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Abstract—Elicitation interviews are the most common require-
ments elicitation technique, and proficiency in conducting these
interviews is crucial for requirements elicitation. Traditional
training methods, typically limited to textbook learning, may
not sufficiently address the practical complexities of interviewing
techniques. Practical training with various interview scenarios is
important for understanding how to apply theoretical knowledge
in real-world contexts. However, there is a shortage of educational
interview material, as creating interview scripts requires both
technical expertise and creativity. To address this issue, we
develop a specialized GPT agent for auto-generating interview
scripts. The GPT agent is equipped with a dedicated knowledge
base tailored to the guidelines and best practices of requirements
elicitation interview procedures. We employ a prompt chaining
approach to mitigate the output length constraint of GPT to
be able to generate thorough and detailed interview scripts.
This involves dividing the interview into sections and crafting
distinct prompts for each, allowing for the generation of complete
content for each section. The generated scripts are assessed
through standard natural language generation evaluation metrics
and an expert judgment study, confirming their applicability in
requirements engineering training.

Index Terms—large language models, prompt engineering,
elicitation interview script generation, requirements engineering
education

I. INTRODUCTION

Requirements elicitation stands as a pivotal stage in the
software development lifecycle, focusing on grasping and
documenting the needs and expectations of stakeholders. This
phase is essential for ensuring that the final product aligns with
the intended purpose and user requirements. Among the vari-
ous techniques utilized for requirements elicitation, interviews
emerge as the foremost and most prevalent method [1]. The
strength of interviews lies in their interactive nature, permitting
analysts to directly engage with stakeholders. This direct
interaction facilitates a comprehensive gathering of crucial in-
formation, aids in the clarification of requirements, and fosters
a mutual understanding of the envisioned system. Engaging
in interviews ensures a thorough and nuanced comprehension
of stakeholder needs, which is vital for the successful devel-
opment of software that meets user expectations. However,
conducting a successful interview requires a set of complex
skills that can be particularly challenging for novice analysts
to acquire and implement effectively.

Traditional training methods, typically limited to textbook
learning, may not sufficiently convey the complexities of inter-

view techniques and how to apply what’s learned in the books
to real-life situations. On the other hand, organizing training
interviews with actual stakeholders in a real-world domain
presents significant logistical challenges, particularly regarding
stakeholder availability and the practicality of managing large
numbers of students. To address this limitation, role-playing
has emerged as the most prevalent instructional technique [2].
In this method, students alternate between playing the roles of
the stakeholder and the analyst. This approach allows them to
experience firsthand the challenges of conducting interviews
from both perspectives. However, role-playing is also resource-
intensive; organizing these sessions, coupled with the subse-
quent analysis of the interviews to provide feedback, is time-
consuming for educators. This inherently limits the number of
interview experiences students can engage in, impacting the
depth and diversity of their practical training.

An alternative method to enhance students’ practical com-
prehension of interview processes could involve the provision
of interview scripts. This approach would allow students to
study and analyze structured examples of how interviews
are conducted, offering them a tangible reference point. By
reviewing these scripts, students can gain insights into the flow
of questions, the nuances of interaction, and the complexity of
eliciting information. This method not only aids in understand-
ing the theoretical aspects of interviews but also provides a
more hands-on learning experience, bridging the gap between
theory and practice in a more interactive and engaging manner.
These scripts can be versatile in their application, functioning
as valuable course materials, illustrative tools for classroom
discussions, or as resources for independent student study.

However, to the best of our knowledge, no dataset is
available that includes elicitation interview scripts from real
or simulated interviews. Obtaining scripts from real interviews
poses significant challenges, as they may contain company
confidential information like trade secrets, or the participants
involved might not consent to collect their interviews for
educational purposes. Simulated interviews, often conducted
within research studies for specific research objectives, are
either not recorded or, if they are, the recordings are not
made publicly available [3]–[5]. In this context, the potential
of artificial intelligence (AI)-generated scripts emerges as a
viable alternative. The field of generative AI, particularly the
advancements in large language models (LLMs), opens up
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new frontiers and presents unique opportunities in educational
content creation [6], [7]. These advanced AI models offer
the potential to generate realistic and varied interview scripts,
presenting an opportunity to contribute to the supplementary
educational materials in elicitation interview training while
reducing the human effort involved.

In our previous work [8], we explore prompt engineering
to create interview scripts with intentional mistakes typical
in requirements elicitation interviews. Our methodology is
designed to showcase the potential errors an analyst might
make in their questioning, thereby providing students with
practical examples of incorrect interviewing techniques.

In this paper, we introduce a GPT-powered interview script
generator for employing LLMs in generating mistake-free
and lengthy interview scripts, addressing the limitations of
the state-of-the-art, especially regarding the input and output
context length of LLMs. We validate the applicability of these
scripts through both quantitative and qualitative evaluations.
Our contributions are two-fold:

1) We introduce a GPT-powered interview script generator
with a dedicated knowledge base tailored to the well-
established guidelines and best practices of requirements
elicitation interviews. We employ a prompt chaining
approach to mitigate the output length constraint of GPT
to generate thorough and detailed interview scripts. This
involves dividing the interview into separate sections
and crafting distinct prompts for each, allowing for
the generation of complete content for each interview
section.

2) We assess the generated scripts through standard natural
language generation (NLG) evaluation metrics specifi-
cally used for dialogue tasks and an expert judgment
study, confirming their applicability in requirements
engineering training.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Sec-
tion II provides an overview of related work on the use of
large language models in software engineering and software
engineering education. Section III describes our proposed
approach for generating interview scripts, including config-
uration of GPT and prompt engineering techniques employed.
Section IV presents the results of automatic evaluations and
human judgment study, along with discussions of the findings.
Section V outlines our future research agenda and Section VI
concludes the paper.

II. RELATED WORK

LLMs have revolutionized numerous fields, including soft-
ware engineering [9]. Initially designed for natural language
processing tasks, these models have demonstrated remark-
able versatility in understanding programming languages and
generating code. A significant area of focus has been the
generation and customization of code, highlighting how LLMs
can automate routine coding tasks, thereby accelerating de-
velopment processes and reducing human error [10]. These
models are trained on vast code repositories, enabling them
to generate code snippets, suggest code improvements, and

even write entire functions based on natural language prompts.
Another key application is in automated test case generation
and debugging [11]. LLMs can understand the context of a
given codebase and generate relevant test cases, a task that is
traditionally time-consuming and prone to human oversight.

LLMs are also being investigated for their use in require-
ments engineering and design [12], although they have re-
ceived less attention than other software engineering processes
like code generation and testing [10]. Kanuka et al. show
how ChatGPT can effectively integrate specific requirements
into design models and code, addressing the traceability is-
sue between these elements [13]. Ronanki et al. investigate
ChatGPT’s potential to assist in requirements elicitation pro-
cesses and find that requirements generated by ChatGPT were
deemed acceptable by experts, comparable in quality to those
crafted by professionals [14]. Zhang et al. offered a positive
outlook on using LLMs for efficient requirements engineer-
ing after evaluating ChatGPT’s performance in requirements
analysis tasks [15]. Luo et al. used BERT for automated
requirement classification through prompt engineering [16],
while Luitel et al. employed BERT to enhance requirements
completeness by predicting missing information [17]. In their
detailed analysis, Arora et al. provide SWOT analyses on
the use of LLMs for each requirements engineering step,
suggesting a generally optimistic yet cautious perspective of
AI’s role in the field [18].

Integrating generative AI into software development will
likely shift the required skill set for software engineers [19].
With generative AI’s emerging capabilities in code devel-
opment and testing, software engineers might need to fo-
cus more on conceptualization, requirements elicitation, and
software design to manage and integrate AI-generated code
within larger projects effectively. This evolution in the indus-
try underscores the need for software engineering education
to adapt, placing a stronger emphasis on these aspects of
the software development process. Concurrently, LLMs are
emerging as powerful tools in revolutionizing educational
methodologies [20]. In software engineering education, pre-
trained models such as ChatGPT and Codex have been pre-
dominantly utilized as tools for generating educational content
and as assistive systems. For content creation, recent research
efforts have focused on tasks closely related to coding, in-
cluding the development of programming exercises [21] and
the generation of code explanations [6]. As assistive systems,
LLMs have been explored for various applications like aiding
pair-programming learning processes [22], question-answering
for software testing [23], and assisting with coding-related
queries [24]. The consensus from these studies is that LLMs
can mostly produce accurate, novel, and useful content and
answers, but the quality of these outputs can be improved
by employing effective prompting techniques and including
additional information in the queries. Our study builds upon
existing research by investigating how pre-trained LLMs such
as GPT-4 can be used to generate requirements elicitation
interview scripts. This area of software education remains
largely unexplored, especially in the context of applying



generative AI. Our research focuses on exploring and uncov-
ering its potential applications and benefits for requirements
engineering education.

III. APPROACH

LLMs can possess an extensive repository of general in-
formation, gained from extensive pre-training on substantial
datasets [25]. This allows them to display a broad understand-
ing across a range of fields. Yet, this comes with notable
constraints: it tends to be generic and might not delve into
the finer details of specialized areas. Adapting an LLM to a
particular domain requires refining and expanding the model’s
knowledge base with the specific data of that domain [26],
[27].

Two prevalent approaches for injecting specific knowledge
into a pre-trained model include fine-tuning and in-context
learning (ICL) [28]. Fine-tuning extends the existing model’s
training using specialized task-specific data, effectively cal-
ibrating the model’s weights to synchronize with a particu-
lar knowledge base, thereby optimizing its performance for
specific applications [29]. In contrast, ICL aims to improve
pre-trained language models’ performance on new tasks by
modifying the input query rather than directly changing the
model’s weights [30]. One prominent method within ICL is
retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) [31]. RAG employs
information retrieval techniques to pull relevant information
from a knowledge source for the generated text. This ap-
proach allows customizing the model’s knowledge base for
the domain-specific task without modifying the model’s un-
derlying structure.

Requirements elicitation interviews, while mirroring stan-
dard interviews in having a clear goal and a question-answer
format, also possess specific trends and aspects. The content
and flow of an interview can vary significantly based on
factors like the stakeholder’s profile, the amount of information
gathered before the interview, and the product or the domain
itself. Still, there are common guidelines and best practices
recommended in the literature to conduct a successful inter-
view, effective across various elicitation scenarios [32]. For
example, analysts should meticulously craft questions to create
a mutual understanding of the product between them and
stakeholders [33] and their questions should be comprehensive
enough to cover all critical facets of the product [34]. An LLM
specifically enhanced with such guidelines for requirements
elicitation interviews would generate more appropriate and
relevant interview scripts compared to a generic LLM [28].
Fine-tuning is not a feasible option for our task as it requires
a significant amount of task-specific data but there is not such
a dataset for elicitation interview scripts. Hence, we opt for a
RAG-like approach for knowledge injection.

Our methodology comprises two primary components: ini-
tially, we create and configure a custom GPT-4 agent, tailoring
it for the specific task of generating interview scripts. This in-
volves integrating relevant knowledge sources and instructions
that align with the requirements of the task. The second part of
our approach utilizes a technique known as prompt chaining.

This method involves sequentially generating portions of the
interview script. By doing so, we effectively circumvent the
output length limitations inherent in LLMs. This two-pronged
approach allows us to produce relevant and comprehensive
interview scripts, overcoming the typical constraints of a stan-
dard LLM for interview script generation task. The knowledge
files and links to prompt chains are publicly available1.

A. Configuring Custom GPT

GPTs are custom versions of ChatGPT, offering users the
capability to customize the model for specific tasks or topics
by integrating tailored instructions and knowledge sources.
These customized GPTs can vary in complexity to suit vari-
ous roles, ranging from coding assistant to technical support
agent. Custom GPTs inject the customized instructions and
knowledge directly into the model’s context. This means that
each time a prompt is submitted, the model accesses and
utilizes this tailored context–comprising specific instructions
and relevant knowledge. Consequently, the model can respond
to each prompt in a manner that is informed by and aligned
with the customized parameters, ensuring responses are both
relevant and appropriate for the task or topic at hand. Figure 1
shows the response generation flow of custom GPT.

Knowledge
files

Custom 
instructions

User prompt

GPT-4Context-aware
prompt

Customized GPT-4 Response

Fig. 1. Configuring custom GPT.

We provide three knowledge sources to the custom GPT:
a) General guidelines for interviewer’s questions: This

resource equips the GPT with a methodical strategy for
crafting questions. It stresses the need for questions to be clear
and direct, which helps elicit comprehensive responses that
encompass every aspect of the system or product. The guide-
lines emphasize the importance of adapting the conversation
to the complexity of the product and the stakeholder’s inputs,
maintaining flexibility for probing deeper when necessary.
This includes crafting follow-up questions to stakeholders’
ambiguous answers or diving deeper into discussions for
complex features. This resource also instructs on ensuring
smooth transitions between different discussion points.

b) Common pitfalls to avoid for interviewer’s questions:
This resource provides the GPT with knowledge of the typical
errors identified in elicitation interviews, as outlined in [3].
By highlighting what not to do for the generation of the

1https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.25193657



interviewer’s questions — such as leading the stakeholder,
using technical jargon, or lack of clarity — the GPT is guided
to avoid these mistakes in its generated scripts, leading to more
effective and error-free elicitation interviews.

c) Interview script sample: This resource is to enhance
the GPT’s understanding of the typical structure and dynamics
of an elicitation interview script. We used the script provided
in [35], which details a simulated interaction between two an-
alysts and a stakeholder regarding the development of a portal
for the International Football Association. In the simulation,
students assumed the roles of analysts, while a researcher
acted as the stakeholder. To align with our focus on one-
to-one conversations between an analyst and a stakeholder,
we have tailored the script to feature just one analyst. This
simplification was accomplished by combining the responses
from the original two analysts into a single thread or by
transferring the lines of the second analyst to the first. This
creates a more direct and streamlined narrative for the GPT to
assess and emulate in the interview generation process. The
conversation spans 114 exchanges between the analyst and
the stakeholder, starting from initial greetings and progressing
through the exploration of key features, like a budgeting portal
and a scheduling portal. It delves into the design aspects of
these features and the system’s scalability. Furthermore, the
conversation encompasses inquiries about the project timeline
and the identification of other stakeholders, providing a holistic
view of the requirements elicitation interviews to the GPT.
The average length of the analyst’s responses is 37 words per
turn. There are five instances where the analyst’s turns are
notably brief, comprising less than six words each. In contrast,
the stakeholder’s responses are slightly longer, averaging 49.3
words per turn. Similar to the analyst, the stakeholder also has
brief moments in the conversation, with seven instances where
their responses are less than six words.

B. Outline-based Interview Generation

Using GPT to create lengthy interview scripts may raise
a network error. This issue stems from GPT’s output limit,
a common safeguard in LLMs designed to prevent outputs
from becoming repetitive or contradictory with excessive text
generation [36], [37]. It is advisable to avoid pushing these
limits. Generating content within large limits can lead the
model in unexpected directions. Producing content in shorter
segments is typically more effective than in a single run.

To address the challenge of creating detailed and lengthy in-
terview scripts within these constraints, our approach employs
a strategy like outline-based generation used in neural story
generation [38]–[41]. This involves initiating the process with
a primary prompt that outlines the interview’s various sections.
We then systematically generate each section with tailored
prompts, ensuring focused and coherent development. This
multi-prompt approach ensures dedicated attention to each part
of the interview, thereby promoting the creation of detailed
and coherent sections. Once all prompts have been executed
and respective sections generated, we concatenate them into
a singular, comprehensive interview script. This method not

only effectively navigates the token limit restriction but also
enhances the overall coherence of the final script, as each
section is generated in alignment with the interview outline
determined by the initial prompt. Figure 2 illustrates the
outline-based interview generation.

IV. EVALUATION

To assess the effectiveness of our methodology, we devel-
oped four distinct interview scripts, each tailored to a specific
domain: a meeting scheduler system (S1), a social housing ap-
plication (S2), a digital health tracking application (S3), and a
food delivery application (S4). The generated interview scripts
are publicly available2. We compiled dialogue characteristics
for each generated interview script, which are given in Table I.
For both interviewer and stakeholder turns, the statistics for
the length of turns in words are presented, including minimum
to maximum values, first quartile (Q1), median (Mdn), and
third quartile (Q3), as well as the number of dialogue acts
categorized into non-question (NQ) and question (Q) types.
The top 10 terms with the highest TF-IDF (Term Frequency-
Inverse Document Frequency) scores for each scenario are
also provided, indicating key thematic elements discussed.
Interviewer turns show variability in length across scenar-
ios, indicating a difference in the detail or complexity of
questions asked by interviewers or the responses provided by
stakeholders. Stakeholder turns, on average, tend to be longer
in S2 and S3, indicating more detailed responses or more
complex interviewer questions that require longer answers
in these scenarios. The number of questions (Q) and non-
questions (NQ) varies significantly, with S3 showing a notably
high number of questions from the interviewer, suggesting a
more inquisitive approach in this scenario compared to others.
Stakeholder turns do not include questions in any scenario,
which is typically expected as the stakeholders primarily
respond to the interviewer’s queries. The high-frequency terms
per script align with the thematic focus of each scenario.

Evaluating the quality of AI-generated text is complex,
given that “quality” itself can mean different things in different
contexts, rendering a one-size-fits-all metric unfeasible. Hu-
man evaluation, with its nuanced understanding of quality, is
considered the golden standard. However, its use is constrained
by the considerable time and cost involved. Consequently, au-
tomated evaluation methods have gained popularity as a more
practical alternative. Our approach integrates an automated
evaluation method, which inspects common linguistic quality
attributes, with an expert judgment study that places a greater
emphasis on metrics specific to the quality of requirements
engineering interviews.

A. Automated Evaluation

Automated evaluation metrics for NLG are generally cate-
gorized into two main types: reference-based and reference-
free [42]. Reference-based metrics evaluate the quality of
generated text by comparing it to one or more ground-truth

2https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.25193657



1. Introduction
Greeting and introduction
Purpose of the interview
Overview of the digital health-tracking app

2. Background Information Gathering
Stakeholder's role and background
Current health-tracking methods and tools used
Expectations from the digital health-tracking app

3. Feature 1: Daily Health Monitoring
……………………………
……………………………

9. Conclusion
Summary of key points discussed
Next steps and follow-ups
Closing remarks and thanks

Step 1

Step 2

Please create a well-organized and
high-level outline for an interview
script to gather requirements for a
digital health-tracking app with three
specific features. Just include the titles
of the outline without their
descriptions.

Interview outline generation

Sequentially generate interview sections

Please generate the interview script
for 1. Introduction

Customized GPT-4

Interviewer: Hello, thank you for taking the time to meet
with us today. My name is [Interviewer's Name], and I'm
part of the team developing a new digital health-tracking
app. We’re committed to creating an innovative solution
that meets the needs of our users, helping them to monitor
their health more effectively and make informed decisions
about their well-being.
Stakeholder: It's my pleasure to be here. I'm looking
forward to seeing what you're working on and how it might
help with health tracking.
Interviewer: We appreciate your interest and willingness to
share your insights. The purpose of today’s interview is to
gather detailed requirements for our app…

……………………………
……………………………

Interview
Outline

Interview Script

Please generate the interview script
for 9. Conclusion

……………………………
……………………………

Interviewer: Thank you once again for your time and for
sharing your expertise. We'll definitely keep you updated on
our progress and reach out with any further questions or
testing opportunities. Have a great day!
Stakeholder: You're welcome, and thank you! I'm eager to see
how the app evolves. Have a great day as well!

Please generate the interview script for 
3. Feature 1: Daily Health Monitoring

Interviewer: Moving on to the first key feature of our app,
daily health monitoring, we aim to provide users with a
comprehensive tool to track their daily health metrics
easily. Let's dive into this feature a bit more. Can you share
what health metrics you currently monitor on a daily basis?
Stakeholder: Certainly. I track several key metrics daily,
including steps taken, heart rate, calories consumed and
burned, water intake, and sleep quality. These metrics give
me a well-rounded view of my overall health and the areas I
need to focus on more.
Interviewer: Those are essential metrics for maintaining a
healthy lifestyle. How do you currently input this data into
your tracking tools? Do you do it manually, or are there
automatic sync options available?

……………………………
……………………………

Fig. 2. Outline-based interview generation with custom GPT.

TABLE I
DIALOGUE CHARACTERISTICS OF EACH GENERATED INTERVIEW SCRIPT.

Interviewer Turns Stakeholder Turns Top 10 Terms with highest
TF-IDF scoresLength (in words) Dialogue

Acts Length (in words) Dialogue
Acts

min -max Q1 Mdn Q3 NQ Q min -max Q1 Mdn Q3 NQ Q

S1 3-100 28 36 49 10 25 10-44 23 28 38 34 0
scheduling, scheduler, preferences,
priorities, calendar, integration,
automated, user, rescheduling

S2 9-144 22 33 46 8 25 2-84 38 50 55 33 0
applicants, notifications, tenants,
eligibility, rent, maintenance, dashboard,
requests, streamline, envision

S3 14-84 25 33 41 11 44 17-72 39 46 52 55 0
tracking, metrics, personalized, feedback,
recommendations, privacy, user, data,
health, insights

S4 2-135 35 40 48 1 26 4-70 21 35 47 27 0
menu, delivery, envision, user, browsing,
ordering, considerations, functionalities,
dietary, tracking



references, focusing primarily on the similarity of n-gram
sequences between the generated text and reference materials.
In contrast, reference-free evaluations assess the generated text
on its own merits, evaluating semantic quality and grammatical
correctness without comparing it to pre-existing texts. These
evaluations often rely on neural-based models to gauge the
text’s coherence and fluency. Given the lack of ground-truth
references in our study, we chose a reference-free approach for
evaluation. Specifically, we used the GRUEN metric developed
by Zhu et al. [43], which has proven effective in evaluating
multiple NLG tasks, including dialogue generation. Dialogue
generation closely aligns with our objective of developing
interview scripts, making GRUEN a fitting choice for our
evaluation needs, as opposed to other metrics tailored to
specific NLG tasks such as text summarization or data aug-
mentation [42].

GRUEN evaluates text based on four key criteria: gram-
maticality, non-redundancy, focus, and coherence. A high
grammaticality score indicates that the system’s output is read-
able, fluent, and free of grammatical errors. Non-redundancy
emphasizes the avoidance of unnecessary repetition, such as
using specific names repetitively when pronouns would suffice.
Focus is about ensuring that there is a semantic connection
between neighboring sentences, making the text cohesive.
Lastly, coherence refers to the text’s organization, where
sentences are arranged in a natural, logical order that is easy
for readers to follow. GRUEN scores range from 0 to 1, with
higher values indicating better language quality. We calculate
the GRUEN scores for each interview turn. Table II presents
these scores, detailing the averages and standard deviations for
both interviewer and stakeholder turns, as well as a combined
average for all turns, across each interview script. The results
indicate a generally high linguistic quality in the dialogues
across all scenarios, with minor variations between interviewer
and stakeholder turns.

TABLE II
GRUEN SCORES FOR EACH GENERATED INTERVIEW SCRIPT.

Interviewer Turns
(mean± std)

Stakeholder Turns
(mean± std)

All Turns
(mean± std)

S1 0.81±0.05 0.77±0.05 0.79±0.06
S2 0.79±0.05 0.82±0.03 0.81±0.04
S3 0.82±0.04 0.79±0.05 0.81±0.05
S4 0.80±0.05 0.79±0.05 0.79±0.05

B. Expert Judgment Study

We conducted a judgment study with an expert who is
an active researcher in the community, has been teaching
requirements engineering courses for over seven years, and
has been collaborating with the industry for over five years.

The expert evaluated the generated scripts from different
views. The first view is the natural language view, where we
identified three dimensions:

• Naturalness (natural flow): This dimension assesses
whether the responses feel natural within the context

of the dialogue history. The expert found the generated
scripts mostly natural, with few exceptions. For example,
the interviewer mentions “the next section” which is
unnatural for spoken language. Also, the stakeholder is
very cooperative in all cases, which may not always be
the case in an interview.

• Coherence: This dimension assesses how well the parts
of a text fit together logically and orderly, ensuring that
the content flows smoothly and is understandable to the
reader. The expert confirms that the generated scripts are
coherent, the dialogue turns flow meaningfully one after
the other, and the content is logically linked.

• Completeness: This measure evaluates whether the gen-
erated text covers all necessary aspects of the topic it
aims to address, ensuring that all relevant information
is presented and no critical details are omitted. This
is the dimension where the expert identifies the most
room for improvement. The expert noted that the overall
elicitation process should cover the domain, stakeholders,
current business processes, the as-is system, and the needs
and desires of the to-be system. However, even in real-
life elicitation sessions, covering them all in a single
session may not be possible. A session may focus on
gathering specific types of information, such as needs and
desires for the future system. According to the expert,
the generated scripts briefly touch on all these topics
but lack depth. This shortfall is particularly evident for
non-functional requirements. For instance, while privacy
issues are discussed in the context of health tracking
application (S3), fairness is overlooked in the social
housing project scenario (S2).

Table III presents the expert’s evaluation scores for each
dimension across various scenarios. The uniformity of these
scores, irrespective of the domain, suggests that the interview
script generator consistently produces natural and coherent
scripts. However, this consistency also highlights that the gen-
erator needs more effective prompting to achieve completeness
in its outputs, particularly in the depth of discussion on the
topics covered.

TABLE III
EXPERT EVALUATION RESULTS FOR NATURAL LANGUAGE QUALITY

ATTRIBUTES OF EACH GENERATED INTERVIEW SCRIPT.

Dimension Scale Score

1 ... ... 5 S1 S2 S3 S4

Naturalness not natural
at all

quite
natural 4 4 4 4

Coherence not coherent
at all

quite
coherent 4 4 4 4

Completeness not complete
at all

quite
complete 3 3 3 3

For the second view, the expert assessed the scripts using
the requirements elicitation interview rubric introduced in [44].
This rubric covers the essential elements of an effective re-
quirements elicitation interviewing process. Table IV presents



the rubric elements and the expert evaluation scores ranging
from 1 (lowest score) to 5 (highest score) for each element
across all the scripts. The expert’s feedback highlights the
following key observations across the interview scripts. In
all scripts, the interviewer builds rapport at the beginning
of the interview; however, the stakeholder’s relationship with
the project is not always clearly identified. For script S3, we
understand the stakeholder is an end-user, and in script S2,
the stakeholder is a customer, but the role of the stakeholder
within the organization is not specified. The features discussed
for the design of “to-be” system are reasonable and related
to the project, but they seem to be set before the interview,
and no new discoveries unfold during the interview. At the
end of each interview, there is a summary that is not in-depth
but still provides an overview of the discussion. The good
practice of getting the approval of the stakeholder is present in
all scripts. Regarding active listening, the interviewer follows
the response of the stakeholder but does not always achieve
depth based on the response. For example, in all the domains,
the stakeholder highlights the importance of privacy, yet the
interviewer does not further probe into how these privacy
concerns could be addressed in their subsequent responses.

TABLE IV
EXPERT EVALUATION RESULTS ON THE REQUIREMENTS ELICITATION

INTERVIEW RUBRIC FROM [44].

Rubric Score

S1 S2 S3 S4

Greeting 2 3 3 3
Opening 3 3 3 4
Analyze Current State “As Is” 3 3 3 3
Design “To Be” System 3 3 3 3
Closing 4 4 4 3
Active Listening 2 3 3 3

For the third view, the expert analyzed the interviews
concerning the most common interview mistakes [3]. Among
the list of the most common mistakes, influencing stakeholder,
unnatural dialogue style, and ignoring other stakeholders are
mostly present in the scripts. In the interviews, there is a
notable instance of influencing stakeholder, where the features
to be discussed seem predetermined at the start of the interview
instead of being organically explored and identified throughout
the conversation. Unnatural dialogue style mostly because of
the having written language in the script generation, making
it unnatural for spoken language. Ignoring other stakeholders
is the most prominent mistake, as the interviewer does not ask
for additional stakeholders in any of the scripts.

V. RESEARCH PLAN

In this section we list our plan to continue our research.
More extensive evaluation of our existing work, involving mul-
tiple LLMs for the interviewer and the interviewees, additional
use cases for our research and their evaluation are parts of our
research plan.

We aim to conduct studies on the perceived usefulness and
effectiveness of scripts as an educational tool with students

who take our graduate requirements engineering courses to
receive their perceptions on the scripts as an educational
material. We will also increase the number of experts for
our judgment study by reaching out to the members of the
requirements engineering community.

The primary limitation of the existing methodology lies in
its ineffectiveness in uncovering new requirements throughout
the dialogue. To address this challenge, we intend to refine
our knowledge base with updated guidelines for interviewers,
particularly emphasizing the importance of exploring and iden-
tifying new requirements during conversations. Additionally,
we propose to develop a series of interviews, each dedicated
to a distinct phase of the elicitation process: domain discovery,
analysis of the current (“as-is”) system, and envisioning the
future (“to-be”) system. This structured approach aims to
produce more detailed and focused scripts for each stage.

In our current research a single LLM generates the whole
script. We plan to configure separate LLMs as the interviewer
and the interviewee to interact and generate the interviewer
and the stakeholder scripts, allowing us further customize
the interviewer and interviewee with persona creation for
stakeholders with various personality traits, job status, or
technology familiarity [45].

A potential use case of our research is to support to
elicitation process by providing additional stakeholders where
the availability of certain type of the stakeholders is low. We
plan to evaluate the outputs of the interviewer and interviewee
LLMs in experimental simulations and in field studies [46],
assessing their effectiveness and comparing their performance
with humans.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Our study highlights the lack of practical training materials
for conducting interviews in requirements elicitation, along
with the difficulty of creating these materials, especially when
it comes to sample interview scripts. To address this, we
developed an LLM-based solution: a GPT agent designed
to generate interview scripts automatically. This agent, built
with a knowledge base grounded in the core principles
of requirements elicitation interviews, leverages a prompt
chaining technique to overcome LLMs’ limitations on output
length, enabling the production of comprehensive scripts. We
demonstrated the effectiveness of the generated scripts, using
both computer-based methods to assess the language quality
and expert judgment evaluations to ensure the scripts follow
the quality standards of elicitation interviews. We outline a
research plan to address the shortcomings of our method and
to enhance our study with additional future directions.
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