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Figure 1: An illustration of one iteration of the basic VAL learning procedure. A more comprehensive process description is
given by Algorithm 1 and Section 4.2.

ABSTRACT
Machine learning often requires millions of examples to produce
static, black-box models. In contrast, interactive task learning (ITL)
emphasizes incremental knowledge acquisition from limited in-
struction provided by humans in modalities such as natural lan-
guage. However, ITL systems often suffer from brittle, error-prone
language parsing, which limits their usability. Large language mod-
els (LLMs) are resistant to brittleness but are not interpretable
and cannot learn incrementally. We present VAL, an ITL system
with a new philosophy for LLM/symbolic integration. By using
LLMs only for specific tasks—such as predicate and argument selec-
tion—within an algorithmic framework, VAL reaps the benefits of
LLMs to support interactive learning of hierarchical task knowledge
from natural language. Acquired knowledge is human interpretable
and generalizes to support execution of novel tasks without addi-
tional training. We studied users’ interactions with VAL in a video
game setting, finding that most users could successfully teach VAL
using language they felt was natural.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Computing methodologies→ Discourse, dialogue and prag-
matics; Planning with abstraction and generalization; Information
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extraction; • Human-centered computing→ Text input; User
interface programming.
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1 INTRODUCTION
The Interactive Task Learning (ITL) approach introduced by Laird
et al. [17] articulates a research vision dedicated to the goal of
enabling machines to interactively learn general tasks by inter-
acting with humans in natural ways. It posits that acquired task
knowledge should be general enough to be applicable in novel
situations, and that it should be interpretable and modifiable, so
that human teachers—including non-technical end users—can ac-
tively shape the machine’s understanding. ITL highlights many
possible instructional modalities for the acquisition of task knowl-
edge, including gestures, diagrams, and language—these modalities
are also formally accounted for in the Natural Training Interac-
tion (NTI) framework due to MacLellan et al. [23]. Realizing the
ITL vision requires interdisciplinary research that combines new
machine learning techniques (e.g., to learn effectively from the
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 Chat With VAL

VAL 12:35

Currently known actions:
  1. moveTo(<object>)
  2. pressSpace()

 (to teach new actions, just use them in a sentence, and I'll ask for

clarification!)

VAL 12:35

How can I help you today?

You can give me a command, teach me how to do something, or ask me

to explain how to do something.

You 12:35

Turn the pot on after putting an onion in there

VAL 12:35

These are the individual steps of your command, right?

 1. put an onion in the pot
 2. Turn the pot on

Yes No

Please enter your response in the form above, or click 'Undo'.
➤

Send
⟲

Undo

Figure 2: An example dialog with VAL. The current dialog
state is a confirmatory prompt for the text segmentation
step performed by one of VAL’s GPT subroutines. This step
performs action discretization, anaphora resolution (of “in
there”), and temporal ordering.

limited instruction a single end user can provide) with user stud-
ies investigating what makes teaching interactions both natural
and productive. In this work, we focus on the language modality,
endeavoring toward acquisition of human-interpetable, modular,
hierarchical task knowledge from natural dialogs between humans
and machines.

There has been considerable research into language-driven task
acquisition, which we detail further in Section 2. Each of these
systems, however, suffers the characteristic brittleness of the classi-
cal syntactic and semantic parsers they invariably use to convert
natural instructional dialogs into task knowledge. Syntactic forms
vastly outnumber their semantic counterparts, and problems like
anaphora resolution, paraphrasing, and grammatical and transcrip-
tion errors frequently claim the “natural” in “natural language” as
their first casualty. These systems not only fall subject to myriad
parser errors on malformed input, but also lack the ability to per-
form adequate paraphrase resolution when parsed verb structures
do not match known ones exactly, generally relying on manually
constructed knowledge bases of synonyms to solve even a portion
of this problem. These issues make it unlikely that these systems
will successfully achieve the ITL vision with real users—currently,
they only work with users in the lab that know their idiosyncratic
syntax.

Here, we present VAL, the Verbal Apprentice Learner, an alter-
nate strategy for mitigating the sheer variety of natural language.
By exploiting the virtual mastery of the form of natural English

M: The game is tic-tac-toe.

R: I don’t know that game, how many players are there?
M: Two.

R: Please start by teaching me the name of a legal action in the game.
M: Place

R: What are the verb and parameter arguments associated with this
action?

M: move 1 to 2

Figure 3: A conversation with the Rosie system [15] demon-
strating the rigid nature of the interaction. M denotes a user
message, and R denotes a message from Rosie.

apparently acquired by large language models [37], we demonstrate
the acquisition of task knowledge in a far less restrictive, far more
natural dialog setting than possible in prior work. We integrate a
GPT-family language model [3, 10, 29] in a careful and principled
way, using it to map natural dialog into a symbolic domain. The
GPT model is used for one of a limited number of sub-tasks: the
semantic parsing of text into predicate-argument structures, the
semantic unification of those structures to already-known actions
with the same meaning, and other narrowly scoped procedures enu-
merated in Section 4.2. The linguistic flexibility provided by GPT
allows VAL to deal with error-laden and grammatically unrestricted
input dialog, and to perform paraphrasal mappings that take into
account meaning; together, these applications of GPT vastly widen
the set of possible inputs to the task learning system with minimal
upfront engineering cost.

We feel VAL is uniquely suitable for task knowledge acquisi-
tion: unlike LLMs alone, VAL can learn long-term, re-usable task
structures with just a few examples; and unlike hierarchical task
networks alone, VAL offers a rich natural language interface to
guide task execution and learning. We provide evidence of VAL’s
usability collected from user studies, analyzing both subjective
responses and objective signals.

1.1 Key Contributions
This paper makes the following key contributions:

(1) A neuro-symbolic hybrid approach to interactive task
learning (Section 3) in which:

(a) a classical learning algorithm is augmented with subrou-
tines implemented as highly specific GPT prompts, and;

(b) unknown actions are recursively reduced to known ones
via natural dialog.

(2) The VAL system (Section 4), an implementation of this
approach with an emphasis on mitigating “cascading errors”
through confirmations and undo operations.

(3) A user study (Section 5) of VAL’s usability and efficacy in
a video game task learning environment, evaluating both
user-reported experience and objective measures of efficacy.

2 BACKGROUND
The ITL framework builds on and extends prior HCI research on

programming by demonstration [6, 22, 25], investigating a broader
range of interactions and modalities (beyond demonstrational) that
let users transfer knowledge into AI systems in a easy, scalable,
and performant way. As Myers et al. [26] note, even “Programmers
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U: Cook an onion.

V: How do I cook an onion?

U: First , get an onion. Then , put it in the pot and turn

it on.

V: How do I get an onion?

U: Go to the onion and hit space.

...

Figure 4: An excerpt of an interaction with VAL to teach the
plan shown in Figure 2. U denotes a user message, and V
denotes a VAL message.

Are Users Too”, and ITL aims to expand the set of people who can
“program” machines by replacing coding with natural interactions.
Ramaraj et al. [32] analyze ITL from a human-centered perspec-
tive in the context of multi-modal teaching interactions, finding,
among other things, that teachers naturally use non-verbal gestures
alongside verbal instruction. SUGILITE [20] applies ITL to task
automation for smartphone users via the demonstration modality.
The Apprentice Learner [24, 40] acquires task knowledge to power
intelligent tutors, learning from both demonstrations and correctness
feedback. In this work, we focus primarily on the verbal modality, as
we felt recent advances in language-processing transformer mod-
els [29] could significantly augment this arm of interactive task
learning.

Past work on ITL using a verbal modality has almost exclusively
mapped language to semantics using parsers that are either entirely
classical, such as dependency parsers, or utilize a mix of classical
and neural methods. We describe some of this past work here, in
each case highlighting differences from our approach.

Early work with Instructo-Soar [13] investigated how to acquire
hierarchical task descriptions for use in the Soar cognitive architec-
ture [18]. A decade later, this approach has evolved into Rosie [14],
a system that can learn game and robotics task knowledge from
language instruction. However, as Kirk and Laird [15] point out,
Rosie’s language understanding facility is limited to a “restricted
subset” of English, limiting user interactions and potentially requir-
ing user training in what Rosie can understand. An example can be
seen in Figure 3, in which Rosie asks for very limited answers to
very esoteric questions, e.g., “What are the verb and parameter argu-
ments associated with this action?”. More recent continuations of the
Rosie project have incorporated LLMs to perform, for example, re-
sponse generation [16]. However, this approach still uses a classical
parser, rather than incorporating the LLM into its parsing strategy.
We seek to remedy this, making interactions with our agent more
natural, and requiring less training and mental modeling on the
part of the human interlocutor.

PUMICE [21] uses a "floating parser" design [31], which, while
providing a degree of grammatical flexibility, is still bound to exact
lexical values and orderings; synonyms, paraphrases, idioms, etc.
require manual engineering to overcome. PUMICE, like our system,
uses recursive clarification for task learning, and also introduces a
demonstration modality, which we have not yet incorporated.

Building on PUMICE, ONYX [33] is a task teaching system situ-
ated primarily in a data visualization application. Users teach ONYX
to perform data visualization operations in that environment uti-
lizing a mix of demonstration and natural language instruction.

The ONYX natural language modality is capable of handling vague
or misunderstood instructions by prompting the user to perform
a demonstration instead. ONYX uses Microsoft’s LUIS language
understanding service [41] to perform intent classification, but in
understanding the content of the request, it uses a bigram depen-
dency kernel [30] based on a classical dependency parse. ONYX
requires a pre-constructed natural language lexicon. While we seek
to improve on ONYX’s natural language understanding component,
we do not yet target the demonstration modality which ONYX uses
as a fallback for language misunderstanding.

Suddrey et al. [36] introduce a system similar to ours, in which
hierarchical task structures are acquired and generalized from di-
alog via recursive clarification. Their system also automatically
learns preconditions and effects for actions, which our system does
not yet. However, their use of an OpenCCG parser and manually
constructed, domain-specific lexicon introduce the same dialog
limitations as most other language-based ITL systems.

VAL’s niche is linguistic flexibility; while these other systems
include features we do wish to add to VAL, like condition learning
and additional instructional modalities, we seek here mainly to
establish that the careful use of large language models in dialog
understanding presents a much more flexible and holistic alterna-
tive to the complex and brittle parsing and grounding systems in
common use today. Our implementation of VAL also provides, and
studies, user-centric features of task learning, such as an undo but-
ton and a real-time display of currently known procedures, which
have not been explored in prior ITL systems.

2.1 Differences Between VAL and
Prompting-Based Approaches

There are several HCI research efforts actively investigating how
non-technical users might leverage LLMs to create AI-powered
systems. Perhaps most related is work exploring how end users
might leverage prompt chaining (linking multiple LLM prompts
together) to create custom chatbot behaviors. For example, prior
work has explored the development of tools to support end users
in creating prompt chains [42, 43] and investigated users’ experi-
ences with using prompting to create chatbots [46]. This research
is fundamentally different from ITL, but shares the common goal
of enabling end users to create and modify the behaviors of AI
systems. Our approach of prompting an LLM to perform specific,
narrowly defined functions (e.g., predicate or argument selection)
does share some resemblance to the concept of prompt chaining.
However, there are several key differences between VAL and this
prior work.

First, while VAL has a chat-based interface, it is not a chatbot
and it is not controlled with prompting. As highlighted by our need
for programmatic scolding (see section 5.5.2), prompting provides a
poor interface for reliable control of behavior. Zamfirescu-Pereira
et al. [47] found that end users often struggle to create prompts that
produce desired behaviors, citing users’ low LLM literacy and their
tendency to use strategies that resemble human-to-human instruc-
tion as a key barrier to overcome. Unlike chatbots, VAL possess the
ability to perceive and act directly in the target environment and it
has an intentional, task orientation (it learns and executes users’
tasks). It also utilizes an interaction design that builds on prior ITL
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Figure 5: A high-level diagram of VAL’s components: the GPT subroutines (Section 4.2), the main “VALgorithm” (Section 4.1),
the HTN knowledge base (Section 3.1), and, outside of VAL, an example environment from our user study (Section 5.1).

research [14, 23] to directly leverage users’ prior experience with
teaching people. This enables users to engage in productive and
natural transfer of task knowledge, even when they have limited
LLM and prompting expertise.

Additionally, VAL is more than a chain of LLM prompts. It is
a neuro-symbolic hybrid AI system (see section 3.4), consisting of
a fully-specified knowledge representation (HTNs), performance
component (which grounds HTN tasks into action), and learning
component (see Algorithm 1). This enables it to overcome several
limitations highlighted in prior work. For example, Wu et al. [43]
highlight that LLMs lack key reasoning capabilities and Zamfirescu-
Pereira et al. [46] point out that it is difficult to get LLMs to reliably
say “I don’t know”. In contrast, VAL can leverage its symbolic HTN
knowledge to engage in reliable multi-step reasoning, and it can
recognize when it does not know how to do something, so it can
ask for additional guidance.

Another major difference between VAL and prompt-based LLM
approaches is that while prompting does enable user customiza-
tion (based on the contents of the prompt), it does not enable the
system to actually learn from the user.1 The training set for most
LLMs is enormous, but many tasks are idiosyncratic and will not
be well represented in the training data. For example, when we
tested our LLM model directly on Overcooked tasks, we found it
would make up irrelevant, but plausible actions, such as washing
the knife (see section 3.4). This is because the LLM possesses gen-
eral cooking knowledge (which apparently emphasizes washing
utensils), but not the idiosyncratic knowledge of how to cook in
the Overcooked environment. In contrast, VAL utilizes ITL to learn
novel task knowledge on the fly from its interactions with users,
even if these tasks are not well represented in the LLM model’s
training data. This enables VAL to be successful in situations where
prompt-based approaches would fail.

1Fine tuning can extend an LLM’s knowledge, but comes with its own set of challenges
and is usually not employed by end users.

Figure 6: An example HTN plan for cooking, learned by VAL
in the Overcooked-AI environment. The learned task cook
decomposes into other learned tasks, which themselves de-
compose into primitive actions.

3 VAL SYSTEM DESIGN
VAL acquires hierarchical task knowledge by exploiting the hierar-
chical nature of clarification in dialog. Users give VAL commands,
and when VAL is unable to relate that command to existing task
knowledge, it asks the user to define the steps of the command (see
Figure 4). This process continues recursively until all tasks have
been “grounded out” in terms of known actions, initially comprising
a set of environment-dependent primitive actions.

To facilitate natural language as a medium for these dialogs, VAL
uses an array of GPT-powered subroutines to perform tasks like
action segmentation, predicate selection, and argument grounding.
However, these subroutines are largely translational between the
user input and the underlying symbolic knowledge structures; the
overall task learning algorithm itself is not executed by GPT, and
when VAL acts in the environment, or when users want to audit
VAL’s knowledge, the black-box GPT subroutines are not involved.

While VAL’s recursive task acquisition mechanism is inspired by
prior work, this synthesis of GPT with the symbolic task acquisition
process is its main contribution, and hopefully serves as another
step toward truly general neuro-symbolic hybrid systems.
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3.1 Knowledge Representation
VAL’s task knowledge representation is based on the Hierarchical
Task Network (HTN) formalism [34], a tree structure in which
tasks decompose into sequences of subtasks, each task contains
preconditions and effects, and leaves are “primitives” given as part
of the environment. HTNs are widely applicable to planning, and
have been used in many domains, from video games [28] to user
preference modeling [19] to transport logistics [1].

An example of a VAL HTN in the cooking video game domain
of our user study is shown in Figure 6. While the general HTN
formalism includes precondition and effect modeling, this study
only focuses on evaluating the acquisition of non-conditional hier-
archical task structures from dialog.

3.2 Hierarchical Task Acquisition
Tasks are conveyed from the user to VAL starting with an initial
command provided by the user. The command can be an action
or a sequence of multiple actions. All actions represented in the
command are matched to corresponding predicate-argument action
structures already learned by VAL, including the initial primitive
actions. If any actions in a command cannot be matched to semanti-
cally similar known actions, they are recursively clarified with new
subcommands solicited from the user; the recursive clarification
of actions into sequences of new actions forms the hierarchical
structure of the learned task. One step of this process is depicted in
Figure 1, and the full procedure is described in Algorithm 1.

Once tasks are acquired, they are added to VAL’s knowledge
base and can be chosen and executed for future requests. These
requests fill in their generalized values and traverse the task tree to
the leaves to send primitive actions to the environment. For more
information on this process, see Section 5.2.3.

3.3 Plan Generalization
When new plan knowledge is acquired, a GPT subroutine is used
to determine which arguments to generalize and which to hold
constant. This means that learned tasks can be reused, e.g., after
being told how to cook an onion in the Overcooked video game
environment (see Section 5.1), VAL should be able to cook a tomato
without seeking further clarification. The generalization compo-
nent, genGPT, is described in Section 4.2.

3.4 GPT Integration Philosophy
VAL is an AI system, rather than just a model: it comprises a com-
bination of GPT components, a classical learning algorithm, and
connecting code to interface with a given environment. We use
GPT models to solve atomic, linguistic subroutines within the well-
defined “VALgorithm”. This allows us to obtain more focused, reli-
able output than if we had used language models to solve the entire
task end-to-end. It also allows us to perform better error correction
on a more predictable set of error classes. When language models
alone are used for this task, without the entire VAL architecture,
they frequently invent new actions not yet learned, or attempt to
fabricate non-applicable domain knowledge, such as washing a
knife in the Overcooked video game despite the game lacking any
washing operations.

Function interpret(input , defs ):
steps← [ ]
for seg in segmentGPT (input ) do

pred ← mapGPT (seg , defs )
if pred is None then

steps← steps + newAction (seg , defs )
end
else

args ← groundGPT (seg , pred , defs )
v ← verbalizeGPT (pred , args )
if paraphraseGPT (v , seg ) then

steps← steps + ( pred , args )
end
else

steps← steps + newAction (seg , defs )
end

end
end
return steps

Function newAction(input , defs ):
newPred ← nameGPT (input )
expl ← askUser(“How do I input ?”)
defn ← interpret (expl )
newArgs ← genGPT (newPred , defn )
defs [newPred ]← (newArgs , defn )
return (newPred , newArgs )

Algorithm 1: The “VALgorithm” governing VAL’s high-level
task acquisition mechanism. All use of GPT is abstracted into
narrowly-scoped subroutines.

The tasks performed by the language model here, though, are by
no means trivial; extraction of predicate-argument structures from
text, and the mapping of those structures to known actions, both
require resolution of a considerable number of linguistic tasks, such
as syntactic parsing, anaphora resolution, paraphrase resolution,
action segmentation, and more; the full set of tasks performed by
GPT in VAL is detailed in Section 4.2.

Our integration of GPT into an otherwise classical algorithm has
allowed us to capitalize on the fluency of large language models
without falling victim to the myriad failures that can arise from
using them to complete non-linguistic tasks end-to-end—especially
recursive tasks and tasks requiring well-defined output.

3.4.1 Programmatic Scolding. As we developed VAL, we moved
between two language model bases for the GPT components: gpt-
3.5-turbo and gpt-4. These models frequently exhibit overly cau-
tious behavior: for example, gpt-3.5-turbo will often refuse to
choose cooking-related actions for cooking-related inputs in the
Overcooked game setting, citing its lack of physical body as an AI
language model as a reason for its inability to cook food.

This was quite frustrating, and given the black-box nature of
the models and the great influence of reinforcement learning from
human feedback on their training [10], stymied us for some time.
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Eventually, we settled on a silly but effective solution we deem
programmatic scolding. In programmatic scolding, responses con-
taining apology words or the string as an AI language model are
automatically detected and responded to with a message scolding
the language model for being culturally insensitive in its refusal to
answer. We found these additional scolding prompts would lead
the language model to produce the desired output. Literally scold-
ing the model to produce well defined outputs is not a desirable
research strategy, but underscores the difficulty of controlling LLM
outputs.

4 VAL SYSTEM ARCHITECTURE
4.1 The VALgorithm
Like in the hierarchical task acquisition work by Suddrey et al. [36],
VAL acquires tasks from natural language descriptions by ground-
ing actions and arguments and recursively seeking new definitions
for any unknown actions in terms of known ones. However, aside
from the GPT subroutines that make VAL’s implementation of these
actions unique, the actual VAL algorithm (“VALgorithm”) differs in
its own ways, and so we describe it here, and in the pseudocode of
Algorithm 1.

VAL begins by segmenting the input into individual, temporally
ordered steps. Each of these steps is then mapped independently to
known actions. If a suitable match is found, arguments are selected
to fill its slots. The filled predicate-argument representation is then
verbalized into a sentence, and that sentence is compared with
the initial input segment; if they are determined to be paraphrases
of one another, the mapped action and filled argument slots are
used. However, if the matched predicate is deemed too semantically
different from the input segment after matching, or if no match is
initially found, then a definition is sought for it, a name is created
for the new action, and a subset of the used arguments are selected
as the variable arguments for the new action.

Each purple symbol in Algorithm 1 represents a GPT subrou-
tine, each of which is defined below, in Section 4.2.

4.2 GPT Subroutines
While the VALgorithm is straightforward and interpretable on its
face, its subroutines encapsulate much of the complexity inherent
to any natural language understanding task. Below, we enumerate
and describe each of the GPT subroutines essential to VAL’s ability
to understand naturally phrased instructions and relate them to its
symbolic models of the environment and of actions within it. We
implemented each of these subroutines as a prompt, occasionally
with a set of examples; we did not use fine-tuning for any GPT
subroutines.

4.2.1 segmentGPT.

groundGPT
“go to” is moveTo(X)

moveTo(X=pot)

1. pot
2. onion
3. tomato
4. plate
5. dropoff

go to the pot

mapGPT
go to the pot

“go to” is moveTo(X)
1. moveTo(X)
2. pressSpace()

segmentGPTactivate the pot 
twice after going to it

1. go to pot
2. activate the pot
3. activate the pot

verbalizeGPTmoveTo(X=pot)

nameGPTcook an onion cook(...)

paraphraseGPT
move to the pot

Yes, same meaning
go to the pot

argChoiceGPT

cook an onion

cook(onion)

cook(...)

1. pot
2. onion
3. tomato
4. plate
5. dropoff

move to the pot

segmentGPT splits a command into atomic steps. Because each
atomic step will be matched individually to known actions, co-
references must be resolved as well, so that pronouns in later steps
are replacedwith their referents. segmentGPT also expands repeated
actions, such as those with adverbs like “twice”, into their own steps,
and orders the steps chronologically, resolving temporal relations
like “before” and “after” in the input.

4.2.2 mapGPT.

groundGPT
“go to” is moveTo(X)

moveTo(X=pot)

1. pot
2. onion
3. tomato
4. plate
5. dropoff

go to the pot

mapGPT
go to the pot

“go to” is moveTo(X)
1. moveTo(X)
2. pressSpace()

segmentGPTactivate the pot 
twice after going to it

1. go to pot
2. activate the pot
3. activate the pot

verbalizeGPTmoveTo(X=pot)

nameGPTcook an onion cook(...)

paraphraseGPT
move to the pot

Yes, same meaning
go to the pot

argChoiceGPT

cook an onion

cook(onion)

cook(...)

1. pot
2. onion
3. tomato
4. plate
5. dropoff

move to the pot

mapGPT selects a known action corresponding to an input seg-
ment produced by segmentGPT, or determines that no known action
is suitable. In the latter case, VAL will attempt to acquire a new
action (or, if confirmatory dialogs are enabled, ask if a suitable
matching action exists). mapGPT does not jointly select arguments
for the chosen action; that subsequent task is factored out and
performed by groundGPT.

4.2.3 groundGPT.

groundGPT
“go to” is moveTo(X)

moveTo(X=pot)

1. pot
2. onion
3. tomato
4. plate
5. dropoff

go to the pot

mapGPT
go to the pot

“go to” is moveTo(X)
1. moveTo(X)
2. pressSpace()

segmentGPTactivate the pot 
twice after going to it

1. go to pot
2. activate the pot
3. activate the pot

verbalizeGPTmoveTo(X=pot)

nameGPTcook an onion cook(...)

paraphraseGPT
move to the pot

Yes, same meaning
go to the pot

argChoiceGPT

cook an onion

cook(onion)

cook(...)

1. pot
2. onion
3. tomato
4. plate
5. dropoff

move to the potgroundGPT selects from a list of known world objects to fill
argument slots for a predicate chosen by mapGPT. groundGPT also
has access to the original text segment. groundGPT must correctly
interpret plurals, restrictors, and other quantifiers in the input: for
example, a single noun phrase like “the numerators” may expand
to fill two argument slots, or “any red vegetable” may be used to
select “tomato”. groundGPT only selects arguments when a known
action has been chosen first; to choose a set of arguments for a
newly introduced action, VAL uses genGPT.
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4.2.4 verbalizeGPT and paraphraseGPT.

groundGPT
“go to” is moveTo(X)

moveTo(X=pot)

1. pot
2. onion
3. tomato
4. plate
5. dropoff

go to the pot

mapGPT
go to the pot

“go to” is moveTo(X)
1. moveTo(X)
2. pressSpace()

segmentGPTactivate the pot 
twice after going to it

1. go to pot
2. activate the pot
3. activate the pot

verbalizeGPTmoveTo(X=pot)

nameGPTcook an onion cook(...)

paraphraseGPT
move to the pot

Yes, same meaning
go to the pot

argChoiceGPT

cook an onion

cook(onion)

cook(...)

1. pot
2. onion
3. tomato
4. plate
5. dropoff

move to the pot

groundGPT
“go to” is moveTo(X)

moveTo(X=pot)

1. pot
2. onion
3. tomato
4. plate
5. dropoff

go to the pot

mapGPT
go to the pot

“go to” is moveTo(X)
1. moveTo(X)
2. pressSpace()

segmentGPTactivate the pot 
twice after going to it

1. go to pot
2. activate the pot
3. activate the pot

verbalizeGPTmoveTo(X=pot)

nameGPTcook an onion cook(...)

paraphraseGPT
move to the pot

Yes, same meaning
go to the pot

argChoiceGPT

cook an onion

cook(onion)

cook(...)

1. pot
2. onion
3. tomato
4. plate
5. dropoff

move to the pot

verbalizeGPT is used in tandem with paraphraseGPT to verify
matches before committing to them; occasionally, mapGPTwill select
an action with an inexact semantic match, such as the selection of
the action moveTo for the input segment “get an onion”. The reasons
for this are not totally clear2, but we find that these incorrect choices
can often be avoided by the following three-step process:

(1) Verbalize the action and arguments chosen by mapGPT and
groundGPT into a natural sentence using verbalizeGPT.

(2) Compare that sentence to the original user input segment
using paraphraseGPT.

(3) Accept the match if and only if paraphraseGPT deems them
a match.

When confirmatory dialogs are enabled, verbalizeGPT and
paraphraseGPT are not used, as the user provides suitability infor-
mation directly.

4.2.5 nameGPT.

groundGPT
“go to” is moveTo(X)

moveTo(X=pot)

1. pot
2. onion
3. tomato
4. plate
5. dropoff

go to the pot

mapGPT
go to the pot

“go to” is moveTo(X)
1. moveTo(X)
2. pressSpace()

segmentGPTactivate the pot 
twice after going to it

1. go to pot
2. activate the pot
3. activate the pot

verbalizeGPTmoveTo(X=pot)

nameGPTcook an onion cook(...)

paraphraseGPT
move to the pot

Yes, same meaning
go to the pot

argChoiceGPT

cook an onion

cook(onion)

cook(...)

1. pot
2. onion
3. tomato
4. plate
5. dropoff

move to the pot

nameGPT produces a predicate name for the original text snippet
responsible that led to the currently unnamed task being learned. If
nameGPT produces a name identical to a known name, progressively
higher numbers are appended, beginning with 2; however, this is a
shallow solution to a relatively deep problem, as we will discuss in
Section 5.6.

4.2.6 genGPT.

groundGPT
“go to” is moveTo(X)

moveTo(X=pot)

1. pot
2. onion
3. tomato
4. plate
5. dropoff

go to the pot

mapGPT
go to the pot

“go to” is moveTo(X)
1. moveTo(X)
2. pressSpace()

segmentGPTactivate the pot 
twice after going to it

1. go to pot
2. activate the pot
3. activate the pot

verbalizeGPTmoveTo(X=pot)

nameGPTcook an onion cook(...)

paraphraseGPT
move to the pot

Yes, same meaning
go to the pot

genGPT

cook an onion

cook(onion)

cook(...)

1. pot
2. onion
3. tomato
4. plate
5. dropoff

move to the pot

2However, when we extend the mapGPT prompt to a conversational setting with Chat-
GPT and ask why it chose what it did, it will often justify it by saying things like
“in order to get an onion, you must first go to it”. It is unclear, though, whether this
reasoning informed its initial choice or is merely a consequence of needing to justify
it retrospectively.

Figure 7: A screenshot of the Overcooked-AI game environ-
ment used in VAL’s user studies.

genGPT selects arguments for newly learned actions after nameGPT
decides on a predicate name for them. It is only allowed to choose
from the set of arguments that were used in the full expansion of
the task. We use GPT to filter this set because selecting which ar-
guments should be generalized and which should remain constant
is a task that requires both lexical and semantic knowledge. How-
ever, genGPT occasionally omits an important argument, leaving it
constant; or includes an argument that will never vary, such as the
pot in the cook action.

5 E“VAL”UATION
To evaluate VAL, we conducted an IRB-approved user study, in
which we recruited 12 participants to teach VAL a task in a video
game environment and take a survey regarding their experience.3
This study had two aims: (1) to evaluate the participants’ subjec-
tive experiences via the survey, and (2) to evaluate the objective
performance of VAL’s components via signals recorded both from
the interaction logs and from VAL’s implementation.

In the latter case, we largely relied on confirmatory dialogs (see
Section 5.2.1), via which users either approve or correct decisions
made by VAL’s components, as a source of ground truth for mea-
suring component success. We also measured signals for in-game
actions successfully completed by VAL, instances of users clicking
“undo”, and any system crashes. We report and analyze the survey
results in Section 5.4, and all other results in Section 5.5.4

5.1 Environment
For our user study environment, we chose Overcooked-AI [5], an
open-source, simplified implementation of the popular video game
Overcooked [9]. An increasing amount of contemporary task learn-
ing and task performance work has focused on this environment

3We chose this number of participants as it was found to be the most common partici-
pant sample size in CHI submissions as of 2016. [4]
4VAL’s code and prompts can be accessed at https://github.com/bitbanger/overcooked-
demo/tree/paper_mess.

https://github.com/bitbanger/overcooked-demo/tree/paper_mess
https://github.com/bitbanger/overcooked-demo/tree/paper_mess
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 Chat With VAL

VAL 15:45

So, is this a correct task description for "get an onion"?"

 1. go to the onion
 2. hit space

Yes Add more steps No, something's wrong

VAL 15:45

I think that "go to the onion" is the action moveTo.

Is that right?

Yes No

VAL 15:45

OK, and the object of the action moveTo is onion, right?

Yes No

VAL 15:45

I think that "hit space" is the action pressSpace.

Is that right?

Yes No

VAL 15:46

I think these are the objects of "get an onion":

get ( onion )

Is that right?

Yes No

VAL 15:46

Sorry about that. Could you help me pick the right objects?

get ( onion  )
 +   - 

Submit

Please enter your response in the form above, or click 'Undo'.
➤

Send
⟲

Undo
Figure 8: A confirmatory dialog example for genGPT . Ex-
amples of all types of confirmatory dialog are available in
Appendix A.

[44, 45, 48]. After showing each user a tutorial for the game and
allowing them to practice the task manually, we asked them to
teach VAL to make onion soup with one onion, which involves
putting the onion in the pot, turning the pot on, fetching a plate,
interacting with the pot while holding the plate, and taking the
plate to the drop-off location.

5.1.1 Primitive Actions. As initial primitive actions, we implemented
moveTo and pressSpace. While the latter straightforwardly lives
up to its name, we chose to implement the former as a breadth-
first search within the environment; while work has been done on
HTN representations of pathfinding [27], we decided that verbal
acquisition of such networks would be too complex for average
users to teach in an initial study. The selection of primitives is an
important question in integrating VAL with a new environment; it
is important to find a balance between ease of implementation and
ease of teaching. In this case, we felt that the task of making soup
remained suitably interesting with low-level movement primitives
introduced.

5.2 Study Design Features
5.2.1 Confirmatory Dialogs. Interactive task learning is a sequen-
tial process in which an early error can compromise all downstream
steps and the final result. Furthermore, we required a way to evalu-
ate the performance of VAL’s individual GPT subroutines relative
to human judgment. To address both of these issues, the VAL user
study makes use of confirmatory dialogs for GPT subroutine re-
sults. These prompt the user to either confirm or correct the result
returned by the subroutine. Examples of confirmatory dialogs can
be seen in Figure 8 and Appendix A.

Currently known actions:
  1. moveTo(<object>)
  2. pressSpace()
  3. get(<arg1>)

Figure 9: The knowledge display (see Section 5.2.2) shown on
the study page. In this example, moveTo and pressSpace are
primitive actions, and get is a learned action taught by the
user.

As these dialogs interrupt the flow of the interaction and may
frustrate users with their frequency and repetitiveness, it would be
ideal not to ever require them in a non-study setting. In Section 5.5.1,
we discuss a strategy that seems to reduce the need for these dialogs
in one component, and our plans to pursue similar strategies for
other components.

The VAL dialog interface was adapted from the Simple Chat
UI system developed by Sajad Hashemian [11]. We contributed
the design and implementation of the confirmatory dialogs within
the Simple Chat UI message bubbles, which contain only text by
default.

5.2.2 Knowledge Display. At all times, a knowledge display box
(see Figure 9) was visible on the study page, showing which gener-
alized actions had been learned by VAL, including both primitive
and learned actions.

5.2.3 Real-Time Action Performance. As VAL grounds the task out
in terms of primitive actions, a decision must be made as to when
to send each primitive action to the game environment. In early
testing, users found it confusing to wait until VAL had learned an
entire complex task tree before it took any actions in the game.
Therefore, we opt to send each primitive as it’s added to the tree,
rather than sending all primitives once the tree has been completed.
This allows the user to monitor the task progress during instruction
and confirm that the right actions are being carried out.

5.2.4 The Undo Button. To further enable error correction during
user sessions, we implemented an undo button in the VAL dialog
interface, which is visible in Figure 2. David R. Hill [12] offered
the guidance that, in a dialog setting with external effects, what
should be undoable is each effect, rather than each message.5 In a
VAL session, all modification of game or agent knowledge state
is a reaction to a user input, whether that be a command or a
confirmatory dialog response. Therefore, when the undo button is
clicked, we opt to rewind both the game and agent to their states
at the previous prompt for user input.

5.3 Experimental Setup
We recruited 12 participants by word of mouth from university
communities. After signing consent forms, they were given two
static webpage tutorials: one for making soup in the Overcooked-AI
environment, and one for teaching an unrelated task to VAL. In

5Prof. Hill also noted that an undo feature “takes a lot of effort to implement”, which
finding is corroborated by our work.
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between the two tutorials, they were also asked to practice making
soup manually in the game environment. After completing both
tutorials, the participants were asked to instruct VAL to make onion
soup, and then presented with a side-by-side view of a VAL dialog
(e.g., Figure 2), a display of VAL’s knowledge (see Figure 9), and
the game (e.g., Figure 7). The participants were informed that they
could end the study at any time, regardless of progress, and proceed
to the survey.

The post-session survey asked non-identifiable questions about
relevant prior experience, seven-point Likert scale opinion ques-
tions, and open-ended short-answer opinion questions. The full
survey form is attached as Appendix B, and a link to the full,
anonymized set of results, including short-answer responses, will
be provided if and when this paper is no longer under blind review.

5.4 User Survey Results
5.4.1 Prior Experience. We asked each participant about their prior
experience levels with interacting with large language models, com-
puter programming, and video games like Overcooked-AI. All par-
ticipants had at least “a lot” of experience with programming; most
participants only had “a little” experience interacting with large
language models; and most participants had at least “a moderate
amount” of experience with video games like Overcooked-AI. The
full results for these questions are presented in Appendix C.

5.4.2 Opinions on Sessions. The questions we asked participants
about their sessions were derived in part from prior work on task
learning system usability, although some were original to this work.
While some questions are inspired by prior work, the questions are
highly subjective and situational, and so responses cannot be di-
rectly compared as if they were on the same scale; what is expected
or acceptable for a user in one context may not be in another, and
questions about, e.g., overall ease of use, mask too much context
for direct numerical response comparison.

The prompts we gave, and any applicable works inspiring those
questions, were:

(1) VAL was able to correctly perform what I asked it to [35]
(2) I found the display of VAL’s current knowledge easy to under-

stand [33]
(3) VAL processed my explanations quickly [35]
(4) I found the display of VAL’s current knowledge useful in guid-

ing the interaction [33]
(5) I found it easy to learn to use VAL [33, 35]
(6) I found my entire experience teaching VAL to be straightfor-

ward
(7) I felt VAL understood what I said to it
(8) VAL learned the task without me needing to correct it often
The responses are visualized in Figure 10. For the most part,

user experience was positive; all questions had more agree-type
responses than disagree-type responses. In keeping with the ob-
served game milestone signals, almost all participants reported
being able to complete the task. The worst responses were to the
prompts VAL learned the task without me needing to correct it often
and I felt VAL understood what I said to it; this highlights the need
for the confirmatory dialogs found in the study, although finding
ways to reduce them may still be beneficial. In fact, the high num-
ber of confirmatory dialogs may have contributed to the slightly

higher proportion of negative scores for I found my entire experience
teaching VAL to be straightforward as well.

5.5 System Metric Results

GPT Subroutine Success Rate
segmentGPT 93% user approval

mapGPT 82% user approval (gpt-3.5-turbo)
97% user approval (gpt-4)

groundGPT 88% user approval
genGPT 81% user approval

verbalizeGPT + paraphraseGPT 79% true positive rate
99% true negative rate

Table 1: GPT subroutine success rates across all the times
they were activated within the twelve user sessions.

5.5.1 GPT Subroutine Success Rates. Table 1 shows the success
rates for four of the seven GPT subroutines described in Section 4.2.
We did not measure the success of nameGPT, as predicate name
choice was not subject to user approval or disapproval in our study.
However, there is clear evidence from question (2) on the opinion
survey that users found the display of VAL’s current knowledge easy
to understand. As the names of the learned tasks in the display were
the output of nameGPT, this suggests its outputs are interpretable
and in alignment with user’s expectations.

The success rates of paraphraseGPT and verbalizeGPT are not
independently defined, as these two components work together to
filter spurious matches produced by mapGPT. As the design of the
study required manual user approval for mapGPT decisions, these
two components were unused. However, we calculated the decisions
that would have been made according to these two components,
and compared them to the user decisions that were actually made.
We found a false negative rate of 21% and a false positive rate of 1%
relative to the user-provided ground truth. The low false positive
rate suggests that roughly four fifths of confirmatory dialogs for
mapGPT outputs may be avoidable, with minimal impact to perfor-
mance, by simply always accepting negative paraphrase decisions
made by these two components.

5.5.2 Programmatic Scolding Occurrences. Programmatic scolding
(see Section 3.4.1) was triggered a total of 29 times, split across
three participants. All 29 scolds occurred in the gpt-3.5-turbo
participant group.

5.5.3 Game Milestone Signals. During the sessions, we recorded
signals from the game engine corresponding to certain “milestone”
events: picking up an onion, putting an onion in the pot, turning
the pot on, plating the cooked soup, and delivering the soup.

Of 12 total participants, nine were able to instruct VAL to com-
plete every milestone; two were able to instruct VAL to cook the
soup, but not to plate or deliver it; and one participant was unable
to complete any milestones.

5.5.4 Undos. 10 of 12 participants used the undo feature. The me-
dian number of undos was 6, and the mean was 9.



CHI ’24, May 11–16, 2024, Honolulu, HI, USA Lawley and MacLellan

Strongly Disagree Disagree Kinda Disagree Neutral Kinda Agree Agree Strongly Agree

5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
← Number of Responses →                                                             

VAL was able to correctly perform what I asked it to

I found the display of VAL's current knowledge easy to understand

VAL processed my explanations quickly

I found the display of VAL's current knowledge useful in guiding the interaction

I found it easy to learn to use VAL

I didn't have to significantly re-phrase what I said to VAL

I found my entire experience teaching VAL to be straightforward

I felt VAL understood what I said to it

VAL learned the task without me needing to correct it often

Figure 10: Participant Likert scale scores for the questions asked in our post-study survey. Red/left is bad, and blue/right is
good. Tick marks are sometimes aligned at half-intervals due to neutral responses straddling the center line.

5.5.5 System Crashes. Of the three participants who did not signal
all five milestones, two experienced crashes in the VAL system
that halted all progress. One participant experienced a crash after
completing all milestones.

The root cause of two of these three crashes was a malformed
string returned by a GPT subroutine. The third crash was due to a
platform-specific string encoding issue in the experimental envi-
ronment that was not observed in the development environment.

5.5.6 Choice of Base GPT Model. Any autoregressive language
model can be used to implement VAL’s GPT-based subroutines. Of
our 12 participants, seven interacted with a gpt-3.5-turbo-based
VAL system, and the other five interacted with a gpt-4-based one.

The switch to GPT-4 had a statistically significant (𝑝 ≤ .05)
effect6 on:

(1) the frequency of programmatic scolding (decreased; good)7
(2) the number of crashes (decreased; good),
(3) the success rate of mapGPT (increased; good),
(4) the user-perceived processing speed (increased; bad),
(5) the ease of learning to use VAL (increased; good), and
(6) the straightforwardness of the entire experience (in-

creased; good).
The other categories tested for significance were:
(1) the number of messages sent by the user per completed

milestone,
(2) the false positive and false negative rates of paraphraseGPT

filtering when compared user decisions,
(3) the number of clicks of the “undo” button,
(4) all GPT subroutines other than mapGPT, and
(5) all of the other questions in the survey.

5.6 Discussion
This section reflects on the quantitative results above and on the
short-answer responses given in the survey.We break the discussion
into themes digested from these results.
6p-values were calculated using 𝑡 -tests for all metrics except approve-reject decisions,
for which we used binary 𝜒2 tests.
7In fact, there was no scolding at all in the gpt-4-based sessions.

5.6.1 Naturalness of Interactions. Most participants responded that
they felt empowered to use natural phrasing with VAL, and that
VAL largely understood what they meant. However, some reported
issues: two participants told VAL “I want to teach you to <x>”, only
for VAL to interpret the utterance as a request to perform a “teach”
action. One participant also felt that VAL needed explanations at
too high a granularity; while we expect that, in repeated uses of the
same VAL model, many actions could be re-used to reduce this ef-
fect, it is true that VAL starts only with its primitives, and requires
explicit explanations for any other actions. It may be worth ex-
ploring ways to perform environmental search, or to use language
models, to provide initial, non-binding suggestions for how to im-
plement some higher-level actions, in order to reduce the burden
on the user.

5.6.2 Theory of Mind. Several users reported that they felt unsure
of what exactly VAL modeled about the world, and of what opera-
tions it could perform on that model. For example, one user asked
VAL to edit one of the steps in its current plan, which VAL cannot
currently do. Another user was unsure if VAL would face an object
after moving to it, and attempted to ask VAL this question; VAL
does not have access to this information, and is not designed to
respond to questions of this kind, and so gave a confusing response.

These situations highlight the importance of mutual theory of
mind in conversational agents [39]; it is important not only for VAL
to model the intent of the human instructor, but for the instructor
to be able to model VAL’s capabilities and likely responses as well.
The more restricted the agent’s capabilities, the more important
this becomes. We intend to look into ways to augment the displayed
knowledge structures, as well as the tutorial process, to give users
a better sense of VAL’s cognitive machinations.

5.6.3 Tedium of Confirmatory Dialogs. Many users complained
that the confirmatory dialogs used to correct and evaluate GPT
subroutine outputs were tedious. This was expected to some degree,
and while they were necessary for this study, we discuss here some
ways we might reduce the number of confirmatory dialogs in actual
deployment.
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First, as we discussed in Section 5.5.1, the use of verbalizeGPT
and paraphraseGPT to check the output of mapGPT was quite suc-
cessful, and could reduce the number of mapGPT confirmation di-
alogs by roughly 80% while hardly increasing the error rate. Using
additional GPT subroutine calls to check the output of the other
subroutines may lead to similar results across the board, further
reducing these dialogs.

Caching user responses may also be useful; as the system stands,
users are asked to confirm each time, even if duplicate commands
are issued. This happened many times, for example, with the com-
mand “press space”.

In general, confirmatory dialogs present a trade-off: tedium for
correctness. However, given the sequential nature of the dialog,
one final optimization to consider may be a stricter threshold for
requesting confirmation earlier in a dialog, while allowing the undo
button to become the primary mechanism of error correction later
in a dialog.

5.6.4 GPT Model Size. As we discuss in Section 5.5.6, increasing
the size of the base GPTmodel increased performance in fivemetrics
while only decreasing processing speed. In fact, every metric saw
improvement; those reported earlier were simply the only ones to
meet our statistical significance threshold.

However, there are ethical concerns about this method of scaling
VAL’s performance, the first being the environmental cost of train-
ing and using larger and larger language models [2]. Additionally,
the models we used are not open-source, and the centralization of
foundational technology behind the veil of a corporate API offers
almost no transparency, both into how the technology works and
into how the data sent by users is being used or stored [7].

While we wished to use open-source language models in this
work, we determined, in early pilot interactions, the largest models
we could feasibly run locally were almost completely ineffective at
implementing VAL’s GPT submodules.

So, while this work is a proof of concept using the highest-
performing existing language models, we now advocate—for parties
with the resources to employ them—the use of open-source models
[8, 38, 49] to power systems like VAL, even if it will take time for
their performance to catch up to that demonstrated in this work.

5.6.5 Generalizability. The Overcooked-AI environment we chose
is commonly employed in interactive machine learning research.
On the one hand, it is relatively simple, making it easy for end users
to quickly understand and use. On the other hand, it supports a
wide range of level designs and cooking-related tasks, which make
it possible to challenge users and AI agents with novel situations
they have not encountered before. This blend of simplicity with
certain kinds of novel complexity makes it uniquely well suited for
studying interactive task learning. While the environment only pos-
sess two primitive actions—moving and pressing the space bar—it
features several higher-level tasks (e.g., for preparing and combin-
ing ingredients and plating dishes). As shown in Figure 6, a learned
“cook” action requires the use of 5 lower-level learned and primitive
actions. Our user study shows that VAL can scale up to around ten
actions. VAL’s architecture is, in principle, agnostic to the action
space; all primitive and learned actions are considered for map-
ping to user utterances, regardless of their number, and the most
appropriate will ideally be chosen in each case.

We view the main generalizability concern as a practical, scalabil-
ity concern: as the number of primitive and learned actions grows,
the language models responsible for action mapping are likely to
experience higher error rates. While this paper demonstrates the
fundamentals of the VAL approach, this practical concern will likely
have to be addressed in future work and re-examined as available
language models improve.

6 CONCLUSION
VAL offers a new angle on the long-standing problem of interactive
task learning: using language models in a principled way to enable
natural instructional dialog. Using language models allows VAL
to comprehend malformed or casual sentences that traditional se-
mantic parsers either cannot, or would require substantial manual
engineering to, parse. Furthermore, restricting language model use
to a small number of narrow tasks increases interpretability and
reliability.

VAL can acquire knowledge incrementally, from few examples,
and generalize that knowledge for use in new situations. The natural
language interface, confirmatory dialogs, and undo feature increase
VAL’s usability relative to existing, more brittle systems. Ultimately,
we hope that VAL’s usability by those with no formal training in
programming or AI will help enable a wide variety of people to
not only teach VAL new tasks, but also to learn tasks from VAL in
educational and job training settings.

The user study we conducted supports VAL’s usability, but also
underscores avenues for future work on VAL: adding condition
learning, incorporating additional modalities like demonstration
and vision, helping users form a better theory of VAL’s mind, re-
ducing GPT subroutine errors, and optimizing the number of con-
firmatory dialogs are all substantial and important future projects
to improve VAL. We hope that the VAL approach continues to
evolve and provide a framework for future work on interactive task
learning.
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A EXAMPLES OF ALL CONFIRMATORY
DIALOGS

 Chat With VAL

VAL 15:41

Currently known actions:
  1. moveTo(<object>)
  2. pressSpace()

 (to teach new actions, just use them in a sentence, and I'll ask for

clarification!)

VAL 15:41

How can I help you today?

You can give me a command, teach me how to do something, or ask me

to explain how to do something.

You 15:41

Go to the pot and turn it on

VAL 15:41

These are the individual steps of your command, right?

 1. go to the pot
 2. turn the pot on

Yes No

Please enter your response in the form above, or click 'Undo'.
➤

Send
⟲

Undo

Figure 11: segmentGPT confirmation

 Chat With VAL

VAL 15:41

Currently known actions:
  1. moveTo(<object>)
  2. pressSpace()

 (to teach new actions, just use them in a sentence, and I'll ask for

clarification!)

VAL 15:41

How can I help you today?

You can give me a command, teach me how to do something, or ask me

to explain how to do something.

You 15:41

Go to the pot and turn it on

VAL 15:41

These are the individual steps of your command, right?

 1. go to the pot
 2. turn the pot on

Yes No

VAL 15:43

I think that "go to the pot" is the action moveTo.

Is that right?

Yes No

Please enter your response in the form above, or click 'Undo'.
➤

Send
⟲

Undo

Figure 12: mapGPT confirmation

 Chat With VAL

Currently known actions:
  1. moveTo(<object>)
  2. pressSpace()

 (to teach new actions, just use them in a sentence, and I'll ask for

clarification!)

VAL 15:41

How can I help you today?

You can give me a command, teach me how to do something, or ask me

to explain how to do something.

You 15:41

Go to the pot and turn it on

VAL 15:41

These are the individual steps of your command, right?

 1. go to the pot
 2. turn the pot on

Yes No

VAL 15:43

I think that "go to the pot" is the action moveTo.

Is that right?

Yes No

VAL 15:43

OK, and the object of the action moveTo is pot, right?

Yes No

VAL 15:43

I wasn't able to identify a known action for the command
turn the pot on.

Would you like to review the list of known actions to see if I
made a mistake?

Yes No; I'll teach you this new action

Please enter your response in the form above, or click 'Undo'.
➤

Send
⟲

Undo
Figure 13: mapGPT new-action confirmation

 Chat With VAL

VAL 15:41

Currently known actions:
  1. moveTo(<object>)
  2. pressSpace()

 (to teach new actions, just use them in a sentence, and I'll ask for

clarification!)

VAL 15:41

How can I help you today?

You can give me a command, teach me how to do something, or ask me

to explain how to do something.

You 15:41

Go to the pot and turn it on

VAL 15:41

These are the individual steps of your command, right?

 1. go to the pot
 2. turn the pot on

Yes No

VAL 15:43

I think that "go to the pot" is the action moveTo.

Is that right?

Yes No

VAL 15:43

OK, and the object of the action moveTo is pot, right?

Yes No

VAL 15:43

Sorry about that. Could you help me pick the actual object?

moveTo( pot  )

Submit

Please enter your response in the form above, or click 'Undo'.
➤

Send
⟲

Undo
Figure 14: groundGPT correction

 Chat With VAL

OK, from your explanation of how to "Get an onion", I've
learned how to get!

VAL 15:46

Currently known actions:
  1. moveTo(<object>)
  2. pressSpace()
  3. get(<arg1>)

 (to teach new actions, just use them in a sentence, and I'll ask for

clarification!)

VAL 15:46

Is there anything else I can do for you?

You can give me a command, teach me how to do something, or ask me

to explain how to do something.

You 15:46

Turn the pot on

VAL 15:46

These are the individual steps of your command, right?

 1. turn the pot on

Yes No

VAL 15:46

I wasn't able to identify a known action for the command
turn the pot on.

Would you like to review the list of known actions to see if I
made a mistake?

Yes No; I'll teach you this new action

VAL 15:46

Which of these is the best choice for "turn the pot on"?

 moveTo(<object>)

 pressSpace()

 get(<arg1>)

 None of these; I want to teach you a new action for this.

Please enter your response in the form above, or click 'Undo'.
➤

Send
⟲

Undo
Figure 15: mapGPT correction

 Chat With VAL

VAL 15:45

So, is this a correct task description for "get an onion"?"

 1. go to the onion
 2. hit space

Yes Add more steps No, something's wrong

VAL 15:45

I think that "go to the onion" is the action moveTo.

Is that right?

Yes No

VAL 15:45

OK, and the object of the action moveTo is onion, right?

Yes No

VAL 15:45

I think that "hit space" is the action pressSpace.

Is that right?

Yes No

VAL 15:46

I think these are the objects of "get an onion":

get ( onion )

Is that right?

Yes No

VAL 15:46

Sorry about that. Could you help me pick the right objects?

get ( onion  )
 +   - 

Submit

Please enter your response in the form above, or click 'Undo'.
➤

Send
⟲

Undo
Figure 16: genGPT correction
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 Chat With VAL

VAL 15:45

What are the steps of "get an onion"?

You 15:45

Go to the onion and hit space

VAL 15:45

So, is this a correct task description for "get an onion"?"

 1. go to the onion
 2. hit space

Yes Add more steps No, something's wrong

VAL 15:45

I think that "go to the onion" is the action moveTo.

Is that right?

Yes No

VAL 15:45

OK, and the object of the action moveTo is onion, right?

Yes No

VAL 15:45

I think that "hit space" is the action pressSpace.

Is that right?

Yes No

VAL 15:46

I think these are the objects of "get an onion":

get ( onion )

Is that right?

Yes No

Please enter your response in the form above, or click 'Undo'.
➤

Send
⟲

Undo
Figure 17: genGPT confirmation

 Chat With VAL

VAL 15:41

Currently known actions:
  1. moveTo(<object>)
  2. pressSpace()

 (to teach new actions, just use them in a sentence, and I'll ask for

clarification!)

VAL 15:41

How can I help you today?

You can give me a command, teach me how to do something, or ask me

to explain how to do something.

You 15:41

Go to the pot and turn it on

VAL 15:41

These are the individual steps of your command, right?

 1. go to the pot
 2. turn the pot on

Yes No

VAL 15:43

I think that "go to the pot" is the action moveTo.

Is that right?

Yes No

VAL 15:43

OK, and the object of the action moveTo is pot, right?

Yes No

Please enter your response in the form above, or click 'Undo'.
➤

Send
⟲

Undo

Figure 18: groundGPT confirmation

 Chat With VAL
VAL 15:41

How can I help you today?

You can give me a command, teach me how to do something, or ask me

to explain how to do something.

You 15:44

Get an onion

VAL 15:44

These are the individual steps of your command, right?

 1. get an onion

Yes No

VAL 15:44

I think that "get an onion" is the action moveTo.

Is that right?

Yes No

VAL 15:45

Which of these is a better choice for "get an onion"?

 moveTo(<object>)

 pressSpace()

 None of these; I want to teach you a new action for this.

VAL 15:45

What are the steps of "get an onion"?

You 15:45

Go to the onion and hit space

VAL 15:45

So, is this a correct task description for "get an onion"?"

 1. go to the onion
 2. hit space

Yes Add more steps No, something's wrong

Please enter your response in the form above, or click 'Undo'.
➤

Send
⟲

Undo
Figure 19: Task correctness confirmation
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B VAL PARTICIPANT SURVEY FORM

How much experience do you have interacting with large language models (LLMs)
such as ChatGPT?

How much experience do you have with computer programming?

How much experience do you have with video games like the one used in this
study?

None at all

A little

A moderate amount

A lot

A great deal

None at all

A little

A moderate amount

A lot

A great deal

None at all

A little

A moderate amount

A lot

A great deal

Please score your agreement with each of the following statements.
If you do not understand or do not wish to respond to a statement, you may check
N/A.

What, if anything, do you feel was natural about your interaction with VAL?

What, if anything, do you feel was unnatural about your interaction with VAL?

Do you have any other comments about your experience with VAL?

1 = Strongly
Disagree 4 = Neutral

7 = Strongly
Agree

     N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I found my entire experience
teaching VAL to be
straightforward

  

I felt VAL understood what I
said to it   

I didn't have to significantly re-
phrase what I said to VAL   

I found the display of VAL's
current knowledge easy to
understand

  

I found the display of VAL's
current knowledge useful in
guiding the interaction

  

VAL learned the task without
me needing to correct it often   

VAL processed my
explanations quickly   

VAL was able to correctly
perform what I asked it to   

I found it easy to learn to use
VAL   

VAL asked for less
clarification in the second task
than it did in the first task

  

How much experience do you have interacting with large language models (LLMs)
such as ChatGPT?

How much experience do you have with computer programming?

How much experience do you have with video games like the one used in this
study?

None at all

A little

A moderate amount

A lot

A great deal

None at all

A little

A moderate amount

A lot

A great deal

None at all

A little

A moderate amount

A lot

A great deal

Please score your agreement with each of the following statements.
If you do not understand or do not wish to respond to a statement, you may check
N/A.

What, if anything, do you feel was natural about your interaction with VAL?

What, if anything, do you feel was unnatural about your interaction with VAL?

Do you have any other comments about your experience with VAL?

1 = Strongly
Disagree 4 = Neutral

7 = Strongly
Agree

     N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I found my entire experience
teaching VAL to be
straightforward

  

I felt VAL understood what I
said to it   

I didn't have to significantly re-
phrase what I said to VAL   

I found the display of VAL's
current knowledge easy to
understand

  

I found the display of VAL's
current knowledge useful in
guiding the interaction

  

VAL learned the task without
me needing to correct it often   

VAL processed my
explanations quickly   

VAL was able to correctly
perform what I asked it to   

I found it easy to learn to use
VAL   

VAL asked for less
clarification in the second task
than it did in the first task
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C PRIOR EXPERIENCE SURVEY QUESTION
RESULTS

HRZ mXch e[SeUieQce dR \RX haYe iQWeUacWiQg ZiWh laUge laQgXage mRdelV (LLMV) VXch aV ChaWGPT?

Q2 - HRZ mXch e[SeUieQce dR \RX haYe ZiWh cRmSXWeU SURgUammiQg?

None aë all

A liëële

A moderaëe amoðnë

A loë

A greaë deal

ƺ ƺțƿ ƻ ƻțƿ Ƽ Ƽțƿ ƽ ƽțƿ ƾ ƾțƿ ƿ ƿțƿ ǀ ǀțƿ

ș Field Minimðm Maāimðm Mean Sëd Deûiaëion Variance Coðnë

ƻ Hoü mðch eāperience do Ăoð haûe inëeracëing üiëh large langðage modelã ȨLLMãȩ ãðch aã ChaëGPTȜ ƻțƺƺ ƿțƺƺ Ƽțǁƿ ƻțƼƽ ƻțƿƼ ƻƼ

LÐadiÉgțțț

LÐadiÉgțțț

HoZ mXch e[peUience do \oX haYe ZiWh compXWeU pUogUamming?

HoZ mXch e[peUience do \oX haYe ZiWh Yideo gameV like Whe one XVed in WhiV VWXd\?

None at all

A little

A moderate amoðnt

A lot

A great deal

ƺ ƺțƿ ƻ ƻțƿ Ƽ Ƽțƿ ƽ ƽțƿ ƾ ƾțƿ ƿ ƿțƿ ǀ ǀțƿ

ș Field Minimðm Maāimðm Mean Std Deûiation Variance Coðnt

ƻ Hoü mðch eāperience do Ăoð haûe üith compðter programmingȜ ƾțƺƺ ƿțƺƺ ƾțƿƺ ƺțƿƺ ƺțƼƿ ƻƼ

LÐadiÉgțțț

LÐadiÉgțțț

HoZ mXch e[SeUience do \oX haYe ZiWh Yideo gameV like Whe one XVed in WhiV VWXd\?

Q4 - PleaVe VcoUe \oXU agUeemenW ZiWh each of Whe folloZing VWaWemenWV. If \oX do noW XndeUVWand oU do noW

ZiVh Wo UeVSond Wo a VWaWemenW, \oX ma\ check N/A.

None at all

A little

A moderate amoðnt

A lot

A great deal

ƺ ƺțƿ ƻ ƻțƿ Ƽ Ƽțƿ ƽ ƽțƿ ƾ ƾțƿ ƿ ƿțƿ

ș Field Minimðm Maāimðm Mean Std Deûiation Variance Coðnt

ƻ Hoü mðch eāperience do Ăoð haûe üith ûideo games like the one ðsed in this stðdĂȜ Ƽțƺƺ ƿțƺƺ ƽțƾƼ ƺțǃƿ ƺțǃƻ ƻƼ

LÐadiÉgțțț
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D ALTERNATIVE ABSTRACT USING ONLY
1,000 MOST COMMONWORDS

Until now, when people have tried to make computers you can
talk with to explain how to do things, the computers have used
old-school ways of understanding the words. The old ways they
use sometimes can’t understand people’s words for no good rea-
son. These days, some people use large “attention is all you need”
approaches to word understanding instead, but those approaches
sometimes see things that aren’t there, or try to do things they can’t
do. In this paper, we’re going to talk about a new way, where we
use an old-school approach to learning, but add in a lot of large-
attention pieces who each have very small and focused jobs. The
attention pieces help the old-school piece do its job better, and the
old-school piece makes sure the attention pieces don’t say weird
stuff or see things that aren’t there. This lets us have a computer
that can turn words into an understanding of how to play a game.
We asked some people to help us explain to the computer how to
play the game, and most of them said it was easy to do.

Figure 20: A drawing showing one step of our computer
learning. Plan 1 and Part 4.2 do a better job of explaining the
full way our computer learns how to do things from talking
to people.
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