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Fig. 1. Three design patterns for embedding XAI systems into JupyterLab notebooks.

Explainable AI (XAI) tools represent a turn to more human-centered and human-in-the-loop AI approaches that emphasize user needs
and perspectives in machine learning model development workflows. However, while the majority of ML resources available today are
developed for Python computational environments such as JupyterLab and Jupyter Notebook, the same has not been true of interactive
XAI systems, which are often still implemented as standalone interfaces. In this paper, we address this mismatch by identifying three
design patterns for embedding front-end XAI interfaces into Jupyter, namely: 1) One-way communication from Python to JavaScript,
2) Two-way data synchronization, and 3) Bi-directional callbacks. We also provide an open-source toolkit, bonXAI, that demonstrates
how each design pattern might be used to build interactive XAI tools for a Pytorch text classification workflow. Finally, we conclude
with a discussion of best practices and open questions. Our aims for this paper are to discuss how interactive XAI tools might be
developed for computational notebooks, and how they can better integrate into existing model development workflows to support
more collaborative, human-centered AI.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The recent advancements in machine learning (ML) and artificial intelligence (AI) have led to applications of AI models
in diverse contexts ranging from medicine and healthcare [73, 76, 82] to education and fraud detection [1, 17, 53]. But
while these AI models can mimic or exceed human proficiencies, they often lack transparency and can be inscrutable to
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ML developers and end-users. This lack of transparency may lead to unintended harms that persist even when the
models themselves are removed [3, 20, 23, 24, 33, 90]. To mitigate these consequences, various explainable AI (XAI)
tools and systems have thus been developed that aim to open the “black box” of AI such that developers, end-users,
and stakeholders can better inspect, interpret, and refine model performance [7, 21, 22, 25, 26]. By enhancing the
interpretability and transparency of models, XAI represents a turn to more human-centered and human-in-the-loop AI
approaches that better address user needs and perspectives.

Within XAI, interactivity has emerged as an important factor for effective explanations [8, 52, 64]. Interactivity helps
support human-centered and human-in-the-loop AI approaches by facilitating conversation between user and model
[4], and the use of such interactive XAI systems has been found to improve prediction outcomes by allowing end-users
to refine models based on their domain expertise or contextual knowledge [11]. To date, these XAI tools are typically
implemented as in-browser applications, largely due to the wide variety of JavaScript toolkits and libraries that support
richly interactive browser-based interfaces and visualizations.

In laying out his vision for literate programming, Donald Knuth proposed that “Instead of imagining that our main

task is to instruct a computer what to do, let us concentrate rather on explaining to human beings what we want a computer

to do” [46]. This aligns closely with the goals of many human-centered AI and XAI approaches, yet there is a mismatch
in how XAI tools and ML models are built and used. While JavaScript browser applications are common for XAI, the
core of resources available for ML are developed for Python – from Pytorch [66] and Tensorflow [2] to platforms such
as Hugging Face1 that provide a central repository of ML resources and pipelines. The dominance of these tools means
that Python programming environments, such as JupyterLab and Jupyter Notebook2, have also become key components
of ML workflows. However, this mismatch in usage environments between XAI tools and ML models means that model
explanations often cannot be presented in context of how the model is built and used. Developers who wish to adopt
XAI in their work typically need two distributed processes running on the same machine, and must individually manage
the challenges of data communication and state synchronization between model and explanation.

Solutions to these challenges have been influenced by available tools and their ease of use. One typical approach
combines a Python server back-end with a browser front-end written in JavaScript [5, 48, 78]. However, this solution
does not support the integration of XAI tools into notebook environments. Other solutions – such as IPyWidgets [94],
NOVA [87] and anywidget [59] – have been proposed that aim to embed XAI interfaces directly into notebook cells.
However, some of these frameworks are limited to one-directional data communication. NOVA, for example, does not
propagate user inputs back to the Python kernel, which creates challenges for incorporating user feedback into model
development workflows.

In our prior work [31, 32], we have addressed these challenges by adapting the existing IPyWidgets framework
to build interactive XAI systems with two-way communication such that data/states are synchronized between the
front-end interface and back-end Python kernel. This implementation meant that user inputs could be accessed in
subsequent notebook cells and used to trigger callback functions to run data analytics and model pipelines. For data
analysts and model developers, these embedded XAI systems facilitated better communication of the model development
process by presenting explanations in context of the code. The explanations also helped them engage end-users in
tasks of data selection, outcome evaluation, and iterative model refinement that would otherwise require programming
expertise.

1https://huggingface.co/
2https://jupyter.org/
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In this paper, we reflect on our prior work to identify three design patterns for how front-end XAI interfaces
can be embedded into Jupyter, namely: 1) One-way communication from Python to JavaScript, 2) Two-way data
synchronization, and 3) Bi-directional callbacks (Fig. 1). We also provide an open-source toolkit, bonXAI, that provides
examples of how each design pattern might be used to build interactive XAI systems for a Pytorch text classification
workflow. Finally, we outline some best practices, design guidelines, and open questions for future research. In sum, our
aims for this paper are to discuss how interactive systems can be developed for computational notebooks, and how XAI
tools can better integrate into existing model development workflows to support collaborative, human-centered AI.

2 RELATEDWORK

In this section, we provide an overview of interactive XAI approaches and systems developed in prior work. This
overview highlights how interactivity is both crucial to the effectiveness of AI explanations, while, at the same time,
many explanations are still presented independently of the model being explained. Due to the expansive landscape of
current research, we cannot enumerate all XAI systems here. For recent surveys refer to [4] and [11].

This section will also provide a summary of libraries for building interactive widgets in computational notebooks,
particularly for the Jupyter notebook environments. To date, there are two notebook versions offered by Project Jupyter:
the more recent JupyterLab interface, and the classic Jupyter Notebook3. In the rest of this paper and unless otherwise
stated, we use Jupyter to refer to both environments. As our own prior works [31, 32] have primarily used Python
and Jupyter, they are also the focus of this overview. However, other programming languages and computational
environments exist, such as Google Colab4 (an in-browser version of Jupyter), that have similarly seen widespread
adoption by developers. We discuss them in relation to embedded XAI systems in Section 5.3.

2.1 Interactive XAI Systems

AI models have often been described as “black boxes” due to their lack of transparency and interpretability. Explainability
tools, also referred to as XAI systems, have thus been developed to help open these “black boxes” and explain how
AI models work. In recent years, interactivity has emerged as one crucial factor influencing the effectiveness of these
explanations. In a notable 2018 survey, Adadi and Berrada propose that “explainability can only happen [through]
interaction between human and machine” [4]. This has since been supported by work from other researchers arguing
from psychological, philosophical and social perspectives that interactivity is an important factor for good explanations
[8, 52, 64]. And in a 2023 paper looking at 48 evaluations of interactive XAI systems, Bertrand et al. found empirical
evidence that “interactive explanations improve perceived usefulness and performance of the human+AI team” [11].

Beyond improving outcomes, prior studies have also found that the use of XAI systems can better support human-
centered AI approaches. For ML model developers, a wide range of tools exist to support tasks from data pre-processing
to model evaluation and refinement [7, 8, 79]. In contrast, far fewer XAI systems have been developed for or evaluated
with end-users who are affected by the models [12, 35, 55, 79]. For end-users, explanations tend to focus on providing
insight into model outcomes in specific usage domains, such as healthcare [13, 14] and education [29, 42]. However, in a
recent study of end-user needs and expectations by Kim et al., the authors found that end-users, like model developers,
wanted XAI that do more than explain model outcomes. Instead, participants in the study expressed a desire for tools
that engage them in model development, helping them better calibrate trust, improve task skills, supply better inputs,

3Project Jupyter recommends using JupyterLab since the classic Notebook is being deprecated. However, both environments remain in use, and our work
supports both.
4https://colab.research.google.com/
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and give constructive feedback to developers [43]. The authors went on to propose an set of recommendations to guide
the implementation of interactive XAI tools for end-users to actively participate in model development workflows, but
how these recommendations should be realized remains open to study.

Taken together, these prior works lay out a compelling case for the effectiveness of interactive XAI tools, as well as
their potential as a means to engage end-users without ML expertise in the development and application of ML models.
In this paper, we explore how interactive XAI systems can be embedded into computational environments as a means for
AI model development workflows to support collaboration between users of different backgrounds [21, 43, 56], and
seamlessly integrate user feedback and judgements into model development processes.

2.2 Computational Notebooks and the IPyWidgets Framework

Donald Knuth first laid out the vision of “literate programming” in his 1984 paper, which posits that programs are
works of literature for humans rather than machines and should be documented as such [46]. This vision has since
been developed and extended into a range of computational notebook environments that allow developers to display
executable code with code outputs, multimedia text, images, video, audio, and interactive interfaces in a single document.
These notebook environments help communicate the work of a program for human audiences, supporting collaboration,
reproducibility, sharing, and communication, particularly in data science workflows [44, 74, 77]. The benefits of working
in notebook environments has since led to widespread adoption [38], and has motivated research into how they might
be extended into contexts of non-linear analysis [86, 91, 96], workflow recommendation [69], automatic narrative
generation [39, 40, 54, 85, 98], and fluid transitions between code and graphical interfaces [41].

In line with many of these prior studies, our work looks at the Jupyter computational environments, and specifically
the IPyWidgets framework [94]. The framework was designed to help embed interactive front-end interfaces into
notebook cells by providing a communications layer that sends data in JSON format between the front-end interface
and the back-end Python kernel. This communications layer ensures that the data (or states) are synchronized within a
Jupyter widget. On widget instantiation, the front-end and the back-end store copies of the same data/state. When users
interact with the interface, any changes to the data can be automatically propagated back to the kernel using traitlets,
allowing the new data to be accessible in the notebook. Handlers can also be registered to these data attributes such
that any change triggers a callback function that can be used to automatically run some data analysis or, in the ML
context, a pre-specified model. In this paper, we leverage this IPyWidgets framework to define three design patterns for
how interactive XAI systems can be embedded into Jupyter workflows.

2.3 Interactive XAI Widgets for Jupyter

Python libraries and computational environments make up the vast majority of current AI and ML tools [38]. From
libraries such as scikit-learn [67], Pytorch [66], Keras [15] and Tensorflow [2], to platforms such as Hugging Face, these
resources have built up a robust Python ecosystem for model development and use. Consequently, Python computational
environments, such as Jupyter and Google Colab, have also become some of the most common environments for machine
learning. All libraries listed above, for example, include some mention of Jupyter, Colab, or “notebooks” in their examples
and tutorials.

However, while Python and Juptyer have become the dominant tools for machine learning development, this has
not been the case for XAI systems, particularly interactive XAI systems. Consider the tools surveyed by Bertrand et
al. [11]. One typical architecture implements the system interface using a JavaScript front-end while a Python server
back-end provides the ML model being explained [5, 48, 78]. This approach is useful, but requires additional work to set
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up and connect the server and the interface. Other implementations have sought to run the XAI system interface and
the ML models from a single environment. For example, Ross et al. were able to implement models directly in-browser
by first converting them to Tensorflow.js [2, 72], while Spinner et al. build their XAI visualizations as Tensorboard5

plugins that can be used by any developer designing and training a TensorFlow model [80]. In the latter example, the
adoption of Tensorboard helps provide a more seamless integration of XAI into existing model development processes
for users who are already working with the Tensorflow library. However, since Tensorboard visualizations are hosted in
a separate browser window, this set-up still requires frequent context switching between the coding environment and
the in-browser explanations. This can also make it challenging to obtain an end-to-end overview of model development
with the XAI systems inserted in an ordered, linear narrative. More critically, when we look at the 48 papers included
in Bertrand et al.’s survey [11], most do not provide any detail about how the interactive XAI systems are implemented
and used. System screenshots also typically exclude details about computational environments or the expected usage
context of the tool, which can result in barriers to adoption when ML developers are not shown how they can quickly
incorporate these XAI systems into their work.

More commonly, toolkits built for Jupyter can be used to explain ML models. These include general purpose
visualization libraries – such as matplotlib [36], seaborn [89], and Altair [83] – and specialized XAI tools – such as
Captum [47], Class Activation Mapping methods [30], ELI5 [27], InterpretML [65], LIME [70] and SHAP [57]. Of
these, the majority are static visualizations. While some libraries include interactivity (e.g. Altair), they tend to be
visualization-centric and are not designed to support specific XAI tasks. To address these limitations, frameworks,
such as NOVA [87], have been built to help embed interactive JavaScript interfaces into notebooks. These frameworks
simplify the process of wrapping complex XAI systems into notebook widgets, allowing ML developers to rapidly add
explanations to their existing workflows and obtain insights about the data or model. However, these widgets typically
only support the one-way communication from the notebook to the JavaScript interface, and changes to the data/state
caused by user interactions with the interface can neither be propagated back to the Python kernel nor accessed in
subsequent notebook cells. This is a limitation for interactive XAI systems (such as the ones discussed in Section 2.1)
where user feedback may be necessary to evaluate, refine or update a model. In particular, two-way data communication
and state synchronization can be essential in collaborative situations where end-users without programming expertise
may benefit from inspecting models and providing input through an interactive front-end interface.

In this paper, we build on existing widget frameworks [59, 87, 94] and our own prior work [31, 32] to define three
design patterns of how interactive XAI systems can be embedded into ML development workflows in Jupyter. These
design patterns provide a basic template for displaying the interfaces, synchronizing data, automatically propagating
user input back to the kernel, and triggering callback functions. Taken together, this paper aims to provide an exploration
of how interactive XAI systems can be more tightly integrated into model development environments to better support
human-centered and human-in-the-loop AI approaches.

3 THREE DESIGN PATTERNS FOR XAI IN JUPYTER

We use the IPyWidgets framework (see Section 2.2) to embed interactive XAI systems into Jupyter. A widget can be
instantiated in a notebook code block with relevant arguments (parameters) in the manner of widget(*args). On
instantiation, the JavaScript front-end of the widget will be rendered in an output notebook cell. From existing XAI

5https://www.tensorflow.org/tensorboard
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systems and our own prior work, we identified three design patterns for the IPyWidgets framework: 1) One-way
communication from Python to JavaScript, 2) Two-way data synchronization, and 3) Bi-directional callbacks (Fig. 1).

To demonstrate how each design pattern might be implemented, we also provide a gallery of example XAI widgets
in our supplemental toolkit, bonXAI6. This toolkit includes three widgets: 1) DataExplorer, 2) DataSelector, and 3)
InferenceExplorer that correspond to the three design patterns. They are developed for the Hugging Face PyTorch text
classification workflow [28, 66], but can be generalized to other textual data exploration, selection and inference tasks.
BonXAI uses React7 and the IPyWidgets framework, but readers may consider using other implementations when
building XAI tools for Jupyter.

Fig. 2. The DataExplorer widget is an example of design pattern 1. This type of XAI system provides a display based on a given a
model and/or dataset as input. 1○ The DataExplorer widget is instantiated with some data that is converted to JSON and sent to the
front-end. 2○ While users can interact with the display, their interactions do not change data attributes on the back-end Python
kernel.

3.1 Design Pattern 1: One-way communication from Python to JavaScript

The first design pattern for embedded XAI systems involves basic JavaScript displays in notebook cells. Such systems
are typically instantiated by passing in some data that is then displayed in the front-end view of the widget. This design
pattern is widely used in many XAI toolkits for Jupyter – such as Captum [47], Class Activation Mapping methods
[30], ELI5 [27], InterpretML [65], LIME [70] and SHAP [57]. However, the majority of these explanations are static
displays. Even in cases where the user may be able to interact and explore the data/model further, the results of their
interactions are not propagated back to the Python kernel [6, 31]. A key characteristic of this design pattern is this
one-way communication of information from notebook to XAI system. User interactions (if any) are contained in the
front-end interface, and cannot be accessed in subsequent code blocks.

In our demonstration library, we provide an example of this design pattern with the DataExplorer widget (Fig. 2). We
can pass a Hugging Face text Dataset to this widget, which is displayed in an interactive table for exploration. Users
can search for substrings, or filter by string length and other variables. However, these interactions do not change any
attributes on the Python back-end, and the filtered subset is not accessible in subsequent notebook code blocks.

To date, this design pattern is, by and large, the most common approach for embedding XAI systems into Jupyter. A
variety of frameworks, such as NOVA [87], have also been developed to simplify implementation by automating the
6https://github.com/gracegsy/bonXAI
7https://reactjs.org/
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process of wrapping front-end JavaScript into widgets. The resulting toolkits are well suited for post-hoc exploring,
understanding, and communicating details about a dataset, model, or training process. However, since interactions are
not propagated back to the kernel, these XAI systems may be insufficient for human-in-the-loop tasks that rely on user
input.

Fig. 3. The DataSelector widget is an example of design pattern 2, which synchronizes the data/states between the front-end and
back-end, allowing user inputs to be propagated back to the notebook. 1○ As before, the DataSelector widget is instantiated with
some data that is converted to JSON and sent to the front-end. 2○ Users can interactively explore the data set by searching or applying
filters. 3○ The filtered data set from user interactions can be accessed in subsequent notebook cells/code blocks.

3.2 Design Pattern 2: Two-way data synchronization

The second design pattern supports the two-way communication of data. In such XAI systems, when users interact
with front-end input components, the results of their interactions are propagated back to the kernel to update the
relevant data structures and/or variables. In this way, data/states are synchronized between the interface and the kernel.
User input can thus be accessed in subsequent notebook code blocks and applied back to the data analysis process. To
the best of our knowledge, this two-way communication must be manually implemented using a framework, such as
IPyWidgets or anywidget, and no libraries or tools have been developed to automate the process as yet.

Increasingly, researchers have called for the engagement of domain experts and end-users in order to develop
machine learning methods that better incorporate domain knowledge and user judgements [19]. However, extracting
this knowledge can be challenging since domain experts and end-users may not be familiar enough with ML or
programming to input their feedback directly in code. In such situations, a front-end system embedded into Jupyter can
potentially better facilitate collaborative efforts between developers and experts. The front-end interface is an intuitive
way for domain experts and end-users to interactively provide their domain knowledge, while the propagation of this
input back to the notebook means that developers can quickly incorporate updates into subsequent code blocks and ML
pipelines.

In one of our prior studies [32], we applied this design pattern in three embedded interactive visualizations for
causal inference analysis. Using these visualizations, causal inference analysts and domain experts can collaboratively
edit the outputs of causal discovery algorithms, discuss the appropriate variables to use in analysis, inspect the data
instances to include or exclude, and explore subgroup differences in estimated treatment outcomes. We provide another

7
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demonstration of this design pattern with the DataSelector module in our example library (Fig. 3). This module is
similar to the DataExplorer, however, in addition to allowing users to interactively explore their data, the filtered subset
is also sent back to the Python kernel and can be accessed in subsequent notebook code blocks as a Hugging Face
Dataset. Like any other Dataset provided by the Hugging Face Datasets library, this filtered subset can also be used for
model training and fine-tuning.

More generally, we see potential for embedded XAI systems of this design pattern to be adapted for “data explanations”
[8] and other data-centric tasks. These are tasks that require collaboration or expert judgements, such as data labeling
and cleaning [49, 50, 71, 92, 93] or curating human feedback for model fine-tuning using RLHF [16, 45, 51, 58, 88, 95].

Fig. 4. The InferenceExplorer module demonstrates how Design Pattern 3 might be applied. 1○ Like in previous examples, data is
converted to JSON and sent to the front-end. In this widget, we also provide a pre-trained model. Since a model cannot be converted
to JSON format, the model is simply registered as a widget attribute in the Python back-end. The widget computes and visualizes the
UMAP embedding of all text in the data set. 2○ Users can interactively input some new text for inference. Its label, predicted by
the pre-trained model on the Python back-end, is displayed in the table below. 3○ The position of this new text is also computed
and added to the UMAP embedding visualization as a red dot. 4○ To explain why their input was given a particular label, users can
brush and select its nearest neighbors in the visualization. 5○ These selected neighbors are listed in a separate table. We can see that
tonally, they resemble the user input text, and have the same label.

3.3 Design Pattern 3: Bi-directional callbacks

The third design pattern of embedded XAI systems extends the two-way communication such that changes to the
data/state also trigger callback functions in the kernel that execute additional data processing tasks. The results of these
callback functions are passed back to the front-end interface and used to update the display, thus ensuring that any
new data or user input is dynamically reflected in the XAI tool. This design pattern most closely realizes the goals of
human-in-the-loop AI approaches by allowing end-users to engage in tasks that directly affect model development and
use, such as prompt tuning, inference validation, model refinement and others.

8
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Fig. 5. The InferenceExplorer module applies the third design pat-
tern to provide bi-directional callbacks. When users interact with
input components, their interactions update the data/state on the
Python kernel back-end. These changes automatically trigger call-
back functions for data processing, model inferencing, and updating
the front-end display.

In our demonstration library, we have provided an example of how one such XAI system can be embedded into
Jupyter (Fig. 4 and 5). Similar to the previous examples, the InferenceExplorer widget is instantiated with a training
data set. For each line of text in the data set, the widget first gets its embedding, then performs a UMAP dimensionality
reduction [62] to obtain 2D-coordinates for all instances. These coordinates are visualized to provide an overview of
the data set, and can be used to determine how well the model distinguishes the different labels.

This InferenceExplorer widget also applies the third design pattern to support bi-directional callbacks. One of the
parameters required to instantiate this widget is a pre-trained model. When users interact with the front-end interface,
they can choose to input new sentences for inference. This input is propagated back to the widget, updating an internal
data attribute. In addition to this two-way data communication and synchronization, a handler automatically triggers a
callback function that uses the pre-trained model to get the predicted label for the new sentence input. This handler
function also computes 2D coordinates for the sentence. Finally, the text, predicted label, and umap coordinates are sent
back to the front-end to be added to the visualization as a red dot.

By adopting bi-directional callbacks in our InferenceExplorer widget example, the XAI system closes the loop between
user input, model inference, and visual explanation. Users can now interactively explore how a model performs on new
text samples, compare predicted labels to training data, as well as reason about why certain predictions were made by
inspecting the nearest neighbors. This iterative back-and-forth allows for the tighter integration of user inputs into
model development, usage, and explanation, which in turn supports a more human-centered approach to AI that better
incorporates end-user feedback, tasks, and perspectives.

4 BEST PRACTICES AND DESIGN GUIDELINES

So far, we have described three design patterns for how XAI systems can be embedded into Jupyter. A summary of the
design patterns is provided in Table 1. In this section, we reflect on our experiences developing such systems and the
lessons learned. We distill these into a set of best practices and design guidelines that can be used to determine which

9
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data communication callbacks
DP 1 one-way Python to JS none
DP 2 two-way synchronized none
DP 3 two-way synchronized changes in data trigger callback handlers in Python kernel

Table 1. Summary of features in the three design patterns.

design pattern of XAI system to develop for different usage scenarios. We structure the following sections around four
main considerations:When should we build and embed XAI systems into Jupyter?Who are the target users of these
XAI systems?What should be taken into account? How, and with what methodologies, should these XAI systems be
designed, implemented, and evaluated?

4.1 Support existing development environments

We know from existing studies into interaction design that minimizing interruptions and context switching can
enhance focus, reduce cognitive load, and improve task performance [10, 60, 68]. As such, embedding XAI systems into
notebooks should primarily be done when Jupyter is already the main computational environment of target users. This
is particularly useful when existing workflows are highly iterative, since repeatedly switching to a standalone XAI
system can be more disruptive due to frequent task interruptions. At the same time, the inverse is also true. While
Python libraries and computational notebooks are the dominant site of ML development today, increasingly, other tools
such as TensorFlow.js [2] and WebLLM8 are being adopted that allow models to run directly in-browser. In this scenario,
designing and embedding XAI systems into Jupyter may be less appropriate since it would require users to relocate
their workflow to entirely new languages and environments, which might increase barriers to adoption instead.

4.2 Support existing workflows

Another factor to consider when building embedded XAI systems is the typical model development workflow and
associated user tasks. Recent taxonomies have proposed that different tasks require different explanatory tools [8, 55],
and understanding the typical or existing user workflow is crucial for determining the appropriate places where
interactive XAI widgets are needed. For example, some widgets can help with data exploration and pre-processing,
while other widgets are more appropriate for inspecting feature weights after training. In cases where multiple XAI
systems are needed to support user input at different steps of the workflow, it may even be necessary for multiple
widgets to be implemented in a single library to account for varied or iterative user feedback [32].

4.3 Select design patterns based on user tasks

We also know from prior studies that different audiences require different explanations throughout the AI life cycle [18].
As such, the types of interactive XAI tools that are needed, the users they support, and the associated explainability
tasks are all key considerations for deciding which design pattern should be adopted when building explainability tools
for Jupyter environments.

For example, if an XAI system is designed for ML developers who need to refine a model iteratively, it may be more
effective to use design patterns 2 and 3 to integrate explanation and inspection into the process of model development.

8https://llm.mlc.ai/
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Similarly, if a model requires in-depth or lengthy collaboration with domain-experts or end-users without ML/data
science experience, design patterns 2 and 3 may also be well-suited to help them interactively specify their requirements
and domain knowledge. In both of these cases, the automatic propagation of inputs to the Python widget means that
any feedback can be immediately incorporated into the workflow, allowing developers and end-users to collaboratively
discuss and iterate on ML models rapidly. On the other hand, if user tasks are oriented around simply communicating
or understanding the data or model, then the self-contained XAI systems of design pattern 1 may be sufficient.

4.4 Design for relevant data types and libraries

Since embedded XAI systems are meant for Python/Jupyter environments, there is also a need to account for the data
types and data-processing libraries that are typically available. In our prior work on causal inference [32], for example,
data analysts we collaborated with wanted the XAI tools to accept directed acyclic graph (DAG) specifications in both
.json and NetworkX9. This latter requirement arose because our collaborators wanted to use the CausalNex library
[9], which outputs NetworkX graphs, in conjunction with the interactive visualizations we provided. Similarly, in our
DataSelector example above (Section 3.2), since the widget is developed for Hugging Face models, the training data
input and the selected output of the widget are formatted as Hugging Face Dataset classes. In both cases, while it is
possible for users to manually convert data into the required data types, we can support more seamless integration of
XAI systems by automatically processing the data to match available libraries and workflows.

4.5 Incorporate computational environment throughout XAI development

The prior sections have highlighted how, like all human-centered computing systems, interactive XAI should be
implemented with a clear understanding of users and user tasks. In visualization research, many existing methodologies
are well-suited for this purpose [61, 63, 75, 81]. More broadly, participatory design and participatory action research
approaches [34, 84] that emphasize designing with users have also been proposed as effective methods for human-
centered XAI [22].

At the same time, developing interactive XAI systems for Jupyter requires existing methodologies to be extended on
account of the particularities of this computational environment. In our prior works, we have utilized an approach
that makes Jupyter part of the design process from the very beginning. For instance, during initial prototyping, we
included notebook cells as screenshots to help users visualize the intended usage context. This was effective for eliciting
requests about the data types and file formats the embedded XAI system should support. Similarly, in the evaluation
studies, we presented users with notebooks that demonstrate an end-to-end workflow with the XAI systems embedded.
This gave users a richer understanding of what the integrated workflow looks like and how the XAI systems could be
added to their existing projects. It also helped elicit feedback about how the XAI systems could facilitate collaborative
discussions and analyses with other stakeholders.

5 OPEN QUESTIONS

While the examples in this paper and in our supplemental toolkit have demonstrated the possibilities of embedded
XAI systems in Jupyter, as well as how they might realize integrated and collaborative ML workflows, there remain
challenges to the development of these systems. In the following sections, we discuss some of these open questions and
outline potential avenues for future research.

9https://networkx.org/
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5.1 Data Size Limitations

Since all communication and synchronization between the front-end interface and back-end kernel must be done in
JSON format, this places a limitation on the types of information that can be transferred. As such, while most data file
types can be easily JSON serialized, it would not be possible to do the same for the models themselves. Furthermore,
there also exists a limit on the amount of data that can be transferred this way. In our example toolkit, the XAI widgets
are designed for a model fine-tuning workflow, which requires only relatively small amounts of text data. However,
other usage scenarios may include greater amounts of data or larger file types (such as image and video files) that
cannot be easily transferred and displayed simultaneously. In our prior work, we have addressed this by processing data
on-demand, allowing users to interactively choose which subset of the data to serialize, communicate, and display. This
ensures that the JSON created is of a manageable size, however, it also limits the ability of users to gain an overview of
the entire data set at once. More work is thus needed to explore other solutions for the communication of large data
sets, particularly in usage contexts that need also handle dynamic user interactions and interface updates.

5.2 Alternate Design Patterns

The design patterns included in Section 3 describe the current state of embedded XAI systems in Jupyter, both in terms
of existing libraries and what we have been able to achieve in our own work. However, this is by no means an exhaustive
list. There are other approaches to implementing how JavaScript front-end interfaces can be incorporated into Python
workflows. For example, libraries such as OmniXAI [97], Plotly Dash [37] and Shapash10 allow users to initialize an
XAI system as a web app from their notebook. This web app is hosted in a new browser window, and include interactive
visualizations that help users inspect properties of their model. While this requires users to switch between browser
windows, their interactions with the front-end XAI system can still be used to communicate user-input data back to the
notebook. Future work can look at how such implementations compare to the design patterns discussed in this paper,
and how they support end-user engagement in ML workflows. More broadly, we also see potential for the synthesis of
a more comprehensive taxonomy of design patterns for different types of XAI tools for computational notebooks, as
well as the systematic exploration of the different usage scenarios and tasks that can be supported by each.

5.3 Beyond Jupyter

Finally, while this paper and related examples have all been developed for Jupyter, more work is needed before the design
patterns discussed here can be applied to other computational environments. Of these, Google Colab (an in-browser
version of JupyterLab) is widely used by ML developers [38] for quick sharing and reproduction of ML workflows.
However, due to security reasons, Colab and other computational environments do not yet support the two-way
communication and synchronization of data. This thus limits the applicability of design patterns 2 and 3, which are
only usable in local versions of Jupyter for now.

6 CONCLUSION

XAI tools are effective methods of explaining and reasoning about how ML models are developed and used. However,
unlike many other ML libraries and resources, most interactive XAI tools are not built for Python computational
environments such as Jupyter. In this paper, we addressed this mismatch by proposing three design patterns for
how front-end XAI interfaces can be embedded into notebooks, namely: 1) One-way communication from Python to

10https://shapash.readthedocs.io
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JavaScript, 2) Two-way data synchronization, and 3) Bi-directional callbacks. We also provided an open-source toolkit,
bonXAI, that provides examples of how each design pattern might be used to build interactive XAI systems that fit into
a text classification model development workflow. Taken together, these examples demonstrate how the design patterns
proposed can support the better communication of explanations of ML processes, as well as methods for seamlessly
incorporating end-user inputs into model development workflows.
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