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Significant advancements have occurred in the application of Large Language Models (LLMs) for social
simulations. Despite this, their abilities to perform teaming in task-oriented social events are underexplored.
Such capabilities are crucial if LLMs are to effectively mimic human-like social behaviors and form efficient
teams to solve tasks. To bridge this gap, we introduce MetaAgents, a social simulation framework popu-
lated with LLM-based agents. MetaAgents facilitates agent engagement in conversations and a series of
decision making within social contexts, serving as an appropriate platform for investigating interactions and
interpersonal decision-making of agents. In particular, we construct a job fair environment as a case study to
scrutinize the team assembly and skill-matching behaviors of LLM-based agents. We take advantage of both
quantitative metrics evaluation and qualitative text analysis to assess their teaming abilities at the job fair.
Our evaluation demonstrates that LLM-based agents perform competently in making rational decisions to
develop efficient teams. However, we also identify limitations that hinder their effectiveness in more complex
team assembly tasks. Our work provides valuable insights into the role and evolution of LLMs in task-oriented
social simulations.
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1 Introduction
Large language models (LLMs), such as ChatGPT [37] and GPT-4 [38], have gained significant
attention due to their exceptional abilities in natural language processing. Recent studies extend
the scope of these LLMs beyond text generation, positioning LLMs as versatile agents capable of
conversational engagement, decision-making, and task completion [56]. A noteworthy development
in this domain is LLM-based agent [56], which employ LLMs to carry out human-like actions,
ranging from planning and conversational interaction [41] to task solving [23, 43]. An area yet
to be fully explored is LLM-based agents’ social intelligence—specifically, organizing teams and
aligning agent expertise with relevant roles in the team. These abilities are crucial for advancing
multi-agent systems, as they involve self-optimization in task-oriented team assembly.
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Prior studies in multi-agent systems have primarily focused on task-solving abilities, constructing
LLM-based agents to collaborate on tasks. Representative examples include ChatDev [43] and
MetaGPT [23], both multi-agent frameworks for autonomous software development in which agents
fulfill different roles within predetermined workflows and team compositions. Their construction
leverages the empirical conclusion that recruiting experts to form a team could improve the
effectiveness in solving tasks [61]. However, these multi-agent systems are largely bound to
human-prescribed team compositions and workflows. In other words, LLM-based agent teams are
programmed by humans, and these multi-agent systems do not have autonomy for team assembly.
The current design restricts the agents’ adaptability, particularly in responding to unforeseen
challenges and dynamic scenarios. This limitation can be overcome by designing a multi-agent
system where LLM-based agents can form teams from scratch. Such a system would enable LLM-
based agents to select team members and adjust the team composition dynamically based on the
evolving needs of the tasks at hand. To realize this versatile multi-agent system, a question remains
unsolved: Can LLM-based agents perform teaming in social contexts by correctly assigning

agents to appropriate positions in the teams? Teaming is important as it increases efficiency
by placing individuals in roles that match their competencies or preferences [19]. In this paper,
we investigate team assembly in the social context using LLM-based agents, taking the job fair
scenario as a study case. We aim to assess whether LLM-based agents can manage team assembly
tasks through interactions. This exploration is critical to understanding the potential of LLM-based
multi-agent systems in teaming [18].

In this work, we introduce MetaAgents, a framework that simulates team assembly involving
interactions and decision-making. In MetaAgents, LLM-based agents engage in multi-turn con-
versations, and are socially connected through sequential decision-making. Based on MetaAgents,
we simulate a job fair environment to examine team formation behaviors in LLM-based multi-agent
systems. We focus on team assembly and workflow design processes, investigating the assignment
of responsibilities among agents based on their skills and backgrounds. The choice of a job fair
in our system simulation is an appropriate teaming scenario due to its resemblance to real-world
environments. This scenario involves complex social interactions, decision-making, and role dy-
namics, making it a suitable testbed for exploring social behaviors and interactions. Furthermore,
by simulating an environment in which agents communicate and form teams, we can test and refine
our framework. Based on the simulated environment, we evaluate agents’ social abilities in teaming
and designing workflows, and analyze their performance in four distinct job fair scenarios. This
job fair environment can also be generalized to other collaborative settings that require teaming
and matching, such as matching roommates and seeking collaborators. Our findings indicate that
LLM-based agents are capable of proposing workflows and utilizing conversational information for
team formation. However, challenges arise as the number of participants increases, often due to
misalignment or dishonesty of agents. We further discuss the broader applications of our work in
human resource management and computational multi-agent systems. This study contributes to
the HCI/CSCW community by providing social simulations for team formation, offering insights
into effective teaming practices, and deepening our understanding of the behaviors of LLMs in
social scenarios.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:
• MetaAgents framework: We introduce a novel framework to study task-driven social
intelligence of LLM-based agents. MetaAgents provides a simulated environment for explor-
ing teaming behaviors, enabling agents to communicate and make interpersonal decisions.
Using a simulated job fair as a testbed, we investigate their decision-making behaviors in
real-world-like scenarios. MetaAgents framework can generalize to wider teaming scenarios
such as networking sessions and collaborator seeking.
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• In-depth Evaluation: We evaluate LLM-based agents on their abilities to identify capable
agents and propose correct team workflows. We propose task-oriented metrics to evaluate
their decision-making, and conduct a qualitative review of LLM’s generation.

• Behavioral Patterns of LLM-Based Agents: Our findings unveil the potential and chal-
lenges of LLM-based agents, providing insights for effective information retrieval in complex
social settings. We find that LLM-based agents have decent knowledge of workflow, while
their behaviors are not always aligned with their persona and they are sometimes not honest
about their capabilities, which constrains them from being more cooperative. These findings
could lead to better design of multi-agent systems in collaborative settings, enabling more
effective integration of AI in CSCW.

2 Related Work
2.1 LLM-Based Agents
Autonomous agents have been recognized as a promising path toward artificial general intelligence,
where LLM-based agents are expected to serve as general-purpose assistants [56, 62]. Prior literature
has focused on using LLMs for various tasks through agent-based system design. For example,
Chen et al. [11] used LLMs to assist in agent-based modeling on a NetLogo Chat platform, while
other works [24, 27, 70] have introduced memory mechanisms to enhance LLM-based agents. Hou
et al. [24], Zulfikar et al. [70], and Huang et al. [27] designed different memory mechanisms to
enhance LLM-based agents as more powerful assistants. In addition, a popular research topic on
LLM-based agents focuses on their task-solving capabilities, as demonstrated by notable examples
like Auto-GPT [49], ChatDev [43], and MetaGPT [23]. These LLM-based agent systems typically
involve breaking down complex tasks into smaller, manageable components and assigning specific
LLM-based agents to handle each segment. Our work differentiates from these systems in the setup.
While existing agent systems follow predetermined procedures and team compositions, we take a
step back, querying whether LLMs could propose workflows and perform team assembly on their
own.
Another line of research efforts lies in employing LLMs for simulation, in which LLMs act as

players or characters. Park et al. [41] designed a community of 25 LLM-based agents, termed
generative agents, capable of planning, communicating, and forming connections. An intriguing
phenomenon among generative agents is that an agent organizes a party, which demonstrates
some task-oriented endeavors. Similarly, AgentSims[32] offers a detailed virtual town, populated
by agents with capabilities such as planning and tool use, serving as a platform to study social
skills. Similar ideas have been applied to the simulation of specific domains. RecAgent [57] sim-
ulates a recommendation ecosystem featuring various types of agents, including recommenders
and interactive user agents. The simulation centered around LLM-based agents also extends to
economy [16, 31], history [25], and political science [3, 69]. These multi-agent simulations offer
platforms for exploring the behaviors of LLM-based agents and investigating their daily planning
and interpersonal interactions. However, they have not fully investigated their social capabilities.
Thus, the limitation of applying LLM-based agents towards more productive and collaborative
systems is largely underexplored. To address this research gap, our work aims to provide a so-
cial computing framework that could evaluate the social abilities of LLM-based agents, unveiling
their potential and limitations in further extending them into more complicated and robust social
simulation systems.
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2.2 Social Behaviors of LLMs
As LLMs exhibit impressive language understanding and generation abilities, there is a growing
research interest in the social and psychological aspects of LLMs. For example, Aher et al. [2] sug-
gested that LLMs could reproduce economic, psycholinguistic, and social psychology experiments.
Zhou et al. [67] proposed a novel prompt approach based on the theory of mind, which encourages
LLMs to anticipate future challenges and better decide potential actions [68]. Ziems et al. [69] gave
a comprehensive evaluation of LLMs on computational social science tasks. They found that LLMs
could reliably classify and explain social phenomena, thus contributing meaningfully to the social
science domain. Furthermore, some prior works used LLMs to simulate specific social behaviors,
including competition and negotiation. For example, Zhao et al. [66] introduced a framework to
study the dynamics of competition using LLM-based agents and instantiate a study case with
restaurant and customer agents. Similarly, Bianchi et al. [7] evaluated the negotiation abilities of
LLMs using simulated scenarios under resource constraints.

Prior literature also investigates the decision-making of LLMs within the social context. Brookins
et al. [9] investigated the LLMs’ behaviors under the Prisoner’s Dilemma. They observed that
ChatGPT tends towards fairness and cooperation, diverging from optimal strategies and displaying
a greater inclination towards these traits than human participants. Exploring LLMs in simulated
game contexts,Wang et al. [58] utilized the intricate Avalon game as a testbed, which is characterized
by misinformation and the deceptive nature of communication. With their proposed reasoning
enhancement approaches, they find that LLMs are generally capable of making rational decisions,
outperforming humans, and having decent consistency. This line of inquiry extends to other
complex games like Werewolf, where studies by Xu et al. [63, 64] highlighted LLMs’ sophisticated
strategic reasoning abilities.

Building on these insights, our research focuses on the social behaviors of LLM-based agents in
teaming scenarios—an area less covered by existing literature. We aim to examine the dynamics of
agent teaming and interpersonal decision-making processes, which are crucial for understanding
LLMs’ social capabilities and their applicability to real-world situations, as described in Gomez et
al. [18]. Our work emphasizes the importance of teaming abilities as an indication of broader social
intelligence and its potential generalizability to various contexts.

2.3 Team Assembly
We position our work within prior studies of team assembly research across HCI, CSCW, and social
sciences. Team assembly is a challenging task that requires social intelligence to obtain information
about individuals’ attributes and operate in specific social contexts [18]. Early CSCW research has
explored how technologies facilitate teams’ communication, coordination, and collaboration [15,
17]. More recently, scholars have explored methods to aid the formation of teams, including
leveraging current computational infrastructure and combining users’ digital trace data and network
information [22]. Socio-technical systems can help people assemble effective teams by combining
several data sources, analyzing users’ trace data, and performing various calculations to find the
most efficient team combinations [18, 22, 28].
Existing literature has identified crucial socio-technical aspects that should be considered in

team assembly, encompassing team contextual constraints [33], team tasks, team members’ person-
alities [54], and expertise [60]. These factors determine team composition, primarily focusing on
enhancing team effectiveness post-formation. Furthermore, Gomez et al. [18] broadened this view
by providing a theoretical framework on how socio-technical systems influence team formation
while integrating CSCW frameworks. Despite this, there remains a gap in understanding how social
interactions within these systems influence decision-making during team assembly.
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Characters
l Biography: contains key attributes of LLM-

based agents
l Memory: stores contexts, past conversation, 

past decisions

Contexts
l Features for teaming contexts: similar 

goals/tasks, match/mismatch
l Scenario examples:

Job fair (job seekers & recruiters)
Roommate matchup (seekers & potential 

hhhroommates)

Conversation
Multi-turn conversations are primary sources    
for gauging information and decision-making

Decision-Making
   Decisions revolve around:

MetaAgents (A) (B)

Biography
Name
Skills
Professional experience
Employment Status
Tasks

Memory

Characters

Context

Job Fair Scenario

Tasks Tasks
(for job seekers)

Attend interview, 
identify suitable jobs

(for recruiters)

Interview candidates,
recruit a team

Conversation

l Initiating discussions with potential team 
members

l Determining team composition

Hello, my name is Tyler and I am the 
human resources manager at …

Hi Tyler, nice to meet you. I‘m Ivan, and I 
have three years’ experience in ...

Thank you, George. I appreciate your 
interest in our company …

Thank you, Tyler. I'm glad to hear that my 
skills align with your company’s needs ...

…

Decision-Making

For job seekers:

Interview
decisions

Offer
decisions

For recruiters:
Recruitment
decisions

Workflow
design

Skill
matching

Fig. 1. MetaAgents: A social simulation framework for simulating and investigating social behaviors of LLM-

base agents. MetaAgents contains four crucial components: characters, contexts, multi-turn conversations,

and sequential decision-making. (A) High-level features of MetaAgents. (B) A specific study case of job fair

scenario.

3 Study Design
How far are we from developing a system that can initialize collaboration, from seeking capable
agents to proposing workflows for the teams? We propose a multi-agent framework MetaAgents
that simulates agents’ interactions and decision-making processes for teaming. We visualize MetaA-
gents in Figure 1. MetaAgents supports LLM-based agents to engage in multi-turn conversations
and make a series of decisions, making it a suitable testbed for investigating the social intelligence
of LLMs. In particular, we examine whether LLM-based agents can perform efficient team formation.
Building upon MetaAgents, we simulated a text-based job fair, keeping the essential elements of
job fairs in the real-world scenario, such as communication, decision-making about interviews and
recruitment. MetaAgents differs from general frameworks like Sotopia [68] and AgentVerse [12]
by emphasizing persona-role alignment, which is crucial for forming effective teams. Additionally,
unlike the simulation of specific scenarios, such as NegotiationArena [7], it incorporates sequential
decision-making processes. MetaAgents allows us to assess the intelligence of LLM-based agents
in seeking capable agents and organizing agent teams, and explore the underlying patterns of
interpersonal decision-making in complex social settings.

3.1 MetaAgents Framework
To investigate the social abilities of LLM-based agents, we need a social simulation that closely
reflects the real-world scenario. Therefore, we introduce MetaAgents and explain why MetaA-
gents is a well-suited framework to explore agents’ social behaviors. MetaAgents is featured by
characters, contexts, interactions, and sequential decision-making.
Characters. Inspired from prior literature for role-playing simulation [41, 59], the design of
characters of MetaAgents include the following attributes that are essential for task-oriented
professional context: name, skills, professional experience, employment status, and tasks. We
manually author each character’s profile to mimic realistic professional scenarios. We start by
referencing relevant professional fields and analyzing job descriptions. We then synthesize and
simplify this information to ensure that the skills of agents match the intended roles. We also set
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the professional experiences of job-seeking agents to match the intended roles in our simulations.
To enhance diversity in actual job markets, we randomize the duration of their employment history
between one and five years. In addition, each character has a memory module. The memory module
mainly stores the character’s thoughts, interactions, and previous decisions, which enables rational,
evidence-based decision-making.
Contexts. Social contexts are crucial for ensuring that simulations are realistic. Contextual
information can shape individual behaviors, as human intelligence largely arises from social
experience, thus affecting decision-making [30? ]. Providing LLMs with contextual information
may elicit the internal knowledge of LLMs to make rational decisions. For example, contexts can
interplay with characters’ identities to specify tasks, thus making characters more equipped for
rational decision-making. The contexts for MetaAgents is centered on teaming and matching
processes that occur adaptively, interdependently, and dynamically towards common goals [18, 44].
This context guides the team assembly process, compelling characters to search for, identify, and
select optimal team members [20, 53]. “You are at a job fair” is an example of contextual information
we entered for LLM-based agents in a job fair setting. Job fair context, combined with the agent
identity of “human resources manager for a software company,” generates more task-oriented
thoughts like “my goal is to find individuals with strong technical skills and a collaborative mindset
to join our team.” Thus, contextual information enables LLM-based agents to behave with higher
believability.
Multi-turn Conversations. In MetaAgents, we consider multi-turn conversations between
characters as the primary form of social interaction. Conversations are designed to be dynamic
and context-aware, enabling characters to build upon previous dialogues. This approach not only
simulates real-life conversational flow but also allows for the development of more complex social
dynamics and relationships among characters. As characters engage in these conversations, they
may reveal more about their strengths, goals, and traits, enriching the simulation’s depth and
realism.
Sequential Decision-making. A representative feature of MetaAgents is its emphasis on
sequential decision-making. Characters are prompted to make a series of decisions, where each
choice influences subsequent behaviors and outcomes. This mimics real-life scenarios where
decisions are often interconnected and have lasting impacts. For instance, an interviewee’s choice of
whom to interview can affect the subsequent job offer decisions, and a manager’s hiring decisions
can shape the team’s dynamics and performance. This layer of complexity allows for a more
nuanced exploration of interpersonal decision-making processes and their consequences in social
interactions.

In the following sections, we present how we utilize MetaAgents to realize our research goals,
which includes investigating team assembly and skill matching among agents. We populate the
framework with characters, scenarios, and decision-making prompts. By doing so, we aim to create
a rich, interactive environment that mirrors the complexities and nuances of real-world social
interactions and decision-making processes.

3.2 Configuration - Agent Job Fair
We populated MetaAgents with two main types of LLM-based agents in the job fair: recruiting
agents and job-seeking agents. Each agent is encoded with a distinct persona as initial memory.
Their interactions are shaped by a mutual selection procedure, as illustrated in Figure 2. Job-seeking
agents begin by deciding which company/companies to interview according to the company’s
information. Should a job-seeking agent have an interest in a company, they initiate a conversation
with its recruiting agent. These discussions help recruiters gauge the abilities and skill sets of
potential candidates. After the conversation, recruiting agents retain relevant information in their
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memory. Once the job fair concludes, the recruiting agents formulate the workflow for the company,
assigning recruits to appropriate roles. The job-seeking agents then decide whether to accept the
job offer(s). We will discuss this arrangement in detail in subsection 3.3.

Recruitment Procedures

Job-seeking Agents

Recruiting Agents

…

…

Job-seeking Agents 
select companies

…

…

Participants 

Recruiting Agents interview 
Job-seeking Agents

Recruiting Agents recruit 
Job-seeking Agents

Fig. 2. The interactions between recruiting agents and job-seeking agents are shaped by a mutual selection

procedure.

We authored some keyword attributes as agents’ biography, including name, skills, current
employment status (e.g., working as [position name] in [company name] or seeking new job
opportunities), and tasks. We stored the biography corresponding to the agent’s initial memory.
Here is an example biography for an agent capable of a product manager role in a software company:

Biography of an Agent

Name: Yohan Henderson
Skills: software product management
Professional experience: two years of working experience as a product manager in a
software solution company
Employment Status: seeking new job opportunities
Tasks: Interview with employers, and identify a job that matches skills

We also wrote key attributes of companies in the job fair, introducing the companies’ types,
specialties, and missions. These introductory descriptions are accessible to job-seeking agents as
contextual information so that they can retrieve from their memories when having conversations.
For example, this is a description of a software company:

Description of Software Company

Company type: Software Company
Skills: Software product management
Specialty: Advanced software solutions
Mission: Deliver innovative and reliable software solutions.

3.3 Scenarios
Within the job fair context outlined in subsection 3.2, we now present four distinct scenarios
designed to investigate the team assembly behaviors of LLM-based agents. An example of a
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recruiting process in the job fair is included in Appendix A. To evaluate the proficiency of these
agents in assembling teams that align with their skills and achieve optimality, we adopted well-
established and widely accepted standard operation workflows as standard workflows, discussed
in subsection 3.4. We construct four scenarios with diverse difficulties to explore the patterns of
LLM-based agents’ decision-making. Scenario 1 is a simplified recruitment and matching case
involving one recruiting agent from a software development team and four job-seeking agents. All
four job-seeking agents have the necessary skills to contribute positively to the team. In Scenario 2,
the complexity of the setting increases with additional job-seeking agents. This redundant agent
lacks skills pertinent to the software development team. In Scenario 3, three recruiters endeavor to
assemble teams specializing in the fields of software development, data analysis, and advertising
poster design. Each job-seeking agent only interviews with one company. Scenario 4 is built upon
Scenario 3 while job-seeking agents could interview with an unlimited number of companies by
their choices. Below, we describe these scenarios in detail.

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 4Scenario 3

Recruiting 
Agents

= has redundant agents (noise)

Participating 
Companies 

SoftwareSoftwareSoftware

Data Analytics

Advertising Advertising

Data Analytics

Software

*
*

*

Fig. 3. Summary of Four Job Fair Scenarios.

3.3.1 Scenario 1. In the context of the job fair, we first present a basic recruitment case featuring
a single recruiting agent without the presence of any redundant job-seeking agents. We set a
recruiting agent named Tyler Zeller, who is a human resource manager in the software company. In
this case, Tyler aims to recruit a software development team to transform a preliminary concept
into a fully realized software product. Scenario 1 has one recruiting agent and four job-seeking
agents.

3.3.2 Scenario 2. In Scenario 1, all job-seeking agents possess skills critical for the success of
the envisioned software development team. This leads to a question: How does the recruiting
agent handle job-seeking agents lacking the qualifications needed for team contributions? Can the
recruiting agent effectively identify and select qualified job-seekers while concurrently filtering
out unsuitable candidates? If redundant agents were recruited, how would they respond to the
job offer? Scenario 2 aims to delve deeper into these facets of LLM-based agents’ behaviors. By
addressing these questions, we can discern patterns of decision-making of LLM-based agents.
Building on Scenario 1, Scenario 2 introduces an additional job-seeking agent into the job fair

simulation for a more nuanced exploration of the recruiting process. We add a redundant job-
seeking agent with the biography of a first-year undergraduate majoring in finance—a discipline
without immediate applicability to software development. Given that the recruiting agent focuses
exclusively on software development roles, the finance undergraduate is not a suitable candidate
for the available positions. In this Scenario, the challenge for recruiting agents increases because
they need to construct an effective workflow and manage team members for task completion,
and filter out job-seeking agents who do not align with the team’s objectives. This sheds light on
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whether LLMs can discern relevant from irrelevant information in the decision-making process,
an important aspect for evaluating the precision and adaptability of LLMs in tasks that require
high specificity, such as matching job candidates with job descriptions. Scenario 2 includes one
recruiting agent and five job-seeking agents.

3.3.3 Scenario 3. In the previous two scenarios, job-seeking agents are limited to a single em-
ployment option because of the presence of only one recruiting agent. Scenario 3 better mirrors a
real-world job fair environment, where we introduced three recruiting agents representing teams
specializing in different businesses so job-seeking agents can pick their preferred teams. In this
scenario, the recruiting agents intend to recruit separately a software development team, a data
analysis team, and an advertising poster design team. Ten job-seeking agents actively participate
in the job fair. This scenario increases the difficulty level for job-seeking agents since they need to
make decisions to pick companies aligned with their interests and skills, and make offer decisions.
To simplify, we minimized skills overlap among job-seeking agents so that there is only one optimal
candidate for a specific role in the team. The operational process for Scenario 3 is visualized in
Figure 2: job-seeking agents first pick their preferred companies to interview with. Subsequently,
after job-seeking agents finish their interviews with the recruiting agent(s), the recruiting agents are
responsible for determining the roster of recruited members and designing the workflow for their
teams. Job-seeking agents need to decide whether to accept a job offer. In Scenario 3, job-seeking
agents are restricted to selecting just one team for an interview. This scenario takes a step forward
from the previous two scenarios in investigating the job-seeking agents’ abilities to identify if they
are capable of a certain task. In other words, it assesses whether LLM-based agents are fully aware
of their persona and whether their behaviors are aligned with their settings. Scenario 3 includes
three recruiting agents and ten job-seeking agents.

3.3.4 Scenario 4. To evaluate the performance of LLM-based agents across different levels of
complexity, we construct more complex settings. Scenario 4 allows job-seeking agents to decide
which interview to attend by themselves, and they are not limited to interviews with a single
company. That is, each job-seeking agent can interview with one to three companies. This scenario
presents a more challenging environment for agents due to an increase in the total rounds of
interviews and more information within. This implies that recruiting agents must make recruitment
decisions from a larger pool of candidates. Scenario 4 includes one recruiting agent and ten job-
seeking agents.

3.4 Standard Workflow
Companies manage to enhance efficiency and ensure consistent productive outcomes through
adopting standard workflows in practice [52]. To this end, we expect teams of LLM-based agents to
collaborate in a similar manner. We now present the standard workflow of teams that recruiting
agents expect to recruit. Three teams are the software development team, the data analysis team,
and the advertising team. We summarized the workflow of each team in Table 1. These workflows
are well-accepted in practice, and we adopt them as the ground truth. We discuss these workflows
with the rationales in Appendix B.

3.5 Evaluation Approaches
To investigate the team assembly behaviors and evaluate the performance of LLM-based agents
in skill matching, we conduct both qualitative analysis and quantitative evaluations. To perform
qualitative analysis, we examine the generated texts of LLMs. Analyzing these accounts enables us
to understand LLM’s rationales, therefore elucidating how these agents make decisions in intricate
social contexts.
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Table 1. Standard workflow and personnel required for three teams at the job fair.

Team 1 Team 2 Team 3

Scenario 1, 2, 3, 4 3, 4 3, 4
Business Software Development Data Analysis Advertising

Standard Workflow

Designing
↓

Coding
↓

Testing
↓

Documenting

Data Acquisition & Cleaning
↓

Model Development
↓

Model Evaluation

Brief Creation
↓

Copywriting
↓

Graphic Design

Personnel Required

Project Manager
Programmer
Code Tester

Artistic Designer

Data Engineer
Data Scientist

Content Strategist
Copywriter

Graphic Designer

For quantitative analysis, we introduce two sets of metrics tailored to the respective decision-
making processes of recruiting and job-seeking agents. Specifically, we employ one set of metrics
for job-seeking agents and another for recruiting agents. The first set for job-seeking agents
aims to assess whether job-seeking agents can effectively identify companies where they can
make meaningful contributions. This includes their decisions to select appropriate companies for
interviews, providing insight into their capacity to make rational job choices. Formally, we define:

• Metric 1.1: Correct Identification of Companies for Interview. This metric assesses
whether job-seeking agents can accurately select companies that match their skills and
interests for interviews. This metric is calculated as the percentage of times for all job-seeking
agents making the correct decisions.

The second set of metrics is for recruiting agents. Given that we have standard workflows as
described in Section 3.4, each scenario has the correct answer for the optimal team composition and
the proper workflow. We provide rationales for the prerequisites for a successful team assembly
from the perspective of recruiting agents: 1) The team should operate cost-effectively. As a result,
it is critical to avoid recruiting agents who do not possess the skills to contribute to the teamwork.
2) successful collaboration requires the correct sequence for the workflow, as each team workflow
involves dependencies where the completion of steps relies on the completion of preceding steps.
Following the prerequisites for successful team coordination, we introduce three criteria to evaluate
the coordination behaviors.

• Metric 2.1: Accurate identification of capable job-seeking agents (Identification).

This metric evaluates whether recruiting agents could correctly identify agents with skills
necessary for the team. We evaluate this metric through list matching, wherein we compare
the list of recruited agents with the ground truth.

• Metric 2.2: Appropriate workflow design (Design). This metric pertains to the proper
workflow design for team projects. Due to the diversity of language generated by LLM, this
metric is evaluated by our research team. To illustrate, if the proposed workflow includes a
stage such as “software development” or “programming,” we equate these stages with the
coding phase in the standard workflow.
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• Metric 2.3: Correct assignment of agents with their roles (Assignment). This metric
assesses whether the agents could perform skill matching. The success of satisfying Metric
2.3 is defined as having capable agents assigned to their corresponding positions. It is worth
noting that the success rate for Metric 2.3 can be influenced by Metric 2.1 and 2.2. Failure to
include competent agents or omit phases in the workflow will inevitably lead to mismatches
between capable agents and their designated roles. However, an independent factor will also
affect Metric 2.3, which we callmisplacement, i.e., an agent meant for one phase is mistakenly
assigned to another. To ensure the reliability and consistency of the evaluation for Metric
2.3, we instructed our research team to assess it based on the successful cases of Metrics 2.1
and 2.2. The evaluation involves verifying whether each step in the workflow is occupied
by job-seeking agents who possess the necessary skills for their assigned roles. Metric 2.3 is
considered successful if all workflow steps have qualified agents.

4 Implementation.
Experiment Setup. In our experiments, we iterated each scenario 50 times to ensure the reliability
of the results. We use the OpenAI Python API with the gpt3.5-turbo-16k [37] version of the
ChatGPT model to perform our simulations. We set the temperature of ChatGPT to 0.5 to balance
the controlled generation and creativity for the conversation.
Memory. The memory module stores all relevant information of an agent, including contextual
information, initial thoughts, conversations, and previous decisions. Thememorymodule is essential
for rational decision-making, significantly influencing behavioral consistency. Park et al. [41]
proposed a scoring mechanism to rank memories based on their recency, relevance, and importance,
selectively fitting the top-ranked memories into LLMs’ context window. Our system diverges from
the Smallville sandbox environment, notably in its extensive conversations and the integral role
of conversations in decision-making. Therefore, a mere summary of conversation attempts risks
introducing errors due to inaccurate paraphrasing or omission of vital keywords. To overcome this
issue, MetaAgents introduces a memory retrieval mechanism to store conversational information,
which prompts LLMs to extract two categories of information: 1) Overarching theme and context
of the conversation, and 2) Important details. We configure agents to generate a hybrid of both
summary and highlighted terms within conversations. This mechanism ensures a more accurate
retrieval of memories, effectively feeding into the LLM’s context window and bolstering the
consistency of the reasoning process.
Prompt Design. For the remainder of this section, we introduce our implementation of job fair
simulation and prompt design. The prompt design follows the interactions and decision-making
processes shown in Figure 2. To improve the believability of agents’ behaviors, we connect the
contexts and characters by eliciting an initial thought of recruiting agents and job-seeking agents
before starting conversing with each other. This step helps agents to reflect on the contexts and
their identities, specifying their tasks. Then, job-seeking agents will be prompted with more detailed
contextual information in the job fair—descriptions of companies, and they will make decisions on
whether they would interview for the company. Once the interview decision is made, recruiting
and job-seeking agents engage in multi-turn conversation, which serves as the primary source
for recruiting agents to understand candidates’ expertise. Consequently, recruiting agents need to
make a series of decisions, including a list of recruitment and workflows, and they need to match
recruited agents with corresponding roles in the workflow. Job-seeking agents also need to decide
on whether to accept the offer(s).
Given that MetaAgents is a role-playing multi-agent framework, we construct the prompts

consisting of two parts: a universal header and an instruction-specific message. The header message
prompts LLMs to engage in role-playing:
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You are playing a role with the following biography: {biography}

Meanwhile, the instruction-specific prompts guide the LLMs through the situational context and
detailed instructions for the expected actions. These prompts aligned with the aforementioned
procedures for interactions and decision-making. Below is an illustrative example of a prompt
designed to start the conversation:

Here is your memory: {memory}.
You are in a job fair and engaged in a conversation with {interlocutor}.
Here is the conversation so far:{conversation}. What would you talk about?

We include the rest of the prompts in Appendix C.

5 Results
We evaluate and analyze the team assembly behaviors of LLM-based agents within the context
of the job fair. In this section, we first present the overall performance of LLM-based agents in
decision-making for team assembly. The overall success of skill matching and team assembly
requires agents to fulfill the criteria in all metrics discussed in Section 3.5. We then present a
comprehensive analysis of the results for each metric and interpretation.

5.1 Overall Success Rate
The overall success of team assembly requires agents to satisfy Metric 1.1, 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 in
Section 3.5. As shown in Figure 4, agents achieve an overall success rate of 64% in Scenario 1. It
suggests their proficiency in effectively retrieving information through communication and making
decisions that accurately match job-seeking agents with the appropriate workflows. The overall
success rate diminishes to 48% in Scenario 2. The decline in performance stems from introducing
a redundant job-seeking agent. In Scenario 3, the overall success rate drops to 12%, while agents
barely succeeded in Scenario 4. These results demonstrate that LLM-based agents are generally
capable of skill matching in an interactive job fair context with simple settings. However, they
encountered escalating challenges as the complexity of the job fair increased with the number
of participants. In the following, we analyze and discuss the patterns of their decision-making
behaviors.

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

64%64%

48%48%
44%

12%

2%

23%

50%
55% 56%

50%

21%

3.6%

100% 100%100%

0

72%

68%

96%

64%

96%

76%

Success Rate Metric 2.1 
Identification

Metric 1.1 Metric 2.2 
Design

Metric 2.3 
Alignment

Overall 

Fig. 4. Performance of LLM-based agents based on overall success rate and four metrics for team assembly.
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5.2 Agents decision-making does not always adhere to their identities.
Job-seeking agents’ decision-making and behaviors do not fully adhere to their personas. This is
demonstrated by job-seeking agents not always being rational in deciding which companies to
interview and which companies’ offers they would accept. This phenomenon is pronounced in
Scenario 3 when job-seeking agents are given three choices in choosing one company to interview
with; the correct cases only count for 44%, indicating that less than half of cases all agents find the
correct companies to interview with. The accuracy is slightly improved to 56% in Scenario 4, due
to more opportunities to interview, i.e., job-seeking agents can choose from multiple companies.
Despite improvement, the performance for Metric 1.1 is still surprisingly low, demonstrating that
the decision-making of job-seeking agents is not aligned with their persona. They fail to match
their background and skill sets with those of the companies.

5.3 Agents tend to boast their abilities.
We observe a dramatic performance degradation for recruiting agents in metric 2.1 in Scenario
2 compared to Scenario 1, and in Scenario 4 compared to 3. In Scenario 1 and 3, when recruiting
agents only interview relevant job-seeking agents, i.e., there are no redundant job-seeking agents
in the candidate pool, they did a good job in including all agents in the team. However, in scenarios
2 and 4, we specifically assess the capability of recruiting agents to deal with redundant agents
using Metric 2.1. In other words, recruiting agents must filter out agents with no relevant skills
from a large pool of candidates. We found that the success rate for accurately identifying capable
agents diminished significantly with increasing job fair participants. The performance on Metric
2.1 declines 22% from Scenario 1 to Scenario 2, and drops at a dramatic rate of 51.4% from Scenario
3 to Scenario 4.

To identify the problem, we calculate the confusion matrix about recruiting agents’ decisions in
Scenario 2 and Scenario 4, shown in Figure 5. The true positives are capable job-seeking agents who
are included by the recruiting agents, while the false negatives are the opposite. The False positives
are redundant job-seeking agents but are included by the recruiting agents, while true negatives
are capable job-seeking agents excluded by the recruiting agents. We see that for Scenario 2, false
positives are slightly more than the true negatives for the failure cases, indicating that recruiting
unneeded agents is a severe problem that impedes effective team assembly. However, in Scenario
4, when recruiting agents have substantially more job-seeking agents to choose from, the false
positives become a dominant error term. To dig deeper into this issue, we conduct a qualitative

Fig. 5. Confusion matrices of recruiting agents’ decisions in Scenario 2 (A) and Scenario 4 (B).

analysis of the agents’ interactions. We find a pattern that frequently occurs in the conversation
between the redundant job-seeking agent and the recruiting agent: while redundant job-seeking
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agents acknowledge that their background does not match with the company’s mission, they tend
to overemphasize their relevancy, or even boast their abilities that does not align with their persona.
This can be demonstrated from a representative segment in the conversation. Benjamin Williams,
who is set to be a redundant agent, expressed his pertinence when interviewing with a software
company:

Benjamin Williams: Yes, of course. While my major is in Finance, I do have
some experience and skills in software development. During my time as a
student, I took several computer science courses and completed projects
that involved coding and software development. Although my expertise lies
more in financial analysis, I believe that my understanding of programming
concepts and my ability to learn quickly would make me a valuable asset to
your software development team.

We observe that in the self-introduction, Benjamin only briefly mentioned his financial background,
which is his personal information. However, he highlighted his previous experience with software
development and computer science.
Another noteworthy problem in agents’ team assembly is misplacement, defined as assigning

capable agents with roles not suitable for them. For cases that identify capable agents, there are still
11.4% cases in Scenario 1 that fail to perform correct skill matching, i.e., misplacing capable agents
in the workflow. Conducting analysis included in Appendix D, we found a similar pattern that
agents at times deviated from their identity settings and had a tendency to exaggerate their skills.
We noticed this recurring pattern: job-seeking agents often express confidence in areas they should
not be familiar with based on their identity settings when they are queried. They tend to provide
positive responses, even if these contradict their pre-defined settings, leading to the problem of
misplacement.

5.4 Agents have Decent Knowledge in Proposing Correct Workflows.
We used Metric 2.1 to measure agents’ ability to propose correct workflows for teamwork. Across
all four scenarios, recruiting agents consistently proposed accurate workflows, suggesting an
understanding of decomposing a general task into sequential steps. 96% cases in Scenario 1 and
2 give the correct workflow to finish the task. As shown in Figure 6, slight errors may occur in
providing workflows with wrong orders or missing certain steps. We further include the results
for Metric 2.1 in Scenario 3 and Scenario 4 in Table 2. We see that the success rates for proposing
workflows in Scenario 3 are 96%, 81%, and 86% for different teams, these values are in 89%, 68%, and
93% Scenario 4. This indicates that the agents can generally propose tailored workflows for different
tasks. This result is within our expectation since we adopted a well-established workflow as the
ground truth, and it is likely that the relevant information is in the pre-trained dataset. Therefore,
LLM may have knowledge about what a standard and appropriate workflow is for certain tasks.

Fig. 6. Performance of Recruiting Agents for Metric 2.2 (workflow design) in Scenario 1 (A) and Scenario 2 (B)
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Table 2. Success rates for proposing correct workflows in Scenarios 3 and 4 for each team.

Team Scenario 3 (%) Scenario 4 (%)

Team 1 96 89
Team 2 81 68
Team 3 86 93

6 Discussion
Our findings revealed LLM-based agents’ abilities to perform skill matching in the social context.
However, we also observed repetitive patterns in failure cases that restrain agents from achieving
better performance in interpersonal decision-making. Therefore, in this section, we delve into these
issues and connect them with real-world scenarios. We further discuss potential applications and
future directions of MetaAgents.

6.1 Misalignment in LLMs
As described in our results in section 5, two issues came to our attention. First, as more job-seeking
agents joined the job fair, recruiting agents increasingly encountered difficulties in assembling
an accurate list of capable agents (Metric 2.1). They often included redundant agents whose skill
set did not align with the team’s requirements. A follow-up phenomenon is that these redundant
agents willingly accept the job offer for the majority of the time.
Upon investigating the conversation between recruiting agents and job-seeking agents, we

conclude that this problem stems from misalignment of LLMs, i.e., language models express unin-
tended behaviors [4, 8, 40], a persistent challenge in natural language generation. Our discussion
of misalignment diverges from the prevailing research focused on mitigating undesired text, such
as toxic and harmful words. In our context, misalignment refers to the behaviors of LLM-based
agents that do not align with the persona settings. Using an anthropomorphic language from [4],
we refer to the aspect of misalignment: language models are not always honest, indicating that
they fabricate information or their capabilities and levels of knowledge. This phenomenon might
be generalizable to all task-oriented contexts since LLM-based agents may also over-claim their
competencies when encountering tasks.

Meanwhile, the prominent issue in the LLM-based agents, i.e., misplacement, which stems from
misalignment of LLMs, can be viewed beyond the scope of artificial intelligence. Misplacement
in our simulation bears similarities with the phenomenon observed in human society. This phe-
nomenon is referred to skills mismatch, i.e., a discrepancy between the skills sought by employers
and the skills held by individuals [21, 34]. Skills mismatch negatively impacts the organization,
causing increased staff turnover, sub-optimal work organization, and a decline in productivity and
competitiveness [39]. In this regard, we observe an interesting resemblance between human society
and the complex simulated environment.

6.2 Generalizability of MetaAgents
MetaAgents is a highly versatile framework and can be applied in various scenarios where
team dynamics, interpersonal communication, and decision-making are critical. It can be adapted
to scenarios beyond job fairs, with its capacity to simulate teaming-related and interpersonal
interactions along with detailed contextual information, such as scholar collaboration-seeking
sessions, roommatematchups, and business networking events. Take a scholar collaboration-seeking
session as an example; we can populate MetaAgents with agents who seek collaborators. Potential
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collaborators have detailed profiles containing key attributes such as personality traits, research
interests, educational backgrounds, and past research experiences. These attributes are stored in
the agent’s memory. Through multi-turn conversations, agents can assess potential collaborators,
exploring common research interests and the possibility of cooperation. In this context, decision-
making involves determining whether to initiate discussions with potential collaborators and
whether to commit to a collaboration after these discussions. This type of simulation, which
provides more context than simple keyword matching, could be potentially useful for addressing
unforeseen problems and fostering creativity.
MetaAgents demonstrates the potential of LLMs in organizational strategies for teaming

and collaboration. Through simulating interactions among various stakeholders in scenarios like
networking events, MetaAgents enables social event organizers and team leaders to anticipate
potential challenges and opportunities. This foresight facilitates improved event planning and the
development of more effective collaborative tools and processes.

6.3 Bridging Virtual Agents to Real-World Implications: Insights and Applications
Drawing from our observations of LLM-based agents, we ask one open-ended question—how do
MetaAgents, rooted in the virtual realm, offers insights into tangible real-world challenges? Our
goal is to start conversations in this emerging research field. Below, we provide our reflections on
this matter.
Mitigating Skills Mismatch. The problem of “misplacement” observed in the agents mirrors the
real-world scenario of “skills mismatch” [21]. By understanding the computational models behind
why agents tend to exaggerate or misrepresent their abilities, we could potentially develop better
diagnostic tools or interventions to address similar discrepancies in real-world hiring practices.
This simulation serves as a platform to test and validate these tools. In addition, by translating
the patterns and insights drawn from the LLM-based agents’ interactions into practical strategies,
businesses can develop data-backed approaches for recruitment, training, and team assembly, and
may streamline real-world workflows. For instance, MetaAgents could help organizations train
employers to enhance matching skills in the job market. By simulating various hiring scenarios
within MetaAgents, employers could practice identifying and rectifying mismatches between job
descriptions and candidate skills. This hands-on experience in a simulated environment enables
employers to improve their recruitment efficacy and allows human resource professionals to
experiment with different assessment techniques and decision-making processes. Furthermore,
by recreating specific challenges in MetaAgents, such as the issue of placing agents in roles
that do not match their skills, researchers can test solutions in a controlled environment. Once
a viable solution is identified, it can be translated into actionable strategies in the real world,
potentially reducing costs and increasing organizational efficiency. Devising algorithms that can
detect such exaggerations can be augmented to human resources tech solutions to better screen
candidates [10, 47].
Improving Decision-Making for Teaming. MetaAgents simulates the formation of teams
based on interpersonal interactions, which contributes to CSCW by offering the potential to
optimize team composition and workflow, a crucial topic of CSCW [45, 48]. MetaAgents holds
significant implications for designing more effective cooperative tools and systems that enhance
efficiency in teaming-related environments, such as academic collaboration seeking and business
networking sessions. For example, MetaAgents can be populated with agents possessing distinct
personalities and simulate diverse interactions among different personalities. This approach offers
valuable insights into how individuals with certain attributes may harmonize with others, or
can form collaborations. This simulation provides a new perspective distinct from conventional
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keyword matching, which often lacks sufficient contextual information for informed decision-
making. MetaAgents helps understand how automated agents can support human decision-making
by enabling humans to test different communication strategies. It allows individuals to participate as
agents, experimenting with tactics to achieve their goals within a simulated environment. This setup
also facilitates the study of human-agent interaction and the design of more effective human-AI
hybrid teams.
Human Behavior Insights. Banovic et al. [5] suggested that the ability to model human behaviors
can provide insights into these behaviors and allow technology to assist human beings in rectifying
undesirable habits and other inefficient practices. In addition, social simulation can aid psychological
research by elucidating the intricate interplay between social factors and individual behaviors [51].
For instance, the propensity of LLM-based agents to overstate their abilities can shed light on
human psychology and behavior. It nudges us to question why humans might also feel the need
to embellish their credentials. Is it societal pressure? Competition? By exploring these behavioral
aspects computationally, social scientists and psychologists can refine their hypotheses or design
more targeted studies.

6.4 Future Work and Limitations
Scaling Up. MetaAgents offers a realistic interactive backdrop and a task-driven framework.
However, the substantial costs of ChatGPT inference contained our ability to widen the period and
the agent count in this setting. In our current setup, the simulation spans a few minutes of events.
Future research can aim at longer simulations, potentially spanning hours or days. Observing
agents over such extended periods in a wider context would enable researchers to glean insights
into emergent behaviors and societal dynamics, thus gaining a more thorough understanding of
agent evolution and their social behaviors. Furthermore, our character setup is relatively basic,
encompassing two types of agent role: recruiting agent and job-seeking agent, and their personas
are only a few attributes. Future work could incorporate various agent types and simulate more
complex social dynamics with larger populations to better reflect real-world complexities.
Elevating Complexity. In our job fair simulation, we assigned LLM-based agents with practical
yet foundational tasks, such as engaging in conversation and assembling a team. Moving forward,
we believe it is crucial to utilize more powerful LLMs to ensure enhanced alignment and a wider
knowledge base for sophisticated task coordination. Additionally, rather than pre-defining agent
aims, LLM-based agents should evolve towards autonomously conceiving, revising, and adapting
their goals in line with how humans orient towards objectives. Exploring the multifaceted aspira-
tions of an agent, including short-term and long-term goals, and individual and collective goals,
is another promising avenue. For example, one interesting aspect to study would be LLM-based
agent behaviors in collaboration or competition.
Enriching Evaluation.We assessed agents’ capacities in performing teaming with our underlying
belief that evaluating LLMs in a social context is equally important as evaluating their abilities in
single tasks. We acknowledge potential issues with the current evaluation, including the limitations
of a static evaluation approach and the subjectivity of ground-truth labels. Future studies might
shift beyond a mere static evaluation and explore the intelligence of LLMs in a simulated society,
such as the efficacy of communication or other psychological dimensions (e.g., theory of mind [46]).
At the same time, the evaluation can involve human judgment for more accuracy evaluation. As the
temporal scale of these simulated societies expands, it is intriguing to examine how these aspects
of intelligence evolve with interactions with the environment.
Improving Ecological Validity. Ecological validity, which refers to the extent to which findings
can be generalized to naturally occurring scenarios [13], remains a challenge for LLM-based
applications. Laban et al. [29] and Cui et al. [50] investigated ecological validity in chatbot designs.
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They advocated for designing chatbot interfaces that adhere to familiar user interface conventions,
ensuring that they accurately reflect real-world chatbot usage scenarios and user experiences. For
our virtual simulations, enhancing the ecological validity involves additional design considerations
that may require support from real-world data and domain expertise. We suggest future work to
compare the results of our simulations with historical data or parallel real-world experiments. This
will help validate our results and adjust our models to better reflect the observed behaviors in real-
world situations. Additionally, another future thread of work can incorporate elements from real
interactions into the simulation, such as anonymized data from actual job postings and recruitment
processes, to create a more authentic experience and response from the LLM-based agents. The
comprehensive validation of a virtual framework like MetaAgents would entail expertise from
various domains, such as human resources, communications, and management science.

6.5 Ethical Considerations
MetaAgents, while providing a new possibility for LLM-based agents, also raises ethical concerns.
The first concern is the trustworthiness issues, such as fairness, transparency, and accountability [26].
LLMs may generate undesired output, such as gender stereotypes and harmful opinions, which
may be amplified through interactions in multi-agent settings. According to Acerbi et al. [1], LLMs
generate gender stereotypes, biologically counter-intuitive and negative contents, leading to fairness
problems. Recent research finds that assigning personas to LLMs would significantly increase the
toxicity of text generation, including discriminatory stereotypes, harmful conversations, and hurtful
opinions [14]. Further, the “black-box” nature of LLMs in simulation hinders transparency, which
makes it challenging to understand how agents make decisions. This lack of transparency also
raises accountability issues, as it becomes difficult to determine who holds responsibility for the
agents’ decisions and their potential consequences. These concerns could be mitigated through the
development of LLMs with better alignment [40]. We also suggest that users employ MetaAgents
with care, preventing malicious exploitation and maintaining adherence to human ethics.

Another concern is over-reliance, where people might overly depend on this virtual simulation,
potentially marginalizing human roles [41, 42]. Although MetaAgents can serve as a source of
information and inspiration for event design, it is crucial to recognize that they do not provide the
definitive evidence necessary for informed decision-making. Ideally, MetaAgents should act as a
tool to prototype and brainstorm ideas in the initial stages of human interaction design, particularly
when assembling participants is impractical or when exploring hypotheses that are too complex or
costly for actual human participation. At the same time, users should critically evaluate the output
of LLMs, integrating it with empirical data and human expertise to ensure comprehensive and
reliable solutions. These guidelines ensure that the use of MetaAgents is both ethical and socially
responsible.

7 Conclusion
In this paper, we introduced MetaAgents, a social simulation framework populated with LLM-
based agents for social interactions and interpersonal decision-making. In particular, we employed
MetaAgents framework to simulate teaming behaviors and studied the social behaviors and
intelligence of LLM-based agents. We used the job fair as a study case and evaluated agents’
capabilities in teaming, which is a prerequisite for multi-agent collaboration. Our findings indicate
that agents exhibit decent ability in proposing task workflows while encountering challenges in
forming efficient teams as the complexity of the scenarios increases. We also discovered patterns
in LLM-based agents’ behaviors, such as dishonesty, that undermine their performance in team
assembly. We concluded by discussing the implications of MetaAgents for the CSCW community
and real-world applications, highlighting its potential for understanding social behaviors.
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A Example Teaming Process
In this section, we provide an example of a recruiting and matching process. Starting with initial
goals and biographies, agents came together at the job fair venue. Over time, their behaviors
developed as they interacted, reflected on past experiences, formed memories, and made decisions.
We demonstrate team assembly behaviors of agents by tracing our system output from the beginning
of the job fair to the conclusion of the agent Tyler Zeller, the human resource manager of software
development company.

Before engaging in conversations, Tyler brought up his initial plan, outlining his expectation for
the team:

Here are the initial thoughts: I am excited to be at the job fair and have the opportunity to

recruit a software development team for our new software product. I am looking forward

to meeting talented candidates who are passionate about delivering innovative and reliable

software solutions.My goal is to find individuals with strong technical skills and a collaborative

mindset to join our team. I will be assessing their experience, skills, and cultural fit to ensure

we build a high-performing and cohesive team. Let’s get started!

This initial thought specifies goals, which is a preliminary step to transform a rough idea to
actionable steps. With this plan in mind, he initialized the conversation when he saw a potential
candidate approaching him:

Tyler Zeller: Hello, my name is Tyler Zeller. I am the Human Resources Manager at our

software development company. I noticed your interest in our company and wanted to have

a conversation with you about the opportunity to join our software development team. Can

you please tell me a bit about your experience and skills in software development?

Yohan Henderson: I’m Yohan Henderson. I have two years of experience as a product man-

ager in a software solution company. During my time there, I was responsible for overseeing

the development and launch of multiple software products. I have a strong understanding of

the software development lifecycle and have worked closely with cross-functional teams to

ensure the successful delivery of projects. Additionally, I have experience in software product

management, where I have conducted market research, gathered customer feedback, and

prioritized features for product development. I believe my background and skills make me a

strong candidate for a role in your software development team.

...

After the conversation with Yohan, Tyler made the following reflection:
During my conversation with Yohan Henderson, I was impressed by his strong background

in product design, strategic planning, and project management. His skills and experience

align perfectly with our mission. I believe he would make a significant contribution to our

current project, which focuses on optimizing data analysis for businesses. Yohan’s experience

in managing projects from inception to completion and ensuring seamless integration with

existing systems would ensure the successful delivery of a high-quality user experience and

reliable data insights. I look forward to working with Yohan and harnessing technology for

transformative impact.

This reflection after the conversation helped Tyler better evaluate the current situation and how he
can proceed with the goal. He continued to speak with a fewmore candidates, collecting information
to match them with appropriate roles on his team.
Finally, Tyler Zeller determined a team of agents he would like to recruit, and designed the

workflow for the software development team outlined below: (1) Brainstorm and ideation, (2) Design
and prototyping, (3) Software development (4) Quality assurance and testing and (5) User manual
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and documentation. The workflow proposed by Tyler aligns with the standard waterfall model for
software development. In the proposed workflow, stages (1) and (2) correspond to the designing
phase in the waterfall model; stage (3) corresponds to the coding phase; stage (4) aligns with the
testing phase; and stage (5) matches the documenting phase. Tyler assigned capable candidates to
their respective roles. Moreover, to promote brainstorming and discussions, he adeptly incorporated
the team leader and project manager into stages (1) and (2) of the process.

B Standard Workflow
For the software development team, to ensure the prospective software development team’s effec-
tiveness, we adopt a ground truth workflow analogous to that described in Chatdev [43], which
adheres to the waterfall model of software development. This model consists of four sequential
phases: designing, coding, testing, and documenting [6], as detailed in Table 1. The Design phase
focuses on ideation and the translation of general ideas into technical design requirements. Dur-
ing the Coding phase, team members engage in code development and code review. The testing
phase involves integrating all components into a cohesive system, followed by code validation
and debugging activities. Lastly, the documentation phase encompasses the creation of technical
specifications and user manuals. In operationalizing this software development cycle, we assign
four key roles: product manager, programmer, code tester, and interface designer. We allocate a
distinct agent to each role, representing them as highly qualified candidates for their respective
positions. Upon the completion of all dialogic interactions, the recruiting agent is expected to
formalize a workflow that aligns with the waterfall model, assigning candidates to their designated
roles accordingly.
Next, we present the standard workflows of the data analysis team. A data analysis project

includes: data acquisition and cleaning, model development, and model evaluation [36, 55, 65]. First,
data acquisition encompasses gathering relevant data, and formatting and cleaning it. Following this,
model development phase uses data from the last step and trains algorithms. This is succeeded by
model evaluation, a phase dedicated to validating the model’s validity and its ability to generalize
beyond the training data. To ensure efficient delegation, the data engineer is assigned to data
acquisition and cleaning, while the data scientist is responsible for model development, and model
evaluation.

The advertising poster design team follows a streamlined creative content generation workflow
as the ground truth: brief creating, copywriting, and graphic design [35]. The brief creating phase
defines the poster’s objectives, target audience, and stylistic preferences. The copywriting phase
involves drafting and refining the text elements. Lastly, graphic design entails developing the visual
layout and overall aesthetics. The corresponding roles for this workflow are content strategists,
copywriters, and graphic designers.

C Prompt Design
This section provides detailed information on prompt design. Note that different identities (recruit-
ing agents or job-seeking agents in our job fair case) have similar yet slightly distinct prompts. The
green boxes contain prompts for recruiting agents, the blue boxes include prompts for job-seeking
agents, while the black boxes contain prompts for both types of agents.
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Initial thoughts prompt (recruiting agents)

You are playing a role with the following biography: {biography}.
Here is the description for your company: {company_description}.
You are in a job fair, what are your initial thoughts?

Initial decisions prompt (job-seeking agents)

You are playing a role with the following biography: {biography}.
You are in a job fair. Here are the descriptions of companies that you can interview
with: {company_descriptions}.
Please give your response using the following format:
Company:__
Rationale:__

Conversation starter prompt (recruiting agents)

You are playing a role with the following biography: {biography}.
You are in a job fair with your initial thoughts: {initial_thoughts}.
How would you start the conversation with the candidates?

Conversation prompt

You are playing a role with the following biography: {biography}.
Here is your memory: {memory}
You are in a job fair and engaged in a conversation with {interlocutor}. Here is
the conversation so far:{conversation}. What would you talk about?

Summarizing prompt

Summarize the following conversation while keeping important details.
Here is the conversation: {conversation}

Recruiting decision prompt (recruiting agents)

You are playing a role with the following biography: {biography}.
Here is the description for your company: {company_description}.
You have finished interviews in the job fair. Here is your thoughts and conversation
summaries: {memory}. Initiate your recruitment process by selecting candidates to
create a streamlined and efficient team structure that guarantees the project’s
successful execution. List the names of individuals. Subsequently, outline a
concise, general workflow for the team, detailing the minimal steps from initiation
to completion. Include a brief rationale for workload allocation, specifying why
each person is assigned to particular stages of the workflow.
Please give your response using the following format:
List:__
Workflow:__
Rationale:__
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Offer decisions prompt (job-seeking agents)

You are playing a role with the following biography: {biography}.
You received an offer from the following company with the description:
{company_description}.
Here is your memory: {memory}.
Based on your conversation with recruiters and company’s description, your task is
to decide whether to accept the offer. If you think your expertise does not fit the
company, then respond “No”; otherwise respond the company type and your rationale.

D Analysis of a Misplacement Case
Misplacement problem reveals that LLM-based agents are sometimes not honest about their capa-
bilities. For example, agent George has skill sets in “software evaluation, quality assessment" and
has the background: “five years’ of experience in implementing comprehensive programming test
procedures and software quality assurence in a tech company” He had the following conversation
with the recruiting agent Tyler:

...
Tyler Zeller:We are also looking for individuals who have a strong understanding of user

experience and interface design. Do you have any experience or knowledge in UX/UI design?

George Holloway: Yes, I have some experience and knowledge in UX/UI design. While it is

not my primary area of expertise, I have worked on projects where I collaborated with UX/UI

designers to ensure that the software interfaces were intuitive and user-friendly. I understand

the importance of creating a seamless user experience and I am always eager to learn and

improve in this area. I believe my strong analytical skills and attention to detail would be

valuable in contributing to the user experience and interface design at the software company.

...
By “boasting” his past experience, George convinced Tyler of his proficiency in UX/UI design.
Consequently, the human resource manager assigned him to the designing phase of the workflow,
entrusting himwith the responsibility of enhancing the user experience. We found this conversation
representative as we examined the failure cases of agents in task-oriented coordination.

E Supplemental Results
E.1 Scenario 1
Scenario 1 is a simplified job fair, featuring a recruiting agent and four job-seeking agents at the job
fair. The recruiting agent endeavored to assemble a software development team. All four job-seeking
agents at the job fair had the necessary skills for the success of the software development team. This
scenario is simple for both job-seeking agents and recruiting agents in terms of decision-making.
All job-seeking agents select the correct company, i.e., the software company, since it is the only
option. The high values for Metric 1.1 and Metric 1.2 are expected due to the only option available.
The recruiting agents achieved 72% for Metric 2.1, which is the correct identification of capable
agents. They have a remarkable performance in proposing the workflow for the team, yielding 96%
for Metric 2.2. In addition, 64% cases in Scenario 1 have the correct match of agents with workflows.

E.2 Scenario 2
Scenario 2 is a slightly more complicated context built upon Scenario 1. It has one additional
job-seeking agent, whose skill set does not match the company’s requirement. Consequently, the
ideal team composition and workflow remain identical to Scenario 1. The result for Metric 1.1 is still
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100% for job-seeking agents, as the software company is still their only option. For recruiting agents,
the performance for Metric 2.1 drops to 50% due to the redundant job-seeking agents. This suggests
that the additional job-seeking agent creates confusion for the recruiting agent, complicating the
task of assembling the optimal team. The reasons behind this decline this explained in section 5.3.
This redundant agent does not affect recruiting agents’ capability in proposing the workflow. In
addition, recruiting agents obtain 76% for Metric 2.3. The better performance for Metric 2.3 in
Scenario 2 compared to Scenario 1 can be explained as follows. The performance of Metric 2.3
is influenced by the performance of Metric 2.1. To elucidate, Specifically, the success of Metric
2.3 relies on the inclusion of qualified job-seeking agents. In Scenario 1, the failures in Metric 2.1,
attributed to the absence of qualified agents, directly impacted the results for Metric 2.3. However,
in Scenario 2, we found that a majority of failure cases for Metric 2.1 are due to including redundant
agents, while having all qualified agents in the list. Therefore, The possibility of correctly assigning
these qualified agents to appropriate workflow steps in Scenario 2 is higher than in Scenario 1,
leading to better performance for Metric 2.3.

E.3 Scenario 3
Scenario 3 introduces three recruiting agents: human resources managers for the software company,
data analytics company, and advertising company. Each team from the corresponding company has
its workflow tailored to specific business goals. Scenario 3 poses challenges to job-seeking agents
by providing them with these three company options but requires them to select only one team
to interview with. Only 44% cases that all job-seeking agents correctly identify the company that
matches their personas. Following these cases, three recruiting agents successfully made 55% in
correctly identifying suitable job-seeking agents. This rate is surprisingly low given that in this
scenario, job-seeking agents making correct decisions for interviews guarantee that recruiting
agents only interview pertinent agents, i.e., there are no redundant agents in the system. In this
setting, matching roles in the workflow with the pertinent agents (Metric 2.3) is still the most
challenging task, with a success rate of 23%.

E.4 Scenario 4
Scenario 4 has the same agents as Scenario 3, while job-seeking agents have the flexibility to
interview with 1 to 3 teams at the job fair. Given this configuration, it is easier for job-seeking
agents to include the matched company in their interview list. The job-seeking agents give 56%
cases for correct identification of companies. However, it becomes more challenging for recruiting
agents, since they have to decide from a larger number of candidates. In this scenario, agents
struggle to assemble efficient teams to accomplish projects. The accuracy in identifying suitable job-
seeking agents, as per Metric 2.1, was particularly low, yielding a success rate of 3.6%. Identifying
capable agents while filtering redundant agents becomes the most challenging task for agents’ team
assembly. Proposing correct workflows is still the task agents perform the best, with a success rate
of 50% for Metric 2.2. The performance over the correct alignment of agents with their roles also
declined to 21%. Scenario 4 demonstrates that recruiting agents experienced severe performance
degradation when there were more redundant agents at the job fair, reflecting their limitations in
skill matching tasks.
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