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Abstract—This study evaluates ChatGPT's performance in
annotating vaccine-related Arabic tweets by comparing its
annotations with human annotations. A dataset of 2,100 tweets
representing various factors contributing to vaccine hesitancy
was examined. Two domain experts annotated the data, with a
third resolving conflicts. ChatGPT was then employed to
annotate the same dataset using specific prompts for each
factor. The ChatGPT annotations were evaluated through zero-
shot, one-shot, and few-shot learning tests, with an average
accuracy of 82.14%, 83.85%, and 85.57%, respectively.
Precision averaged around 86%, minimizing false positives. The
average recall and F1-score ranged from 0.74 to 0.80 and 0.65 to
0.93, respectively. AUC for zero-shot, one-shot, and few-shot
learning was 0.79, 0.80, and 0.83. In cases of ambiguity, both
human annotators and ChatGPT faced challenges. These
findings suggest that ChatGPT holds promise as a tool for
annotating vaccine-related tweets.
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I.  INTRODUCTION

ChatGPT is an advanced language model pre-trained on a
massive dataset of diverse domains like human language,
including books, articles, and websites. This artificial
intelligence (AI) driven model has been improved through
reinforcement learning by keeping human feedback in the
loop [1]. ChatGPT has revolutionized natural language
processing (NLP) techniques by assisting users in generating
human-like responses to a wide variety of tasks and queries,
ranging from simple questions to more challenging tasks [2].
The potential of ChatGPT has emerged in different sectors to
strengthen the capability of humans. Researchers can use
ChatGPT as a research assistant in data collection, annotation,
analyses, and result interpretation. Researchers can get their
desired responses by writing effective prompts to guide
ChatGPT. The generative Al model employed in ChatGPT
can produce responses that closely resemble human-generated
content [3]. ChatGPT has the strength to improve scientific
research quality by assisting in writing, accelerating the
literature review process, summarizing findings, and
enhancing readability [4]. Queries to ChatGPT can speed up
the research procedure that requires more effort in designing
experimental setup and preparing results [5]. ChatGPT
prompts inquiry into their impact on vocabulary and lexical
richness; initial comparisons indicate that ChatGPT uses
fewer distinct words and lower lexical richness than humans
in certain tasks, necessitating further research to understand
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the broader effects on language evolution across various text
types and languages [6]. It extends the use of psychological
words by generating a human-like response which was not
possible in the traditional vectorized model [7].

The widespread use of Al-generated techniques has
disrupted the technology by associating it with new challenges
in different domains. For example, ethical concerns remain
about facilitating Al's role corresponding to the role of
traditional human endeavors in the authorship [8]. Despite
various potentials in academic research, ChatGPT is not
beyond limitations. Several challenges must be addressed,
such as stereotypes, biased responses, misleading information,
and ethical considerations [9], [10]. ChatGPT may generate
content that could potentially infringe on copyright and
intellectual property rights, raising legal concerns. Being a
newly developed technologys, it still requires more instructions
to reach a mature phase. The output of a model might be
negatively impacted by the bias in the data and the constraints
in the training data [11]. Establishing guidelines is crucial for
the integration of ChatGPT in scientific research, ensuring
that concerns regarding transparency, reliability, and
trustworthiness are thoroughly addressed. Another aspect is
that ChatGPT-generated content has fewer distinct words and
lacks lexical richness compared to humans [6].

This paper aims to use the ChatGPT as a potential tool for
data annotation. Data annotation is the process of giving
descriptive labels or metadata so that machine learning models
can use it to learn and detect patterns [12]. Data annotation is
a time-consuming and challenging process because it requires
multiple annotators who work individually to annotate the
data [13]. Once the annotation is completed, accuracy and
consistency are validated by reviewing a sample of the
annotated data. In this paper, vaccine-related Twitter data is
annotated with ChatGPT. Twitter data is unstructured and
noisy because it does not have a pre-defined format and uses
slang, abbreviations, and punctuation [14]. So annotating
Twitter data effectively involves several steps in data
preprocessing and cleaning. Vaccine-related content are
available on Twitter. This is a great source to analyze public
sentiment and attitudes toward vaccine hesitancy. Twitter
users generate a huge volume of tweets which is quite difficult
to annotate by humans. It would be a useful approach if
ChatGPT can be employed in annotating vaccine-related
tweets. Annotating tweets requires generating appropriate
prompts for ChatGPT. This paper shows how accurately
ChatGPT is able to annotate vaccine-related Twitter data.



II. METHOD

We aimed to evaluate the performance of ChatGPT for
data annotation tasks. For this, we downloaded vaccine-
related Twitter data. Two researchers individually annotated
the data and came to the ultimate label by resolving the
conflict between them. Then, we employed ChatGPT to
annotate the same data and identified the differences between
human annotation and ChatGPT annotation. Figure 1 shows a
brief of the methodology performed by human annotators and
ChatGPT.
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Fig.1. Flow diagram of methodology

A. Data Collection and Data Cleaning

Vaccine-related Arabic tweets were collected between
January 2020 to January 2022. The search terms included
vaccine-related keywords in Arabic languages such as “z\&”,
©19- 28 S A ¢ Clagalad apaai ¢ CAalE, Twitter academic
research API [15] was used to download the data into the
PostgreSQL database. Data were extracted into CSV files
using the Python programming language. Then, duplicate
entries and retweets were removed. Data were cleaned by
removing punctuation, links, mentions, hashtags, and
stopwords. Only Arabic tweets were considered for analysis,
and so tweets in other languages were removed.

B. Data Sample

Vaccine-related Twitter data was extensive, and a sample
was selected for analysis. Our aim was to identify the stance
of tweets that affect vaccine hesitancy. Vaccine hesitancy
refers to the reluctance or delay of the vaccination procedure
despite the availability and accessibility of vaccination
services [16]. The causes that influence vaccine decision-
making are called factors. Researchers have developed several
models such as epidemiological triads (i.e., external, host,
specific), the 5C model, and the health belief model to define
the scope and challenges of the vaccine hesitancy [17]. The
factors/determinants can be explained in terms of the model.
Out of them, we have chosen seven factors such as i) Vaccine
safety and efficacy ii) Vaccine acceptance iii) Side effects of
vaccines iv) Trust in policymaker role v) Prevention of the risk
of infection vi) Vaccine is required to get access in office or
travel vii) Influenced by Misinformation/Conspiracy Theory.
We applied a cluster sampling technique ( i.e., dividing the
population into clusters and then randomly selecting samples
from each cluster) [18] to select tweets from each factor. We
randomly selected 300 tweets from each factor to analyze the
performance of ChatGPT in data annotation. In total, we have
2100 tweets. We divided each factor into training and testing
datasets: 20% of the dataset was training and 80% was testing.
The training dataset was used to design prompts with high
accuracy close to human annotators.

C. Manual Data Annotation

Authors having domain knowledge (i.e., published several
papers on vaccine hesitancy) were employed to annotate data.

Second and Third author are native Arabic speakers and so
they annotated the Arabic tweet. The first author is not Arabic
Speaker and used Google translator to translate it into English
and then annotated it. The second author verified the English
translation of tweets. For each sub-group, there were three
labels: agree, disagree, and neutral. The researcher annotated
data individually. The fourth author resolved if there was any
conflict in any data. Once the annotation was completed, we
validated the accuracy and consistency of the annotations
between the two researchers.

D. Annotate Data Using ChatGPT

We annotated the same data sample (annotated by human
annotators) using ChatGPT. We generate a prompt for each
factor. Each factor has a different prompt with three labels:
agree, disagree, and neutral. High-quality prompt in ChatGPT
is important to the language model to generate the desired and
relevant responses [19]. Fine-tuning the model on specific
tasks or domains can improve ChatGPT performance. We
attempted with different prompts on the training dataset and
calculated the accuracy of ChatGPT. We selected the best
prompt that produced more accurate labels compared to
human annotators. Then, we applied this prompt to the test
dataset to verify the performance of ChatGPT. The test dataset
was never labeled by ChatGPT and was kept separate for
Zero-Shot, One-Shot, and Few-Shot learning tests [20].

Zero-shot learning refers to training a model in an
unforeseen scenario to classify objects. This approach
validates the prior knowledge of ChatGPT to make predictions
instead of relying solely on labeled data for training. We give
the prompt to ChatGPT and asked them to label it. There were
no example tweets that GPT could learn from them. It
completely depends on the prompt we have given to it.

One-Shot learning trains a model by providing one
example to recognize and classify objects. Besides providing
the prompt to ChatGPT, we provided one example tweet from
each category of ‘agree’, ‘disagree’, and ‘Neutral’ and asked
to label them.

Few-shot learning is similar to one-shot learning, but the
model is trained with a limited number of labeled examples of
each object. We provided five example tweets along with the
prompt and asked ChatGPT to label them.

E. Prompt Engineering

ChatGPT is  highly prompt-dependent.  Prompt
engineering enhances the capability of ChatGPT by providing
human-like-responses [21]. Generating appropriate prompts is
essential to utilize the maximum potential of Al language
models [22]. We tried different prompts and measured their
accuracy. We selected the prompt that produced more
accurate results close to annotators. Below is an example of a
prompt for zeros-shot learning that we used for the ‘vaccine
safety and efficacy’ factor.

Vaccine safety and efficacy: “Label tweets related to
vaccine safety and efficacy as either "Agree," "Disagree," or
"Neutral." A tweet expressing belief in the safety and
effectiveness of vaccines should be labeled "Agree." A tweet
expressing doubt about the safety or effectiveness of vaccines
should be labeled "Disagree." A tweet that does not express a
clear stance on vaccine safety and efficacy should be labeled
"Neutral." Can you label the following tweet?”. Similarly, we
wrote prompts for one-shot and few-shot learning by adding
example tweets for each category of ‘Agree’, ‘Disagree’, and



‘Neutral’. This procedure was repeated for other factors using
different prompts.

III. RESULTS

This section describes the results obtained from annotators
and ChatGPT. It also describes a comparative analysis
between human annotator and ChatGPT. This study
emphasizes the importance of prompt engineering and
provides insights into using ChatGPT effectively in data
annotation tasks.

A. Dataset Description

The dataset contained about ~2.37 million unique Arabic
tweets related to vaccines. Tweets that contributed to vaccine
hesitancy were considered for this study. We separated tweets
according to each factor. The percentages of tweets for each
factor are vaccine acceptance (1.4%), vaccine safety and
efficacy (4.2%), side effects of vaccines (3.16%), vaccine
requirement to get access in office or travel (3.81%), trust in
policymaker role in vaccination (5.17%), prevention of the
risk of infection (1.34%), influenced by
misinformation/conspiracy theory (2.73%). 21.81% of total
tweets belonged to the seven factors. The rest of the tweets
were unconsidered for analysis due to either falling into other
categories or being irrelevant to vaccine topics. After applying
the cluster sampling technique, we selected 300 tweets
randomly from each factor. Finally, we have 2100 tweets that
we labeled both manually and using ChatGPT for analysis.

B. Conflict for Human Annotators

Two authors annotated the tweets individually, and the
third author resolved the conflicts through discussion. It was
observed that neutral tweets were conflicting more than
others. Also, some tweets were confusing because they carried
meanings of both ‘agree’ and ‘disagree’ concepts. The
annotator misspelled these kinds of tweets. Figure 2 shows the
results of the conflict between two annotators for each
subgroup. The conflict found between the two annotators are:
vaccine acceptance (27%), vaccine safety and efficacy (23%),
side effects of vaccines (20%), Vaccine's requirement to get
access in the office or travel (26%), trust in policymaker role
in vaccination (25%), prevention of the risk of infection (21),
and influenced by misinformation/conspiracy (24%).
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Fig.2. Conflict between two annotators

C. Evaluation for ChatGPT Annotation

This section shows the performance of ChatGPT on
comprehensive data. Every tweet possesses three labels (i.e.,
agree, disagree, and neutral). The label annotated by ChatGPT
was compared with the resolved label (annotated by humans).
ChatGPT classifies each tweet into three classes: agree,

disagree, and neutral. This experiment was carried out in three
tests (e.g., zero-shot, one-shot, and few-shot) to analyze the
performance of ChatGPT.

ChatGPT performance model was evaluated by using the
confusion matrix. A confusion matrix is a table that evaluates
a classification model's performance. It provides a summary
of the predictions by combining four different values. The four
values are:

True Positive (TP): correctly predicted positive as positive.
True Negative (TN):correctly predicted negative as negative.
False Positive (FP): incorrectly predicted positive as negative.

False Negative (FN): incorrectly predicted negative as
positive.

We measured metrics such as accuracy, precision, recall, and
F1 score of confusion to evaluate the performance of a
ChatGPT classification, as shown below.

TP+TN
Accuracy = —— (1)
TP+TN+FP+FN
. . TP
Precision = 2)
TP+FP
TP
Recall = 3)
TP+FN
2 x (precision * recall
F1 — score = 22 ) 4)

(precision + recall)

Accuracy is the fraction of all instances that were correctly
classified. Table 1 shows the accuracy of three tests for each
factor. It is observed from Table 1 that in every case, the
accuracy of a one-shot test is better than a zero-shot test.
Similarly, the accuracy of a few-shot test is better than a one-
shot test. It demonstrates that the ChatGPT model learns from
the data that is used for training. The average accuracy for
zero-shot, one-shot, and few-shot learning was 82.14%,
83.85%, and 85.57%, respectively.

Precision predicts positive classes that are actually
positive. Table 1 calculates the average precision for zero-
shot, one-shot, and few-shot learning as 0.86, 0.865, and 0.86,
respectively. The lowest precision was found to be 0.71 for
the one-shot test in misinformation. The overall prediction for
positive is about 86% accurate (i.e., high precision value),
which indicates that the ChatGPT is good at avoiding false
positives in data annotation tasks.

Recall measures the strength of a model to identify all of
the positive cases. A high recall is observed at 0.97 for zero-
shot in risk prevention, and a low recall is observed at 0.56
zero-shot in vaccine’s requirement to get access. A high recall
value indicates that the model is good at identifying true
positives, while a low recall value implies that the model is
missing some positive cases. The average recall for zero-shot,
one-shot, and few-shot is 0.74, 0.77, and 0.80.

Fl-score, a widely used evaluation metric in binary
classification, combines precision and recall into a single
measure. A higher F1-score signifies a better balance between
precision and recall, suggesting that the model has performed
well in correctly identifying positive classes and capturing all
positive ones. The highest and lowest F1-score are observed
at 0.93 and 0.65 in zero-shot learning in preventing the risk of
infection and one-shot learning influenced by misinformation,
respectively.



Area Under Curve (AUC) evaluates the performance of a
model in binary classification across different threshold
settings. Basically, it points to the area under the receiver
operating characteristic curve (ROC curve). A higher AUC
implies better discriminative power of classification. The
average AUC for zero-shot, one-shot, and few-shot learning is
0.79, 0.80, and 0.83 shown in Table 1. The abbreviations in
Table 1 and Table 2 refer to ZS-Zero Shot, OS-One Shot, and
FS-Few Shot.

TABLE I. CHATGPT PERFORMANCE ON OVERALL DATA

Factor Test Accurac  Precis Recall F1- AU
y ion score C
Vaccine Zs 0.89 090  0.89 0.89 0.90
acceptance g 0.92 0.89  0.89 0.89 0.91
FS 0.93 090  0.89 0.89 0.93
Vaccine 7S 0.87 086  0.86 0.86 0.85
safety and oo g 087 087 0.87 0.90
efficacy
FS 0.89 0.89  0.88 0.88 0.91
Side effects ZS 0.79 089  0.76 0.82 0.82
of vaccines g 0.79 0.86  0.64 0.69 0.86
FS 0.85 086  0.66 0.68 0.86
Vaccine’s 7S 0.83 086 0.56 0.68 0.82
i t
iziftrzrcnce:ss 0S 084 083 065 0.73 0.72
FS 0.85 078  0.89 0.67 0.86
Trust  in  ZS 0.76 083  0.62 0.71 0.67
policymaker
's role in OS  0.79 083  0.62 0.71 0.72
vaccination
FS 0.81 097 0.0 0.81 0.74
Prevention  ZS 0.89 099  0.89 0.93 0.79
of the risk of
infection 0S  0.89 080 097 0.89 0.80
FS 0.89 0.88  0.88 0.87 0.81
Conspiracy  ZS 0.72 073 0.66 0.65 0.69
theory 0s 076 071 079 0.81 0.73
FS 0.77 074 076 0.89 0.76

TABLE II. CHATGPT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION ON CONFLICT DATA

Factor Test Accur Precisi  Recall F1- AUC
acy on score

Vaccine AC 0.88 0.88 0.87 0.87 0.84

acceptance NC 0.89 0.89 0.88 0.89 0.91

Vaccine AC 0.47 0.48 0.50 0.56 0.57

safety and NC 0.96 0.90 0.95 0.92 0.96

efficacy

Side effects AC 0.69 0.67 0.67 0.66 0.62

of vaccines NC 0.84 0.79 0.74 0.81 0.82

Vaccine’s AC 0.56 0.57 0.52 0.57 0.50

requirement NC 0.84 0.83 0.65 0.73 0.72

to get access

Trust in AC 0.56 0.58 0.57 0.53 0.61

policymaker'

s role in

vaccination NC 0.76 0.72 0.73 0.72 0.84

Prevention AC 0.79 0.71 0.76 0.75 0.68

of the risk of

infection AC 0.91 0.79 0.96 0.83 0.81

Conspiracy AC 0.73 0.67 0.76 0.75 0.66

theory NC 0.78 0.84 0.77 0.81 0.8

D. Evaluation of ChatGPT in a Conflict Scenario between
Annotators

We wanted to observe how ChatGPT works when there is
a conflict of annotation between two annotators. We grouped
each factor into two categories: 1) there is a conflict between
two annotators, and ii) there is no conflict between annotators.
We performed zero-shot learning for each category of tweets
and analyzed the accuracy, precision, recall, F1-score, and
AUC. The results are quite interesting: ChatGPT performance
degrades when there is a conflict between human annotators.
Because the tweets were ambiguous, human annotators also
struggled to label them. When there is no conflict between
human annotators, ChatGPT also performs better. It happened
because the tweets were easy to understand, so there was no
conflict between annotators. Similarly, it was also easy for
ChatGPT to understand the tweets and label them correctly.
Table 2. shows the comparative results of each factor by
ChatGPT. There is a significant difference in accuracy
between the two categories. For the annotator conflict in the
vaccine safety and efficacy factor, accuracy was found to be
0.47. In comparison, accuracy was measured at 0.96 for the
no-conflict scenario. Whereas AUC was calculated at 0.57 and
0.96 for conflict and no-conflict scenarios. Similarly,
noticeable differences were found for precision, recall, and
F1-score between conflict and no-conflict. The abbreviation
in Table 2 refers to AC- Annotator Conflict and NC-No
conflict.

E. ROC Curve Analysis on Overall Data

We measured ChatGPT classification performance on
overall datasets of seven factors (2100 tweets) by analyzing
Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) curve. ROC curve
graphically represents classification models by plotting the
true positive rate (TPR) against the false positive rate (FPR)
at various classification thresholds.

TP

TPR = %)
TP+FN

FPR = 2L (6)
FP+TN

It explains how much a model is capable in binary
classification task. The higher AUC score, the higher
capability to predict classification. Our datasets has three class
label: agree, disagree and neutral. For this multiclass
classification, we followed ‘one-vs-rest’ that compares each
class against all the other classes. We applied logistic
regression for prediction of the ROC curve.

Figure 3 shows a ROC curve for three types of classification:
agree, disagree, and neutral for Zero-Shot learning. The
model has AUC score of 0.83, 0.79 and 0.85 for agree,
disagree and neutral class respectively. Figure 4 shows ROC
curve for One-Shot learning where the AUC score is measured
as 0.86 for all three classification: agree, disagree and neutral.
Figure 5 shows the ROC curve for Few-Shot learning where
the AUC score is measured as 0.86, 0.90 and 0.87 for agree,
disagree and neutral class respectively. It indicates that
ChatGPT, a sophisticated language model, can be used in the
context of data annotation tasks.
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IV. DIscussIiON

Data annotation is time-consuming and costly and often
requires expert efforts [23]. Researchers have developed
machine-learning and deep-learning techniques to annotate
data for specific fields. However, the inconsistency among the
annotators may significantly reduce the performance of the
model [24]. This study performed a comparative analysis
between humans and ChatGPT for data annotation tasks to find
an alternative way. The results of the study demonstrate the
potential of ChatGPT as a tool for annotating vaccine-related
tweets. The results suggest that ChatGPT can be used to
identify the stance of vaccine-hesitant tweets in real-time. It
will help to monitor public attitudes towards vaccines in social
media for new tweets. ChatGPT would be able to annotate new
categories of tweets if proper prompts were designed by human
experts. As ChatGPT learns from humans in the loop [3], any
tweets that are identified as being vaccine-hesitant could then
be flagged for further review by human experts. The results
also suggest that ChatGPT could be used to help develop
vaccine education and outreach materials. By understanding
the reasons why people are hesitant to get vaccinated,
ChatGPT could be used to create materials that are tailored to
address these concerns.

The performance of ChatGPT in data annotation was
evaluated using different tests, including zero-shot, one-shot,
and few-shot learning. The accuracy, precision, recall, F1-
score, and AUC were measured to evaluate the performance
of ChatGPT in classifying tweets into agree, disagree, or
neutral categories. Overall, ChatGPT showed promising
results in annotating vaccine-related tweets. The average
accuracy for zero-shot, one-shot, and few-shot learning was
82.14%, 83.85%, and 85.57%, respectively. This indicates
that ChatGPT can effectively classify tweets with a reasonable
level of accuracy. The precision values were high, ranging
from 0.86 to 0.89, indicating that ChatGPT is good at avoiding
false positives in data annotation. The recall values ranged
from 0.74 to 0.80, showing that ChatGPT is capable of
identifying true positives, although there were some variations
across different factors. The Fl-score ranged from 0.65 to
0.93, indicating a good balance between precision and recall
for most factors. The AUC values ranged from 0.79 to 0.83,
suggesting a good discriminative power of ChatGPT in
classifying tweets.

It is worth noting that the performance of ChatGPT
varied across different factors. Some factors, such as vaccine
acceptance, safety, and efficacy, showed relatively higher
accuracy and F1 scores, indicating that ChatGPT performed
well in classifying tweets related to these topics. On the other
hand, factors like side effects of vaccines and vaccine's
requirement to get access showed slightly lower accuracy and
Fl-scores, suggesting that these topics might be more
challenging for ChatGPT to classify accurately. The
performance of ChatGPT in trust in the policymaker's role in
the vaccination factor was relatively lower, indicating that this
topic might require further improvements in the annotation
process.

Prompt engineering played a crucial role in enhancing
the performance of ChatGPT. By providing clear and specific
prompts for each factor, ChatGPT was able to generate more
accurate annotations. The choice of prompts significantly
influenced the performance of ChatGPT, highlighting the
importance of prompt design in maximizing the potential of
Al language models. While ChatGPT showed promising
results, it is important to acknowledge the limitations and
challenges associated with using Al language models for data
annotation. One limitation is the reliance on the quality of the
training data. If the training data contains biases or
inaccuracies, it can affect the performance of ChatGPT in
annotation tasks. Therefore, it is crucial to ensure the quality
and representativeness of the training data.

Ethical considerations should also be taken into account
when using Al language models for data annotation. It is
important to address issues such as biases, stereotypes, and
misleading information that can be propagated through the
model's responses. Guidelines and best practices need to be
developed to ensure the transparency, reliability, and
trustworthiness of the annotations generated by ChatGPT.

V. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE WORKS

Twitter data is unstructured and incomplete and
sometimes does not belong to any meaningful sentence.
Annotating this ambiguous data was challenging and may be
misinterpreted by the human annotator. Thus, it would also
generate the wrong output for ChatGPT. Usually, this scenario
happens when a tweet is posted as a reply to another tweet.



Therefore, it needs to dig deep into the original tweet to find
the context of the tweet.

Our data was tested with GPT-3.5, and it has limited
knowledge about the world after 2021. Therefore, it is
expected that some wrong output while annotation. ChatGPT
has limitations on the prompt size, so the prompt should be
designed in a concise manner. GPT-4 can be used, but it has a
limitation on the number of prompts per hour. Also, ChatGPT
occasionally generates the wrong output. As a large language
model, the ChatGPT is always learning and expected to
generate better outcomes in the future. Allowing developers
to finetune GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 models will generate better
results for the data annotation task.

VI. CONCLUSION

This study demonstrated the potential of using ChatGPT
as a tool for annotating vaccine-related tweets. The results
showed that ChatGPT could effectively classify vaccine-
hesitant tweets into agree, disagree, or neutral categories with
reasonable accuracy, precision, recall, and Fl-score. This
information can be used to target vaccine education and
outreach efforts to those who are most likely to be hesitant.
Prompt engineering and careful consideration of ethical
concerns is essential for maximizing the performance and
reliability of ChatGPT in data annotation tasks. Further
research and development in this area can contribute to the
advancement of Al-driven annotation methods and support
research in various domains, including public health and
social sciences.
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