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Abstract

In recent years, Large Language Models (LLM) have demonstrated impressive capabilities
in the field of natural language processing (NLP). This paper explores the application of LLMs
in negotiation transcript analysis by the Vanderbilt AI Negotiation Lab. Starting in September
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2022, we applied multiple strategies using LLMs from zero shot learning to fine tuning models
to in-context learning). The final strategy we developed is explained, along with how to access
and use the model. This study provides a sense of both the opportunities and roadblocks for
the implementation of LLMs in real life applications and offers a model for how LLMs can be
applied to coding in other fields.

Introduction

The field of natural language processing (NLP) has taken the spotlight with significant
advancements in recent years, largely due to the emergence of Large Language Models (LLMs)
and ChatGPT. These models are pre-trained on diverse and large datasets and demonstrate
remarkable capabilities in understanding and generating human language. As LLMs continue
to evolve and improve, new possibilities and capabilities for application across multiple domains
are constantly emerging. Our study tests whether we can apply LLMs to automatically classify
each sentence (or thought unit or speaking turn) in a negotiation transcript based on categories
relevant to negotiation scholars (e.g. Weingart et al., 1990[16]; Gunia et al., 2011[7]; Adair &
Brett, 2005[4]).

One area where LLMs excel is in classification tasks, such as sentiment analysis, docu-
ment classification, and summarization (Naveen et al., 2023). LLMs are good at classification
tasks because of contextual understanding, transfer learning, and semantic feature extraction
(Kalyan, 2024[9]). This capability can be used to automate the slow and costly process of
coding transcripts, which is a procedure used in many negotiation studies. Scholars in many
fields (e.g., psychology, management, or communications) study negotiations by having people
conduct simulated negotiations, audio recording them, and looking for patterns in negotiators’
verbal behaviors. For example, scholars may be interested in information sharing in negotia-
tions and when it is most effective (Adair et al., 2001[2]), the impact of cooperative orientation
on use of threats (Weingart, et al., 1993[18]), or the impact of supporting arguments on ne-
gotiation outcomes (Putnam & Jones, 1982[14]). A necessary step in these kinds of studies is
to develop a coding scheme, train coders, ensure inter-coder agreement, and have those coders
code hundreds or thousands of speech units. This process of human coding can take months,
and cost thousands of dollars.

Researchers can save time and money by automating this coding process. Additionally,
automated coding reduces the risks that are inherent in human coding – such as coder fatigue
due to coding too many transcripts in a sitting or coder drift in applying codes across a number
of transcripts. Indeed, having an automatic coding process may make some projects feasible
that previously were not feasible. This study explores whether, and how, LLMs can be used to
replace (or supplement) human coders, which should increase both the efficiency and reliability
of coding for negotiation research. What we learned in the process of negotiation coding may
also be applicable to other coding-heavy research in areas such as medical summarization of
patient visit notes, analyzing corporate financial reports, or any number of similar tasks.

To do this research Ray Friedman from the Owen School of Business at Vanderbilt and
Jesse Spencer-Smith and Jaewoo Cho from the Vanderbilt Data Science Institute set up the
AI Negotiation Lab at Vanderbilt University (https://AINegotiationLab-Vanderbilt.com/)
in September 2022. The mission of the AI Negotiation Lab is the application of LLMs
to support the research on conflict management and negotiation. This is the first project
of this lab. The project is supported by Negotiation and Team Resources (https://www.
negotiationandteamresources.com/). This paper provides a record of the multiple experi-
ments we conducted, each informed by the success or failure of the prior experiments, as we
developed the LLM Vanderbilt Negotiation Coder.

3

https://AINegotiationLab-Vanderbilt.com/
https://www.negotiationandteamresources.com/
https://www.negotiationandteamresources.com/


Selecting a Coding Scheme

As a starting point, we had to choose a coding scheme that the LLM model would learn.
Negotiation scholars have used many different coding schemes. Just as this project began, a
group of scholars reviewed the published negotiation coding schemes and developed an omnibus
or “master” coding scheme which we call the Jäckel Master (Jäckel et al., 2022[8]). The Jäckel
Master has 47 codes, with definitions of each and example sentences to be used in the training
of coders. Three of those codes could not be used in this project since coding them requires
knowledge of specific elements of the negotiation scenario. For example, we could not code
“lying” since the model would have no basis to judge what was true and false. The two other
codes not used were “omission” and “use of extreme anchors”. We also dropped “change of
mode” since submitted transcripts may not be set up to indicate when, for example, negotiators
switched from live to online negotiations. We initially attempted to build an LLM model that
would use all 44 remaining codes, but this model would not even run. We quickly learned that
LLM categorization typically does not work well with more than about ten to twenty codes.
At this point, we worked with Elizabeth Jäckel to reduce the number of codes, by selecting the
most frequently used codes (based on her transcript samples) and by combining some codes.
The result was 18 codes plus an “other” category, producing 19 codes. The initial full Jäckel
coding scheme is shown in Table 2, and the simplified 19-code version is shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Simplified Jäckel et al (2022) Coding Scheme
1 Providing positional information
2 Asking positional information
3 Providing priority-related information
4 Asking for priority-related information
5 Providing preference-related information
6 Asking for preference-related information
7 Clarification
8 Single-issue activity
9 Multi-issue activity
10 Rejecting Offer
11 Accepting Offer
12 Contentious Communication (Stressing Power, Criticism, Threat, Hostility)
13 Substantiation (Substantiation, Asking for substantiation and Rejecting substantiation)
14 Positive Statements (Positive affective reaction and Positive relationship remarks)
15 Negative Statements (Negative affective reaction and Negative relationship remarks)
16 Humor
17 Active listening
18 Procedural comments (Procedural suggestion, Procedural discussion, Time management)
19 Other
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Table 2: Overview of Categories and Codes

Acts of
providing
and asking
about
negotiation-
related
informa-
tion

Offers Acts of
persuasive
communi-
cation

Socio-
emotional
state-
ments

Unethical
behaviors

Acts of
process-
related
communi-
cation

Residual
Category

Providing
priority-
related
information

Single-issue
activity

Substantiation Negative
affective
reaction

Omissiona Procedural
suggestion

Interruption
of the con-
versation

Asking for
priority-
related
information

Multi-issue
activity

Asking for
substantia-
tion

Positive
affective
reaction

Threat Procedural
discussion

Inaction

Providing
preference-
related
information

Requesting
action

Stressing
power

Active
listening

Lyinga Time man-
agement

Others

Asking for
preference-
related
information

Requesting
for offer
modifica-
tion

Rejecting
substantia-
tion

Humor Hostility Change of
mode

Asking for
positional
information

Rejecting
offer

Interrupting Positive
relationship
remark

Use of
extreme
anchorsa

Providing
positional
information

Accepting
offer

Criticism Negative
relationship

Facts/Additional
information

EncouragementPersonal
communica-
tion

Extension
questions

Positional
commit-
ments

Nonpersonal
chit-chat

Additional
issues

Avoiding Future-
related
communica-
tion

Clarification Apologizing

a can only be coded with data from experimental settings where role instructions and information given to the
negotiators are disclosed to coders.

Creating Ideal Sentences

Our next step was to develop a list of examples sentences for each code that would be
extensive enough for the model to learn the codes and test applying them. We call this the
“Ideal Sentences” approach since we use sentences that were deemed perfect exemplars of each
code. Some example sentences were provided in the coding manual for Jäckel et al (2022[8]),
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more examples were generated by Elizabeth Jäckel , and we asked ChatGPT to provide even
more examples (which were checked by Elizabeth Jäckel to make sure that they were indeed
accurate examples of that code). At this point, we had 30-90 sample sentences for each of
the 19 codes (we needed fewer for more easily understood codes like “offer rejected”, but more
sample sentences for more complicated ideas like “asking for priority-related information”). We
ended up with 770 sample sentences. Table 3 shows examples of sample sentences that were
created.

Table 3: Sample Sentences of Jäckel Simplified Coding Scheme
Code Generated Sentence
Asking positional information What is the maximum price you can pay

for these materials?
Providing priority-related information We prioritize growth and expansion over

maintaining a conservative business model.
Single-issue activity Would you accept a payment of $5000 now

and $5000 upon completion?
Substantiation We can’t afford to overlook the potential

consequences of this decision.
Rejecting Offer I’m sorry, but this just isn’t going to work

for us.
Accepting Offer That’s very generous of you. I accept.

Three LLM Model Coding Strategies

We tested three coding strategies with these 770 sentences: zero-shot, fine-tuning a new
model, and in-context learning. In each case, the model was deemed accurate for cases where
it assigned a code to a sentence that the sentence was formulated to represent.

Zero-Shot. For Experiment 1, we implemented a zero-shot strategy, which refers to using
machine learning models “out of the box” – that is, just as they exist, without any domain-
specific adaption (Xian, et al, 2020). In this strategy we tested whether established models
(such as GPT3 or BART or BERT) can successfully code negotiation sentences based just
on preexisting general knowledge about language that is built into those base models. We
tried this approach using open-source models BERT (Bidirectional Encoder Representations
Transformers) from Google and BART (Bidirectional and Auto-Regressive Transformers) from
Meta. We asked these models to code the 770 sample sentences that we created. This was
done using their established “Inference API” where you put text in one window (in our case
the sentences to be coded) and the “class names” in another window (in our case the codes),
and the model allocates the material to the categories. It was clear that some codes could be
understood based on general language knowledge (such as “Negative Statements”) while others
made no sense to the LLM based on its general language knowledge. For example, a code that
gave the LLM model trouble was “asking for preference related information”. This zero-shot
strategy accurately coded only about 20% of the sentences we tested (the results were the same
for BERT and BART). The poor performance was expected since the models had only learned
general language, and not the specialized language of negotiation scholars. Still, this was an
important first step to confirm that domain adaptation was needed. It also provided a baseline
to see how much improvement we could make as we moved to fine-tuned models.

Fine-Tuning. For Experiment 2, we implemented a fine-tuning strategy. Fine-tuning is
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when you train an existing model with your own domain-specific data to add specialized knowl-
edge in a specific domain. This produces a new LLM model (the base model + domain specific
information), separate and distinct from initial base model. In the AI and data science liter-
ature, fine-tuning is used to do various tasks like classification, sentiment analysis, and topic
classification of news articles (e.g. are they finance, sports, or tech articles) (Lv et al., 2023[13]).

We fine-tuned the BERT model with information from the Jäckel coding scheme, including
definitions of the 19 codes and 527 of the 770 sample sentences we had written, creating a new
domain-adapted BERT model that we called BERT-NegCodingJäckel . We chose BERT versus
models like GPT4 as the base model for two reasons. First, its relatively small size meant that
the model could be loaded onto Hugging Face and directly accessed by negotiation scholars for
free. Second, at the time (spring of 2023) the larger LLMs (like GPT4) did not permit API
access and only allowed users to access them in a ChatGPT-like chatbot interface since those
models were carefully protected. After creating our BERT-NegCodingJäckel domain-adapted
model we asked the model to code the 243 sentences examples that were not used in the fine-
tuning. Since we knew the code each sample sentence was designed to represent, we could
evaluate how often the model assigned that code. This approach produced accurate results for
61% of the sentences, which was a major improvement from zero-shot.

In-Context-Learning. For Experiment 3, we implemented in-context learning. In-context
learning refers to providing the base model with one set of instructions (a prompt) that combines
the training material with the analysis instructions. This makes the training material more
“top-of-mind” for the model when doing the analysis. An additional benefit is that in-content
learning allows the use of much bigger and more powerful base model. Recall in fine tuning we
added domain specific knowledge to the base model and with the idea that we would make the
entire new model available for researchers. Having to make the base model with domain specific
knowledge available to users meant we were limited to using a smaller model. In contrast, with
in-context learning we only needed to make our prompt available to the researchers along with
access to the publicly accessible base LLM model. This allowed us to use a larger and more
powerful base model. The downsides of in-context learning are a) each analysis may produce
somewhat different results, since the model is learning anew (and slightly differently) with each
analysis, and b) since all the training information needs to be contained in each prompt, the
prompt needs to be large and the model has to allow such a large prompt. That was not
possible with programs like BERT, which had a limit of 512 tokens of input at the time (tokens
are units like letters, numbers, or symbols for machines). In-context learning only became
practical in the summer of 2023, when new models, like Claude100k (later called Claude1 after
newer versions were added) and GPT4 were released. Claude100k allowed 100,000 tokens of
input. For more details on the quantity of input allowed in different LLMs, see Appendix I.

We tried in-context learning with both GPT4 and Claude100k, with a prompt that included:
the code definitions and about 70% of the sample sentences (selected at random). Claude100k
had better results (93%) than GPT4 (86%), both of which were far better than domain-adapting
the BERT model. Based on these results we committed to in-context learning. Furthermore,
since Claude100k gave better results than GPT4, we focused on Claude.

Output Format Consistency. We provided instructions in the prompt to have the output
include, in order: the sentence number, the sentence that was coded, and the assigned code,
with certain punctuation. But sometimes the model would change the order and punctuation,
which created problems producing readable reports. This inconsistency of output format can
happen in LLMs due to the stochastic nature of LLM generation. LLMs are stochastic because
LLMs “think” through responses to prompts, and it’s thinking process can vary. To understand
this intuitively, if an LLM is asked to find the last word in the sentence “In the negotiation,
we were unable to reach ” the model (like humans) would know that words like “terms” or
“agreement” would fit, but not words but not words like “gorilla”. Understanding language
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leads the model to exclude “gorilla” but it might reasonably choose “terms” one time and
“agreement” another time. The same idea applies to output format.

In addition, some variance in formatting was introduced because at the time we only had
access to the models through chatbot interfaces (like ChatGPT and Poe). Those interfaces are
built to make interacting with the model be like a conversation, but in doing so they provide the
user with far less control over how the model is given instructions. So, there was a limit to how
specific our instructions-–including formatting–could be. These issues were resolved through
various prompting techniques and by gaining access to the direct Application Programing
Interface (API) for Claude100k through Amazon AWS Bedrock, which allowed control over
parameters like “temperature”. Temperature refers to the “creativity” of the LLMs and can
be set to reduce variance in output. But as we added more content to the prompts to solve the
output problem, we began to push the input limits of Claude1.

Fortunately, Claude2 was introduced in the fall of 2023, which allowed us to write even
longer prompts that mostly solved the output format problems and gave us the room to add
additional prompt modifications. With these adjustments using Claude2 the level of accuracy
in coding sentences was 96%. Table 4 compares results for our three coding experiments, and
Figure 1 shows the best results achieved using Claude 2.

Table 4: Compare Coding Strategies for “Ideal Sentence” Approach

LLM
Model

Method Coding Scheme Training Data Testing Data Accuracy

BERT* Zero Shot Jäckel 19
Categories

Ideal Sentences Ideal Sentences 2̃0%

BART* Zero Shot Jäckel 19
Categories

Ideal Sentences Ideal Sentences 2̃0%

BERT* Fine-tune Jäckel 19
Categories

Ideal Sentences Ideal Sentences 61%

GPT4 In-context Jäckel 19
Categories

Ideal Sentences Ideal Sentences 86%

Claude 1 In-context Jäckel 19
Categories

Ideal Sentences Ideal Sentences 93%

Claude 2 In-context Jäckel 19
Categories

Ideal Sentences Ideal Sentences 96%

*We used the BERT base model and the BART “bart-large-mnli” model.
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Figure 1: Confusion Matrix for Claude2 In-Context Learning of “Ideal Sentences”

Transition to a Transcript-Based Training Approach

After all our refinements, we reached an accuracy level of 96%, which was extremely strong.
We thought we might have our final model. As a final check, we applied this model to four
complete full negotiation transcripts that were coded for this project using the Jäckel 19 code
scheme. The level of human-model match dropped from 96% to 30%. What became clear is
that we had taught the model with ideal sentences that were clear examples of codes, while
real-life conversations are more halting, broken, incomplete, and ambiguous. Moreover, the
humans who coded those five transcripts were able to judge a sentence based on the broader
context – the flow of the conversation, not just the sentence.

It became clear that we needed to train the model, not just with a set of “pure” example
sentences, but also with sets of full, realistic, transcripts that had already been human-coded.
Since the Jäckel et al (2022)[8] coding system was new, there was no corpus of transcripts.
that were coded using their scheme. We turned to negotiation studies that had large numbers
of human-coded transcripts. Here the problem was that each study used a coding scheme,
chosen for that study’s particular research questions and even when different researchers used
the same coding scheme, how the same set of codes was applied could vary across studies, based
on differences in conceptual focus or coder tendencies.

It became clear that to validate the transcript-trained LLM model against human coders
we needed to a) train the model with the specific codes used in that set of transcripts, and b)
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accept that what the model learns is the particular way that set of codes was used by that set
of coders. For this approach the in-context model prompt for each coding scheme would need
to include that study’s code definitions, human-coded transcripts for the model to learn from
(we ended up including five, after testing more transcripts and fewer transcripts), and several
other elements (discussed below). It also had to include the transcripts that we were asking it
to code.

From One-to-Many Coding Schemes. This approach moved us away from thinking that
our LLM model would provide a single coding scheme and towards providing future users with
several different options for coding. Once we had a method to train a model to code using
one coding scheme, it should be relatively easy to apply that method to develop and validate
models using other coding schemes. We went from planning to offer “the” coding scheme, to
planning to offer an array of coding schemes. Scholars would be given information about each
coding scheme, and assess which they found relevant for their purposes, and apply that coding
scheme to their own transcripts.

Unit of Analysis. The move from ideal sentences to full transcripts required us to think
about the unit of analysis. In the ideal sentences, the unit was the sentence. That was easy
to do since we produced the sentences. Moving to full transcripts there are three units of
analysis that could be used. First, is the speaking turn – the content that is spoken before
another person starts speaking. This could be a word (e.g. “yes”), a sentence, or multiple
sentences. Second is the sentence, defined as what is spoken prior to one of these three types
of punctuation: period, question mark or exclamation point. Third, is a thought unit, which
could be a sentence, or part of a sentence (a long sentence might have several thought units).
Speaking turns are easy to identify but can produce ambiguity about what to code, especially
if the speaking turn has multiple sentences. A thought unit is easier to code, but it takes
almost as much time to have humans create the thought units reliably as it does to have them
do the actual coding. Sentences are easier to identify than thought units and easier to code
than speaking turns, especially when speaking turns are long, but there is some randomness
about what a given transcriber decides should be a period (ending the sentence) or a comma
(continuing the sentence). In the end, we realized that for model learning, we had to use the
unit of analysis had been used by the scholars who provided the code and the coded transcripts
for validation. We leave it to the user to decide their unit of analysis. 1

Infrequent codes. By moving from ideal sentence to real conversations, we could no longer
ensure that each code was represented with sufficient examples in the learning material. An
example of an infrequent code might be “offer reject” since in many transcripts there may not
be any cases of explicit rejection, and if there is a rejection, it might occur only once towards
the end. By contrast, codes like “information” would occur frequently. For codes that did not
have at least 15 examples in the learning transcripts, we created sentences that would fit the
code and added them to the prompt. 2

Validation. Given that we were no longer dealing with ideal examples, we would not expect
anything close to the 96% match we achieved with ideal sentences in Experiment 3 with in-
context learning but were hoping to achieve an acceptable level of agreement between the model

1Even a thought unit can fit into more than one coding category in some instances. Researchers use dominance
schemes to address this problem. For example, if researchers are coding at the speaking turn level, they might allow
up to three codes per thought unit and then chose the code to use to analyze their data based on the theory and
research questions they are testing. Another approach is to build a dominance scheme into the code itself. In this
option, the researchers tell the coders which code dominates when two or more could apply (Kern et al., 2020[10]).
We have not yet built dominance schemes into our LLM models.

2We consulted with Johnathan Gratch, Professor of Computer Science and psychology at USC, about the issue
of low base-rate codes. He reported that Krippendorff (1980)[11] – whose work has been adopted in computational
linguistics (Calretta, 1996)[5] – explains that you need five naturally occurring examples of a code in a developmental
corpus to be able to have a reliable code for human coding, but there has not yet been any guidance for LLM coding.
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and the human coders. We call this “Validation Step 1”. This step ensures that the model
can sufficiently replicate human coding for a given study. However, in Validation Step 1, both
the training transcripts and the testing transcripts use the same negotiation simulation, so the
specific topics discussed are the same. However, users of the LLM model are not likely to all
use the same simulation. We needed to ensure that the model can properly code transcripts
of negotiations using different simulations. “Validation Step 2” tests the model’s success with
transcripts from different negotiation simulations. We expect that model-human matches will
be harder to achieve in Validation Step 2 than Validation Step 1, but we hope that the match
level remains acceptable.

For both Validation Steps 1 and 2, we refer to model “matching” with the human coders,
not the model “accuracy”. In the ideal sentence approach, each sentence was formulated to be
a perfect match with that code, so we could reasonably say that a higher level of model match
with that assigned code meant it was “accurate”. With the transcript training approach,
however, there was much more room for human coders to be wrong, in part due to human
error and fatigue and drift, but also because they were coding real, more ambiguous, sentences.
Human coders might themselves have differences of opinion about which code applied. So,
rather than call it “accurate” when the model code matched the human code, we simply refer
to it as a “match”.

What level of match is an acceptable is an unresolved issue. We provide more detailed
statistics on interrater agreement for our first model in Friedman et al (2024), but there are
no definitive break points for those statistics, and it is relatively easy to achieve momentarily
high human-human kappas with repeated training and coding without necessarily achieving
ongoing inter-rater alignment. Also, as just mentioned, close evaluation of past coding by
humans reveals many cases where reasonable coders could disagree. We discuss below an
approach we call “mismatch analysis” where we ask independent coders to evaluate whether
the original human coders or the LLM coder assigned the right code. More broadly, we go
through an extensive process of testing the data in ways that can help build confidence in our
process and the results.

Coding Consistency Measure

As we tested different coding strategies, we realized that the model might not always code
a given sentence the same way every time, especially when using in-context learning, which
has the model learn afresh each time it is applied to a transcript. To test how consistently
the model coded a transcript’s sentences, we decided to repeat the coding process five times,
producing five codes for each sentence. This process was then built into our program – all
coding done by the model would be repeated five times. Some variation across five runs might
be acceptable, but before we would allow the model to report a code to users, the model had
to give the same code at least three out of five times. If the model could not achieve that
level of consistency, the model would report that “no code was assigned”. While this results in
scholars having to hand code that subset of sentences, the benefit is greater confidence in the
sentences that the model did code consistently. The model reports consistency level: moderate
(three out of five), high (four out of five) or perfect (five out of five) for all codes.
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Table 5: AI Coder Consistency Measure (using 5 runs)

# of runs
that assign
the same
code:

< 3 out of 5 3 out of 5 4 out of 5 5 out of 5

Label: Unreported.
Consistency
too low for
model to
report a
code

Moderate
Consistency

High
Consistency

Perfect
Consistency

Technical Challenges

One problem we faced was that Claude 2 would skip some sentences, exhibiting what
has come to be known as model “laziness”. Another problem was that the model would
sometimes correct the grammar of the sentences it was coding, which might change the sentence
meaning and make it hard to match with the original sentences. We suspected that these model
behaviors might be due to reaching the capacity limits of Claude 2, so we turned to Claude 3
Opus–Anthropic’s most powerful model as of spring, 2024. Moving to Claude 3 Opus resolved
these issues.

Length of transcript to be coded. We tested how long a transcript could be that we asked
it to code. Trial and error led to the realization that it could only handle well about 100
sentences. We programed our code to calculate the sentence count of submitted transcripts
and split that transcript into two (or more) segments which were then coded separately (but
the results are shown together in the output).

First Model Developed

The first model we developed with this method was Model 1, using a 13-code coding scheme
and transcript database provided by Aslani et al (2014)[3]. A detailed report of this model,
including the coding scheme, validation data, and how to submit transcripts for analysis, is
reported in Friedman et al (2024)[6]. The next sections describe several substantive and tech-
nical modifications that we tried before finalizing Model 1. Over time, additional models will
be provided, each with an orientation document like Friedman et al., (2024)[6].

Improvement Experiments

Substantive. As we went through testing, we learned that the model’s match level improved
(had a higher match rate) with several additions. First, we instructed the model to pay
attention to who was speaking (e.g., buyer or seller) and what was said in the sentences before
and after speaking unit being coded. This was important when using full transcripts to train
and code but would not have been relevant in our earlier “ideal sentence” approach since
those sentences were not within a conversation. Second, we added more instructions about
certain codes. That was done because, after looking at the confusion matrix of the initial runs,
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certain codes were being mixed up at especially high levels (the codes for “information” and
“substantiation”). The model was improved by adding more detailed instructions for those
codes. We also tested whether the model would improve by adding a paragraph describing
the simulation case, including who the parties were and what the issues were. This addition,
however, did not improve the model’s performance. See Friedman et al (2024)[6] for more
details.

Technical. To further improve the model’s performance, we tested incorporating XML tags
(HTML tags) in the prompts and using chain of thought (asking the model to explain its coding
choice in every case). These strategies did not improve the human-model match level; in fact,
they each reduced the match percentage by a few percentage points. Based on those findings, we
dropped these ideas for model improvement. We also tested whether adding more transcripts
to the training would help. We learned that having more than five training transcripts made
the results worse, probably due to reaching close to the capacity limit of the model. We also
experimented with changing the set of five transcripts chosen for training. For Model 1, we had
70 transcripts to choose from, which provided 17,259,390 possible combinations of 5 transcripts.
That was clearly too much to test empirically, so we needed a rule to guide us. We decided
that we would first select all combinations of five which would include at least once case of
all codes within the set of five. At that point, we randomly selected five combinations to test
empirically. Among those, we used the one set that produced the highest level of human-model
match. Lastly, as Claude 3.5 Sonnet became available in June of 2024, we tried using that
model, but the match level was just a few percentage points lower. So, we stayed with Claude
3.0 Opus.

Model 1 Results

Here we provide summary results for Model 1. The effectiveness of the model coding real
conversations (transcripts, rather than ideal sentences) improved dramatically when we moved
from training with ideal sentences to training with transcripts (from 30% up to 70%, and then
73% with additional adjustments and a move to Claude3). See Tables 6 and Figure 2. We
also conducted a mismatch analysis. This was done by training new coders and giving them
100 randomly selected cases of mismatch. They were provided with a spreadsheet with the
speaking turn (along with the two prior speaking turns to understand the context), and the
codes assigned by the model and the human coders (shown without indicators of which code
was the model code and which was the human code, and with the order varied to eliminate
order effects). These coders were asked to decide which of the two codes they thought was
correct. This analysis revealed that the new coders agreed with the model’s coding choice
(rather than the human-coders’ choice) 68% of the time, suggesting a true accuracy level 91%
for the model.

However, this test had the advantage that the training and training transcripts both used
the same negotiation simulation – The Sweet Shop. We further tested the model by asking it
to code transcripts from a different simulation (6 from the Cartoon negotiation, and 6 from
the Les Flores negotiation 3). The match level came down to 65%, which is still strong given
that this level of agreement was reached for a 13-code coding scheme. Further analysis of
mismatches suggested that approximately 82% of the model codes were accurate. Full results
are included in Friedman et al (2024)[6], including kappa calculations, match levels by code,

3The Les Florets transcripts were negotiations provided by Lowenstein and Brett (2007). The Cartoon transcripts
were negotiations provided by Jeanne Brett (unpublished). Samples from both studies were US. The Sweet Shop
exercise is available from https://new.negotiationexercises.com/. Both Les Florets and Cartoon are available
from negotiationandteamresources.com
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frequency of codes, details on the mismatch analysis, and a deeper assessment of the codes that
were confused most often.

Table 6: Compare Coding Strategies Tested with Full Transcripts (Real Conversations)

LLM
Model

Method Coding
Scheme

Training Data Testing Data Human-Model
Match

Claude2 In-context Jäckel 19
Categories

Ideal Sentences 4 Human-Coded
Transcripts

30%

Claude2
(Opus)

In-context Aslani et al. 5 Sample
Human-Coded
Transcripts (from
Sweet Shop
Simulation)

70 Human-Coded
Transcripts (from
Sweet Shop
Simulation)

70% (model
accuracy estimate:
91%)

Claude3
(Opus)

In-context Aslani et al. 5 Sample
Human-Coded
Transcripts (from
Sweet Shop
Simulation)

70 Human-Coded
Transcripts (from
Sweet Shop
Simulation)

73% (model
accuracy estimate:
91%)

Claude3
(Opus)

In-context Aslani et al. 5 Sample
Human-Coded
Transcripts (from
Sweet Shop
Simulation)

12 Human-Coded
Transcripts (6 from
Cartoon
Simulation and 6
from Towers
simulation)

65% (model
accuracy estimate:
82%)

Note on Language. We also tested if the model would code Chinese text, not just English.
We translated 27 randomly selected speaking units into Chinese using Google translate and
asked the model to code them. The model produced the same code when the speech was in
English as in Chinese in 24/27 cases. In the few cases of a mismatch, the Google translation
had a hard time conveying the idea in Chinese since the English was a colloquial phrase. This
suggests that the model can apply the codes to any language that it understands, and most
major languages should be well-understood by the model.
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Figure 2: Confusion Matrix for Claude3 Model, Applied to Transcripts Using Sweet Shop Simulation

Discussion

This paper outlines the development of a customized LLM model for the purpose of coding
negotiation transcripts. However, the steps and procedures we took provide a roadmap for
applying LLMs to coding for social science research more generally. There are currently many
scholars looking for ways to automate the time-consuming and expensive process of coding. If
AI assisted coding becomes possible, not only will it make current projects easier to complete
but will also make it feasible to work with even larger data sets that would be beyond what
humans could possibly code.

Our work suggests that in-context learning is likely to be the most effective way to code.
Zero-shot coding is not viable for any coding scheme that depends on large number of codes
that identify special concepts, but it may still be possible if the concepts are ones often used in
regular conversation (such as “stress” or “happiness”). Domain-adapting a model also appears
much less effective than in-context learning. Our work also suggests that while training with
“ideal” examples is the cleanest way to code, it may not teach the model to understand the
kind of language that is encountered in real conversation or speaking. The best approach for
coding real conversations is to train on real conversations.

The challenge that creates is that you need a large corpus of coded material to train with
– exactly when the purpose of using LLM coding is to avoid having to human code your data
set. However, the number of transcripts you need to human code to build a LLM model
should be much less than your whole data set. For our model, it took five transcripts to
provide in-context learning of the coding scheme, and we were able to validate the model using
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about 10-15 additional human-coded transcripts. While we validated with 70 transcripts in our
first validation step, we validated with 12 transcripts in our second validation step (although
it may require more transcripts if the transcripts are shorter, or the coding scheme is more
complicated). This suggests that you can validate a coding model by investing in human
coding only a small subset of the total number of transcripts you need to code, leaving the
bulk of the transcripts to be coded by the LLM.

We also learned to think differently about “accuracy”, realizing that human coded tran-
scripts (even ones with two coders and higher inter-rater reliability) are likely to include many
mistakes. A model, unlike a human, does not get tired, or bored, or distracted, or feel that they
have to meet a coding goal per hour to get through it all. This led to the use of “mismatch”
analyses between the model and humans in cases of human-model code mismatches.

And we moved over the course of the project from trying to create an LLM that would
implement one master coding scheme—that developed by Jäckel , et al. (2022)—to providing
a template for building a model for any number of coding schemes. We have so far completed
one (from Alsani et al, 2016), but expect to provide many more. This approach puts less stress
on gaining perfection for one model and allows the user to have much more control, since there
will be several models to choose from. By having developed a strategy for building Model 1,
we will be able to quickly build additional models for other codes. We will still try to build
a model for the Jäckel et al. (2022) codes once human-coded transcripts are available, but as
one model among many.

There are myriad other lessons one might take from our experience, but the biggest one is
that with a technology that is changing so fast, you need to be prepared for frequent twists
and turns. This study might well be titled: “Building on the shoulders of redundancy. The
wandering exploits of a research team using technology that is changing constantly and nobody
fully understands.” Be prepared to test and experiment, since just when you are facing an
insurmountable roadblock, the next round of technology updates may well provide the solution.
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Appendix

Taking a strategy of in-context learning for LLMs requires awareness of the capacity limits
of different models. This is referred to as the “context length”, which is the maximum number
of tokens or words that the model could remember within one session. After the maximum
number of tokens is exceeded, the LLM will forget everything that happened within the current
session and return to a blank state. Tokens refers to units that the model processes which could
be letters, or clusters of letters, or words, or spaces. Context length is counted in number of
“tokens” allowed in the prompt (the input sent to the model which provides instructions),
which can be expressed in terms of an approximate word length.

Model (release date) Context Length Approximate Context Word Length

BERT (10/2018) 512 Tokens 400 Words

GPT4 (3/2023) 128,000 Tokens 96,000 Words

Claude 1 (4/2023) 100,000 Tokens 75,000 Words

Claude 2 (11/2023) 200,000 Tokens 150,000 Words

Claude 3 (4/2024) 1,000,000 Tokens 750,000 Words
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