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Abstract

From organizing recorded videos and meet-
ings into chapters, to breaking down large in-
puts in order to fit them into the context win-
dow of commoditized Large Language Models
(LLMs), topic segmentation of large transcripts
emerges as a task of increasing significance.
Still, accurate segmentation presents many chal-
lenges, including (a) the noisy nature of the Au-
tomatic Speech Recognition (ASR) software
typically used to obtain the transcripts, (b) the
lack of diverse labeled data and (c) the diffi-
culty in pin-pointing the ground-truth number
of segments. In this work we present TreeSeg,
an approach that combines off-the-shelf embed-
ding models with divisive clustering, to gen-
erate hierarchical, structured segmentations of
transcripts in the form of binary trees. Our ap-
proach is robust to noise and can handle large
transcripts efficiently. We evaluate TreeSeg on
the ICSI and AMI corpora, demonstrating that
it outperforms all baselines. Finally, we intro-
duce TinyRec, a small-scale corpus of manu-
ally annotated transcripts, obtained from self-
recorded video sessions.

1 Introduction

The wide availability of video conferencing plat-
forms, together with the rapid surge in the volume
of hosted videos (McGrady et al., 2023), have re-
sulted in the proliferation of self-recorded content
in the form of meetings and videos. Often tran-
scribed into text via Automatic Speech Recognition
(ASR), this content offers a wealth of information
waiting to be extracted.

In this work we focus on segmenting large tran-
scripts originating from automatically transcribed,
self-recorded content, into temporally contiguous
but semantically distinct segments. The goal of seg-
mentation in this context is two-fold: (a) To display
content in an organized manner (i.e. automatic
chapter generation) and (b) to break down large
transcripts in order to satisfy the size constraints

of downstream models, such as the context win-
dow limitations of commoditized Large Language
Models (LLMs).

In this context, topic segmentation poses many
challenges due to: (a) The noisy nature of ASR soft-
ware, resulting in errors due to poor transcription or
out-of-dictionary technical terms, (b) the scarcity
of labeled data of a diverse distribution and the
difficulty in obtaining it Gruenstein et al. (2008)
and (c) the difficulty in pin-pointing the ground-
truth number of segments, which can vary between
human annotators even for the same transcript.

In this paper we propose TreeSeg, a novel hi-
erarchical topic segmentation approach. TreeSeg
combines utterance embeddings with divisive clus-
tering to filter the input and identify segment tran-
sition points. Our approach is completely unsuper-
vised, has no learnable parts and utilizes readily
available off-the-shelf embedding models. TreeSeg
partitions the input in a hierarchical manner and
is accurate at multiple levels of segmentation reso-
lution. In the context of automatically generating
and displaying video or meeting segmentations,
this hierarchical aspect of TreeSeg provides the
user with the affordance to dynamically choose
the desired number and resolution of the generated
chapters/segments.

We evaluate our approach on two standard large
meeting corpora: ICSI (Janin et al., 2003) and
AMI (Mccowan et al., 2005). We demonstrate
that TreeSeg outperforms its competition across
the board. We also contribute a small-scale corpus
of our own, TinyRec, consisting of 21 self-recorded
sessions with technical content, transcribed via
ASR and manually annotated. We plan to gradu-
ally extend TinyRec over time with more annotated
sessions.

1.1 Related Work

Koshorek et al. (2018) adopt a supervised learning
approach to topic segmentation of written text by
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applying an LSTM-based (Hochreiter and Schmid-
huber, 1997) model to WIKI-727K, a dataset ex-
tracted from Wikipedia. Models based on trans-
formers (Vaswani et al., 2017) such as BERT (De-
vlin et al., 2019) and its variants (Liu et al., 2019)
are considered by Lukasik et al. (2020) and Ghosh
et al. (2024). Retkowski and Waibel (2024) use
annotations obtained from Youtube videos to train
a transformer-based segmentation model in a su-
pervised manner.

Bayomi and Lawless (2018) apply agglomer-
ative clustering to extract a hierarchy of seg-
ments from text. Hazem et al. (2020) use a
bottom-up approach to segment text from medieval
manuscripts. Grootendorst (2022) uses Sentence-
BERT (Reimers and Gurevych, 2019) embeddings
to cluster documents and extract latent topics.

Unsupervised topic segmentation of meetings
has generated a lot of interest in the recent years.
Most recent approaches are essentially modern vari-
ants of TextTiling (Hearst, 1997), a technique that
relies on similarities between adjacent utterances.
TextTiling identifies topic changes by finding lo-
cal similarity minima. Perhaps the closest work
to our own is BertSeg, introduced in Solbiati et al.
(2021). BertSeg is a modern version of TextTiling
that embeds utterances using a pre-trained model,
extracts overlapping blocks of embeddings and ag-
gregates them to compute utterance similarities.
HyperSeg, introduced in Park et al. (2023), also
follows the TextTiling paradigm, while replacing
learned embeddings with hyper-dimensional vec-
tors derived from random word embeddings. Co-
hereSeg (Xing and Carenini, 2021) and M3Seg
(Wang et al., 2023) are unsupervised segmentation
approaches that fine-tune embeddings using what
is, in essence, a contrastive learning technique. Co-
hereSeg focuses on dialogue topic segmentation
and is shown in Park et al. (2023) to perform worse
than or on par with HyperSeg. At the time of writ-
ing this manuscript there is no publicly available
code base for M3Seg. Finally, Ghosh et al. (2022)
compare various topic segmentation approaches on
semi-structured and unstructured conversations and
show that pre-training on structured data does not
transfer well to unstructured data.

2 Method

Consider the linear topic segmentation setting,
where the input is a temporal sequence of tran-
script entries/utterances U = [U1, ..., UT ]. We will

henceforth refer to U as the ‘timeline’. The un-
derlying organization of the transcript into topics
is modeled as a partition P = {Pk}Kk=1 of U into
segments. Each such segment covers a temporally
contiguous set of utterances:

Pk = {Ut : ts(k) ≤ t ≤ te(k)}

starting with Uts(k) and ending with Ute(k) (end-
points included). Each utterance belongs to exactly
one segment. The goal of linear topic segmentation
is to approximate this ground-truth partition.

2.1 Hierarchical Topic Segmentation

We extend the linear setting to a hierarchical ver-
sion by considering nested partitions of the time-
line, of increasing resolution, represented by trees.

(a) Flat partition tree: Linear topic segmentation.

(b) Deep partition tree: Hierarchical topic segmentation.

Figure 1: From linear to hierarchical topic segmen-
tation: (a) A partition tree of depth equal to 1 corre-
sponding to linear topic segmentation and (b) a deeper
partition tree corresponding to hierarchical topic seg-
mentation. The root node always covers the full timeline.
Note that in both cases, the children of a node form a
partition of the node’s segment.



A flat partition P of the timeline can be viewed
as a tree of depth equal to 1, where the root is the
timeline itself and each child is an utterance set Pk

in the partition (see Figure 1a). A nested partition
is represented by a deeper tree where each node v
corresponds to a temporally contiguous set of utter-
ances Pv, while its children, denoted by N(v) form
a partition of Pv, such that: Pv =

⋃
u∈N(v) Pu and

∀i, j ∈ N(v) : i ̸= j, Pi ∩ Pj = ∅.
Figure 1b shows an example of such a nested

partition and its corresponding tree. A partition
tree has the following properties:

1. Every sub-tree containing the root is a valid
nested partition of the timeline.

2. The leaves of every sub-tree containing the
root form a valid flat partition of the timeline.

The partition tree also induces a natural order in
which segments are divided into sub-segments.
Consider the sub-tree that contains all nodes of
depth smaller than τ ≤ D(P ), where D(P ) is the
maximum depth of the partition tree and let P≤τ de-
note its corresponding valid, nested partition. The
leaves of this sub-tree form a flat partition of the
timeline. As τ increases, the resolution |P≤τ | of
this flat partition increases as well.

2.2 From Linear to Hierarchical Partitions
Suppose that we have access to a linear topic seg-
mentation model that takes in the desired partition
length K and identifies K segments. Suppose also
that as K increases, additional segment boundaries
are added but not deleted1. Then we can evaluate
this model on the hierarchical segmentation task,
as follows:

• Choose a depth threshold τ and construct
the corresponding partition P≤τ of maximum
depth τ .

• Query the model with K = |P≤τ |.

• Evaluate the result by comparing with the flat
partition induced by the leaves of P≤τ .

• Repeat for all 1 ≤ τ ≤ D(P ).

Intuitively, a model that accurately captures the
hierarchical relations between segments, will out-
put intermediate partitions that match those in-
duced by the limited-depth sub-trees of the ground

1Note that techniques based on TextTiling (Hearst, 1997)
such as BertSeg (Solbiati et al., 2021) and HyperSeg (Park
et al., 2023) naturally exhibit this property.

Figure 2: Inaccurate hierarchical segmentation: An
example of an accurate linear, but inaccurate hierarchi-
cal approximation of the tree in Figure 1b. Note that
the leaves of the output partition match those of the
ground-truth partition, however the order in which the
nodes are partitioned is not respected and the hierarchi-
cal structure of the segments is not properly identified.

truth partition. Figure 2 shows an example where
an output partition perfectly matches the ground-
truth bottom-level partition in the linear topic seg-
mentation setting, but fails to accurately capture its
hierarchical structure.

2.3 TreeSeg
TreeSeg first embeds the transcript timeline entries
U . Then these embeddings are combined with a
divisive clustering approach, to identify appropriate
splitting points and construct a deep partition tree.

2.3.1 Embedding the Transcript
TreeSeg uses an embedding model to convert tran-
script entries to embeddings. For the results in this
paper we used OpenAI’s text-embedding-ada-002
(ADA) (Neelakantan et al., 2022), an embedding
model trained in an unsupervised manner, utilizing
contrastive learning techniques. The choice of an
off-the-shelf, commoditized embedding model, re-
sults in a pipeline with no trainable parts. Note that
TreeSeg does not depend on this particular choice.
Any suitable embedding model such as Liu et al.
(2019) can be directly plugged into our approach
in the same manner.

A single utterance might not contain enough con-
text to be embedded on its own in a meaningful
way, especially in the presence of automatic tran-



scription errors. To address this issue we extract
overlapping blocks of utterances. For each utter-
ance ut at position t we extract a block that consists
of ut itself and up to W utterances in the immediate
past. This block [ut−W , ..., ut] is passed through
the embedding model f to obtain the block em-
bedding et = f([ut−W , ..., ut]). Note that this is
a point of deviation from BertSeg (Solbiati et al.,
2021). While BertSeg embeds each utterance sep-
arately and aggregates them using max-pooling,
TreeSeg embeds the whole block of utterances to-
gether, resulting in additional context passed to the
embedding model. Repeating for every utterance
in the transcript results in a temporal sequence of
utterance embeddings that maintain local context.
The utterance block width W is the sole hyperpa-
rameter of TreeSeg.

2.3.2 Divisive Clustering
TreeSeg utilizes a divisive clustering approach to
recursively split segments into two sub-segments,
constructing a binary partition tree in the process.
Below, we provide a high-level outline of this seg-
ment division process:

• For each leaf in the current partition tree, iden-
tify the optimal splitting point according to
the loss function, while respecting any con-
straints.

• Pick the leaf with the best scoring candi-
date splitting point and split it into two sub-
segments.

• Repeat until the termination condition is met.

We use a one-dimensional clustering objective
as our loss function. Consider a timeline of em-
beddings E = [e1, ..., eT ]. A candidate splitting
point i partitions this timeline into two segments
[e1, ..., ei−1] and [ei, ..., eT ]. In practice we want to
avoid ending up with trivial segments, therefore we
enforce a minimum viable segment size denoted by
M and only consider candidate points in the range
M < i ≤ T −M . The loss function for candidate
point i is given by:

L(i) =
i−1∑
t=1

∥et − µL∥22 +
T∑
t=i

∥et − µR∥22

with µL = 1
i−1

∑i−1
t=1 et and µR = 1

T−i+1

∑T
t=i et.

The process stops when we reach the desired num-
ber of segments K or when all leaf segments are

of size < 2M 2. The division process of TreeSeg
is outlined in Figure 3. Figure 3a shows an exam-
ple timeline together with the corresponding set of
candidate splitting points, while Figures 3b and 3c
demonstrate two successive division steps.

Note that agglomerative hierarchical clustering
approaches are typically preferred to divisive ones
for computational efficiency reasons. We opt for
the divisive approach for the following reasons:

• Divisive clustering naturally matches the hier-
archical segmentation task for transcripts. The
termination condition is typically met long be-
fore the utterance level is reached.

• Since timelines are one-dimensional, the op-
timal splitting point can be identified with a
single linear pass. Efficient implementations
using cumulative sums of embedding vectors
allow for fast loss function computation. Op-
timal splits are computed only once for every
node and are maintained in a min-heap data
structure.

Our hypothesis is that the divisive approach utilizes
global information to identify strong candidates for
topic shifts, with averaging over multiple embed-
ding vectors functioning as a candidate splitting
point filter.

3 Evaluation

3.1 Datasets
We evaluate TreeSeg on three datasets:

• ICSI (Janin et al., 2003) A corpus of 75 tran-
scribed meetings, containing manual hierar-
chical topic annotations up to 4 levels deep.

• AMI (Mccowan et al., 2005) Over 100 hours
of transcribed meetings, containing manual
hierarchical topic annotations up to 3 levels
deep.

• TinyRec We introduce TinyRec, a dataset con-
sisting of transcripts obtained from 21 self-
recorded sessions. Each transcript contains
spoken utterances as transcribed via ASR and
was manually annotated with two-level topic
annotations. For more details on the content
and annotation guidelines for TinyRec, refer
to Appendix A

2Further splitting such a segment will result in at least one
sub-segment below the size threshold M .



(a) Candidate splitting points: An example utterance embedding timeline with valid candidate splitting points shown in green.
Candidates in red are excluded due to minimum size constraints.

(b) First split: The original timeline is divided into two
sub-segments.

(c) Second split: A sub-segment is sub-divided again and
the partition tree deepens.

Figure 3: Dividing the timeline: (a) At each step, valid candidate splitting points are identified for all leaves. (b) &
(c) The optimal splitting point across all leaves is used to divide the corresponding segment into two sub-segments.
The process continues until a termination criterion is met.

We enforce a minimum size of five utterances per
segment. Segments with sizes below this threshold
are automatically merged to the segment that comes
immediately after them. Table 1 shows the topic
annotation statistics for each dataset. Almost all
transcripts in the ICSI and AMI corpora contain
second-level annotations, while several of them
contain third- or even fourth-level annotations. All
TinyRec transcripts are annotated at two different
resolutions: ‘coarse’ and ‘fine’. Table 2 shows the
average number of segments at each partition level,
after pruning segments below the size threshold.

3.2 Methodology

We compare TreeSeg against four baselines on the
hierarchical topic segmentation task. We adapt
BertSeg and HyperSeg to output the top K split-

Dataset Avg. |U | L1 L2 L3 L4
ICSI 1453.7 75 75 52 3
AMI 636.4 139 125 21 0
TinyRec 267.4 21 21 0 0

Table 1: Annotation statistics: Number of transcripts
with available topic annotations per partition level (L1
through L4), together with the average utterance time-
line length.

Dataset L1 L2 L3 L4
ICSI 5.8 19.05 28.08 34.33
AMI 6.81 14.44 26.61 -
TinyRec 4.18 14.12 - -

Table 2: Segment statistics: Average number of seg-
ments per partition level (L1 through L4), after pruning.



ting points on the timeline, as described in Section
2.2. We also compare with two naive baselines:
RandomSeg and EquiSeg. RandomSeg generates
K random segments by picking K−1 segment tran-
sition points at random. EquiSeg splits the timeline
into equidistant segments.

For evaluation we use the standard Pk (Beefer-
man et al., 1999) and WinDiff (Pevzner and Hearst,
2002) metrics. For each level of resolution we
query each model with the ground-truth number
of segments K and compare the obtained partition
with the ground-truth one. We average metrics
across all possible partitions, as well as on a per-
level basis. We run RandomSeg 100 times and
average the results.

The adapted version of HyperSeg has no hy-
perparameters. TreeSeg and BertSeg both use a
hyperparameter that regulates the utterance embed-
ding block width. BertSeg uses two additional hy-
perparameters related to utterance similarity score
smoothing. The first five transcripts from each
dataset were denoted as the ‘development’ set and
were used to determine reasonable values for these
hyperparameters.

3.3 Results

Table 3 shows the Pk and WinDiff scores for all
approaches, averaged over all topic annotation reso-
lutions as described in Section 2.2. TreeSeg clearly
outperforms all baselines on all three datasets. Ta-
ble 4 shows the Pk (Table 4a) and WinDiff (Table
4b) scores of all approaches aggregated per segmen-
tation resolution level. Note that TreeSeg maintains
strong performance across all segmentation resolu-
tions.

Our results demonstrate that TreeSeg adequately
captures the hierarchical relations between seg-
ments at all levels of the hierarchy. Note also
that the performance of BertSeg and HyperSeg
degrades on TinyRec, a dataset that is less struc-
tured in nature than ICSI or AMI. While small in
scale, TinyRec might be more representative of self-
recorded content in the wild. TreeSeg maintains
strong performance across all three datasets.

4 Conclusion

We introduced TreeSeg, a hierarchical segmenta-
tion approach suitable for segmenting large meet-
ing and video transcripts. TreeSeg generates struc-
tured segmentations in the form of binary trees,
capturing the hierarchical relations between seg-

ments. Our approach utilizes off-the-shelf compo-
nents, contains no learnable parts and only a single
hyperparameter. We provided a rigorous definition
and evaluation methodology for the hierarchical
topic segmentation task. We compared TreeSeg
with two related embeddings-based approaches ;
BertSeg (Solbiati et al., 2021) and HyperSeg (Park
et al., 2023), as well as two naive baselines. We in-
troduced TinyRec, a small-scale collection of tran-
scripts obtained from self-recorded sessions via
ASR. Evaluating on ICSI, AMI and TinyRec, we
demonstrated the superior performance of TreeSeg.
Our work constitutes, to our knowledge, the first
divisive clustering variant of TextTiling (Hearst,
1997). A promising future direction for research is
that of utilizing the structure of the generated par-
tition in downstream tasks such as summarization
(Park et al., 2024) or knowledge extraction.

5 Limitations

One limitation of this work is related to the diver-
sity of the datasets in our evaluation. ICSI and AMI
are large corpora but are unlikely to capture the full
diversity of self-recorded content. Contributing
TinyRec is one attempt at mitigating this limitation.
Another limitation is the lack of comparison with
M3Seg (Wang et al., 2023). At the time of writing
this manuscript, there is no publicly available code
base for M3Seg. Evaluation metrics on ICSI and
AMI vary with the resolution of the segmentation
and the data extraction process, making evaluating
models on the same exact data a necessity for a
fair comparison. Finally another limitation of this
work is our restricted focus on ADA embeddings
(Neelakantan et al., 2022). A more thorough com-
parison of various embedding models might yield
interesting insights into the function of divisive
clustering as a filter for strong topic shift candidate
points.
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A The TinyRec Dataset

TinyRec consists of 21 self-recorded video sessions
with screen-sharing that were transcribed using Au-
tomatic Speech Recognition (ASR) and manually
annotated with topic annotations at two levels of
resolution. The selection criteria were the follow-
ing:

• A session needs to be at least 8 minutes long
or contain at least 80 transcript entries.

• The content of the session must be technical
in nature and non-trivial.

The dataset was annotated by four different anno-
tators. The concept of a partition was explained to
each annotator. The annotators were asked to first
identify a ‘coarse’ partition typically consisting of
2-5 segments for a ten-minute session. Then they
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were asked to further partition each ‘coarse’ seg-
ment, wherever that made sense according to their
judgement, to obtain the ‘fine’, two-level partition.

The transition from ‘coarse’ to ‘fine’ segments
was explained with the following example scenario:

You are recording your work update for a week
during which you worked on three features. Sup-
pose that you identified a coarse segment covering
the discussion on one of these features. The fine
segmentation would segment this coarse segment
again into sub-segments, each discussing parts of
the feature implementation or nuances in its design.

as well as an example of a segmented transcript.


