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Figure 1: Co-ML tablet app for collaborative MLmodel building. Using Co-ML, multiple users contribute data to a shared dataset
and work together to train and test their own image classifiers.

ABSTRACT
Existing novice-friendly machine learning (ML) modeling tools
center around a solo user experience, where a single user collects
only their own data to build a model. However, solo modeling ex-
periences limit valuable opportunities for encountering alternative
ideas and approaches that can arise when learners work together;
consequently, it often precludes encountering critical issues in ML
around data representation and diversity that can surface when
different perspectives are manifested in a group-constructed data
set. To address this issue, we created Co-ML – a tablet-based app
for learners to collaboratively build ML image classifiers through
an end-to-end, iterative model-building process. In this paper, we
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illustrate the feasibility and potential richness of collaborative mod-
eling by presenting an in-depth case study of a family (two children
11 and 14-years-old working with their parents) using Co-ML in a
facilitated introductory ML activity at home. We share the Co-ML
system design and contribute a discussion of how using Co-ML in
a collaborative activity enabled beginners to collectively engage
with dataset design considerations underrepresented in prior work
such as data diversity, class imbalance, and data quality. We discuss
how a distributed collaborative process, in which individuals can
take on different model-building responsibilities, provides a rich
context for children and adults to learn ML dataset design.
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1 INTRODUCTION
A pressing issue in ML today is the design of responsible AI systems
that minimizes bias and works well in diverse contexts. Responsible
ML systems require rich, varied data representative of the range
of scenarios in which a model may be applied. A lack of balanced
datasets has enormous public consequences, such as systems that
do not account for differences in skintone and gender [12] or are
grounded in historical data with embedded inequalities, and in
turn reproduce those inequalities [19, 32]. Teaching best practices
for creating balanced datasets is an essential first step towards
promoting critical conversations and education about ML systems.
Yet with K-12 ML education being relatively nascent [37], best
practices for teaching dataset design are still unestablished, and
research is needed on how these ideas can be embedded into ML
learning experiences and tools for beginners.

Existing ML modeling tools for novices like Teachable Machine
[13] limit opportunities for encountering dataset diversity issues
because they center around a solo modeling experience, where a
single user typically collects data and tests models using only their
own data. Solo experiences can result in imbalanced datasets or
otherwise reflect an individual’s own perspective or unconscious bi-
ases. In contrast, we posit that a collaborative modeling experience,
in which multiple people contribute to data collection and model
testing, can facilitate the creation of balanced datasets representing
multiple points of view.

To understand the role collaboration can play in learning bal-
anced dataset design, we developed Co-ML, a tablet-based app for
groups to build image classifiers. With Co-ML, groups decide on
items for their classifier to recognize, and individuals collectively
add to a shared dataset by adding images from their own devices.
They then work together to train an MLmodel, test its performance,
and iterate on their model by refining the underlying data.

In this paper, we describe how we designed Co-ML to support
collaborative model building and promote good dataset design prac-
tices, via features like a shared dashboard for reviewing data, an
interface for adding and evaluating test data, as well as a game
that engages users in playfully and systematically testing model
performance. We designed a 2-hour facilitated activity for families
to build ML models with Co-ML using everyday items at home. To
illustrate the affordances of the collaborative modeling experience
and the ML dataset design ideas users encountered, we share an
in-depth case study of a single family (mother and father working
alongside their two sons, ages 11 and 14-years old) using Co-ML.
Through this case study, we report on how the collaborative mod-
eling experience supported by Co-ML provided a rich context to
discuss, debate, and test theories about factors in dataset design
critical to model performance.

2 RELATEDWORK
We begin with a background on ML concepts and practices that
underlie model building and are central to how models are created
with Co-ML. Next, we summarize related work on AI literacy for

children and collaborative social learning, highlighting opportu-
nities for collaborative model building to support education on
dataset design best practices.

2.1 ML Model Building
Machine Learning is a type of AI in which computers detect patterns
in data to make useful predictions. Image classifiers are a type of ML
model that classifies unseen data such as images into predetermined
classes or labels, based upon those learned patterns. In supervised
ML, classifiers are first trained on human-labeled data (training
data) using one of many possible underlying algorithms. The result
of training is a model that takes input (new data) and returns an
output (a classification of what the new data is). When training a
model, an algorithm detects a set of features, or characteristics of the
data, to distinguish between labels; then when testing a classifier
on new data, the model returns a probability distribution for its
confidence in associating a given label with each element of the
new data. For example, to build an ML classifier to identify fruits, a
model would consist of labels for each type of fruit (e.g., banana,
orange, and pear). Training data would consist of samples, or images
of each fruit labelled with the type of fruit pictured. Collecting these
images is a process called data collection. When testing the model
(model testing), human modeler(s) assess how accurately the model
classifies new data.

A substantial part of the ML model-building pipeline focuses on
data, including its collection, cleaning, and analysis. It is often easier
to improve model performance by iterating on data, such as adding
more samples, rather than tweaking model architecture or algo-
rithms [23]. When constructing quality datasets, ML practitioners
need to consider how representative the data is (that it accurately re-
flects characteristics of the labels), how diverse it is (that it presents
a variety of use cases and contexts), and how balanced it is (ideally,
the distribution of samples across labels is roughly equal). Model
failures often result from data challenges. For example, commer-
cial facial recognition algorithms that worked poorly for people of
color [12], an issue known as class imbalance. Having many users
collecting data often contributes to more diverse datasets [24] that
can match a range of real-world use cases [5]. Taking the same
fruit classifier example, model designers might consider distinct
features that distinguish labels, including representations such as
color and shape. Data diversity might entail capturing fruit in dif-
ferent lighting conditions (indoor or outdoor), states (whole or cut),
and camera angles (such as top-down or side views). If any images
are found to be unrepresentative (such as being blurry or otherwise
low quality, or being mislabeled), they can be removed or edited,
a process referred to as quality control. The dataset should have
relatively equal number of samples of banana, oranges, and pears to
avoid issues caused by class imbalance. Integrating dataset design
practices into introductory ML experiences has the potential to pre-
pare learners to understand pitfalls of biased models and ultimately
inform their understanding of responsible ML design.

2.2 AI Literacy for Youth
AI4K12 [37] is one of several efforts [26, 28, 45] to identify K-12
AI learning goals. AI4K12 has outlined a set of big ideas around
ML, ranging from how computers perceive the world, how they
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represent data, and how they learn from data. While dataset design
is one component of their framework (including helping learners
examine features of training data, identify potential sources of bias,
and understand how to properly balance datasets), more research is
needed about how best to support youth learning these practices.

A growing set of tools enable youth to play with off-the-shelf
AI services [16, 25] or even build models from scratch by collecting
their own data and training a model (typically using visual pro-
gramming or no-code options [39]). Existing model-building tools
for youth enable capturing physical activity [1, 47, 48] and building
interactive toys that respond to custom gestures [38]. Teachable
Machine[13] (inspired by Wekinator [20]) supports beginners more
broadly, with building ML models on the web and testing them in
real time via a live classification interface.

However, a limitation of existing tools is that they center around
solo model building, with limited opportunity to encounter dataset
design issues such as a lack of diversity. This is because with ex-
isting tools, beginners largely build models that only work for
themselves, using only their own data; this may lead to biased data
and inaccurate model performance metrics since the ways a model
is tested represent a single point of view. The value of different
perspectives in model building has been demonstrated in an evalua-
tion of Teachable Machine in which youth exchanged models with
their peers, helping them identify limitations in how their model
can work for others [18]. With growing public discourse around
bias in AI systems, curricula have been developed to expose ethical
concerns to young people [33, 41]. Creating tools that aid begin-
ners in building balanced, diverse datasets is critical to support
young people interpreting limitations of existing ML systems and
empowering them to build ethical ML systems in the future; we
believe that a collaborative tool in which multiple viewpoints are
represented in the data can be especially fruitful towards this end.

2.3 Social & Family Learning
The value of social learning, where individuals have the opportu-
nity to learn with and from peers, is substantiated by decades of
work in social psychology and child development. Our work is in-
spired by the foundational socio-constructivst idea that knowledge
stems from socially mediated interactions [40] in which collabora-
tion supports the construction of knowledge through conversation
and shared action, with learners interpreting information and us-
ing evidence to draw new conclusions collectively [11] and make
arguments and explanations to one another [9, 35].

Parents can play critical roles in fostering their children’s in-
terests and skill development in technology. Previous work has
identified a range of roles parents take on, including project collab-
orator (working directly with their children) and learning broker
(identifying resources for children to use) [6, 34]. Activities that
support fluent participation and flexible roles adaptive to a family’s
personal styles and learning agendas are valuable in a variety of
contexts, including at-home enrichment [6], workshops and camps
[27, 34], and museums [46]. Regardless of their technical fluency,
parents can support their children’s learning through mediation
strategies like posing questions and drawing attention [46]. In pro-
gramming activities, parent-child pairs have been found to produce

more “compact and well-structured” code with fewer errors com-
pared to children working alone; additionally, children reflected on
their solutions more when working alongside a parent [27].

Early work on families learning about AI has examined how
families engage with concepts like semantic networks using paper-
based games [29, 30], studied how families interpret AI technologies
like voice assistants [8], and looked at the roles parents can play in
facilitating children learning about AI [17]. A distinction between
the contributions of our research and prior work is that we center
families learning AI through an experience where novices build
functioning ML models together by iterating on the underlying
dataset, empowering beginners to wrestle with ML dataset design
issues firsthand. Thus, our focus is not on how families interact with
existing production ML systems and how they believe they work,
but rather how they go about building ML systems themselves and
develop understandings of the role dataset diversity, features, and
class balance work in how ML systems make decisions.

3 CO-ML SYSTEM
The Co-ML iPad app supports collaborative ML model-building
through an end-to-end iterative workflow consisting of defining
an ontology of labels for their classifier to identify, collecting
and reviewing training data by taking photos on the tablet, train-
ing a model on device, testing the model on new data, evaluat-
ing the model by playing an in-app game, and iterating on the
model by revising the underlying dataset.

We begin our design of Co-ML with image classification because
of the interpretability and support for visual inspection compared
to other modalities [10]. Modalities like sound may also be diffi-
cult to support in a co-located collaborative experience because
of interference when multiple people speak simultaneously. Co-
ML is optimized for tablets because the mobility of tablets reduces
friction for collecting data in the wild (compared to laptops) while
their larger screen size (compared to phones) can better support
review and inspection of data. Computationally, tablets are pow-
erful enough to generate and test ML models using small datasets
(hundreds to thousands of images).

3.1 Defining an Ontology of Labels
First, users define a set of labels, or classes of objects a user wants
the classifier to tell apart. Labels can be modified over time. In our
example project used throughout this section, the labels are Banana,
Orange, and Pear.

3.2 Collecting and Reviewing Training Data
Tapping a label name opens a camera interface for collecting la-
belled photographs (Figure 2). Existing data for a given label are
displayed alongside the camera to support users adding new images.
The relative sample count for each label is displayed alongside the
label name to enable quick inspection of class balance. Users can tap
an image and remove it from the dataset if they chose to. Tapping
the View all training data button displays all training images in
a grid of thumbnails grouped by label name as shown in Figure 2.
Collaborative data collection is supported by synchronizing data
across all devices and presenting data in a single dashboard, invit-
ing users to review and identify patterns and gaps in the dataset.
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Figure 2: Data collection interface for adding labelled images to the shared dataset (left). All images added across devices are
visible in the synchronized Training Data Dashboard, organized by label name (right).

Image data are stored and synced using the CloudKit service as the
back-end [2], with images stored in private CloudKit data stores
accessible only to the users within a project.

3.3 Training a Model
Tapping the Train Model button generates an ML model using
transfer learning and the Create ML Image Classifier API, a Swift
framework for training Core ML models [3, 4]. The model is then
consumed using the Core ML API to classify new data. On-device
training typically takes about 5 seconds for training data consisting
of a several hundred images using 2019 or newer iPads.

At the moment, Co-ML centers the ML model building process
around working with data (its collection, cleaning, and analysis),
so we do not expose the underlying model architectures and algo-
rithms for a trained model. As it is often easier to improve model
performance by iterating on data rather than tweaking model archi-
tecture or algorithms more broadly [23], we believe that focusing
user exploration on dataset design offers a powerful entry point for
beginners to start to reason about how ML models work.

3.4 Testing the Model
After a model is trained, the app presents the user with a camera
interface for classifying new data as shown in Figure 3. Users can
test the model’s performance in two ways: photo mode and live
classification. In the default photo mode, the user captures an image
and is presented with a summary of classification results, including
a bar chart of relative confidence levels for each label. If the model
is wrong, users can provide the correct label. All images taken in
this mode are added as test data to assess model performance across
iterations (described in the next section). A secondary Live Clas-
sification mode enables users to classify data in real time and test
boundary conditions where the model transitions from one classifi-
cation to another. We chose to default to the photo classification
mode rather than live classification (the default mode in existing
tools like Teachable Machine [13]) because 1) we want to support

beginners actively forming hypotheses before seeing the classifier
results, and 2) users can review and discuss results without having
to interpret a constantly updating confidence barchart.

Closing the classification interface presents the testing dash-
board, where test images collected during photo classification can
be reviewed (Figure 4). Similar to training data, we support collabo-
ration by synchronizing test data to encourage all users to share
and reflect on their collective model testing results. Each test im-
age thumbnail has a badge indicating if the model classified the
image correctly or not (with a green checkmark or red X), with
misclassified images grouped first. Tapping a test image presents a
barchart of classification results. Whenever the model is retrained,
all test images are automatically re-classified using the latest model,
and their corresponding badges are updated; users can thus see
whether previously misclassified images are correctly classified
after iterating on their model.

3.5 Evaluating the Model: Restaurant Frenzy
Game

To support playful model testing, we created an in-app game called
Restaurant Frenzy, inspired by the popular games Diner Dash [21]
and Overcooked [22]. In the game, the player is a cook trying to
complete as many orders as they can in a fixed time period (90 sec-
onds) by showing the camera the needed ingredient. The 90 second
time limit supports testing each label several times. We designed a
food-themed game because cooking is often a shared experience for
families, it can use inexpensive and easily obtainable ingredients,
and physical objects naturally introduce variables important for
quality image datasets like perspective, lighting, and size.

Every round presents players with a random target label, and
they have 5 seconds to present the object to the camera (Figure
5). During each round, a barchart of live classification results is
displayed alongside the camera, and round scores are calculated
using the model’s confidence at the end of the round (a confidence
level of 78% gets 7.8 points, and a user scores 0 points if the model
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Figure 3: Classifying new data using the Photo Classification Mode (left) and Live Classification Mode (right). In Photo
Classification Mode, the user takes a photograph and can review the classification results. In Live Classification, users can see
an updating bar chart displaying relative confidence levels for each class.

Figure 4: Testing mode interfaces. Users can review collectively added test data, and classification results are based on the
latest trained local model. Tapping on a misclassified sample shows a bar chart of confidence levels to help users debug model
performance.

misclassifies the object). At the end of the game, a Game Over
screen shows their final score and the average confidence per label.
Tapping the View Round Details button lets users review specific
rounds of the game to see when items were misclassified. The
game is designed to encourage collaborative play (with one person
controlling the iPad, and others positioning items for the camera to

classify) and collective discussion to identify failure cases, which
families can then use to decide how to improve their model.

3.6 Iterating on the Model
Users can revise their model by adding or removing training data,
retraining their model, and seeing whether the model improved.
To foster collective ownership of the dataset, all users have equal
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Figure 5: Restaurant Frenzy Game. Users fulfill as many rounds as they can within a 90 second time limit. In each 5 second
round, the user presents a target object to the camera and is scored by the confidence level of the classification. After the game
is complete, a Game Over screen displays their total score and average confidence levels per label. Tapping the View Round
Details button provides information about model performance in each round of the game.

access to editing the project including adding new labels, renaming
or deleting existing labels, and adding or removing image data.
Improvement can be seen by reviewing whether test data classifi-
cations results have changed after re-training or by re-playing the
game and seeing if they can beat their high score.

4 METHODOLOGY
We recruited families with children ages 10-14 to try out Co-ML
and our companion activity. Families were recruited via a database
of employees at Apple who had previously expressed interest in
participating in research studies. We used a recruitment survey
to screen for a number of factors including: ethnicity, number of
parents/guardians, number of children and their ages and gender
identities, and the profession(s) of the parent(s) and their prior ex-
posure to ML. We chose families with two children and at least
one parent who could participate. Once families were selected, we
lent them 11” iPads with the Co-ML app pre-installed, providing
a tablet for each participating family member. Each family partici-
pated in a single 2-hour session facilitated via video conference to
maintain safety during the COVID-19 pandemic.. Each participant
was compensated with a $40 gift card.

4.1 Session Structure and Activity
In advance, we asked each family to decide on a favorite family
dish and gather 5-8 items (ingredients, utensils, and spices) to use
during the activity. We conducted sessions remotely through video-
conferencing using the same activity script for each 2-hour session.
Three researchers were present: One researcher facilitated the ses-
sion and engaged with the participants, the second took observation
notes, and the third provided technical support. All sessions were
conducted in English.

At the start of each session, we introduced the research team,
answered any questions about the consent and assent forms, and
ensured the forms were reviewed and signed by each participant
before proceeding. After the family shared the family dish they
selected (e.g., pizza) and what ingredients they had (e.g., pita bread,
tomato sauce, andmushrooms), we presented a brief demo of the Co-
ML app before asking participants to narrow their pool of collected
ingredients (and thus, the labels for their model) to 3-4 items (one
per family member). Next, each participant received their own iPad
and were instructed to take 5 photos of one item using their own
device to add to the training dataset. The facilitator then guided a
discussion in which participants reviewed their collective dataset.
Next, we asked family members to swap items and take additional
photos until each label had at least 15 images. Families reviewed
the images again as a group and were asked if they could anticipate
any sources of confusion for the model based on the data. We then
guided the family to train their model and explained how to take
and review testing data. Families tested every item in their classifier
and discussed whether the model was correct or incorrect in its
predictions.

The family then used a single iPad to play the Restaurant Frenzy
game to evaluate their model, and after playing the game once,
families were given 15 minutes to freely iterate and try to improve
their models together. They then played the game again to see if
their revised model resulted in a higher game score. At the end of
the session, families completed a semi-structured interview about
their experience.



Collaborative Machine Learning Model Building with Families Using Co-ML IDC ’23, June 19–22, 2023,

4.2 Data Collection and Analysis
After confirming consent to do so, we video-recorded each session
using the video-conferencing platform and collected screen record-
ings of each individual’s iPad to understand how each participant
iterated on their models. We supplemented our video data with logs
of timestamped records on CloudKit showing when individuals
added or removed data. Data families added to Co-ML were only
viewable to other family members and our research team. Upon
completion of all sessions, we exported image data from CloudKit,
encrypted the photos so they were only available to the research
team, and deleted all cloud-stored data for participants’ privacy.

Four researchers analyzed the data, which involved 1) stitching
together the video recording from the video conference with indi-
vidual iPad screen recordings to analyze each participant’s actions
during the activity; 2) transcribing the conversations and deduc-
tively coded for ML model building concepts that emerged when
users verbally discussed strategies for improving their model; 3)
compiling timestamped events from the stitched video along with
CloudKit event records to create visualizations of how users navi-
gated through Co-ML in support of their model building process.
Researchers met for periodic analysis discussions to reach consen-
sus around our interpretations, including families’ interactions with
each other and with Co-ML.

4.3 Case Study Selection
As an exploratory study, our aim is to illustrate the feasibility and po-
tential benefits of collaborative ML modeling with Co-ML through
analyzing learners’ interactions while building ML models together.
Because we are concerned with understanding how and why indi-
viduals refined their approaches to dataset design throughout the
activity, we chose a case study approach [43] that could support
rich description of the multi-user modeling strategies observed.

While we analyzed sessions of all families that participated, we
largely focus our description in the remainder of the paper on a
single family that uniquely met the following criteria: 1) each family
member actively spoke during the activity, allowing us to analyze
how they reasoned about ML through their discourse with one
another; and 2) each family member used their own iPad continu-
ously throughout the activity, enabling a finer-grained analysis of
individual-device log data to determine how each family member
contributed to model building. Centering on a single family enables
us to most clearly illustrate how individual ideas around building
balanced datasets changed over the course of iterating on a model
together.

We follow our in-depth case study with a brief summary of the
remaining families for context; however, an in-depth comparison
is out of scope for this work. Examples of single case studies previ-
ously published in the IDC community include [7, 14, 15, 31, 44].
Through this proof of concept, we lay the groundwork for future re-
search about how dataset design practices can be facilitated through
multi-user activities with technologies like Co-ML; we plan to fur-
ther investigate how different types of activity structures and group
compositions might impact learning of ML in future work.

5 RESULTS
Three families (6 children and 5 parents) participated in our Co-
ML activity, building food classifiers for pizza, salad, and spaghetti
ingredients. Over the course of playing the Restaurant Frenzy game
twice, families created training datasets ranging from 126-182 total
images, with 2/3 families increasing their score in the game after
iterating on their datasets.

For clarity of discussion, we begin by presenting an in-depth
case study (4.3) that illustrates how the Spaghetti family learned
about dataset design (including diversity, representation, and class
balance) through a collaborative model building activity using Co-
ML. As a single case study, we do not intend to generalize these
findings to all families, but rather to provide rich description illus-
trating how using and discussing Co-ML helped surface different
perspectives and opinions on data strategies. Our goal is to sup-
port active discussion between family members to enable multiple
perspectives to be represented in the data; a case study analysis
of this specific family’s successful interactions can support scaling
the work to all families in the future. Following discussion of the
case study, we briefly summarize our observations of the other two
families (Pizza and Salad) that participated.

Our case study involves a family of four: YS (Younger Son, 11
years old), OS (Older Son, 14 years old), Mom, and Dad. They iden-
tified as Latino and White, and Mom and Dad work professionally
as a product designer and software engineer respectively. For their
favorite dish spaghetti, the family chose sauce, spaghetti pasta, pot,
and spoon as labels for their classifier. Through this case study, we
highlight this family’s collective actions to resolve a “spaghetti mis-
classification,” which in turn surfaced multiple ML dataset design
strategies.

5.1 Initial Training Data Collection
At the start of the activity, each family member chose an ingredi-
ent and added an initial set of 5 training images (Figure 6A). The
researcher then asked them to review the images together: “You’re
going to be adding a few more images before we train the model.
Given the images here, do you think there are any other helpful
images that you would want to include in your training dataset?” In
response, Dad offered that images of the top and bottom of sauce jar
could be helpful, but Mom disagreed: “Unless it matters the brand
or the type, that would be what the top of the jar would give us.
But if it’s just that we’re trying to confirm it’s the sauce, I don’t
think it’s necessary.” At the same time, OS shared that Mom had
taken three pictures from the same side (the front label of the jar),
perhaps suggesting that different looking images may be beneficial.
Their discussion of features of the image data that may be impor-
tant for representation of the sauce shows how each family member
was hypothesizing about what may be more or less helpful for the
model.

Next, we asked family members to swap ingredients and add 10
more images of their new item. YS was given the jar of sauce and
added images that included the top and bottom of the jar, indicating
that he had taken on board suggestions from the family’s discussion
on how to expand their dataset (Figure 6B). During this process, OS
continued to show his careful attention to the images by reporting
that spaghetti images had been incorrectly added to the spoon
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Figure 6: A. Initial training data before discussion. B. Expanded training data for Sauce added after discussion, where photos of
the top and front-labels of the jar were added.

label and asking who would retake the images. YS offered to retake
the spaghetti images, Dad provided advice on how to prevent the
mistake from happening again (by pointing out where in the UI
the label name is shown), and Mom invited others to proactively
delete mislabeled images directly.

5.2 First Misclassification and Resulting
Debugging

The facilitator asked the family to train their model and test it in
Photo Classification mode. The spoon, sauce, and pot were each
correctly classified with high confidence, but spaghetti was mis-
classified as spoon as displayed in Figure 7A. This misclassification
set off a series of model testing trials in which several theories
emerged. Mom shared that when a new item is introduced, the
camera refocuses on the newer object before classifying, while YS
agreed by added that the camera may become blurry in the process
of refocusing. Dad described how the “shininess of the spoon is
grabbing the camera’s attention more than spaghetti.” OS offered
that the similarly long shape of the spoon and spaghetti may an
issue. Their discussion surfaced competing theories ranging from
similar properties of the object (their reflective qualities and shape),
properties of the image (whether it is blurry or not), and properties
of the sensor (camera) classifying the object (whether classification
depends on what the camera focuses on).

5.3 Game Play 1
When the family played the game, they found that spaghetti was
misclassified again (all other items were classified correctly with
high confidence). After reviewing the game over screen (Figure
7B), they began to discuss how multiple properties, or data features,
in combination may play a role; when YS brought up that the
pot is also shiny like the spoon, Dad said that the length of the
spaghetti and spoon were both long, suggesting that since the pot
was not similarly long, it would not be confused for spoon. Mom
then described a realization: “When we were doing the exercise
[data collection], I said I don’t think it matters if we take a picture of
the top [of the sauce jar], but watching Dad in the game, everything
was from the top down. So now I actually think taking a top-down
picture of the jar was more important than I thought originally.”

Through seeing how the model was used, she was able to revise
her original ideas about what types of data variation are valuable.

5.4 Live Classification: Spaghetti Zoom Insight
Next, the researcher introduced the family to the Live Classification
to view classification results in real-time. They proceeded to test this
feature with the spaghetti and spoon as shown in Figure 7C, where
Dadmoved the iPad closer and farther away from the packaging and
witnessed a boundary condition where the classification toggled
between spoon and spaghetti. When the researcher asked for ideas
for when the classification switches, YS replied, “When it sees
the entire thing [spaghetti packaging],” sharing his insight that the
misclassification only occurs when more of the spaghetti packaging
is visible. Mom then offered her own debugging suggestion: “Does
it do the same thing with the spoon, or is it just confused by the
spaghetti?” Dad and YS respond that it only misclassifies with the
spaghetti, and Dad showed how zooming in and out of the spoon
does not change the model’s classification of the spoon. Through
their discussion, they decided that the spaghetti data needed to be
improved more than the spoon data.

5.5 Dataset Gap Realization
Over the next 15 minutes, the family iterated on their model how-
ever they chose to do so. Unlike the rest of the activity up to this
point, this period was unfacilitated and thus provided a means to ob-
serve choices individual family members took to improve the model,
as well as how they worked together to address their spaghetti mis-
classification. In Figure 8, we represent the family’s parallel efforts
during this free play period, categorizing three different types of
modeling actions: Data Collecting - Adding new training data;
Model Testing - Using classification to identify where the model
fails; Quality Control - Culling through the data dashboard and
selectively removing images to clean the data. Figure 8 also shows
which items each family member was attending to over the 15
minutes as well as how often they switched between training and
testing, with all but Mom shifting between the two throughout this
period. For context, we provide three markers indicating moments
during this period that we describe in the following sections.

Dad added training samples of spaghetti, while YS identified
that the model classified an image of the family’s vivid tablecloth
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Figure 7: A. The first misclassification of spaghetti as spoon. B. The game over screen showing misclassified rounds. C. Using
live classification to find where the model switches between spaghetti and spoon classifications.

Figure 8: Family A iteration moments during 15 minutes of free play, displaying how individual family members chose to
iterate on the model through data collecting, quality control, and testing. The ingredients the family members chose to work
with (spaghetti, sauce, pot, and spoon) are also displayed. Three moments are highlighted, alongside screenshots from the
Co-ML app, that show how the family reasoned about their model’s performance.

(on which all other training samples were taken), without any
items present, as spoon. After YS reviewed all the training data
for spaghetti, he noticed, “We don’t really have a lot of photos of
the entire thing [spaghetti packaging],” and pointed out that the
majority of the existing training images consist of zoomed in details
on the spaghetti packaging. YS then went on to take 23 images of
the spaghetti from above, capturing the entire package in each
photo: “I’m going to figure out this mystery. I’m trying to become
George...Curious George!” At the same time, Mom continued to test
the model’s performance on both spoon and spaghetti. In doing so,
the two members are each tackling the same issue from multiple
angles: data collection and testing.

5.6 Class Imbalance
At this point, YS had added more images of spaghetti (there were
41 training images for spaghetti but only 23 for spoon). As the
family continued debugging, the researcher asked, “So have you
added photos of both spaghetti and spoon since you last trained the
model?” In response, Mom said, “Yes, but we’ve added significantly
more pictures of spaghetti than spoon,” and YS agreed: “A lot!” This
realization about class imbalance (that there were more spaghetti
images than spoon) kicked off further data collection from Dad,
who captured additional training data for spoon.
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5.7 Data Quality for Spaghetti
YS, who continued reviewing spaghetti data with the training data
dashboard, then declared, “I found a [spaghetti] image with a spoon
in it!” He showed Mom an image where the spoon was on the edge
of a spaghetti sample, and then deleted it. Quality control actions
were then taken on by both YS and OS, where both actively cleaned
the dataset by removing misrepresentative images. While OS was
relatively quiet throughout the activity, our screen recordings re-
vealed his active participation, where he took on the most frequent
number of Quality Control actions. Collectively, OS deleted a total
of 28 images, identifying samples where multiple items were visible
(for spaghetti as well as for spoon and sauce). As they continued
over the next four minutes, YS shared that after retraining, the
model had improved.

5.8 Game Play 2 & Activity Reflection
At the end of their iteration period, the family had increased their
training dataset from 74 total images to 126 by the time they played
Restaurant Frenzy again. The first round spaghetti was the target
ingredient, YS stated, “The hard one...this is the moment of truth!”,
and when the classifier returned a confidence of 100% for spaghetti,
the family cheered. But in later rounds, the model was not as suc-
cessful – spaghetti was misclassified as spoon in another round, and
pot was also misclassified as spoon. While the family got a slightly
lower score in their second play of the game, the average confi-
dence level for spaghetti improved from 0% in the first gameplay
to 68%, suggesting they had improved the model’s performance on
spaghetti overall.

When the family reflected on their experience at the end of the
session, the researcher asked, “Do you think adding more data
affects the accuracy of the model?” In response, YS shared, “The
extra data could also change other data...because if you fix one
thing, the thing that it takes to fix that could cause another problem
with another thing.” Here, the child revealed an understanding that
simply adding more data to a model does not necessarily improve
how well the model performs. Improving performance for one label
can cause regressions for other labels [36], a critical insight that
the 11-year-old was able to develop in his limited experience using
Co-ML.

In their discussion, YS shared a breakthrough in his understand-
ing of the spoon’s role in misclassification: “Because the spoon is
the thinnest thing of all, the reason it [the model] thought the other
things were the spoon is that the more we zoomed out, the more it
saw the background. Since the spoon is the smallest thing, it shows
more of the background.” This related to his insight earlier where a
photo of the tablecloth classified as spoon, identifying a spurious re-
lationship in which the model is classifying the tablecloth as spoon.
Mom added that it would be important to teach the computer “how
to ignore the busy background.”

Mom described how Co-ML supported each son’s preferred ap-
proach; while OS was less talkative than his brother, he contributed
in his own way by, “catching people putting pictures in the wrong
category and combing through the data and deleting data points
that he thought were not quality for the exercise.” Through YS’s
continual discussion with his parents and OS’s more quiet data
cleaning practices, the family collectively debugged their model.

5.9 Comparison to Other Families
While presenting our full analysis of all three families is out of
scope for this work, here we summarize some of the main findings
for the Salad and Pizza families for context.

Similar to the Spaghetti family, the Salad and Pizza families also
focused on data representation, noting the unique packaging of
their ingredients (e.g., cans, jars, bags or printed labels). Further,
Salad family engaged with the idea of class imbalance. After notic-
ing that they had significantly more samples for Spoon than their
other labels, the son wondered whether this might hurt the model’s
performance: “If you took hundreds of pictures of the spoon, that
means basically [if] any part of the spoon [is] showing, it [the
model] would instantly recognize it. So if you tried adding a dif-
ferent thing that maybe had a similar color and also reflected, it
would think that it’s a spoon. In some ways, it would hurt it [the
model] instead of make it better.” Unlike the Spaghetti family, who
mainly took photos of their objects placed on their dining table,
the other two families ended up utilizing diverse backgrounds ei-
ther unintentionally (due to where people were positioned, such
as working on different surfaces or against different backdrops) or
through intentional design (at one point the Salad family tested
their model by holding objects up against a bright yellow hoodie to
test whether the color of the background mattered). Both Spaghetti
and Salad families actively engaged in discussion with one another,
with individuals fluidly switching between training and testing and
working with multiple ingredients. In contrast, the Pizza family
preferred to work silently, with each person focused on debugging
one single ingredient for the entirety of the free play period. We
wonder whether promoting collaborative dialogue and interactions
may help encourage engagement with multiple stages of the model-
building process. Additional studies and further work would be
needed to explore and verify this hypothesis.

6 DISCUSSION
The multi-user modeling experience of Co-ML supported the collab-
orative collection, review, and revision of data, enabling the family
to encounter core dataset design considerations of data representa-
tion, diversity, and class balance. Notably, these dataset practices
are foundational for addressing existing biases in AI systems as
discussed in Section 2.2, so we are encouraged that this short ac-
tivity using everyday objects could facilitate learning about these
considerations.

Data Representation and Diversity. Since the family had one
item for each label, their dataset diversity included multiple camera
angles (top, side, or bottom views for objects) and different zoom
levels (close up pictures versus showing a whole object). Discus-
sion over the synchronized dataset dashboard in Co-ML helped
family members notice and consider types of data representation.
Attributes like color, length, and shininess were discussed as fea-
tures the model might use to tell items apart. These discussions
helped surface missing, erroneous, or underrepresented data such
as top-down images of the sauce jar or mislabeled images (5.1).
Dataset gaps were further identified through discussion about the
Game Over Screen to see where the model had the poorest perfor-
mance (5.3) and using the Live Classification feature to realize that
the dataset was missing images of the entire spaghetti packaging
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(5.4). These results illustrate how a collaborative experience, specif-
ically a shared dataset and collective discussion, can help surface
differences in data collection approaches that can ultimately inform
and enhance ML datasets.

Class Imbalance. Along with considering diversity within a
single label, the family also recognized that balancing datasets
across labels was important. Mom and YS recognized the class
imbalance of having far more images of spaghetti collected than
spoon, which led Dad to capture more images of the spoon (5.6).
Yet, it was through direct experimentation that YS identified that
adding more data can cascade into other issues (5.8), going beyond
the common misconception that ML models can be improved just
by adding more data [42]:“Because the extra data can change other
data. If you fix one thing, the thing it takes to fix that could cause
another problem with another thing [label]” (YS). This is a common
problem that professional ML engineers wrestle with –– that adding
data alone does not necessarily improve a model because of the
introduction of new issues [23].

Data Quality. When YS and OS each identified issues with
data quality (mislabeled images as in 5.1 or images with multiple
objects visible as in 5.7), YS, OS, and Mom contributed to cleaning
the dataset while Dad helpfully point out where to confirm images
were added to the correct label in the Co-ML interface. Most deleted
images were taken by another family members (rather than the user
taking on the data quality role), supporting our idea that having
multiple people contribute to the data helps learners encounter
viewpoints different than their own.

Overfitting. Overfitting, or situations where the model learns
patterns in the training data so closely as to not generalize to new
contexts, did not arise in the family’s conversations, but ended up
being a challenge with the study activity more broadly. Because
the family used the same items for both training and testing their
model, and trained and tested their model in the same place (around
their kitchen table), the model they developed likely overfit to a
narrow set of use cases. Overfitting could be potentially reduced
if, 1) families were asked to reserve a similar but distinct version
of an item to use for testing (such as having 2 jars of sauce from
two different brands, with one only used for testing), and/or 2)
the family was asked to test with a different background (such as
a different countertop in their house). Future work could adapt
this activity to introduce novel contexts to reduce overfitting and
support testing how well a model generalizes.

Multiple modes of participation. We observed that Co-ML
supported equitable and differentiated approaches to model build-
ing. Since no single user has sole control or influence over the
developing dataset, each user can decide which ideas and priorities
they themselves want to pursue, encouraging different styles of
participation. In summarizing the distinct preferences of OS and
YS, Mom said, “I think a good distinction is our two kids. We had
one YS who was very interactive, and one OS that was not verbally
interactive but was really more focused on data quality...focused on
catching people putting pictures in the wrong category and comb-
ing through the data and deleting data points that he thought were
not quality for the exercise.” Multiple ways of participating suggests
that even for those who are not as involved in the verbal discourse,
listening to other people’s concerns can still enable individuals to
act upon new ideas.

7 CONCLUSION
We presented Co-ML, a novel tablet-based application for begin-
ners to build and test ML image classifiers using a collaboratively
built dataset. Through an in-depth case study, we presented how a
family using Co-ML encountered critical ideas in ML dataset design,
including data representation, diversity, and class imbalance. These
design considerations were fundamentally shaped by having multi-
ple points of view from each of the family members represented in
the data, enabling different strategies for training and testing mod-
els to be debated and explored to ultimately diversify their dataset.
Further, through a distributed modeling experience with Co-ML,
family members were able to work in parallel through multiple
stages of the model-building pipeline, including data collection,
testing, and quality control, showing that these fundamental ML
modeling practices can be supported with appropriately designed
tools and activities. Through this work, we contribute a hands-
on, collaborative approach to introducing strategies for creating
balanced datasets and ultimately hope to encourage more people
to consider collaborative, social learning as a powerful means to
broaden ML participation and literacy.

8 SELECTION AND PARTICIPATION OF
CHILDREN

Families were recruited via a database of employees at Apple that
had expressed interest in participating in research studies. We se-
lected families after they completed an initial recruitment survey
with questions such as their ethnicity, number of children as well
as their ages and their gender identities, and the professions of
their parents. At the beginning of our virtual sessions, a researcher
went over consent forms and answered any questions from the
family, and children and their families were each required to sign
individual consent forms before we proceeded with the study. The
protocol and data collection for this research study was reviewed
and approved by a research ethics committee and legal counsel at
a large technology company. All data collected using the Co-ML
app was only visible to members of the family and the research
team, and upon completion of the study, data was removed from
Cloud-based data stores, encrypted, and made available only to our
research team for analysis.
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