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Abstract

Large language models like GPT have proven
widely successful on natural language understand-
ing tasks based on written text documents. In this
paper, we investigate an LLM’s performance on
recordings of a group oral communication task in
which utterances are often truncated or not well-
formed. We propose a new group task experiment
involving a puzzle with several milestones that can
be achieved in any order. We investigate methods
for processing transcripts to detect if, when, and
by whom a milestone has been completed. We
demonstrate that iteratively prompting GPT with
transcription chunks outperforms semantic similar-
ity search methods using text embeddings, and fur-
ther discuss the quality and randomness of GPT re-
sponses under different context window sizes.

1 Introduction
Group meetings often involve the accomplishment of mile-
stones, i.e., smaller subtasks upon which the group achieves
consensus, in order to achieve an overall goal. However,
determining if, when, and by whom milestones have been
achieved is currently requires tedious, manual annotation,
which is time- and resource-consuming. The new generation
of large language models (LLMs) has the potential to achieve
human-level annotation in a matter of seconds, which would
be hugely beneficial to communities that study team dynam-
ics, social signal processing, and organizational psychology.
Automated milestone detection could also enable novel ap-
plications for human-AI teaming [Westby and Riedl, 2023],
task allocation and scheduling in team-based crowdsourc-
ing [Retelny et al., 2014], and product development projects
[Von Krogh and Von Hippel, 2006].

In this paper, we propose a new group task experiment
involving a puzzle that has several milestones that can be
approached in any order, culminating in a decision that re-
veals the puzzle’s solution. This task maps well to many
process-based theories of group decision making, and allows
researchers to investigate interesting questions such as the ef-
fect of a facilitator on milestone achievement, the temporal
evolution of group performance and individual contributions,

and the emergence of group/individual performance and en-
gagement.

To enable this type of analysis, we investigate methods for
automatically processing transcripts of the group meeting to
accurately detect if a milestone has been achieved, and the
specific participant-tagged utterance at which this occurred.
This is a difficult problem since in our task, groups often
propose several incorrect solutions and circle back to differ-
ent milestones in an unknown sequence. In this way, the
task mimics real-world conditions where a solution can be
arrived at through many different paths. We begin by con-
sidering a baseline algorithm based on sentence embedding
before demonstrating the ability of a pre-trained Large Lan-
guage Model (LLM), namely the recently-introduced Chat-
GPT framework [OpenAI, 2023], to address the problem. We
critically evaluate the performance of such an LLM-based
system and show that, while some of the milestones can be
detected with perfect accuracy, LLMs can also confidently
create false positives that should be taken into consideration,
and also have difficulty producing repeatable, well-formatted
results.

2 Related Work
Group performance on tasks has been studied from several
angles, covering cognitive [DeChurch and Mesmer-Magnus,
2010; Hong and Page, 2004], structural [Valentine and Ed-
mondson, 2015], and behavioral [De Jong and Dirks, 2012;
Kim et al., 2008] elements. Particularly germane to our
method of automatic milestone detection are scenarios in
which consensus must be reached or sub-tasks must be ac-
complished. In these scenarios, automatic milestone detec-
tion could provide researchers and teams with fine-grained
analytics, real time progress reports, and a deeper understand-
ing of how consensus and sub-tasks affect overall team effec-
tiveness.

The automatic analysis of such group tasks proceeds
from studying various channels of recorded or online in-
put, which typically include raw audio from each participant,
video recordings of the group and the individuals, and/or
participant-tagged transcriptions of the meeting. For exam-
ple, Lix et al. [Lix et al., 2022] recently proposed the concept
of discursive diversity to automatically determine the point
at which a team reaches consensus, using text from Slack
chats. This point is computed based on a moving average of
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cosine similarities between word2vec embeddings [Mikolov
et al., 2013] of participants’ utterances. Riedl and Woolley
[Riedl and Woolley, 2017] also use text analysis to detect
communication related to different aspects of a task simi-
lar to milestones. Bhattacharya et al. [Bhattacharya et al.,
2018] proposed several techniques for analyzing multi-modal
recordings of the NASA Moon Survival Task [Hall and Wat-
son, 1970], including a natural language processing method
for detecting topic utterances and rankings.

Since the performance of these types of algorithms de-
pends on an accurate participant-tagged transcript of a live
meeting, natural language processing (NLP) methods play an
important role, both in the initial transcription and in the sub-
sequent automatic analysis of the transcript. Transcription
methods are constantly maturing, culminating most recently
in transformer-based tools like Whisper from OpenAI, as well
as captioning tools built into videoconferencing software like
Zoom and Webex. As we discuss below, while the perfor-
mance of these tools can be quite good, for audio of unstruc-
tured group discussion, transcripts often need to be manually
touched up for subsequent use.

Once an accurate transcript has been obtained, general
NLP tools for understanding it include information re-
trieval [Manning, 2009], semantic similarity search [Chan-
drasekaran and Mago, 2021], and in particular question an-
swering (QA) [Rajpurkar et al., 2016; Hao et al., 2017], in
which natural-language questions are posed with respect to
a text corpus, resulting in a natural-language answer or a
multiple-choice selection.

Large language models have emerged as a transformative
force within the NLP field [Brown et al., 2020]. These mod-
els, which include LLaMA (Meta), PaLM (Google), BERT
(Google) [Devlin et al., 2018], GPT (OpenAI) [OpenAI,
2023], and their subsequent iterations, are trained on mas-
sive textual corpora and have shown remarkable proficiency
in understanding and generating natural language. Due to
their transformer-based architecture [Vaswani et al., 2017],
they excel at capturing the contextual nuances within text.
Their pre-training and fine-tuning methodology enables them
to adapt to a broad range of NLP tasks, from translation to
text generation, and perhaps even as implicit computational
models of humans [Horton, 2023].

Upon the release of GPT4 [OpenAI, 2023], researchers
quickly applied it to various problems and soon noticed that
its limited memory, i.e., context window, can be an issue.
Recursively feeding chunks of text to the model [Wu et al.,
2021] has been a popular method; however, losing informa-
tion between sessions is likely. Although another ongoing
direction aims to extend context windows of models [Dong
et al., 2023] to allow longer inputs, this will continue to be
an issue in the short term. [Liu et al., 2023] also observed
that long-context models pay less attention to the middle of
prompts. To alleviate these issues, [Packer et al., 2023] pro-
posed a hierarchical memory system chained with function
calls to access memory beyond the context window. All these
approaches focus on clean text data from books, Wikipedia,
text chatting, and so on, and target consistent conversations
with LLMs or evaluate an information retrieval aspect. How-
ever, there are substantially fewer studies on LLMs’ perfor-

mance on complex oral communications and their transcripts.

3 Methods
In this section, we will introduce the methods that we inves-
tigated to solve the milestone detection problem.

3.1 The Puzzle Task
We developed a group discussion task based on a puz-
zle called “Cursed Treasure”, designed by Jay Lorch and
Michelle Teague1. Participants are given 24 pictures of
“cursed” treasure chests containing colored gems; a subset
of chests is illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1: A subset of the Cursed Treasure puzzle task.

To solve the puzzle, the group must infer the rules that gov-
ern when each curse is present. For example, the “octopus”
curse is present if and only if no gems are touching, and the
“hex” curse is present if and only if there are no red gems.
If all five curses are successfully decoded, the group applies
the learned rules to a final set of chests to determine a secret
solution phrase of the puzzle. Since the groups can discuss
and discover the curses in any order, and there are no ex-
plicit instructions, this group task is much more challenging
and open-ended than classical group-study instruments like
the Moon Survival Task, which typically involve clearly de-
fined phases with easily identifiable milestones. While it is
not germane to this paper, the experiment featured a recorded
“Puzzle Master” that gives the groups timed hints that may or
may not be useful.

3.2 Dataset Acquisition and Preprocessing
We invited 20 groups of three to four people to attempt the
puzzle task via Zoom meetings under an approved IRB pro-
tocol. Each participant used a laptop configured by the ex-
perimenters to access the meeting room, and each group had
40 minutes to get as far as they could in the task. Video
recordings and transcripts of the audio data were obtained
from the Zoom application. Table 1 shows the milestones
each team solved. Among them, “one” and “hex” seem chal-
lenging, while “octopus” and “quadruple” are easier. Three
teams solved the entire puzzle.

Due to the intensive discussion during the meetings, cross-
talk is common in the audio data. This led to speech-to-
text transcription issues since utterance detection and speaker

1https://jaylorch.net/static/puzzles/CursedTreasure/
CursedTreasure.html

https://jaylorch.net/static/puzzles/CursedTreasure/CursedTreasure.html
https://jaylorch.net/static/puzzles/CursedTreasure/CursedTreasure.html


Table 1: Milestones achieved by the 20 teams.

Team 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

one ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
dual ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

quadruple ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
octopus ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

hex ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
solution ✓ ✓ ✓

Figure 2: An example of our milestone detection prompt to Chat-
GPT (not including the full transcription of the group meeting in
this figure). In the structured output, “one, dual, quadruple, octopus,
hex” are the five milestones for the individual curses, and “solution”
is the final answer. In this example, ChatGPT accurately found all
of the correct milestone sentences.

recognition are difficult. Consequently, the automatic Zoom
transcriptions tended to be short sentence fragments with par-
tially incorrect speakers, and most cross-talk sections were
unrecognized. Furthermore, keywords are frequently wrong
in the transcription, such as mistaking “jam” for “gem” and
“obstacle” for “octopus”.

To alleviate such issues, the audio data was also transcribed
using the speech-to-text service Rev.com, which provides
transcriptions using AI with human correction. Although this
high-quality transcription solved most of the issues, its re-
sults tended to group multiple short sentences together into
long multi-sentence monologues without precise time stamps.
This introduced another problem since we want to precisely
determine the sentence or sentence fragment at which a mile-
stone is achieved. Therefore, we mapped the Rev content

to the shorter Zoom sentence structure using time-alignment-
based coding and manual correction. We used these high-
accuracy, short-fragment transcriptions in our subsequent ex-
periments. The Puzzle Master’s comments, if present, are not
included in the transcriptions.

As ground truth, we manually annotated correct, complete
statements of the milestones in these transcriptions. Discus-
sions about a particular target may contain initial proposals,
subsequent discussions or confirmations, and restatements
when forming a final solution. For our purposes, we anno-
tated any sentence that correctly stated a milestone as valid
(be it the first time the milestone is achieved or a subsequent
restatement/confirmation of the milestone). While not explic-
itly included in the tables below, each sentence is explicitly
tagged with the name of the person who uttered it, and asso-
ciated with a wall-clock time stamp.

3.3 Milestone detection by prompting GPT
With the public release of ChatGPT (back-ended by GPT-
4) in early 2023, researchers quickly realized the potential
of this new model for sophisticated natural language under-
standing and generation [Horton, 2023]. Unlike the more tra-
ditional embedding-based approaches we will discuss in Sec-
tion 4, GPT is interacted with via a natural-language prompt,
which turns the problem into prompt engineering to some ex-
tent. The goal is to obtain consistent, well-formatted, and
correct responses from GPT.

Ultimately, the prompt structure we arrived at is illustrated
in Figure 2. The prompt includes a description of the task,
the solution to each milestone, the transcript from the group
discussion (see more below), and the desired structure for the
output, which allows us to automatically parse the results.

However, a key consideration for large language models
is the length of their context window and the rate limit for
prompting, especially when dealing with extensive text con-
tent. The context window can be regarded as the maximum
memory length for single prompts and conversation history,
which comes from the nature of the model design. The rate
limit ensures that individual users do not send too many re-
quests within a period. At the time of this paper’s writing,
the production level GPT-4 (gpt-4-0613, the June 13th, 2023
checkpoint) offers 8k and 32k capabilities. Our account only
reached tier 1 usage, which allows 10k tokens per minute
(TPM). We note that OpenAI recently released GPT-4 Turbo,
which has a 128k context window and even larger rates, but
it is still in the test phase, and the performance on our task is
poor. All the models and limits are listed in Table 2.

Here, the tokenization of input text is achieved by Byte



Figure 3: Flowchart of the proposed iterative query. The puzzle information, request, and update rule are fixed in each iteration. We use a
new section of the transcriptions in each loop until all transcriptions are processed. Blue characters in the response window mean GPT has
found a better match for that milestone.

Model Context window(tokens) Rate limit(TPM)

gpt-4 8,192 10,000
gpt-4-32k 32,768 10,000
gpt-4 turbo 128,000 150,000

Table 2: Released GPT4 models and their corresponding context
window sizes, with Tier 1 rate limits (up to the end of 2023).

Pair Encoding (BPE) [Sennrich et al., 2015]. The number of
tokens is not the same as the number of words, since each
word could be converted to multiple tokens depending on its
subwords and rarity. For our dataset, the transcriptions for
each ∼ 45-minute team meeting require between 4000 and
12000 tokens. Given that our experiments are not discussion-
intensive, this number would be much larger for real-world
meetings. Considering the prior knowledge, requirements,
and space for handling response errors, we cannot provide
the entire transcript at once in practice as illustrated in Figure
2.

To address this limitation, we choose to use a basic itera-
tive prompting scheme (Figure 3). The idea is widely adopted
in the community and similar to [Wu et al., 2021]. Since our
transcripts are linearly distributed plain texts, applying Mem-
GPT [Packer et al., 2023] would be somewhat equivalent. Af-
ter introducing the task and solutions, the prompt provides
a request and a summary of previously-detected milestones
with rules for how to update the detections. The summary is
similar to a Python dictionary, with the names of the mile-
stones as the keys and empty strings "" as the initial values.
The values for each key will only be updated when GPT finds
a better match in the provided chunk of transcription. The re-
sponse from GPT is required to be a json in the same format.

Detailed configurations and performance will be discussed in
Section 4.

4 Experiments
4.1 Baseline Approach
Before illustrating the experiments with GPT, we first intro-
duce the baseline method we use to make a comparison. Find-
ing potential milestones may be viewed as a semantic simi-
larity search task: locating the most relevant sentence from a
transcript compared to a given target sentence. The key point
is to find a way to encode the transcripts so that context infor-
mation in the document is mostly preserved.

We choose to adopt the widely-used Bidirectional En-
coder Representation from Transformer (BERT) [Devlin et
al., 2018] model for sentence embedding [Reimers and
Gurevych, 2019]. Unlike word embeddings, BERT effec-
tively looks at an entire sentence at once, considering the con-
text of different words at different positions. Moreover, with
its internal multi-head self-attention mechanism, the trans-
former block introduces more capacity to better distinguish
differences between dissimilar words.

One challenge specific to our task, but common in many or-
ganizational settings [Tasselli et al., 2020], is that groups typ-
ically develop a shorthand vocabulary for the milestones that
may not match our ground truth solution sentences. For ex-
ample, one group may refer to the “pirate” while another may
refer to the “eye patch”. We attempted to address this issue by
creating several different synonyms and paraphrases for each
milestone (e.g., “The eye patch means more big diamonds
than small ones”; “Pirate is more large than small”) and com-
puting the similarity score for each solution/candidate pair,
selecting the highest similarity as the best match. We then



rank all the candidate sentences for each milestone in order
from highest to lowest similarity, and threshold this list to get
a best-to-worst set of possible matches, as discussed more be-
low.

4.2 Evaluation Method
For the baseline method, we adopt the top-k performance as
our evaluation metric. That is, the method produces a list of
matches between candidate sentences and the solution for a
given milestone, sorted by decreasing similarity in the em-
bedding space. We adopted cosine similarity as the sentence-
level metric for BERT. If the correct candidate sentence cor-
responding to a milestone is in the first k entries of this sorted
list, we consider it to be a detection (i.e., true positive) at
rank k. Thus, rank-1 performance measures how often the
correct candidate sentence is at the top of the sorted list. It
is worth noting that the embedding-based method is some-
what ill-posed since our dataset is extremely imbalanced. As
Figure 4 shows, irrelevant sentences can also have high simi-
larities, and the number is larger than the relevant ones.

Figure 4: Frequency histogram of cosine similarity for “octopus”.
The x-axis is the score ranging from 0 to 1, and the y-axis is the
log-scaled frequency. Relevant (milestone) and irrelevant sentences
(background) are represented in blue and yellow, respectively.

Furthermore, if a team doesn’t solve a particular milestone,
all of the top k proposals will be wrong. Thus, we must intro-
duce a threshold for each milestone, to determine whether the
match quality is sufficient to declare that the milestone may
be present at all. Based on this framework, Figure 5 illustrates
the situations that may occur. If the team did not actually
achieve the milestone and no candidate sentences passed the
threshold, we consider this a true negative (TN). If the team
achieved the milestone but no candidate sentences passed the
threshold, we consider this a false negative or miss (FN).

Here we note there are two types of false positives that
can occur. The team may fail to achieve the milestone at all,
but the algorithm may generate candidate sentences that are
above the threshold. We define this situation as a false posi-
tive at the team level (FP-team). On the other hand, the team
may achieve the milestone, but none of the algorithm’s pro-
posals above the threshold at rank k may be correct (i.e., the
algorithm asserts that the milestone has been found, but the

Figure 5: Confusion matrix of the proposed evaluation method.
Each team is labeled as failed (0) or solved (1) for each milestone,
which produces the team-level true negatives, false negatives, and
false positives. When the prediction and ground truth say a team
has solved a milestone, the proposed sentences must be checked to
determine whether they are the true answers. If not, the situation is
considered as a sentence-level false positive.

corresponding sentence is incorrect). We define this situation
as a false positive at the sentence level (FP-sentence). The de-
sired scenario is that a team achieves the milestone, and the
algorithm correctly identifies the exact sentence at which the
milestone was achieved in its rank k list, which we denote as
a true positive (TP).

The final accuracy of a given algorithm involves both team
and sentence-level false positives, as shown below:

accuracy =
TN + TP

FPt + FPs + FN + TN + TP

We note that the top-k evaluation only really applies to the
baseline BERT method, since as described in the previous
section, our GPT prompting approach expects only the top-1
candidate sentence per milestone. Due to the limited size of
our dataset, we cannot train the BERT model. Therefore, we
apply a pre-trained sentence BERT model and only do zero-
shot prompting for GPT to make a fair comparison.

4.3 Baseline Results
Using the manually chosen thresholds, BERT’s performance
is shown in Table 3. In addition to accuracy, we also show
the counting mistakes made among the 20 teams (FP and
FN). Most of the mistakes come from false positive sentences,
which are an inevitable problem in our dataset. As shown
in Figure 4, exception cases will easily pollute the proposals
even though the proposed methodology can prioritize rele-
vant sentences. For example, short sentences make it easy
to get high scores. The “dual” and “hex” curses suffer from
such situations because their candidate query sentences have
short examples: “The swords mean symmetry”; ”Hex is no
red”. However, “one”, “quadruple”, and “octopus” are more
affected by the contextual synonyms. False positives at the
sentence level become fairly low, especially at higher ranks.
We also observe that the false negative counts are close or
equal to zero because we chose a low threshold, resulting in
a larger chance of getting a false positive at the team level.

4.4 GPT experiments
Fortunately, document-level semantic information is well
handled in large language models like GPT [Vaswani et al.,



Top-1 Top-5

Milestone acc (%) FP-s acc (%) FP-s FP-t FN

one 70 2 80 0 4 0
dual 25 13 70 4 2 0
quadruple 65 5 75 3 2 0
octopus 50 10 85 3 0 0
hex 50 5 60 3 5 0
solution 90 0 90 0 2 0

Table 3: BERT performance

2017; Brown et al., 2020]. Contextual synonyms can also be
understood as long as they are provided in the prompt. These
advantages enable LLMs to solve what was previously con-
sidered an ill-posed problem. After the release of GPT4, we
did a test on the browser ChatGPT interface (with gpt-4-0314,
4096 context window at that time), whose results already out-
performed the baseline, as shown in Table 4.

Milestone Accuracy (%) FP-s FP-t FN

one 70 1 5 0
dual 75 1 0 4
quadruple 100 0 0 0
octopus 90 2 0 0
hex 85 1 2 0
solution 100 0 0 0

Table 4: ChatGPT (gpt-4-0314) single trial performance

Since OpenAI is constantly updating and releasing new
models, we next tested version gpt-4-0613 after getting ac-
cess to the OpenAI API. All of the following experiments are
done in Python with the OpenAI API, with the chat comple-
tion temperature set to 0. We started by assuming a 4096-
token context window, inherited from the initial tests with the
ChatGPT browser interface. Then we moved to the current
8192 window size and further tested with theoretically large
enough windows (32k and 128k).

As discussed in Section 3, the iterative prompting method
requires space for prior knowledge, requirements, and error
responses. In our settings, this non-transcription part of the
prompt takes roughly 300 to 400 tokens, although severe vio-
lations may happen in the responses to make this part exceed
500 tokens. Therefore, we restricted the number of tokens to
3600 for each chunk when preparing prompts. This logic is
the same for all context window sizes. For each prompt, we
update the summary and transcription parts. The top three
sections of the prompt remain unchanged. GPT will find an-
swers for each key according to the request and update rules,
i.e., “update the milestone only if you find a better match to
the true answers”. After receiving the response, the summary
in the following prompt will be changed based on it.

Due to the non-deterministic nature of GPT [OpenAI,
2023], we repeated the same prompting for each of the 20
teams over 10 trials to observe the response. Table 5 shows
the average performance with standard deviations where the
counts of mistakes (FP-s, FP-t, FN) are averages over the 10

rounds.

Milestone Accuracy (%) FP-s FP-t FN

one 88.0 ± 4.2 0.5 1.9 0.0
dual 90.0 ± 7.1 1.6 0.0 0.4
quadruple 93.5 ± 4.7 0.3 0.0 1.0
octopus 94.5 ± 3.7 1.1 0.0 0.0
hex 88.0 ± 4.8 0.3 2.1 0.0
solution 97.5 ± 2.6 0.1 0.4 0.0

Table 5: GPT API (gpt-4-0613, pseudo 4096 window) 10-trial aver-
age performance

We additionally performed five trials for each team with
the 8192 token limit. Our expectation was that longer con-
text windows would provide better results since there is no
information loss due to summarization. The results shown in
Table 6 are surprising, showing that the longer context win-
dow performs worse than the shorter window. A clear pat-
tern is that the larger window brings a more stable response
format and fewer accuracy fluctuations. However, the perfor-
mance of “one” decreased significantly (even worse than the
BERT baseline) due to many false alarms on the team level.
Although only 11 teams solved “one”, most teams have dis-
cussed this milestone. There is a general drop of 2.5%∼5%
for other milestones.

Milestone Accuracy (%) FP-s FP-t FN

one 66.0 ± 4.2 1.0 5.2 0.6
dual 85.0 ± 6.1 3.0 0.0 0.0
quadruple 90.0 ± 6.1 0.8 0.0 1.2
octopus 92.0 ± 2.7 1.6 0.0 0.0
hex 82.0 ± 2.7 0.8 2.8 0.0
solution 100. ± 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table 6: GPT API (gpt-4-0613, 8192 window) 5-round average per-
formance

5 Discussion
5.1 Performance
Compared to the BERT baseline, GPT has better results but
makes mistakes in different aspects. Based on the ten-trial
responses, the most frequent mistake is being distracted by
declarative statements with an affirmative tone, even if they
are wrong. This accounts for the majority of team-level false
positives and some sentence-level ones, especially when the
true milestone tends to be a sentence fragment with an unsure
tone. In addition, GPT is sometimes lost when dealing with
long discussions, resulting in responses that are an unrelated
sentence near the correct conclusion. Finally, randomness is
a key issue. There are cases when milestone answers are mis-
placed: e.g., “octopus” with the sentence referring to “hex”.
There is also a chance that even though the team has solved a
milestone with a clear statement, GPT will return a blank re-
sponse. These issues happen randomly with no clear patterns.



5.2 Repeatability, Formatting, and Hallucinations
We found the responses of GPT to be significantly non-
deterministic even after setting the temperature to 0. While
the impact of randomness on performance/accuracy is lim-
ited, it does introduce variations in the response. None of the
20 teams had identical responses for the 10 rounds. Three
teams were consistent in being correct or making the same
mistakes. Five teams had significant variations over the ten
trials. Their token lengths vary from 5k to 12k, with no clear
trends.

In addition to the random mistakes discussed in Section
5.1, there are issues including violating the required response
format and hallucinations. According to the prompt we in-
troduced in Section 3, the response must be in JSON format,
with each milestone showing an exact sentence that solved
it. However, gpt-4-0613 interprets this as returning plain text
with the JSON punctuations “{} , :”. This might be solved
with proper prompts, but other issues are real limitations. Al-
though the response roughly follows the format, GPT some-
times adds additional descriptions to the answer. For exam-
ple, “previous summary: { xxx }, updated summary: { xxx
}”, or “The players didn’t achieve any new milestones or the
final answer in this part of the transcript. Therefore, the sum-
mary remains the same: { xxx }”. Sometimes, instead of
returning a single sentence for each milestone, we observed
that GPT with the 4096 context window can return a series of
discussions. These issues happen randomly across different
teams with no clear pattern, but stably show up for certain
teams during different rounds of tests. This issues make it
difficult to reliably, automatically parse GPT’s answers.

Hallucinations have been an issue for GPT since its intro-
duction. Although OpenAI is constantly working to minimize
their frequency, some level of hallucination seems inevitable.
In our experiments, GPT hallucinates by giving responses
with the true answers that we provided as prior knowledge
in the prompts. Among the ten-round 200 individual tests we
conducted, hallucination happened 10 times, in four teams
with frequencies varying from 1 to 4 and their numbers of to-
kens varying from 5k to 9k. Again, we found no clear pattern.

Although the numerical performance of GPT is satisfying,
the issues we found could be fatal in automatic pipelines and
real-world applications in which people unquestioningly rely
on the responses. The mistakes GPT currently makes are un-
predictable, hard to discover, and hard to fix.

The newly released GPT4 Turbo provides more control
over reducing randomness and following a specific response
format (JSON, for example). We made two rounds of tests
with the turbo version and observed that the response fully
followed the format instructions. However, since it is still a
“preview” version, the quality of responses is poor, and hal-
lucination is severe.

6 Conclusions
We demonstrated that the current generation of large lan-
guage models such as GPT can generally be used “out of the
box” to solve a milestone detection problem that would have
been approached only a few years ago with word or sentence
embedding methods, and before that only with manual an-

notation. We believe that our puzzle task, with its internal
milestones, presents an interesting avenue for future study.
Accurate milestone detection could be used to estimate the
leaders and key contributors of a group meeting and study the
patterns of communication that lead to efficient and effective
decision-making.

We also demonstrate that carefully crafting the prompts
used to query the LLM is a key part of the research pro-
cess. This includes crafting the prompts defining the context
in which answers are sought, defining the actual request, and
determining how results can be summarized and updated to
overcome token length limitations. We show that with care-
fully crafted prompts, long pieces of text can be broken into
multiple segments which can be fed into LLMs in a piece-
wise fashion.

Future versions of ChatGPT and its successors will almost
certainly raise the token limit per session, which would re-
move the need to split the transcript across multiple prompts.
However, our experiments showed this did not always result
in performance improvement. Furthermore, it is possible that
for long, dense meetings, transcripts may still be above a
given token limit. Our experiments also revealed that Chat-
GPT output can be confidently wrong, hard to automatically
parse, and inconsistent over multiple trials.

While our study processed meeting transcripts retrospec-
tively, the same approach could work in near real-time pro-
vided that online speech transcription was sufficiently accu-
rate (e.g., using tools built into Zoom and similar software,
as well as external tools like OpenAI’s Whisper [Radford et
al., 2023]). This could enable intelligent agents to facilitate
real-time meetings. We also have yet to explore the richness
of the full multimodal meeting recording (i.e., raw audio and
video) to analyze tone of voice, speech patterns, gaze direc-
tions, facial expressions, body pose, and gestures.

Ethical Statement
There are no ethical issues related to the analysis of our meet-
ing transcripts, which were acquired under an approved IRB
protocol that described how they would be used. In future
real-world applications of LLMs to meeting analysis (espe-
cially in real time), all participants would need to be aware
that their utterances might be transmitted to, processed by,
and used for training a third-party LLM, which might have
implications for the type of confidential or sensitive material
that could be discussed.
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