
Conversational Assistants in Knowledge-Intensive Contexts: Interactions with
LLM- versus Intent-based Systems

S. KERNAN FREIRE, Delft University of Technology, The Netherlands

C. WANG, Delft University of Technology, The Netherlands

E. NIFORATOS, Delft University of Technology, Netherlands

Conversational Assistants (CA) are increasingly supporting human workers in knowledge management. Traditionally, CAs respond in
specific ways to predefined user intents and conversation patterns. However, this rigidness does not handle the diversity of natural
language well. Recent advances in natural language processing, namely Large Language Models (LLMs), enable CAs to converse in a
more flexible, human-like manner, extracting relevant information from texts and capturing information from expert humans but
introducing new challenges such as “hallucinations”. To assess the potential of using LLMs for knowledge management tasks, we
conducted a user study comparing an LLM-based CA to an intent-based system regarding interaction efficiency, user experience,
workload, and usability. This revealed that LLM-based CAs exhibited better user experience, task completion rate, usability, and
perceived performance than intent-based systems, suggesting that switching NLP techniques can be beneficial in the context of
knowledge management.

CCS Concepts: • Human-centered computing → Empirical studies in HCI; Interactive systems and tools; Natural language
interfaces.
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1 Introduction

In workplaces, Conversational Assistants (CAs) are increasingly used to support decision-making and knowledge man-
agement. Knowledge Management (KM) is a vital discipline that involves creating, sharing, and using an organization’s
knowledge. Integrated into a Knowledge Management System (KMS), CAs can be used to capture and share knowledge
among workers through conversational interactions [11].

The prevailing NLP technique for CAs in KM is intent-based [27]. Intent-based systems offer designers a high
level of control over possible user interactions and can deliver consistent responses. However, the rigidity of this
technique can result in frequent conversation breakdowns [23]. From the developer’s perspective, intent-based systems
are resource-intensive to create and maintain, requiring explicit definitions of all user intents, assistant responses, and
examples of conversations [19]. On the other hand, LLM-based systems appear quick to deploy, and their superior NLP
capabilities can be used to develop more robust conversational interactions.

A CA powered by a foundational Large Language Model (LLM) can answer general knowledge questions, yet they
lack the specialized, context-specific knowledge of a workplace [3, 28]. The information contained in the foundation
models can be extended by providing context material, a process called Retrieval Augmented Generation (RAG) [13].
This involves an additional step in the response that retrieves context material relevant to the user’s query from a
data source (e.g., a local database or the web). However, LLM-based systems could introduce new problems due to
their unpredictability. While the potential benefits and risks of LLM-based systems have been demonstrated by prior
work [10, 21, 24], they have not been directly measured against intent-based systems in knowledge management
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interactions. As such, organizations and practitioners lack concrete evidence to decide whether to implement LLM-
or intent-based CAs. Existing benchmarks typically assess question-answers pairs, such as the KILT benchmark for
knowledge-intensive language tasks [22], but therefore do not capture the user interaction challenges associated with
multi-turn queries in a larger conversation.

To assess the user interaction capabilities of LLM-based systems compared to intent-based systems in the context
of KM, we conducted a between-groups lab study to compare them quantitatively in interaction efficiency, perceived
workload, user experience, and usability while also qualitatively analyzing user feedback. The study participants were
instructed to perform eight knowledge management tasks. As such, this study contributes a deeper understanding
of how switching to an LLM-based NLP system affects user interactions in the context of KM, where users
are expected to retrieve, rate and share knowledge.

2 Background

In the following section, we outline existing literature and the motivation for this work. We address advancements in
CAs for KM, NLP techniques for CAs, and using LLMs for KM.

2.1 Conversational assistants for knowledge management

In the workplace, AI has evolved from automating simple tasks (e.g., customer support chatbots) to aiding complex
decision-making (e.g., CAs for production line operators). CA systems are being developed to improve the efficiency of
knowledge capture and sharing. For example, Fenoglio et al. [6] introduced a role-playing game for knowledge capture,
and Balayn et al. [2] developed a game to elicit tacit knowledge. Soliman and Vanharanta [25] proposed a knowledge
retention model, while Hoerner et al. [9] focused on troubleshooting support. Workers supported by CAs are emerging
as socio-technical systems integrating user goals, tasks, and technology, adapting to varying environments and user
needs [1, 11, 15].

2.2 Natural language processing for conversational assistants

Intent-based systems, grounded in the principles of symbolic AI and rule-based processing, currently underpin most
CAs. These systems, as Stolcke et al. [26] and Luo et al. [14] discuss, are designed to recognize and interpret user intents
through predefined patterns and commands. They rely on learning from, for example, conversational patterns and
rules, enabling them to respond to specific queries or execute tasks according to recognized user utterances. While
limited in flexibility and adaptability, this approach provides a high degree of control and predictability in interactions.
However, as Rahman et al. [23] noted, the inherent rigidity of intent-based systems presents substantial challenges.
These include difficulties comprehending nuanced expressions and operating effectively in dynamic contexts where user
needs and environmental factors may rapidly shift. In turn, this may hurt UX as intent-based systems often struggle
to accommodate atypical conversation patterns and phrasing that a human could easily understand [23]. Indeed, the
literature emphasizes how intent-based chatbots frequently fail to help users achieve their goals [7, 8, 12, 17].

In contrast to the rigid intent-based systems, LLMs are flexible and nuanced [16]. LLMs such as Gemini family1,
Claude family2, or GPT-4 family [20] can understand, generate, and interact with human language at a sophisticated
level. In text generation, LLMs mark a significant step forward from their predecessors, Recurrent Neural Networks,
largely due to their attention to the surrounding context when processing text [28]. This innate ability of LLMs supports
1https://deepmind.google/technologies/gemini–last accessed July 15, 2024.
2https://www.anthropic.com/news/introducing-claude–last accessed July 15, 2024.
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more intelligent and adaptive interactions than intent-based systems at the risk of generating “hallucinations”, seemingly
plausible but inaccurate responses [3, 18, 28].

3 User study

3.1 Context and research question

Operating production lines is an ideal context for investigating CAs for KM, as the work is knowledge-intensive, dynamic,
and fast-paced. Factories offer a rich resource for NLP with extensive text documents, such as work instructions and
machine manuals, and continuous knowledge creation by discovering new machine setups and problem solutions
for the ever-changing conditions. Yet, the unstructured text and inconsistent terminology, typically encountered
in manufacturing contexts, can be challenging for NLP [5]. State-of-the-art NLP, such as LLMs, can mitigate these
challenges. For example, they can effectively harness the information in these documents using RAG[13], which
previously required manual retrieval.

As researchers in a large innovation and research project, we witnessed a shift in the perceived usefulness of the
CAs at the factories when we integrated LLMs in early 2023. We integrated LLMs for RAG and capturing and sharing
knowledge with workers in a more flexible way than the techniques available to intent-based CAs, such as FAQs and
form-filling. However, we wanted to empirically confirm our observations, formulating the following research question:
How do LLM- and intent-based conversational assistants compare in interaction efficiency, system usability,
user experience, and perceived workload for workers?

3.2 Systems: LLM and intent-based conversational assistants

For this study, we developed and evaluated two conversational assistants (CAs) with the same functionality but different
NLP techniques: intent- and LLM-based. The CAs were developed with two factories to support workers through
conversational knowledge sharing and information retrieval. The capturing component of knowledge sharing involves
recording howworkers solve issues or set up the machines for a product, whereas knowledge sharing involves delivering
it to other workers when they request it. The factory management had observed significant disparities between worker
shift performance, poor adherence to standard working procedures, and inefficient knowledge sharing practices. Despite
the top-down initiation of the project, we involved the workers throughout the design & development process to ensure
that we also met their needs and values (participatory design [4]). This consisted of multiple semi-structured interviews,
observations, and user evaluations. The systems had the following capabilities: capturing and sharing product-specific
machine settings and advice; capturing and sharing issue-handling knowledge; FAQs with answers prepared by experts;
and information retrieval from standard work instructions.

The intent-based CA relies on a list of user intents, and conversational patterns for which examples are provided.
This data is used to train an intent classifier, entity extractor, and rules that define how the system should respond.
Responses could include a text response to users, executing functions to insert information into a knowledge base,
displaying a standard work instruction, or entering a form-filling loop3 to collect the necessary information from the
user. Training phrases for each intent were used to train a model to classify the intent and extract desired named
entities, such as machine component names. It was built using Rasa X4, a popular conversational AI framework and
featured a simple chat interface (see Figure 1a).

3https://rasa.com/docs/rasa/forms/–last accessed July 15, 2024.
4https://legacy-docs-rasa-x.rasa.com/docs/rasa-x/1.0.x/–last accessed July 15, 2024.
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(a) (b)

Fig. 1. (Conversational) User Interfaces (UIs) of (a) the Intent-based and (b) the LLM-based congitive assistants.

Conversely, the LLM-based system was built using LlamaIndex for the backend 5 and Gradio6 to build a comparable
chat interface (see Figure 1b, and the GPT-3.5 API (version: gpt-3.5-turbo-0613)7 for LLM calls. The behavior of the
LLM-based system was defined using a system prompt and a context chat mode which retrieved relevant information
from provided documents in every conversation turn, based on a technique called retrieval augmented generation
(RAG)8. The word embeddings, which are used for finding relevant document sections to respond to the user’s queries,
were generated using the text-embedding-ada-002 model. We used the system prompt to instruct the LLM that it was an
assistant for factory workers and to use the provided context material when responding. The context material contained
relevant information and instructions that matched the knowledge base of the intent-based system in content.

3.3 Mixed methods user study

As a preliminary investigation into the differences in interaction efficiency and UX between the NLP techniques, we
conducted a between-group user study with students. First, participants were introduced to CAs and factory operations
through a lecture and videos. After reading and signing the informed consent form, the participants were instructed
to access the chat interface on their laptops or smartphones. Then, participants were instructed to complete eight
information and knowledge sharing tasks assigned to themwithin ten minutes, as shown in Table 1. The eight knowledge
exchange tasks included six information retrieval tasks, a feedback task (Task 5), and a knowledge sharing task (Task 8).
The most complex tasks are 6 and 8, which require providing several pieces of information; for example, to complete
task 8 successfully, participants must specify the current product number, machine pressure and speed, and free-text
comments. This preliminary study focuses on the CA’s user interaction capabilities, therefore participants were not

5https://docs.llamaindex.ai/–last accessed July 15, 2024.
6https://www.gradio.app/–last accessed July 15, 2024.
7https://platform.openai.com/docs/models/gpt-3-5–last accessed July 15, 2024.
8https://docs.llamaindex.ai/en/latest/examples/chat_engine/chat_engine_context.html–last accessed July 15, 2024.

https://docs.llamaindex.ai/
https://www.gradio.app/
https://platform.openai.com/docs/models/gpt-3-5
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asked to act upon the retrieved information. After completing the tasks, participants completed a survey, starting with
perceived workload (NASA-TLX) and ending with open feedback and demographics.

Table 1. Task List

Number Task Description
1 Find instructions on how to perform a prerun
2 Find instructions on how to prepare the weight checker
3 Find instructions on how to start filling
4 Find filling settings for product 7508226
5 Give a rating of 1 to the filling settings you were given
6 Ask for help with this problem: “Symptom: The filler is foaming. Error code: 33. Product: 7508226.”
7 Find instructions on how to find new filling settings
8 Record the current filling machine settings

3.3.1 Participants. We recruited N=55 students to participate in the study. Although their educational background
differs from factory workers, we believe their experience using chatbots is comparable to the dominant age group
(17-29) is comparable. Most participants fell into the 17-29 bracket (n=47 ), leaving two in the 30-39 bracket, and one
preferred not to disclose. Gender was distributed as follows: n=26 women, n=21 men, two non-binary, and one did not
disclose. We removed three cases for completing the tasks unrealistically fast (<60 seconds) and two cases for taking
longer than 660 seconds. The participants were recruited in subsequent cohorts from the same masters-level course.
Participants for the intent-based condition (n=17 ) were collected in August 2022. Conversely, the data for the LLM
condition (n=35) was collected in November 2023.

4 Results: LLM- versus intent-based conversational assistants

Before selecting our statistical analysis methods, we conducted pre-tests, such as the Shapiro-Wilk tests for assessing data
normality and Levene’s tests to check the equality of variances. We used independent samples t-tests and Mann-Whitney
U-tests for the parametric and non-parametric tests, respectively.

In assessing the effectiveness of the two groups — Intent and LLMs — in user experience, several dimensions were
evaluated using the System Usability Scale (SUS), User Experience Questionnaire (UEQ), NASA-TLX, task time, and
task completion rate. The results revealed distinct differences between the two groups (intent-based vs. LLM-based)
across some measured facets, as presented below.

4.1 Task performance

Task time, which represents the time users spent completing tasks, was not significantly different between groups (t(48)
= 1.864, p = .068)(see Figure 2a). It was measured automatically by the time spent on the survey page containing the
task instructions. The Intent group had a mean task time of 376.25 seconds (SD (Standard deviation) = 131.43), while
the LLM group had a shorter mean time of 301.11 seconds (SD = 141.86).

That said, a significant difference was found in the task completion rate (see Figure 2b). The LLM group achieved a
higher median task completion rate (1.00) compared to the Intent group (.88) (U = 153.50, p = .006). This suggests that
users in the LLM condition were more successful in completing the assigned interactions.
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Fig. 2. Task time (a), Task completion rate* (b), and System usability score* (c) between the Intent and LLM groups

4.2 System usability

For the SUS, the Intent group reported a mean score of 44.85 (SD = 16.75), while the LLM group demonstrated a higher
mean score of 59.85 (SD = 17.47)(see Figure 2c). This difference was statistically significant (t(48) = -2.958, p = .005),
indicating that users found the LLM condition to be more usable compared to the Intent condition.

4.3 User experience
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Fig. 3. User Experience (UEQ scores) between the LLM and Intent groups

We used the UEQ questionnaire to compare self-reported UX between the two groups (intent-based vs. LLM-based).
These are reported as six dimensions (see Figure 3). Regarding the Attractiveness, the Intent group’s mean score was
-.13 (SD = .85), compared to .46 (SD = .91) for the LLM condition. This difference was statistically significant (t(48)
= -2.25, p = .029), suggesting that users perceived the LLM condition as more attractive. Regarding Perspicuity, the
clarity of the user interface, the Intent group scored a median of .25, while the LLM group scored significantly higher
with a median of .75, with a U-value of U = 154.00 and p-value of p = .009. This result indicates a clearer and more
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understandable interface in the LLM condition. Efficiency also showed a significant difference. The Intent group’s mean
score was .08 (SD = .87), whereas the LLM group scored a mean of 1.10 (SD = .91), resulting in a significant difference
(t(48) of -3.90 and p < .001). This suggests that users found the LLM condition more efficient. When examining the
Dependability aspect, the Intent group had a mean score of .25 (SD = .79), and the LLM group scored higher with a
mean of .88 (SD = .85). This difference was significant (t(48) = -2.54, p = .01), indicating a greater sense of dependability
perceived by users in the LLM condition. The remaining dimensions, stimulation, and novelty, did not significantly
differ between groups, so we omitted the test details for brevity.

4.4 Workload
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Fig. 4. Workload (NASA-TLX) between the LLM and Intent conditions

NASA-TLX is a 21-point scale where a high score indicates a high perceived workload. Of all the components, only
“performance” showed a significant difference between the conditions (see Figure 4). Namely, the LLM group had a
significantly better median score of 4 compared to 10 for the Intent group (U = 123.50, p = .001). This indicates that
users in the LLM condition experienced a higher sense of performance. For the mean perceived workload, the score for
the Intent group was 9.70 (SD = 3.03), whereas it was 7.89 (SD = 4.54) for the LLM group. This was not significantly
different, as shown by the following test scores: t(48) = 1.49, p = .15, suggesting both conditions experienced a similar
overall workload.

5 Discussion

5.1 Insights and implications for practice

Our study suggests that LLM-based assistants could help workers perform knowledgemanagement tasks more effectively
than intent-based systems. Participants were more successful in completing the assigned tasks, which is also reflected in
the perceived performance (NASA-TLX), user experience (UEQ), and usability (SUS). We believe the observed differences
could be largely attributed to the flexibility and superior understanding of LLM-based conversational assistants (CAs)
compared to intent-based ones. The following comments from the LLM condition support this view: “It is reliable
and trustworthy. Whatever instructions it gives me, I understood them well and believed it. (L38)”; and “It felt quite
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intuitive, really easy to ask the ‘right’ questions. (L56)”. Conversely, once the intent-based system went down the
wrong ‘conversation path’, it was more troublesome to recover from, sometimes requiring restarting the conversation,
confirming existing literature [7, 8, 12, 17]. Comments from the participants in the intent condition support these
observations; for example, “chatbot is not flexible, you have to follow its structure. (I29)”, and “Annoying how you
sometimes have to rephrase what you want. (I11)”. Interestingly, this did not lead to a difference in total interaction time
between conditions, perhaps due to the sometimes slower and more verbose responses from the LLM CA. In contrast,
the intent-based CA always responded concisely and, in some cases, provided buttons to suggest user responses.

Participants from the LLM condition noted a lack of input suggestions despite its superior NLP, as stated by participant
L48: “I would still like some suggestions or templates on how I can interact with.” Furthermore, participants requested
more efficient ways of interacting for frequently recurring patterns as L36 remarked: “I think that actions that happen
a lot (like, I assume, saving settings etc.) should not require typing so much on a smartphone screen”. Furthermore,
multimodality will be important in knowledge-intensive contexts where visualizations are more applicable than text-
based instructions, as mentioned by participant L37: “Maybe consider to take the visualization tool to show the key
information/parameter for a clearer understanding between the operator and the chatbox.”

Overall, the results demonstrate several advantages LLM-based CAs could bear over intent-based systems in terms of
their abilities to exchange information with users and UX. However, it is important to consider that when intent-based
systems fail, the worst that can happen is a misunderstanding, usually obvious to the users. Conversely, an LLM-based
system could hallucinate an answer that appears plausible to the user. Assuming the chance of hallucinations will never
be zero, it is crucial to consider the ethical, productivity, and safety implications.

5.2 Limitations and Future Work

The participants were not factory workers by training, so we introduced them to the factory context before the study.
Furthermore, we believe the results are valid as the experiment focused on interacting with the CA and did not require
acting upon retrieved information. That being said, future work could consider the quality of the system’s response and
the impact on work. While an LLM-based system might be more successful in completing the interactions, the impact
of “hallucinations” and other quality issues, such as wordy responses with irrelevant details, may negatively impact
work considerably. Furthermore, in the context of knowledge sharing, future work could measure the quality of the
captured knowledge.

A key challenge was comparing the two NLP systems fairly. For example, suggested responses are a characteristic
feature of intent-based CA, but we decided against using them for the LLM condition as they are not commonly used.
Still, future work could explore how the inclusion of suggested responses would affect the interactions of LLM-based
CA. Considering there haven’t been major improvements to intent or LLM-based technologies since their respective
tests, we believe the two CAs we built still represent generic tools of their type.

Ultimately, we spent significantly more time developing the intent-based system to ensure it worked reliably for
this study. Even so, the results revealed relatively low SUS scores, namely 45 for the intent condition and 60 for the
LLM conditions, suggesting these tools do not fully represent the state-of-the-art. Building on this research, future
work could develop a tool to support organizations choosing between different NLP techniques, such as intent- and
LLM-based CAs. For example, on the one hand, including investments such as data, development, and user testing, and
on the other hand, approximating the expected benefits, user experience, risks, and challenges.
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6 Conclusion

LLM-based Conversational Assistants (CAs) are shown to improve interaction effectiveness over their intent-based
counterparts for Knowledge Management (KM) tasks such as information retrieval, rating the retrieved information,
and sharing new information. While the conversations with the intent-based CA often went down the wrong path and
were difficult to recover from, the LLM-based CA’s superior flexibility and intelligence in processing natural language
enabled it to complete the KM interaction goals more successfully.

Acknowledgments

References
[1] 2016. Intelligent Cognitive Assistants: Workshop Summary and Recommendations. https://www.nsf.gov/crssprgm/nano/reports/2016-1003_ICA_

Workshop_Final_Report_2016.pdf
[2] Agathe Balayn, Gaole He, Andrea Hu, Jie Yang, and Ujwal Gadiraju. 2022. Ready Player One! Eliciting Diverse Knowledge Using A Configurable

Game. In Proceedings of the ACM Web Conference 2022. 1709–1719. https://doi.org/10.1145/3485447.3512241
[3] Yejin Bang, Samuel Cahyawijaya, Nayeon Lee, Wenliang Dai, Dan Su, Bryan Wilie, Holy Lovenia, Ziwei Ji, Tiezheng Yu, Willy Chung, Quyet V. Do,

Yan Xu, and Pascale Fung. 2023. A Multitask, Multilingual, Multimodal Evaluation of ChatGPT on Reasoning, Hallucination, and Interactivity.
arXiv:2302.04023 [cs.CL]

[4] Erling Björgvinsson, Pelle Ehn, and Per-Anders Hillgren. 2010. Participatory design and" democratizing innovation". In Proceedings of the 11th
Biennial participatory design conference. 41–50.

[5] Brett Edwards, Michael Zatorsky, and Richi Nayak. 2008. Clustering and classification of maintenance logs using text data mining. Volume 87-Data
Mining and Analytics 2008 (2008), 193–199.

[6] Enzo Fenoglio, Emre Kazim, Hugo Latapie, and Adriano Koshiyama. 2022. Tacit knowledge elicitation process for industry 4.0. Discover Artificial
Intelligence 2, 1 (March 2022), 6. https://doi.org/10.1007/s44163-022-00020-w

[7] Asbjørn Følstad, Theo Araujo, Effie Lai-Chong Law, Petter Bae Brandtzaeg, Symeon Papadopoulos, Lea Reis, Marcos Baez, Guy Laban, Patrick
McAllister, Carolin Ischen, et al. 2021. Future directions for chatbot research: an interdisciplinary research agenda. Computing 103, 12 (2021),
2915–2942.

[8] Asbjørn Følstad and Petter Bae Brandtzæg. 2017. Chatbots and the new world of HCI. interactions 24, 4 (2017), 38–42.
[9] Lorenz Hoerner, Markus Schamberger, and Freimut Bodendorf. 2022. Using Tacit Expert Knowledge to Support Shop-floor Operators Through a

Knowledge-based Assistance System. Computer Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW) (Sept. 2022). https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-022-09445-4
[10] Linmei Hu, Zeyi Liu, Ziwang Zhao, Lei Hou, Liqiang Nie, and Juanzi Li. 2024. A Survey of Knowledge Enhanced Pre-Trained Language Models.

IEEE Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engineering 36, 4 (2024), 1413–1430. https://doi.org/10.1109/TKDE.2023.3310002
[11] Samuel Kernan Freire, Sarath Surendranadha Panicker, Santiago Ruiz-Arenas, Zoltán Rusák, and Evangelos Niforatos. 2022. A Cognitive Assistant for

Operators: AI-Powered Knowledge Sharing on Complex Systems. IEEE Pervasive Computing (2022), 1–9. https://doi.org/10.1109/MPRV.2022.3218600
[12] Yi-Chieh Lee, Naomi Yamashita, and Yun Huang. 2021. Exploring the effects of incorporating human experts to deliver journaling guidance through

a chatbot. Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer Interaction 5, CSCW1 (2021), 1–27.
[13] Patrick Lewis, Ethan Perez, Aleksandra Piktus, Fabio Petroni, Vladimir Karpukhin, Naman Goyal, Heinrich Küttler, Mike Lewis, Wen-tau Yih, Tim

Rocktäschel, Sebastian Riedel, and Douwe Kiela. 2020. Retrieval-Augmented Generation for Knowledge-Intensive NLP Tasks. In Proceedings of the
34th International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems (Vancouver, BC, Canada) (NIPS’20). Curran Associates Inc., Red Hook, NY,
USA, Article 793, 16 pages.

[14] Bei Luo, Raymond Y. K. Lau, Chunping Li, and Yain-Whar Si. 2022. A critical review of state-of-the-art chatbot designs
and applications. WIREs Data Mining and Knowledge Discovery 12, 1 (2022), e1434. https://doi.org/10.1002/widm.1434
arXiv:https://wires.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/widm.1434

[15] Alexander Maedche, Christine Legner, Alexander Benlian, Benedikt Berger, Henner Gimpel, Thomas Hess, Oliver Hinz, Stefan Morana, and Matthias
Söllner. 2019. AI-based digital assistants: Opportunities, threats, and research perspectives. Business & Information Systems Engineering 61 (2019),
535–544. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12599-019-00600-8

[16] Amama Mahmood, Junxiang Wang, Bingsheng Yao, Dakuo Wang, and Chien-Ming Huang. 2023. LLM-Powered Conversational Voice Assistants:
Interaction Patterns, Opportunities, Challenges, and Design Guidelines. arXiv:2309.13879 [cs.HC]

[17] Raphael Meyer von Wolff, Sebastian Hobert, and Matthias Schumann. 2021. Sorry, I can’t understand you!–Influencing factors and challenges of
chatbots at digital workplaces. In Innovation Through Information Systems: Volume II: A Collection of Latest Research on Technology Issues. Springer,
150–165.

[18] Bonan Min, Hayley Ross, Elior Sulem, Amir Pouran Ben Veyseh, Thien Huu Nguyen, Oscar Sainz, Eneko Agirre, Ilana Heintz, and Dan Roth. 2023.
Recent Advances in Natural Language Processing via Large Pre-trained Language Models: A Survey. ACM Comput. Surv. 56, 2, Article 30 (sep 2023),
40 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3605943

https://www.nsf.gov/crssprgm/nano/reports/2016-1003_ICA_Workshop_Final_Report_2016.pdf
https://www.nsf.gov/crssprgm/nano/reports/2016-1003_ICA_Workshop_Final_Report_2016.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1145/3485447.3512241
https://arxiv.org/abs/2302.04023
https://doi.org/10.1007/s44163-022-00020-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10606-022-09445-4
https://doi.org/10.1109/TKDE.2023.3310002
https://doi.org/10.1109/MPRV.2022.3218600
https://doi.org/10.1002/widm.1434
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://wires.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/widm.1434
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12599-019-00600-8
https://arxiv.org/abs/2309.13879
https://doi.org/10.1145/3605943


10 Kernan Freire et al.

[19] Antonios Misargopoulos, Filippos Nikolopoulos-Gkamatsis, Konstantinos Nestorakis, Alexandros Tzoumas, Georgios Giannakopoulos, Christos-
Antonios Gizelis, and Michalis Kefalogiannis. 2022. Building a Knowledge-Intensive, Intent-Lean, Question Answering Chatbot in the Telecom
Industry-Challenges and Solutions. In IFIP International Conference on Artificial Intelligence Applications and Innovations. Springer, 87–97. https:
//doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-08341-9_8

[20] OpenAI. 2023. GPT-4 Technical Report. arXiv:2303.08774 [cs.CL]
[21] Shirui Pan, Linhao Luo, Yufei Wang, Chen Chen, Jiapu Wang, and Xindong Wu. 2024. Unifying Large Language Models and Knowledge Graphs: A

Roadmap. IEEE Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engineering (2024), 1–20. https://doi.org/10.1109/TKDE.2024.3352100
[22] Fabio Petroni, Aleksandra Piktus, Angela Fan, Patrick Lewis, Majid Yazdani, Nicola De Cao, James Thorne, Yacine Jernite, Vladimir Karpukhin, Jean

Maillard, Vassilis Plachouras, Tim Rocktäschel, and Sebastian Riedel. [n. d.]. KILT: A Benchmark for Knowledge Intensive Language Tasks. In
Proceedings of the 2021 Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies
(Online, 2021-06), Kristina Toutanova, Anna Rumshisky, Luke Zettlemoyer, Dilek Hakkani-Tur, Iz Beltagy, Steven Bethard, Ryan Cotterell, Tanmoy
Chakraborty, and Yichao Zhou (Eds.). Association for Computational Linguistics, 2523–2544. https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.naacl-main.200

[23] A M Rahman, Abdullah Al Mamun, and Alma Islam. 2017. Programming challenges of chatbot: Current and future prospective. In 2017 IEEE Region
10 Humanitarian Technology Conference (R10-HTC). 75–78. https://doi.org/10.1109/R10-HTC.2017.8288910

[24] Karan Singhal, Shekoofeh Azizi, Tao Tu, S. Sara Mahdavi, Jason Wei, Hyung Won Chung, Nathan Scales, Ajay Tanwani, Heather Cole-Lewis,
Stephen Pfohl, Perry Payne, Martin Seneviratne, Paul Gamble, Chris Kelly, Abubakr Babiker, Nathanael Schärli, Aakanksha Chowdhery, Philip
Mansfield, Dina Demner-Fushman, Blaise Agüera y Arcas, Dale Webster, Greg S. Corrado, Yossi Matias, Katherine Chou, Juraj Gottweis, Nenad
Tomasev, Yun Liu, Alvin Rajkomar, Joelle Barral, Christopher Semturs, Alan Karthikesalingam, and Vivek Natarajan. [n. d.]. Large Language Models
Encode Clinical Knowledge. 620, 7972 ([n. d.]), 172–180. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-023-06291-2

[25] Yehya Soliman and Hannu Vanharanta. 2020. A Model for Capturing Tacit Knowledge in Enterprises. In Advances in Human Factors, Business
Management and Leadership (Advances in Intelligent Systems and Computing), Jussi Ilari Kantola and Salman Nazir (Eds.). Springer International
Publishing, Cham, 141–148. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-20154-8_14

[26] Andreas Stolcke, Klaus Ries, Noah Coccaro, Elizabeth Shriberg, Rebecca Bates, Daniel Jurafsky, Paul Taylor, Rachel Martin, Carol Van Ess-Dykema,
and Marie Meteer. 2000. Dialogue Act Modeling for Automatic Tagging and Recognition of Conversational Speech. Computational Linguistics 26, 3
(09 2000), 339–373. https://doi.org/10.1162/089120100561737 arXiv:https://direct.mit.edu/coli/article-pdf/26/3/339/1797531/089120100561737.pdf

[27] Stefan Wellsandt, Zoltan Rusak, Santiago Ruiz Arenas, Doris Aschenbrenner, Karl A. Hribernik, and Klaus-Dieter Thoben. 2020. Concept of a
Voice-Enabled Digital Assistant for Predictive Maintenance in Manufacturing. SSRN Electronic Journal (2020). https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3718008

[28] Wayne Xin Zhao, Kun Zhou, Junyi Li, Tianyi Tang, Xiaolei Wang, Yupeng Hou, Yingqian Min, Beichen Zhang, Junjie Zhang, Zican Dong, Yifan Du,
Chen Yang, Yushuo Chen, Zhipeng Chen, Jinhao Jiang, Ruiyang Ren, Yifan Li, Xinyu Tang, Zikang Liu, Peiyu Liu, Jian-Yun Nie, and Ji-Rong Wen.
2023. A Survey of Large Language Models. arXiv:2303.18223 [cs.CL]

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-08341-9_8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-08341-9_8
https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.08774
https://doi.org/10.1109/TKDE.2024.3352100
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.naacl-main.200
https://doi.org/10.1109/R10-HTC.2017.8288910
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-023-06291-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-20154-8_14
https://doi.org/10.1162/089120100561737
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://direct.mit.edu/coli/article-pdf/26/3/339/1797531/089120100561737.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3718008
https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.18223

	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Background
	2.1 Conversational assistants for knowledge management
	2.2 Natural language processing for conversational assistants

	3 User study
	3.1 Context and research question
	3.2 Systems: LLM and intent-based conversational assistants
	3.3 Mixed methods user study

	4 Results: LLM- versus intent-based conversational assistants
	4.1 Task performance
	4.2 System usability
	4.3 User experience
	4.4 Workload

	5 Discussion
	5.1 Insights and implications for practice
	5.2 Limitations and Future Work

	6 Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	References

