
Language Model Council

Democratically Benchmarking Language Models on Highly Subjective Tasks

Presented by:
Justin Zhao

A democratic twist 

on LLM-as-a-Judge!



Independent Researcher 

Previous:
Senior SWE @ Google AI
Staff SWE @ Predibase

Justin Zhao

Independent Researcher

Previous:
ML Engineer @ Spotify

ML SDE @ Amazon

Benjamin Genchel

Assistant Professor 
@ Leiden University

Previous:
Research Fellow @ MilaNLP 

(Bocconi University)

Flor Miriam Plaza-del-Arco

Researcher @ CENTAI

Previous:
Research Fellow @ MilaNLP

(Bocconi University)

Amanda Cercas Curry



Language models are incredible…

… But they are outpacing our abilities to evaluate them.



@_jasonwei: February 2025



Folks are obsessed with benchmarking and evaluation of models.
We want to be able to say which LLM is the best.



Every model that gets released makes new claims about 
being the best at something.



Can LLMs decide amongst themselves 
who is the best?



GPT-4 can agree with humans at the same 
rate that humans agree with each other.

Judging LLM-as-a-Judge with MT-Bench and Chatbot Arena

https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.05685


swyx@ on x (March 13, 2025)

GPT-4 is "old"

https://x.com/swyx/status/1900248519451046364


The PRISM Alignment Dataset: What Participatory, Representative and Individualised Human 
Feedback Reveals About the Subjective and Multicultural Alignment of Large Language Models

Model ranks change a lot depending on 
which humans you include in the sample.

https://arxiv.org/pdf/2404.16019
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2404.16019


Type of LLM bias Title Authors Reference

Self-enhancement LLM Evaluators Recognize and Favor Their Own 
Generations

Arjun Panickssery et al., 
2024

arXiv 2404.13076

Gender Angry Men, Sad Women: Large Language Models Reflect 
Gendered Stereotypes in Emotion Attribution

Flor M. Plaza-del-Arco et al., 
2024

arXiv 2403.03121

Position & Order Judging LLM-as-a-Judge with MT-Bench and Chatbot Arena Lianmin Zheng et al., 
2023

arXiv 2306.05685

Length Length-Controlled AlpacaEval: A Simple Way to Debias 
Automatic Evaluators

Yann Dubois et al., 
2024

arXiv 2404.04475

Personality Identifying Multiple Personalities in Large Language Models 
with External Evaluation

Xiaoyang Song et al., 
2024

arXiv 2402.14805

Cognition Benchmarking Cognitive Biases in Large Language Models 
as Evaluators

Ryan Koo et al., 
2023

arXiv 2309.17012

Religion Divine LLaMAs: Bias, Stereotypes, Stigmatization, and 
Emotion Representation of Religion in Large Language 
Models

Flor M. Plaza-del-Arco et al., 
2024

EMNLP 2024

Value of Life Utility Engineering: Analyzing and Controlling Emergent 
Value Systems in AIs

Mantas Mazeika et al., 
2025

arXiv 2502.08640

https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.13076
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.03121
https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.05685
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.04475
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.14805
https://arxiv.org/abs/2309.17012
https://aclanthology.org/2024.findings-emnlp.251.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/2502.08640


Values in the wild: Discovering and analyzing values in real-world language 
model interactions

Utility Engineering: Analyzing and Controlling 
Emergent Value Systems in AIs

https://www.anthropic.com/research/values-wild
https://www.anthropic.com/research/values-wild
https://arxiv.org/abs/2502.08640
https://arxiv.org/abs/2502.08640


What is consensus in a world with 
many competent AIs?





U.S. is polarizing faster than other democracies, study finds

https://www.brown.edu/news/2020-01-21/polarization


Democracy's core idea: power for everyone.



Put LLMs in a democracy and give them agency so that they can 
elect a leader amongst themselves.

Language Model Council



Leaderboard
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There are 3 components that constitute a leaderboard.
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ARC-AGI

toy vision puzzles

MMLU

multiple choice questions

HumanEval

coding problems

Chatbot Arena

open-ended… anything

The test set encodes some notion of a competency that you care about.
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Rubric

Likert scales

Ground Truth

Exact match

Battles

N-wise comparisons
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list of prompts

Respondents 

reply to prompts

Judging

evaluate quality



The council oversees all components of building the leaderboard.

Language Model 
Council
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Everyone judges 
everyone

Select council
members

Everyone contributes 
to the test set

Everyone takes 
everyone's tests

Leaderboard!

arena battles

judges

Score

92.6

89.3

50.0

46.8

Rank

1

2

3

4

Confidence

(-1.2, +1.8)

(-1.2, +1.7)

(-0.0, +0.0)

(-1.4, +1.6)

reference llm



I'm sorry you're going through this—it sounds 
incredibly tough. Rebuilding trust after a 
fallout like this is a slow process, and the key 
is to respect her need for space while showing 
genuine remorse and a willingness to change.

Here’s what you can do: 1) … 2) … 3) … 4) …

It's clear that you deeply regret your actions 
and the hurt you caused your friend. You've 
taken the right steps by sincerely apologizing 
and expressing your desire to make amends. 
However, it's crucial to respect your friend's 
need for space and time to process her 
emotions. 

Two weeks ago, I had a huge fall-out with my best friend. We'd been 
close for years, but one small argument spiraled out of control and we 
said some really hurtful things to each other. I said some nasty things 
about her boyfriend, which I later realized were completely unfair and 

uncalled for. 

Claude 3 Opus GPT-4o

command-r

Case Study: Emotional Intelligence in Responding to Conflicts



Emotional Intelligence Case Study: Final Leaderboard

Congratulations Alibaba!



Emotional Intelligence Case Study: Final Leaderboard
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💡Insights

strong red/blue bands indicates 
consensus winners/losers

claude opus wins against llama 
8b 70% of the time
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💡Insights

gemini-1.0 agrees with 
mistral-large the most and 
qwen-32B the least

openai and mistral have the 
strongest inter-family agreement

qwen-110B is the most 
representative of the majority 
opinion

llama-8B is the most contrarian 
judge
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💡Insights

most council members genuinely 
liked Qwen-110B across the 
board.
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💡Insights

most council members genuinely 
liked Qwen-110B across the 
board.

command-r is the least 
favorable, but it still gives it a 
positive win rate.
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self-enhancement bias, 
measured.
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💡Insights

self-enhancement bias, 
measured.

mistral-large hates llama-3-8b

qwen 32B loves gpt-3.5

The llama family loves itself
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The heatmaps from the fully connected interaction surface of LLM 
democracy surface rich interaction patterns on behavior and alignment.

Head-to-head 
Win Rates

Inter-Judge
Agreement

Normalized
Affinities



Emotional Intelligence Case Study: Final Leaderboard



How do you know if a leaderboard is good?

Emotional Intelligence Case Study: Final Leaderboard



How do you know if a leaderboard is good?

Alignment with meaningful 
human judgments.

Human agreement

Reasonably quick and not 
cost-prohibitive.

Cost and efficiency

Stable rankings, not 
explained by random noise.

Statistical significance

Resilient to cheating.

Robustness



human agreement

Good 
leaderboards?

cost and efficiency

statistical significance

robustness to cheating



Good 
leaderboards?

Separability: percentage of model pairs which have non-overlapping 
confidence intervals of the benchmark scores.

overlapping

non-overlapping

https://lmsys.org/blog/2024-04-19-arena-hard/

Stability / Consistency: Expected ordinal swing of the average 
respondent’s rank in a new bootstrap trial (MERV).

merv = 0 merv = 2merv = 1

human agreement

cost and efficiency

statistical significance

robustness to cheating

https://lmsys.org/blog/2024-04-19-arena-hard/


Good 
leaderboards?

The Council's rankings are more 
separable than any individual judge.

human agreement

cost and efficiency

statistical significance

robustness to cheating
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What is the value of the incremental judge?
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Good 
leaderboards?

human agreement

cost and efficiency

statistical significance

robustness to cheating

diminishing 
marginal utility
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Monte carlo simulations of hypothetical councils

get more 
examples



Good 
leaderboards?

human agreement

cost and efficiency

statistical significance

robustness to cheating

From oligarchical councils to 
representative democracies



cost and efficiency

Good 
leaderboards?

human agreement

statistical significance

robustness to cheating
What is the effect of adversarial judges?



cost and efficiency

Good 
leaderboards?

human agreement

statistical significance

robustness to cheating

Larger councils are more resilient to 
adversaries.

Using a bigger ensemble helps automatically regularize 
corrupt judges.



Can LLMs decide amongst themselves 
who is the best?

Yes, they can! *



llm-council.com

justinxzhao

justin-zhao

Thank you!Thank you!

http://llm-council.com

