table III summarizes the error rates observed
for each model during testing. Later, Table IV and Table V
tabulate the results of the designed experiment for the Con-
tents Pipeline. Table VI and Table VII tabulate the results of
the Embeddings Pipeline. To further justify the effectiveness
of the proposed PICEPR approach, we visualized the flow
and conducted hypothesis testing after adopting the PICEPR
compared to the regular method, as shown in Fig. 6. Since the
p-value < α in both the PICEPR Contents and Embeddings
pipelines, this indicates that the approaches yields statistically
significant results.

A. Invalid Generated Output

For the V LLM, the error rate is 0 because it is an encoder-
only model that outputs embeddings, which inherently do not
produce errors. The same observation applies to the S and P
LLMs, as they have relatively simple structures output. The M
LLM is not applicable for this analysis. However, it is worth
mentioning that several errors were observed in the training
set due to tokenization length issues. Therefore, we cannot
conclude that the structured output engine can be fully relied
upon, as it may fail to process the entire script to the end of
the token (eg. [EOS] for OpenAI model).

The C LLM is an output component for the PICEPR
Contents Pipeline. Cgpt4o, Cgemini, Cllama, and Cmistral, there is
0% error due to the structured output engine being enabled.

However, Cgpt3.5 exhibits some errors because its API does
not support a structured output engine. However, a notable
trend can be observed: the error rate was significantly higher
for the P model, which requires generating personality facets,



TABLE III
PICEPR’S CONTENTS PIPELINE EVALUATES THE ERROR RATES OF VARIOUS LLM BASE MODELS ACROSS ESSAYS AND KAGGLE DATASETS.

Dataset Model S P CR CRT CPR CPR2 M VR, VRT,VAT,VPR

Essays

gpt4o 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0
gemini 0 0 0 0.609 0 0 - 0
gpt3.5 0.002 0.006 0.022 0.032 0.006 0.028 - 0
llama 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0
mistral 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0

Kaggle

gpt4o 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0
gemini 0 0 0 0.750 0 0 - 0
gpt3.5 0.002 0.008 0.017 0.020 0.006 0.027 - 0
llama 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0
mistral 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0

Note: Since this involves tabulating results only for the test set of each LLM, so M is not applicable, and the S only for PICEPR Contents Pipeline.

TABLE IV
PICEPR’S CONTENTS PIPELINE: PERFORMANCE METRICS COMPARISON ACROSS MODELS AND EXPERIMENTS ON THE ESSAYS DATASET

Experiment O - Openness C - Conscientiousness E - Extraversion A - Agreeableness N - Neuroticism
Type Variation BA F1 RA BA F1 RA BA F1 RA BA F1 RA BA F1 RA

CR

{C,S,P}gpt4o 0.5137 0.6786 0.5283 0.5983 0.6278 0.5992 0.5521 0.5941 0.5547 0.5538 0.6837 0.5749 0.5344 0.6667 0.5344
{C,S,P}gemini 0.5319 0.6763 0.5445 0.5784 0.5217 0.5769 0.5501 0.5915 0.5526 0.5596 0.6431 0.5709 0.5283 0.6628 0.5283
{C,S,P}gpt3.5 0.5251 0.6799 0.5389 0.5775 0.5945 0.5779 0.5364 0.5388 0.5359 0.5359 0.6697 0.5567 0.5470 0.6429 0.5464
{C,S,P}llama 0.4868 0.6486 0.5000 0.5154 0.5499 0.5162 0.5686 0.5799 0.5688 0.5300 0.6636 0.5506 0.5182 0.6327 0.5182
{C,S,P}mistral 0.4888 0.6506 0.5020 0.5175 0.5475 0.5182 0.5113 0.5000 0.5101 0.5338 0.6677 0.5547 0.5061 0.6223 0.5061

CRT

{C,S,P}gpt4o 0.5765 0.5894 0.5769 0.5660 0.5962 0.5668 0.5305 0.5650 0.5324 0.5518 0.5742 0.5526 0.5364 0.5621 0.5364
{C,S,P}gemini 0.5040 0.5479 0.5075 0.5462 0.5414 0.5448 0.3767 0.3824 0.3731 0.4683 0.4895 0.4552 0.4851 0.5106 0.4851
{C,S,P}gpt3.5 0.5567 0.5657 0.5567 0.5384 0.5353 0.5381 0.5485 0.5576 0.5485 0.5318 0.5473 0.5313 0.5588 0.5731 0.5590
{C,S,P}llama 0.5160 0.5267 0.5162 0.5221 0.5317 0.5223 0.5793 0.5823 0.5789 0.5403 0.5720 0.5425 0.5263 0.5430 0.5263
{C,S,P}mistral 0.5203 0.5269 0.5202 0.5338 0.5594 0.5344 0.5241 0.5347 0.5243 0.5469 0.5752 0.5486 0.5142 0.5294 0.5142

CPR

{C,S,P}gpt4o 0.6667 0.6870 0.6680 0.7081 0.7198 0.7085 0.6535 0.6640 0.6538 0.6793 0.6876 0.6781 0.6721 0.6786 0.6721
{C,S,P}gemini 0.6792 0.6962 0.6802 0.6978 0.7140 0.6984 0.6360 0.6386 0.6356 0.6432 0.6495 0.6417 0.6417 0.6550 0.6417
{C,S,P}gpt3.5 0.6748 0.6960 0.6762 0.6940 0.7082 0.6945 0.6510 0.6667 0.6517 0.6665 0.6733 0.6653 0.6668 0.6798 0.6667
{C,S,P}llama 0.6567 0.6769 0.6579 0.6372 0.6538 0.6377 0.6189 0.6328 0.6194 0.6077 0.6211 0.6073 0.6154 0.6346 0.6154
{C,S,P}mistral 0.6303 0.6527 0.6316 0.5948 0.6094 0.5951 0.6070 0.6181 0.6073 0.5936 0.6067 0.5931 0.6174 0.6358 0.6174

CPR2

{C,S,P}gpt4o 0.6352 0.6691 0.6377 0.7124 0.7183 0.7126 0.6654 0.6784 0.6660 0.6294 0.6335 0.6275 0.6518 0.6601 0.6518
{C,S,P}gemini 0.6372 0.6716 0.6397 0.7020 0.7146 0.7024 0.6611 0.6770 0.6619 0.5859 0.6220 0.5891 0.6073 0.6181 0.6073
{C,S,P}gpt3.5 0.6243 0.6617 0.6273 0.6994 0.7117 0.6998 0.6453 0.6600 0.6460 0.5881 0.6044 0.5880 0.6502 0.6586 0.6501
{C,S,P}llama 0.5803 0.6213 0.5830 0.6108 0.6293 0.6113 0.5452 0.5725 0.5466 0.5194 0.5564 0.5223 0.5911 0.5944 0.5911
{C,S,P}mistral 0.5716 0.6209 0.5749 0.5827 0.5961 0.5830 0.5516 0.5742 0.5526 0.5154 0.5526 0.5182 0.5870 0.5968 0.5870

Note: The highest-performing algorithm for each model is highlighted in bold. Since this is a balanced dataset, RA and BA metrics are identical. The F1
score indicates the model’s susceptibility to bias. The results for the gemini model in CRT are not referable due to the excessively high error rate. Notably,
the fraction of valid JSON outputs that could be parsed is less than one-third of the dataset.

a more complex JSON structure, than for the S model, which
mainly involves summarizing information, including some
CoT outputs.

An interesting finding is that the error rate decreased for
both datasets when using the PICEPR method. This improve-
ment can be attributed to replacing the lengthy original input
with a summarized version, allowing the decoder to adhere
better to its system instructions during prompting. This also
explains why the error rate decreased for CPR

gpt3.5, but increased
again when longer and more complex inputs were provided in
CPR2

gpt3.5.
On the other hand, an exception arises with CRT

gemini, as it is
a closed source model and its API does not support structured
output for fine-tuned models. This results in an error rate of
60% for CRT

gemini and up to 75% for MBTI tasks, indicating
that more than half of the dataset is missed. Consequently, the
respective results are no longer statistically significant.

B. Contents Pipeline

In general, Cgpt4o, Cgemini, and Cgpt3.5 outperform Cllama and
Cmistral in both Essays and Kaggle Dataset.

1) Regular CoT Prompt, CR: While we experimented with
zero-shot and 2-shot prompting, the performance improve-

ments were not significant. Moreover, n-shot prompting con-
sumed substantially more tokens—approximately n times as
many—without yielding proportionate improvements. This re-
sults do not show significant improvement compared to regular
personality recognition approaches (eg. BERT). Moreover,
they are consistent with the findings reported in [41] and [35].

In the Essays dataset, we observe that the Balanced Accu-
racy (BA) and Regular Accuracy (RA) are identical due to the
dataset’s balanced nature. However, the F1 score is generally
higher than both RA and BA. This indicates that the model
exhibits a bias in outputting certain labels more frequently.
In contrast, the Kaggle dataset, where the “Thinking/Feeling
(T/F)” dimension is relatively balanced, does not display such
bias in label output. This difference can be attributed to the la-
beling strategies employed in prompting. In the Essays dataset,
we prompt the language model to output binary labels (e.g., 0
or 1 for Agreeableness) for each dimension. Meanwhile, in the
Kaggle dataset, we ask the model to output labels according
to the MBTI format (e.g., ‘T/F’ for “Agreeableness”). The
key distinction lies in the interpretability of the labels. The
binary labels in the Big-5 structure lack inherent semantic
meaning and rely solely on the label “Agreeableness,” which
does not explicitly convey “positive” or “negative”. In contrast,



TABLE V
PICEPR’S CONTENTS PIPELINE: PERFORMANCE METRICS COMPARISON ACROSS MODELS AND EXPERIMENTS ON THE KAGGLE DATASET

Experiment O - Sensing/Intuition (S/N) C - Judging/Perceiving (J/P) E - Extra/Introversion (E/I) A - Sensing/Intuition (S/N)
Type Variation BA F1 RA BA F1 RA BA F1 RA BA F1 RA

CR

{C,S,P}gpt4o 0.7280 0.8852 0.8115 0.6573 0.5762 0.6795 0.6990 0.5269 0.7464 0.7950 0.8015 0.7931
{C,S,P}gemini 0.7702 0.9047 0.8421 0.6721 0.5990 0.6905 0.7252 0.5498 0.7262 0.8068 0.8028 0.8017
{C,S,P}gpt3.5 0.7410 0.8577 0.7744 0.6488 0.5740 0.6653 0.6646 0.4837 0.7709 0.7867 0.7863 0.7826
{C,S,P}llama 0.5902 0.7703 0.6524 0.6339 0.5555 0.6513 0.6311 0.4360 0.6998 0.7048 0.6977 0.6996
{C,S,P}mistal 0.5827 0.7650 0.6455 0.5971 0.5267 0.6061 0.6191 0.4198 0.6948 0.7037 0.6979 0.6986

CRT

{C,S,P}gpt4o 0.7097 0.8893 0.8161 0.6512 0.5756 0.6686 0.6497 0.4614 0.7389 0.7798 0.7892 0.7787
{C,S,P}gemini 0.4595 0.6897 0.5537 0.4139 0.5560 0.4484 0.5262 0.2917 0.6408 0.5953 0.5898 0.5953
{C,S,P}gpt3.5 0.6613 0.7796 0.6707 0.6375 0.5607 0.6532 0.6663 0.5013 0.7541 0.7851 0.7851 0.7808
{C,S,P}llama 0.5620 0.7570 0.6340 0.6289 0.5508 0.6455 0.6166 0.4160 0.6974 0.6928 0.6856 0.6876
{C,S,P}mistral 0.5639 0.7624 0.6403 0.5838 0.5147 0.5914 0.6137 0.4134 0.6876 0.6915 0.6852 0.6865

CPR

{C,S,P}gpt4o 0.8858 0.9569 0.9268 0.8158 0.7779 0.8190 0.8579 0.7596 0.8807 0.9039 0.9091 0.9032
{C,S,P}gemini 0.8756 0.9498 0.9153 0.8069 0.7674 0.8110 0.8191 0.7066 0.8559 0.8979 0.9015 0.8963
{C,S,P}gpt3.5 0.8728 0.9539 0.9215 0.8177 0.7799 0.8190 0.8589 0.7565 0.8799 0.9034 0.9083 0.9021
{C,S,P}llama 0.7461 0.8852 0.8127 0.7455 0.6989 0.7452 0.8012 0.6712 0.8311 0.8596 0.8654 0.8582
{C,S,P}mistral 0.7411 0.8705 0.7919 0.7654 0.7208 0.7660 0.7793 0.6386 0.8121 0.8593 0.8645 0.8576

CPR2

{C,S,P}gpt4o 0.8897 0.9572 0.9274 0.8223 0.7856 0.8254 0.8661 0.7444 0.8611 0.8925 0.8980 0.8916
{C,S,P}gemini 0.8785 0.9490 0.9141 0.8132 0.7747 0.8173 0.8482 0.7211 0.8484 0.8886 0.8929 0.8870
{C,S,P}gpt3.5 0.8834 0.9535 0.9206 0.8094 0.7690 0.8145 0.8606 0.7261 0.8524 0.9019 0.9067 0.9007
{C,S,P}llama 0.7609 0.8724 0.7960 0.7618 0.7169 0.7620 0.8030 0.6638 0.8190 0.8556 0.8601 0.8536
{C,S,P}mistral 0.7808 0.8722 0.7971 0.7700 0.7256 0.7712 0.8040 0.6667 0.8219 0.8576 0.8628 0.8559

Note: The highest-performing algorithm for each model is highlighted in bold. As this is an imbalanced dataset, BA metrics are used to reflect overall
performance, as they account for the minority class. The F1 score may not be as effective since it does not consider true negatives (in some dimensions, TN
is larger than TP). The results for the gemini model in CRT are not referable due to the excessively high error rate. Notably, the fraction of valid JSON
outputs that could be parsed is less than one-third of the dataset.

TABLE VI
PICEPR’S EMBEDDINGS PIPELINE: PERFORMANCE METRICS COMPARISON ACROSS MODELS AND EXPERIMENTS ON THE ESSAYS DATASET

Experiment O - Openness C - Conscientiousness E - Extraversion A - Agreeableness N - Neuroticism
Type Variation BA F1 RA BA F1 RA BA F1 RA BA F1 RA BA F1 RA

VR

Vgptada 0.6071 0.6166 0.6073 0.5825 0.6008 0.5830 0.5815 0.6320 0.5850 0.5592 0.6645 0.5749 0.5729 0.5631 0.5729
Vgemb 0.5785 0.5922 0.5789 0.5600 0.5898 0.5607 0.5446 0.6039 0.5486 0.5583 0.6272 0.5668 0.5405 0.5592 0.5405
Vmistend 0.5882 0.6074 0.5891 0.5967 0.6151 0.5972 0.5572 0.6104 0.5607 0.5694 0.6314 0.5769 0.5830 0.5813 0.5830
Vminilm 0.5930 0.6269 0.5951 0.5438 0.3747 0.5405 0.5465 0.4887 0.5425 0.5262 0.4136 0.5121 0.5486 0.6350 0.5486
Vmpnet 0.5824 0.5977 0.5830 0.5784 0.6000 0.5789 0.5615 0.6112 0.5648 0.5385 0.6188 0.5486 0.5466 0.5429 0.5466
Vsbert 0.5433 0.5388 0.5425 0.5399 0.5643 0.5405 0.5063 0.5679 0.5101 0.5333 0.6090 0.5425 0.5405 0.5377 0.5405

VRT

Vminilm 0.6069 0.6196 0.6073 0.5469 0.5372 0.5466 0.5669 0.6004 0.5688 0.5688 0.6556 0.5810 0.5789 0.5667 0.5789
Vmpnet 0.6047 0.6199 0.6053 0.5704 0.5875 0.5709 0.5611 0.5909 0.5628 0.5548 0.6211 0.5628 0.5729 0.5950 0.5729
Vsbert 0.5394 0.5328 0.5385 0.5463 0.5573 0.5466 0.5118 0.5247 0.5121 0.5398 0.5752 0.5425 0.5466 0.5466 0.5466
VminilmPgpt4o 0.5989 0.6102 0.5992 0.5504 0.5595 0.5506 0.5595 0.5835 0.5607 0.5837 0.6644 0.5951 0.5830 0.6241 0.5830
VmpnetPgpt4o 0.5928 0.6051 0.5931 0.5664 0.5837 0.5668 0.5568 0.5902 0.5587 0.5480 0.6191 0.5567 0.5607 0.5786 0.5607
VsbertPgpt4o 0.5754 0.5766 0.5749 0.5705 0.5843 0.5709 0.5427 0.5480 0.5425 0.5495 0.5869 0.5526 0.5506 0.5451 0.5506

VAT

VminilmM′
gpt4o 0.6398 0.6454 0.6397 0.6076 0.6008 0.6073 0.6054 0.6108 0.6053 0.6105 0.6545 0.6154 0.6134 0.6110 0.6134

VmpnetM′
gpt4o 0.6274 0.6364 0.6275 0.5974 0.5930 0.5972 0.5996 0.6024 0.5992 0.6368 0.6788 0.6417 0.6093 0.6238 0.6093

VsbertM
′
gpt4o 0.5661 0.5549 0.5648 0.6035 0.5967 0.6032 0.5431 0.5425 0.5425 0.5696 0.5939 0.5709 0.5749 0.5817 0.5749

VminilmM′
mistral 0.6015 0.6052 0.6012 0.5445 0.5473 0.5445 0.5313 0.5549 0.5324 0.5347 0.6021 0.5425 0.5445 0.5856 0.5445

VmpnetM′
mistral 0.5894 0.5932 0.5891 0.5462 0.5608 0.5466 0.5411 0.5687 0.5425 0.5582 0.6384 0.5688 0.5466 0.5556 0.5466

VsbertM
′
mistral 0.5582 0.5428 0.5567 0.5345 0.5325 0.5344 0.5184 0.5537 0.5202 0.5232 0.5618 0.5263 0.5385 0.5494 0.5385

VPR

Vminilm{S,M}gpt4o 0.7443 0.7381 0.7429 0.7001 0.7098 0.7004 0.6894 0.6844 0.6883 0.6504 0.6730 0.6518 0.6741 0.6596 0.6741
Vmpnet{S,M}gpt4o 0.7278 0.7031 0.7247 0.6976 0.7183 0.6984 0.6679 0.6759 0.6680 0.6530 0.7032 0.6599 0.6538 0.6415 0.6538
Vsbert{S,M}gpt4o 0.6636 0.6514 0.6619 0.6012 0.6036 0.6012 0.6197 0.6478 0.6215 0.6201 0.6314 0.6194 0.6417 0.6467 0.6417
Vminilm{S,M}mistral 0.7083 0.6960 0.7065 0.6604 0.6485 0.6599 0.6492 0.6628 0.6498 0.6609 0.6586 0.6579 0.6680 0.6733 0.6680
Vmpnet{S,M}mistral 0.6826 0.6624 0.6802 0.6279 0.6183 0.6275 0.6271 0.6392 0.6275 0.6183 0.6154 0.6154 0.6579 0.6613 0.6579
Vsbert{S,M}mistral 0.6682 0.6497 0.6660 0.5873 0.5802 0.5870 0.6169 0.6301 0.6174 0.5993 0.6012 0.5972 0.6336 0.6472 0.6336

Note: The highest-performing algorithm for each model is highlighted in bold. Since this is a balanced dataset, RA and BA metrics are identical.

in the MBTI theory, labels such as “Thinking/Feeling” or ‘T/F’
are meaningful tokens that the model has likely encountered
during pretraining, enabling it to better contextualize and
predict these labels. This lead the model to hallucinate during
decoding by assigning arbitrary associations to these labels.

Moving on, the LLM demonstrates a tendency toward bias,
particularly when producing labels for imbalanced datasets
(e.g., Kaggle). This can be attributed to the LLM over-
exploring certain personality types during pretraining, as in-
dividuals with these personalities are more likely to produce
written text on the internet which aligns with the way the

Kaggle dataset was collected.
2) Regular CoT Prompt (Fine-Tuned LLM), CRT: Fine-

tuning the LLM does not lead to significant improvements and,
in some cases, results in a decrement in RA/BA performance.
For example, in the Conscientiousness (C) dimension of the
Essays dataset, Cgemini showed reduced RA/BA after fine-
tuning. While fine-tuning ensures consistency in RA/BA, it
also causes a reduction in the F1 score. This demonstrates
that fine-tuning enables the LLM to interpret the meaning
of the output (0 or 1) in the context of MBTI labels. This
effect is particularly noticeable in the Openness (O), Extraver-



TABLE VII
PICEPR’S EMBEDDINGS PIPELINE: PERFORMANCE METRICS COMPARISON ACROSS MODELS AND EXPERIMENTS ON THE KAGGLE DATASET

Experiment O - Sensing/Intuition (S/N) C - Judging/Perceiving (J/P) E - Extra/Introversion (E/I) A - Sensing/Intuition (S/N)
Type Variation BA F1 RA BA F1 RA BA F1 RA BA F1 RA

VR

Vgptada 0.7798 0.9011 0.8375 0.7042 0.6350 0.7251 0.7275 0.5705 0.7821 0.8262 0.8444 0.8288
Vgemb 0.7788 0.8980 0.8329 0.7306 0.6702 0.7481 0.6305 0.4418 0.6156 0.8365 0.8526 0.8386
Vmistend 0.7229 0.8899 0.8179 0.7327 0.6713 0.7522 0.7113 0.5490 0.7746 0.8522 0.8653 0.8536
Vminilm 0.7524 0.8946 0.8265 0.6315 0.5242 0.6663 0.6297 0.4310 0.7337 0.7774 0.8004 0.7804
Vmpnet 0.7612 0.9026 0.8386 0.6364 0.5330 0.6697 0.6316 0.4332 0.7406 0.7869 0.8102 0.7902
Vsbert 0.7574 0.9004 0.8352 0.6342 0.5305 0.6674 0.6131 0.4100 0.7014 0.7845 0.8065 0.7873

VRT

Vminilm 0.7791 0.9086 0.8484 0.6395 0.5460 0.6674 0.6520 0.4647 0.7331 0.7916 0.8108 0.7937
Vmpnet 0.7545 0.9033 0.8392 0.6420 0.5449 0.6726 0.6431 0.4521 0.7233 0.7958 0.8176 0.7988
Vsbert 0.7540 0.8986 0.8323 0.6261 0.5233 0.6576 0.6336 0.4389 0.7141 0.7908 0.8124 0.7937
VminilmPgpt4o 0.7251 0.8966 0.8277 0.6400 0.5494 0.6663 0.6509 0.4631 0.7314 0.7943 0.8137 0.7965
VmpnetPgpt4o 0.7220 0.8951 0.8254 0.6439 0.5466 0.6749 0.6436 0.4528 0.7228 0.7879 0.8098 0.7908
VsbertPgpt4o 0.7441 0.8934 0.8242 0.6348 0.5353 0.6657 0.6402 0.4480 0.7216 0.7932 0.8143 0.7960

VAT

VminilmM′
gpt4o 0.8214 0.9177 0.8640 0.7410 0.6797 0.7631 0.8108 0.6822 0.8352 0.8490 0.8604 0.8496

VmpnetM′
gpt4o 0.8079 0.9147 0.8588 0.7366 0.6730 0.7602 0.7951 0.6600 0.8231 0.8491 0.8602 0.8496

VsbertM′
gpt4o 0.7927 0.9179 0.8628 0.7133 0.6456 0.7349 0.7881 0.6511 0.8190 0.8406 0.8518 0.8409

VminilmM′
mistral 0.7681 0.9043 0.8415 0.6864 0.6120 0.7084 0.7804 0.6357 0.8058 0.8024 0.8161 0.8029

VmpnetM′
mistral 0.7644 0.9021 0.8380 0.6822 0.6047 0.7061 0.7736 0.6258 0.7994 0.7971 0.8114 0.7977

VsbertM′
mistral 0.7609 0.9003 0.8352 0.6659 0.5867 0.6882 0.7533 0.5991 0.7856 0.7924 0.8054 0.7925

VPR

Vminilm{S,M}gpt4o 0.8731 0.9273 0.8807 0.8563 0.8254 0.8576 0.8875 0.7817 0.8847 0.9276 0.9333 0.9280
Vmpnet{S,M}gpt4o 0.8605 0.9353 0.8922 0.8541 0.8233 0.8582 0.8780 0.7579 0.8674 0.9162 0.9225 0.9164
Vsbert{S,M}gpt4o 0.7966 0.9181 0.8634 0.8173 0.7792 0.8265 0.8389 0.7126 0.8461 0.8951 0.8999 0.8939
Vminilm{S,M}mistral 0.8257 0.9245 0.8744 0.8310 0.7957 0.8352 0.8427 0.7158 0.8467 0.8905 0.8967 0.8899
Vmpnet{S,M}mistral 0.7876 0.9142 0.8571 0.8295 0.7940 0.8334 0.8391 0.7108 0.8438 0.8803 0.8867 0.8795
Vsbert{S,M}mistral 0.7876 0.9142 0.8571 0.8295 0.7940 0.8334 0.8391 0.7108 0.8438 0.8803 0.8867 0.8795

Note: The highest-performing algorithm for each model is highlighted in bold. As this is an imbalanced dataset, BA metrics are used to reflect overall
performance as they account for the minority class. The F1 score may not be as effective for evaluation since it does not consider true negatives
(particularly for the ‘C’ and ‘E’ dimensions, where TN is larger than TP).

G: 0G: 0G: 0G: 0G: 0G: 1G: 1G: 1G: 1G: 1

R: TPR: TPR: TPR: TPR: TP R: FNR: FNR: FNR: FNR: FN R: TNR: TNR: TNR: TNR: TNR: FPR: FPR: FPR: FPR: FP

P: TPP: TPP: TPP: TPP: TP P: FNP: FNP: FNP: FNP: FN P: TNP: TNP: TNP: TNP: TN P: FPP: FPP: FPP: FPP: FP

p-value=
 1.576e-17

(a) Essays Dataset (Contents)

G: 0G: 0G: 0G: 0G: 0G: 1G: 1G: 1G: 1G: 1

R: TPR: TPR: TPR: TPR: TP R: FNR: FNR: FNR: FNR: FN R: TNR: TNR: TNR: TNR: TN R: FPR: FPR: FPR: FPR: FP

P: TPP: TPP: TPP: TPP: TP P: FNP: FNP: FNP: FNP: FN P: TNP: TNP: TNP: TNP: TN P: FPP: FPP: FPP: FPP: FP

p-value=
 2.463e-118

(b) Kaggle Dataset (Contents)

G: 0G: 0G: 0G: 0G: 0G: 1G: 1G: 1G: 1G: 1

R: TPR: TPR: TPR: TPR: TP R: FNR: FNR: FNR: FNR: FN R: TNR: TNR: TNR: TNR: TN R: FPR: FPR: FPR: FPR: FP

P: TPP: TPP: TPP: TPP: TP P: FNP: FNP: FNP: FNP: FN P: TNP: TNP: TNP: TNP: TN P: FPP: FPP: FPP: FPP: FP

p-value=
 1.795e-35

(c) Essays Dataset (Embeddings)

G: 0G: 0G: 0G: 0G: 0G: 1G: 1G: 1G: 1G: 1

R: TPR: TPR: TPR: TPR: TP R: FNR: FNR: FNR: FNR: FN R: TNR: TNR: TNR: TNR: TN R: FPR: FPR: FPR: FPR: FP

P: TPP: TPP: TPP: TPP: TP P: FNP: FNP: FNP: FNP: FN P: TNP: TNP: TNP: TNP: TN P: FPP: FPP: FPP: FPP: FP

p-value=
 4.772e-149

(d) Kaggle Dataset (Embeddings)

Fig. 6. The Sankey diagram illustrates the transition from the regular method (R) to the proposed method (P), based on the original ground truth (G), using
the PICEPR approach across both the Contents Embeddings pipelines in the Essays and Kaggle datasets. We apply the McNemar p-value test to evaluate the
statistical significance of the changes. Since personality has multiple dimensions, we flatten and concatenate them to reduce the complexity of the visualization.
The diagram highlights that many false positives (FP) and false negatives (FN) are corrected to true positives (TP) and true negatives (TN), with fewer instances
of the reverse, showcasing the effectiveness of the proposed approach.

sion (E), and Agreeableness (A) dimensions of the Essays
dataset. However, in the Kaggle dataset, where the natural
labels inherently provide insight for classification (e.g., MBTI
labels), a similar decrement in RA/BA is observed despite the
meaningfulness of the labels. These results suggest that fine-
tuning a pretrained LLM may not be worthwhile. It demands
additional computational resources but offers only limited
improvement, making it less cost-effective.

3) PICEPR, CPR: The proposed algorithm demonstrates
significant improvement (over 10%) compared to regular
Chain-of-Thought (CoT) prompting. This is verified across
two datasets. The F1 score and RA/BA metrics in the Essays
dataset are nearly identical, indicating that the algorithm
effectively resolves biased results that appeared in regular

CoT methods. Moreover, a particularly interesting finding
is that, even in imbalanced datasets, the LLM model tends
to produce unbiased results, as evidenced by the reduced
difference between RA and BA metrics.

We experimented with a fine-tuned version of the LLM and
applied the PICEPR algorithm, observing a slight decrement
in performance across both datasets. This decline may be
attributed to the repeated feeding of the LLM’s outputs back
into itself for training, which likely reinforces preexisting
shortcomings. Conversely, when employing a series-based
prompting approach, the feedback loop facilitates iterative
refinement, as each step prompts the LLM to further extract
psychological or cognitive activity from the text. Empirical
results for continuing conversations yield similar outcomes,



although this modularised approach consumes more tokens
due to the inclusion of previous input messages.

4) PICEPR (2-shot prompt), CPR2: When implementing 2-
shot prompting, the bias performance improves further in im-
balanced datasets. This is particularly evident in the Openness
dimension of the Kaggle dataset, which exhibits an 80:20 label
ratio in the ”Sensing/Intuition (S/N)” dimension. The improve-
ment can be attributed to the model being exposed to both
possible outputs and corresponding examples. Nevertheless,
the performance does not improve for balanced datasets, with
some dimensions showing a slight decline (e.g., the Openness
(O), Extraversion (E), and Neuroticism (N) dimensions in the
Essays dataset and ”Thinking/Feeling (T/F)” in the Kaggle
dataset). This indicates that while providing examples can aid
in certain scenarios, there is no conclusive evidence that the 2-
shot approach consistently improves performance for decoder-
only LLMs.

C. Embeddings Pipeline

In general, the gpt4o LLM (Sgpt4o & Mgpt4o) exhibits higher
accuracy, while the choice of encoder model (V) has minimal
impact.

1) Regular Encoder Classification,VR: Compared to the
results from the Contents Pipeline, the performance is signifi-
cantly better, with an average improvement of approximately
5% and avoidance of random guessing in any dimension.
However, the presented result still indicate that regular NLU
models are not well-suited for personality classification tasks.
Meanwhile, VR

gptada and VR
mistemd demonstrate relatively strong

representation capabilities. When comparing the RA results on
the Kaggle dataset for both pipelines, this pipeline also reveals
that the encoder model exhibits a relative bias.

2) Regular Encoder Fine-Tuning, VRT: We were unable to
fine-tune closed-source encoder models, as they do not support
fine-tuning due to limitations in their application programming
interfaces. Consequently, we only examined open-source mod-
els for encoder fine-tuning.

By using the Essays and Kaggle datasets for fine-tuning, the
results indeed improved; however, the improvement is limited.
This limitation arises due to the small size of the training set,
which hinders the model’s ability to generalize effectively.
Notably, this is evident in the Kaggle dataset, where the
performance improvement is significantly higher compared to
the Essays dataset. Additionally, observations from the Kaggle
dataset indicate that fine-tuning indeed mitigates the dataset
imbalance issue more effectively compared to VR.

Moreover, we observed that the presence of LLMs within
P only yields improvements for VRT

sbert (where the encoder
underperforms), whereas VRT

minilm and VRT
mpnet result in slight

performance degradation. This suggests that when the encoder
alone is sufficient to capture personality-related information,
and the additional input from the decoder-based LLMs may
disrupt its focus. Although the MLP is capable of adjusting
weights to some extent, the LLM decoder sometimes intro-
duce hallucinations (that are not stable across any personality

facets), causing the MLP to fail in effectively reconciling the
information. Hence, we omit P in the subsequent experiments.

3) LLM Augmentation Fine-Tuning, VAT: From the results,
the augmented data contains meaningful content and manages
to improve the encoder’s performance, allowing it to focus on
differentiating personality traits rather than merely capturing
the semantic meaning of sentences through a contractive loss.
We utilized the closed-source M′

gpt4o model and the open-
source M′

mistral model, as the latter demonstrated relatively
good performance in previous experiments. As expected, the
BA results (especially the most imbalance ‘O’ dimension in
Kaggle dataset) demonstrate that it inherits the advantages of
fine-tuning - addressing the class imbalance issue. In addition,
the RA results for VAT

mistral show limited improvement (with
some instances still degraded), as does VAT

gpt4o compared to
VRT. This can be attributed to VAT

mistral’s tendency to generate
hallucinated content due to the length of the decoder sequence.
For instance, a typical decoder classification involves a system
prompt (approximately 500 tokens), user input (approximately
1000 tokens), and augmentation content (approximately 500
tokens), with some CoT reasoning interspersed. The long
token length induces the lost-in-the-middle phenomenon in
LLMs [59].

4) PICEPR, VPR: We proposed PICEPR, which the frame-
work assigns specific roles to LLMs for personality recogni-
tion tasks to resolve the limitations of VAT. This includes S for
summarization and M for content generation. By adopting this
role-based approach, PICEPR enables more effective chain-of-
thought (CoT) summarization and content generation, thereby
mitigating the challenges associated with lengthy decoding
sequences.

We observed that the types of decoder models, S and M,
played a crucial role in affecting the performance of VPR

gpt4o.
As shown in Figure 7, we visualized how the similarity al-
gorithm influences the encoder model to produce embeddings
that reflect personality traits. When personalities are similar
(i.e., sharing more labels across personality dimensions), the
resulting embeddings tend to be more alike, resulting in higher
cosine similarity. Consequently, this can influence the behavior
of the backbone model, which was originally designed to
differentiate sentence meanings rather than personality traits.
As a result, we observed an improvement in balanced ac-
curacy (BA) in the imbalanced dimensions of the Kaggle
dataset—particularly in the MBTI’s ‘O’ (Openness) dimen-
sion, which is the most imbalanced class. This demonstrates
that the fine-tuning process builds a strong foundation for
personality classification.

Additionally, the choice of encoder is crucial, as VPR
minilm

not only generally outperforms VPR
sbert and VPR

mpnet despite being
4 times smaller but also converges around 3.5 times faster,
while achieving better performance. This underscores the
importance of a well-designed and properly pre-trained model.
An effective architecture outweighs the significance of the
sheer number of hyperparameters for personality recognition.
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Fig. 7. Heatmap of normalized embedding distances by VPR
minilm after the PICEPR Embeddings Pipeline (averaged) on both the Essays and Kaggle datasets.

Greater differences between embeddings result in larger distances. Significant variation across personality dimensions also contributes to these distances—for
example, ‘00000’ and ‘00001’ are close, while both are far from ‘11111’; similarly, ‘10011’ and ‘10111’ are relatively close compared to ‘01100’. The Kaggle
dataset better preserves meaningful structure, showing consistent distance changes for single-dimension flips across any position. In contrast, the Essays dataset
shows less differentiation for certain dimensions, indicating weaker separation in the embedding space.

D. Work Comparison

The proposed PICEPR algorithm outperforms current state-
of-the-art models for both the LLM-based approach and regu-
lar deep learning methods, as tabulated in Table VIII and Table
IX. Compared to regular machine learning methods, such as
those proposed in [35], [37]–[40], PICEPR achieves up to
a 20% improvement in performance. When compared to the
LLM-based approach described in [41], PICEPR demonstrates
an additional improvement of up to 10%. A notable drawback
exists for the PICEPR (Embeddings Pipeline) with respect to
the ‘O’ dimension in the Kaggle class RA score. However,
using a regular method, the RA score for the ‘O’ dimen-
sion could reach up to 0.9378, surpassing the performance
reported in [41], which employed an LLM-based approach.
Nevertheless, to have fair comparison, we aim to address this
issue due to the class imbalance, which none of the previous
LLM-based works have attempted to tackle. This highlights a
limitation in RA metric optimization. For other classes, it is
evident that even with class imbalance considered, our method
still surpasses prior metrics, demonstrating the effectiveness of
PICEPR.

To perform a cost analysis for the Contents Pipeline,
we adopt the open-source mistral model as our foundational
backbone [52]. This model offers a transparent computing
platform, allowing us to estimate the floating-point operations
(FLOPs) required for inference, as well as to reference the
associated costs per input and output token [52], [61], [62].
Figure 8 presents a comparative analysis of our four proposed

algorithms within the Contents Pipeline, alongside the EERPD
method [41], which employs a decoder-only large language
model (LLM). The results demonstrate that our proposed
PICEPR algorithm—featuring a structured prompting mech-
anism—is both cost-efficient and effective for personality
recognition tasks. Specifically, PICEPR incurs only twice the
computational cost of the standard Chain-of-Thought (CoT)
method while achieving more than a 10% improvement in
performance. Moreover, it outperforms the EERPD method
by over 5%, despite the latter requiring approximately 1200
times the computational resources. On the other hand, for the
Embeddings Pipeline, which requires a training process, the
data augmentation procedure undoubtedly increases computa-
tional demands. However, this step yields higher-quality data,
thereby enhancing generalisation capabilities. These results
further substantiate the effectiveness of our modularisation PI-
CEPR approach in accurately understanding user personality.

E. Limitation

Despite the improvements achieved by PICEPR, we remain
concerned about its generalizability across different personal-
ity labels. In line with prior research, we employed the widely
used Essays and Kaggle datasets for our experiments. The
Essays dataset was collected in a controlled experimental set-
ting and annotated by psychologists [42], whereas the Kaggle
dataset consists of self-reported personality traits derived from
social media platforms [44]. While PICEPR performs well
on these datasets, we acknowledge their relatively small size



TABLE VIII
ESSAYS DATASET: PERFORMANCE COMPARISON

Works O - Openness C - Conscientiousness E - Extraversion A - Agreeableness N - Neuroticism
BA F1 RA BA F1 RA BA F1 RA BA F1 RA BA F1 RA

Word2Vec + Psycholinguistic [60] - - 0.6113 - 0.5671 - 0.5809 0.5671 - 0.5733
Psycholinguistic MLP [36] 0.6460 0.5920 0.6000 0.5880 0.6050
BERT MLP [36] - - 0.6040 - 0.5730 - 0.5690 - 0.5700 - 0.5980
CoT with Emotion [41] - 0.6093 0.6102 - 0.6864 0.6800 - 0.6302 0.6201 - 0.6501 0.6498 - 0.5600 0.5600
PICEPR (Contents Pipeline) 0.6667 0.6870* 0.6680 0.7081* 0.7198* 0.7085* 0.6535 0.6640* 0.6538 0.6793 0.6876 0.6781 0.6721 0.6786* 0.6721
PICEPR (Embeddings Pipeline) 0.7316* 0.6868 0.7267* 0.6920 0.6417 0.6903 0.6592* 0.6515 0.6579* 0.6800* 0.7054* 0.6822* 0.6822* 0.6488 0.6822*

Note: The bold text indicates the second-highest performance, while the bold text with an asterisk (*) represents the highest performance among all other
algorithms. Since this is a balanced dataset, RA and BA metrics are identical.

TABLE IX
KAGGLE DATASET: PERFORMANCE COMPARISON

Works O - Sensing/Intuition (S/N) C - Judging/Perceiving (J/P) E - Extra/Introversion (E/I) A - Sensing/Intuition (S/N)
BA F1 RA BA F1 RA BA F1 RA BA F1 RA

TAE [35] - 0.8117 - - 0.7020 - - 0.7090 - - 0.6621 -
BERT MLP [36] - - 0.6840 - - 0.6440 - - 0.7830 - - 0.7440
MD-Transformer [38] - 0.6910 - - 0.7919 - - 0.6608 - - 0.7919 -
DGCN [39] - 0.6719 - - 0.6816 - - 0.6952 - - 0.8053 -
TrigNet [40] - 0.6717 - - 0.6769 - - 0.6954 - - 0.7906 -
CoT with Emotion [41] - 0.9059 0.9101 - 0.8212* 0.8134 - 0.8663* 0.8710 - 0.8915 0.8917
PICEPR (Contents Pipeline) 0.8858* 0.9569* 0.9268* 0.8158 0.7779 0.8190 0.8579 0.7596 0.8807 0.9039 0.9091 0.9032
PICEPR (Embeddings Pipeline) 0.8731 0.9273 0.8807 0.8563* 0.8254 0.8576* 0.8875* 0.7817 0.8847* 0.9276* 0.9333* 0.9280*

Note: The bold text indicates the second-highest performance, while the bold text with an asterisk (*) represents the highest performance among all other
algorithms. As this is an imbalanced dataset, BA metrics are used to reflect overall performance as they account for the minority class. The F1 score may
not be as effective for evaluation since it does not consider true negatives (particularly for the ‘C’ and ‘E’ dimensions, where TN is larger than TP).
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EERPDmistral using the mistral LLM as the backbone. (I) indicates input
tokens, (O) indicates output tokens, and (P) stands for processing. In this
analysis, we assume that the cost of input and output tokens is the same as
stated in the mistral documentation [52]. However, to ensure a fair comparison,
we include a decoding overhead applicable to other closed-source models such
as [13]. This overhead is applied only to our CPR

mistral to avoid underestimating
its cost. For fine-tuning scenarios, we assume only one sample is involved
in the process. For few-shot learning, we assume two samples are needed to
satisfy the setting. For EERPD, since its performance depends on vectorizing
the entire training dataset, the cost accounts for the whole dataset (as this
contributes to its performance); however, we also visualize the case for only a
single dataset using a darker yellowish-green color. Nonetheless, regardless of
the setting, EERPD remains the highest-cost approach among all algorithms.

and the inherent subjectivity of personality labels, which may
introduce noise.

Another limitation lies in content generation. Since LLMs
are trained on vast amounts of internet data, their outputs
may not strictly adhere to the principles of zero-shot learning.
Some inference content may have been encountered during

pretraining, meaning the model’s performance might partially
depend on memorized patterns or knowledge rather than
truly novel generation. This raises the possibility that the
model’s behavior is influenced by implicit pretraining biases,
potentially resulting in “weight overwriting,” where certain
content types dominate during training.

Several researchers have expressed concerns regarding the
inherent biases present in large language models (LLMs) [63],
[64]. These models can perpetuate traditional stereotypes, par-
ticularly when applied to tasks such as personality recognition.
For example, Xu, et al demonstrated that machine learning
models trained on large corpora of text can exhibit human-like
biases, including those related to race, gender, and social roles
[65]. In the context of personality recognition, our daily activ-
ities may correlate with certain personality traits, potentially
leading LLMs to make biased classifications. However, in our
experiment, the Essays dataset is annotated by trained profes-
sionals, which yielded also reliable and consistent results. This
suggests that the risk of bias was mitigated to a significant
extent. Therefore, although the risk of bias in personality
inference remains a valid concern, our findings suggest that
the use of carefully curated and professionally annotated data
provides a robust basis for accurate classification. Put differ-
ently, behavioral cues embedded in everyday activities, even
when individually subtle, can collectively serve as informative
features for personality inference. This approach is similar to
psychological assessment practices, where the accumulation of
small behavioral indicators over time supports a more accurate
identification of underlying personality traits [64].

These highlights the need to evaluate the approach on larger
and more diverse datasets as they become available. Due to
collecting a new and large dataset is currently not feasible due
to GPU resources and psychologist involvement for annoation



for new dataset, a future work could be rerun the experiments
on a larger dataset.

V. CONCLUSION

The proposed PICEPR achieves a new state-of-the-art model
for personality recognition by 5-15% in the Essays and Kaggle
dataset to the regular approaches, and we can answer the RQs:

• RQ1: PICEPR effectively addresses both hallucination,
where the model generates irrelevant outputs, and also
the lost-in-the-middle phenomenon, where critical infor-
mation is misrepresented or lost during the decoding
process. A modularised approach could help the LLM
focus on psychological features rather than the main
task of classifying personality. By modularised tasks, the
input token length for the classification model is reduced,
leading to more focused and efficient processing. While
this modular design roughly doubles the computational
cost, our experiments demonstrate that the PICEPR ap-
proach remains effective—even when using less advanced
LLMs—by producing more accurate and reliable outputs
despite the underlying model limitations.

• RQ2: Although closed-source gpt4o models typically
provide superior performance, approaches like PICEPR
illustrate that large language models (LLMs) can be
highly effective as intermediate modules for analyzing
textual content, making inferences, and even generating
augmented training data to enhance personality classi-
fication. This study contributes valuable insights into
how LLMs can be leveraged for psychological tasks,
demonstrating their potential beyond traditional NLP ap-
plications. In particular, the proposed PICEPR algorithm
effectively addresses the class imbalance issue inherent
in personality datasets. This imbalance naturally arises
due to the uneven distribution of personality traits in
social media data, such as the Kaggle dataset where label
distributions are skewed. This approach leads to more
robust personality recognition, as LLMs contribute richer
personality insights that enhance overall predictive power.

• RQ3: The experiments show that fine-tuning decoder-
only models did not yield significant improvements,
regardless of the underlying LLM architecture. How-
ever, this limitation can be addressed through an ef-
fective prompting framework—specifically, the proposed
PICEPR (Contents Pipeline)—which leverages the gen-
erative capabilities of decoder-only models to extract
personality cues for accurate classification. In contrast,
fine-tuning encoder-only LLMs on limited or low-quality
datasets often results in poor generalisation. To over-
come this, the proposed PICEPR (Embeddings Pipeline)
enables the generation of high-quality datasets that sig-
nificantly enhance generalisation performance. PICEPR
demonstrates its ability to extract personality insights
through both the Contents and Embeddings pipelines,
each offering distinct strengths and trade-offs. The Con-
tents Pipeline allows direct utilization of decoder-only

LLMs in a zero-shot manner without requiring any ad-
ditional training. Meanwhile, the Embeddings Pipeline
transfers the reasoning ability of decoder-only models to
encoder-only models via dataset augmentation, followed
by fine-tuning. While this approach requires additional
training effort, it results in significantly faster and more
computationally efficient inference.

Future work could focus on investigating the Embeddings
Pipeline, as the augmentation techniques improve model bias
but do not sufficiently resolve the imbalance problem. Addi-
tionally, research could explore methods to ensure that decoder
models generate outputs with reduced computational resources
while minimizing hallucination.
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REFERENCES

[1] S. K. Dam, C. S. Hong, Y. Qiao, and C. Zhang, “A complete
survey on llm-based ai chatbots,” 2024. [Online]. Available: https:
//arxiv.org/abs/2406.16937

[2] H. Zhao, Z. Liu, Z. Wu, Y. Li, T. Yang, P. Shu, S. Xu, H. Dai, L. Zhao,
G. Mai, N. Liu, and T. Liu, “Revolutionizing finance with llms:
An overview of applications and insights,” 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.11641

[3] Y. Choi, E. J. Kang, S. Choi, M. K. Lee, and J. Kim,
“Proxona: Leveraging llm-driven personas to enhance creators’
understanding of their audience,” 2024. [Online]. Available: https:
//arxiv.org/abs/2408.10937

[4] E. Cambria, L. Malandri, F. Mercorio, N. Nobani, and A. Seveso,
“Xai meets llms: A survey of the relation between explainable
ai and large language models,” 2024. [Online]. Available: https:
//arxiv.org/abs/2407.15248

[5] S. Neugebauer, L. Rippitsch, F. Sobieczky, and M. GeiB, “Explainability
of ai-predictions based on psychological profiling,” Procedia Computer
Science, vol. 180, pp. 1003–1012, 2021, proceedings of the 2nd
International Conference on Industry 4.0 and Smart Manufacturing
(ISM 2020). [Online]. Available: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/
article/pii/S1877050921004385

[6] K. Takami, B. Flanagan, Y. Dai, and H. Ogata, “Personality-
based tailored explainable recommendation for trustworthy smart
learning system in the age of artificial intelligence,” Smart Learning
Environments, vol. 10, no. 1, Dec. 2023. [Online]. Available:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40561-023-00282-6

[7] J. J. Tan, B.-H. Kwan, D. W.-K. Ng, and Y. C. Hum, “Psychology-
informed natural language understanding: Integrating personality and
emotion-aware features for comprehensive sentiment analysis and
depression detection,” Pertanika Journal of Science and Technology,
vol. 33, no. S4, Jun. 2025. [Online]. Available: http://dx.doi.org/10.
47836/pjst.33.S4.04

[8] P. Irwing, D. J. Hughes, A. Tokarev, and T. Booth, “Towards a
taxonomy of personality facets,” European Journal of Personality,
vol. 38, no. 3, p. 494–515, Sep. 2023. [Online]. Available:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/08902070231200919

[9] D. P. Schmitt, J. Allik, R. R. McCrae, and V. Benet-Martı́nez, “The
geographic distribution of big five personality traits,” Journal of Cross-
Cultural Psychology, vol. 38, pp. 173–212, 3 2007.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.16937
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.16937
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.11641
https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.10937
https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.10937
https://arxiv.org/abs/2407.15248
https://arxiv.org/abs/2407.15248
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1877050921004385
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1877050921004385
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40561-023-00282-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.47836/pjst.33.S4.04
http://dx.doi.org/10.47836/pjst.33.S4.04
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/08902070231200919


[10] M. Obschonka, E. Schmitt-Rodermund, R. K. Silbereisen, S. D.
Gosling, and J. Potter, “The regional distribution and correlates of an
entrepreneurship-prone personality profile in the united states, germany,
and the united kingdom: A socioecological perspective,” SSRN Elec-
tronic Journal, 2013.

[11] L. R. Goldberg, “The structure of phenotypic personality traits.”
American Psychologist, vol. 48, no. 1, p. 26–34, 1993. [Online].
Available: http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.48.1.26

[12] M. V. Koroteev, “Bert: a review of applications in natural language
processing and understanding,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2103.11943, 2021.

[13] OpenAI, “Gpt-4o: Advanced natural language model,” August 2024.
[Online]. Available: https://platform.openai.com/docs/models

[14] G. Team, P. Georgiev, V. I. Lei, R. Burnell, L. Bai, A. Gulati, G. Tanzer,
D. Vincent, Z. Pan, S. Wang et al., “Gemini 1.5: Unlocking multimodal
understanding across millions of tokens of context,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2403.05530, 2024.

[15] P. Sahoo, A. K. Singh, S. Saha, V. Jain, S. Mondal, and A. Chadha,
“A systematic survey of prompt engineering in large language
models: Techniques and applications,” 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.07927

[16] A. Radford, J. Wu, R. Child, D. Luan, D. Amodei, I. Sutskever et al.,
“Language models are unsupervised multitask learners,” OpenAI blog,
vol. 1, no. 8, p. 9, 2019.

[17] T. B. Brown, “Language models are few-shot learners,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2005.14165, 2020.

[18] J. Wei, X. Wang, D. Schuurmans, M. Bosma, F. Xia, E. Chi, Q. V. Le,
D. Zhou et al., “Chain-of-thought prompting elicits reasoning in large
language models,” Advances in neural information processing systems,
vol. 35, pp. 24 824–24 837, 2022.

[19] Z. Zhang, A. Zhang, M. Li, and A. Smola, “Automatic chain of thought
prompting in large language models,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2210.03493,
2022.

[20] X. Zhao, M. Li, W. Lu, C. Weber, J. H. Lee, K. Chu, and S. Wermter,
“Enhancing zero-shot chain-of-thought reasoning in large language
models through logic,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2309.13339, 2023.

[21] H. Hu, H. Lu, H. Zhang, Y.-Z. Song, W. Lam, and Y. Zhang, “Chain-
of-symbol prompting elicits planning in large langauge models,” arXiv
preprint arXiv:2305.10276, 2023.

[22] S. Yao, D. Yu, J. Zhao, I. Shafran, T. Griffiths, Y. Cao, and
K. Narasimhan, “Tree of thoughts: Deliberate problem solving with large
language models,” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
vol. 36, 2024.

[23] Z. Wang, H. Zhang, C.-L. Li, J. M. Eisenschlos, V. Perot, Z. Wang,
L. Miculicich, Y. Fujii, J. Shang, C.-Y. Lee et al., “Chain-of-table:
Evolving tables in the reasoning chain for table understanding,” arXiv
preprint arXiv:2401.04398, 2024.

[24] R. Patil and V. Gudivada, “A review of current trends, techniques,
and challenges in large language models (llms),” Applied Sciences,
vol. 14, no. 5, p. 2074, Mar. 2024. [Online]. Available: http:
//dx.doi.org/10.3390/app14052074

[25] Z. Han, C. Gao, J. Liu, J. Zhang, and S. Q. Zhang, “Parameter-efficient
fine-tuning for large models: A comprehensive survey,” 2024. [Online].
Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.14608

[26] B. Wu, R. Zhu, Z. Zhang, P. Sun, X. Liu, and X. Jin, “dLoRA:
Dynamically orchestrating requests and adapters for LoRA LLM
serving,” in 18th USENIX Symposium on Operating Systems Design
and Implementation (OSDI 24). USENIX Association, 2024, pp. 911–
927. [Online]. Available: https://www.usenix.org/conference/osdi24/
presentation/wu-bingyang

[27] T. Dettmers, A. Pagnoni, A. Holtzman, and L. Zettlemoyer,
“Qlora: Efficient finetuning of quantized llms,” in Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems, A. Oh, T. Naumann,
A. Globerson, K. Saenko, M. Hardt, and S. Levine, Eds.,
vol. 36. Curran Associates, Inc., 2023, pp. 10 088–10 115.
[Online]. Available: https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper files/paper/
2023/file/1feb87871436031bdc0f2beaa62a049b-Paper-Conference.pdf

[28] Z. Wu, A. Arora, Z. Wang, A. Geiger, D. Jurafsky, C. D. Manning,
and C. Potts, “Reft: Representation finetuning for language models,”
2024. [Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.03592

[29] Z. Wen, Y. Yang, J. Cao, H. Sun, R. Yang, and S. Liu, “Self-assessment,
exhibition, and recognition: a review of personality in large language
models,” 2024. [Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.17624

[30] Y. Ji, W. Wu, H. Zheng, Y. Hu, X. Chen, and L. He, “Is chatgpt a good
personality recognizer? a preliminary study,” 2023. [Online]. Available:
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.03952

[31] P. K. K. N. and M. L. Gavrilova, “Latent personality traits assessment
from social network activity using contextual language embedding,”
IEEE Transactions on Computational Social Systems, vol. 9, no. 2, pp.
638–649, 2022.

[32] H. Peters, M. Cerf, and S. C. Matz, “Large language models can infer
personality from free-form user interactions,” 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.13052

[33] H. Rao, C. Leung, and C. Miao, “Can chatgpt assess human
personalities? a general evaluation framework,” 2023. [Online].
Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.01248

[34] A. V. Ganesan, Y. K. Lal, A. H. Nilsson, and H. A. Schwartz,
“Systematic evaluation of gpt-3 for zero-shot personality estimation,”
2023. [Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.01183

[35] L. Hu, H. He, D. Wang, Z. Zhao, Y. Shao, and L. Nie, “Llm vs
small model? large language model based text augmentation enhanced
personality detection model,” Proceedings of the AAAI Conference
on Artificial Intelligence, vol. 38, no. 16, pp. 18 234–18 242, Mar.
2024. [Online]. Available: https://ojs.aaai.org/index.php/AAAI/article/
view/29782

[36] Y. Mehta, S. Fatehi, A. Kazameini, C. Stachl, E. Cambria, and
S. Eetemadi, “Bottom-up and top-down: Predicting personality with psy-
cholinguistic and language model features,” in 2020 IEEE International
Conference on Data Mining (ICDM), 2020, pp. 1184–1189.

[37] M. H. Amirhosseini and H. Kazemian, “Machine learning approach to
personality type prediction based on the myers–briggs type indicator®,”
Multimodal Technologies and Interaction, vol. 4, p. 9, 3 2020.

[38] F. Yang, X. Quan, Y. Yang, and J. Yu, “Multi-document transformer for
personality detection,” Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial
Intelligence, vol. 35, no. 16, pp. 14 221–14 229, May 2021. [Online].
Available: https://ojs.aaai.org/index.php/AAAI/article/view/17673

[39] T. Yang, J. Deng, X. Quan, and Q. Wang, “Orders are unwanted:
dynamic deep graph convolutional network for personality detection,” in
Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, vol. 37,
no. 11, 2023, pp. 13 896–13 904.

[40] T. Yang, F. Yang, H. Ouyang, and X. Quan, “Psycholinguistic
tripartite graph network for personality detection,” in Proceedings
of the 59th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational
Linguistics and the 11th International Joint Conference on Natural
Language Processing (Volume 1: Long Papers), C. Zong, F. Xia,
W. Li, and R. Navigli, Eds. Online: Association for Computational
Linguistics, Aug. 2021, pp. 4229–4239. [Online]. Available: https:
//aclanthology.org/2021.acl-long.326

[41] Z. Li, D. Zhu, Q. Ma, W. Xiong, and S. Li, “Eerpd: Leveraging
emotion and emotion regulation for improving personality detection,”
2024. [Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.16079

[42] J. W. Pennebaker and L. A. King, “Linguistic styles: Language use as
an individual difference.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
vol. 77, pp. 1296–1312, 1999.

[43] F. Mairesse, M. A. Walker, M. R. Mehl, and R. K. Moore, “Using lin-
guistic cues for the automatic recognition of personality in conversation
and text,” Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research, vol. 30, pp. 457–
500, 11 2007.

[44] M. J., “(mbti) myers-briggs personality type dataset,” 2017. [Online].
Available: https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/datasnaek/mbti-type

[45] J. J. Tan, “essays-big5 (revision ac1977f),” 2025. [Online]. Available:
https://huggingface.co/datasets/jingjietan/essays-big5

[46] ——, “kaggle-mbti (revision 46036ad),” 2025. [Online]. Available:
https://huggingface.co/datasets/jingjietan/kaggle-mbti

[47] P. Kumar, “Large language models (llms): survey, technical frameworks,
and future challenges,” Artificial Intelligence Review, vol. 57,
no. 10, Aug. 2024. [Online]. Available: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/
s10462-024-10888-y

[48] B. T. Willard and R. Louf, “Efficient guided generation for large
language models,” 2023. [Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.
09702

[49] S. Baccianella, “JSON Repair - A python module to repair invalid
JSON, commonly used to parse the output of LLMs,” Aug. 2024.
[Online]. Available: https://github.com/mangiucugna/json repair

[50] OpenAI, “Gpt-3.5 turbo: Enhanced language understanding,” January
2024. [Online]. Available: https://platform.openai.com/docs/models

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.48.1.26
https://platform.openai.com/docs/models
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.07927
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/app14052074
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/app14052074
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.14608
https://www.usenix.org/conference/osdi24/presentation/wu-bingyang
https://www.usenix.org/conference/osdi24/presentation/wu-bingyang
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2023/file/1feb87871436031bdc0f2beaa62a049b-Paper-Conference.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2023/file/1feb87871436031bdc0f2beaa62a049b-Paper-Conference.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.03592
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.17624
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.03952
https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.13052
https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.01248
https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.01183
https://ojs.aaai.org/index.php/AAAI/article/view/29782
https://ojs.aaai.org/index.php/AAAI/article/view/29782
https://ojs.aaai.org/index.php/AAAI/article/view/17673
https://aclanthology.org/2021.acl-long.326
https://aclanthology.org/2021.acl-long.326
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.16079
https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/datasnaek/mbti-type
https://huggingface.co/datasets/jingjietan/essays-big5
https://huggingface.co/datasets/jingjietan/kaggle-mbti
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10462-024-10888-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10462-024-10888-y
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.09702
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.09702
https://github.com/mangiucugna/json_repair
https://platform.openai.com/docs/models


[51] M. AI, “Llama 3: A large language model for research,” 2024. [Online].
Available: https://ai.meta.com/llama

[52] ——, “Mistral-7b: A high-performance language model,” 2024.
[Online]. Available: https://mistral.ai

[53] OpenAI, “Text-embedding-ada-002.” [Online]. Available: https:
//platform.openai.com/docs/models

[54] J. Lee, Z. Dai, X. Ren, B. Chen, D. Cer, J. R. Cole, K. Hui, M. Boratko,
R. Kapadia, W. Ding, Y. Luan, S. M. K. Duddu, G. H. Abrego, W. Shi,
N. Gupta, A. Kusupati, P. Jain, S. R. Jonnalagadda, M.-W. Chang, and
I. Naim, “Gecko: Versatile text embeddings distilled from large language
models,” 2024.

[55] M. AI, “Mistral-embed,” 2024. [Online]. Available: https://mistral.ai
[56] W. Wang, F. Wei, L. Dong, H. Bao, N. Yang, and M. Zhou,

“Minilm: Deep self-attention distillation for task-agnostic compression
of pre-trained transformers,” 2020. [Online]. Available: https://arxiv.
org/abs/2002.10957

[57] M. Research, “All-mpnet-base-v2.” [Online]. Available: https:
//huggingface.co/sentence-transformers/allmpnet-base-v2

[58] N. Reimers and I. Gurevych, “Sentence-bert: Sentence embeddings
using siamese bert-networks,” in Proceedings of the 2019 Conference
on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing. Association
for Computational Linguistics, 11 2019. [Online]. Available: http:
//arxiv.org/abs/1908.10084

[59] N. F. Liu, K. Lin, J. Hewitt, A. Paranjape, M. Bevilacqua, F. Petroni,
and P. Liang, “Lost in the middle: How language models use long
contexts,” 2023. [Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.03172

[60] N. Majumder, S. Poria, A. Gelbukh, and E. Cambria, “Deep learning-
based document modeling for personality detection from text,” IEEE
Intelligent Systems, vol. 32, no. 2, pp. 74–79, 2017.

[61] OpenAI, “OpenAI Pricing,” https://platform.openai.com/docs/pricing,
[Accessed 26-05-2025].

[62] D. Hernandez, J. Kaplan, T. Henighan, and S. McCandlish, “Scaling
laws for transfer,” CoRR, vol. abs/2102.01293, 2021. [Online].
Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/2102.01293

[63] S. Raza, O. Bamgbose, S. Ghuge, F. Tavakoli, D. J. Reji, and
S. R. Bashir, “Developing safe and responsible large language
model: can we balance bias reduction and language understanding?”
Machine Learning, vol. 114, no. 6, Apr. 2025. [Online]. Available:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10994-025-06767-4

[64] A. Caliskan, J. J. Bryson, and A. Narayanan, “Semantics derived
automatically from language corpora contain human-like biases,”
Science, vol. 356, no. 6334, p. 183–186, Apr. 2017. [Online]. Available:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aal4230

[65] Y. Xu, L. Hu, J. Zhao, Z. Qiu, K. Xu, Y. Ye, and H. Gu, “A survey
on multilingual large language models: corpora, alignment, and bias,”
Frontiers of Computer Science, vol. 19, no. 11, Apr. 2025. [Online].
Available: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11704-024-40579-4

https://ai.meta.com/llama
https://mistral.ai
https://platform.openai.com/docs/models
https://platform.openai.com/docs/models
https://mistral.ai
https://arxiv.org/abs/2002.10957
https://arxiv.org/abs/2002.10957
https://huggingface.co/sentence-transformers/allmpnet-base-v2
https://huggingface.co/sentence-transformers/allmpnet-base-v2
http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.10084
http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.10084
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.03172
https://platform.openai.com/docs/pricing
https://arxiv.org/abs/2102.01293
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10994-025-06767-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aal4230
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11704-024-40579-4

	Introduction
	Literature Review
	Personality Theories
	Large Language Model
	Prompting
	Fine-Tuning

	Personality Recognition
	Research Question

	Methodologies
	Dataset Preparation
	Algorithms
	Summary LLM (S)
	Psycho LLM (P)
	Classify LLM (C)
	Mimic LLM (M)
	Vector LLM (V)

	Experiment Setting
	Evaluation

	Discussion
	Invalid Generated Output
	Contents Pipeline
	Regular CoT Prompt, CR
	Regular CoT Prompt (Fine-Tuned LLM), CRT
	PICEPR, CPR
	PICEPR (2-shot prompt), CPR2

	Embeddings Pipeline
	Regular Encoder Classification,VR
	Regular Encoder Fine-Tuning, VRT
	LLM Augmentation Fine-Tuning, VAT
	PICEPR, VPR

	Work Comparison
	Limitation

	Conclusion
	References

