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Abstract

Prompt engineering has made significant con-
tributions to the era of large language models,
yet its effectiveness depends on the skills of a
prompt author. Automatic prompt optimization
can support the prompt development process,
but requires annotated data. This paper intro-
duces iPrOp, a novel Interactive Prompt Opti-
mization system, to bridge manual prompt en-
gineering and automatic prompt optimization.
With human intervention in the optimization
loop, iPrOp offers users the flexibility to as-
sess evolving prompts. We present users with
prompt variations, selected instances, large lan-
guage model predictions accompanied by cor-
responding explanations, and performance met-
rics derived from a subset of the training data.
This approach empowers users to choose and
further refine the provided prompts based on
their individual preferences and needs. This
system not only assists non-technical domain
experts in generating optimal prompts tailored
to their specific tasks or domains, but also en-
ables to study the intrinsic parameters that influ-
ence the performance of prompt optimization.
Our evaluation shows that our system has the
capability to generate improved prompts, lead-
ing to enhanced task performance.

1 Introduction

With the advancement of large language models
(LLMs), prompt engineering emerged for instruct-
ing these models to generate responses that align
with users’ requirements. Prompting allows LLMs
to perform user-specified tasks, including tasks in
previously unseen scenarios or particular domains
(Devlin et al., 2019; Raffel et al., 2020; Mishra
et al., 2022).

However, prompt-based natural language pro-
cessing (NLP) has demonstrated limited robust-
ness across domains, instances, or label schemes
(Plaza-del Arco et al., 2022; Yin et al., 2019; Zhou

et al., 2022). It is also challenging to develop reli-
able methods for evaluation of LLMs that factor in
prompt brittleness (Ceron et al., 2024). The ques-
tion of how to design a well-crafted prompt has re-
ceived an increasing amount of attention. Although
there exists research on analyzing which prompts
are more effective for tasks like classification and
question answering (Liu et al., 2022; Lu et al.,
2022; Xu et al., 2022), the need to efficiently iden-
tify high-quality prompts has sparked increased
attention into automatic prompt optimization (Shin
et al., 2020; Pryzant et al., 2023). However, there is
a lack of studies that combines user-guided prompt
optimization with data-driven prompt optimization.
Given that the user consistites the ultimate authority
to develop prompts that satisfy the varying trade-
offs across different aspects of a specific task, we
consider this an important research gap.

Combining prompt optimization with a user in
the loop comes with the potential for a more guided
engineering process, from which any user may
benefit. Two examples are particularly prominent:
(1) Laypeople may require help with prompt devel-
opment for dedicated tasks. (2) Manual prompt en-
gineering may lead to biased configurations. Prior
research has demonstrated the role of human-in-
the-loop methodologies in building robust systems
across a variety of tasks, including debugging text
classifiers (Lertvittayakumjorn et al., 2020), hate
speech classification (Kotarcic et al., 2022), and
question answering chatbot (Afzal et al., 2024).

To achieve the goal of a system that supports
users in their prompt development process, we hy-
pothesize that a set of prompt properties is impor-
tant to decide if a prompt p is considered better
than another prompt p′. These are (a) the perfor-
mance of a prompt on some annotated data, for
instance measured by F1 (we focus in this paper on
text classification tasks); (b) The readability and
interpretability of the prompt; (c) The quality of an
explanation of the predictions of the prompt; and
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Figure 1: Screenshot of the iPrOp Web application, where key components are annotated.

(d), the alignment of the annotations with the users
expectations. We therefore propose an interactive
prompt optimization approach with a human-in-the-
loop that considers all these aspects. The proposed
platform enables studies on the interaction between
these various parameters in the spirit of an iterative
optimization in which the automatic evaluation of
an objective function is supported by a human. We
further envision that some decisions may be made
automatically, while others require the human to
decide on the prompt quality. Such collaborative
decision process helps to maintain the high quality
of the prompts, while limiting the required user
interactions to those of particularly high value.

The repository of the system and an explaination
video is available at https://www.uni-bamberg.
de/nlproc/ressourcen/iprop/. A screenshot
of the user interface is shown in Figure 1.

2 Related Work

2.1 Prompt Engineering for LLMs

Prompt engineering is the process of designing
and optimizing prompts to guide a language model
for effective results on a downstream task. Liu
et al.’s (2023) survey categorizes previous works
in prompt shapes and human-designed prompt tem-
plates. While the former category includes tech-
niques such as cloze prompts (Cui et al., 2021) and
prefix prompts (Li and Liang, 2021), the latter fo-
cuses on manually crafted prompts (Brown et al.,
2020) and automated prompt templating processes
(Shin et al., 2020). Our work is derived from the lat-
ter case with the addition of human interventions.

The output of an LLM is influenced by the qual-
ity of prompts (Lu et al., 2022). Prompts need to
be adapted to particular domains (Karmaker Santu
and Feng, 2023; Wei et al., 2021), and for different
LLMs (Chen et al., 2023). Previous work therefore
attempted to search through paraphrases of prompts
(Jiang et al., 2020), by compiling prompts based on
templates and class-triggering tokens (Shin et al.,
2020), or by learning soft prompts (Qin and Eisner,
2021). Another approach is to combine gradient de-
scent method with hard prompts (Wen et al., 2023;
Pryzant et al., 2023). In contrast, our framework
focuses on multiple factors such as task selection,
choice of LLM, and user-provided feedback as ex-
ternal parameters. Further, we exploit the capabil-
ities of LLMs as prompt engineers (Zhou et al.,
2023; Ye et al., 2024; Fernando et al., 2024; Men-
chaca Resendiz and Klinger, 2025).

2.2 Cooperative Artificial Intelligence

This work is related to the field of cooperative ar-
tificial intelligence, which touches upon topics of
human-machine interaction and efficient protocols
of information exchange, enabling humans to solve
tasks collaboratively with machines. Such methods
also influenced NLP tasks, such as question answer-
ing (Benamara and Saint Dizier, 2003), information
retrieval (Manning et al., 2008), and chatbot inter-
actions (Hancock et al., 2019). More recent papers
draw their attention on collaborative annotation pro-
cesses and model direct manipulation (Baur et al.,
2020; Wang et al., 2021). However, we introduce
“human in the loop” via replacing the automatic
evaluation of an objective function by a human.

https://www.uni-bamberg.de/nlproc/ressourcen/iprop/
https://www.uni-bamberg.de/nlproc/ressourcen/iprop/
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Figure 2: The conceptual workflow of our iPrOp system. The general workflow is shown in the middle. The left part
shows potential human interaction in the various modules. To limit the amount of user interactions, each module
can be supported by a simulated interaction.

2.3 Explainable Artificial Intelligence

Users which manually change properties of a sys-
tem benefit from a good understanding of the
model’s decisions. This task is approached by ex-
plainable artificial intelligence (XAI) techniques
(Roscher et al., 2020). One prominent work that
introduced the interaction between model interven-
tion and XAI is Teso and Kersting (2019). Another
study combines explanatory interactive machine-
learning methods with fair machine learning for
the bias-mitigation problem (Heidrich et al., 2023).
They both integrate interpretability methods for ma-
chine learning models, such as SHAP (Lundberg
and Lee, 2017), LIME (Ribeiro et al., 2016), and
Anchors (Ribeiro et al., 2018).

Although these tools offer intuitive explanations
for classifiers, their reliance on perturbations makes
them computationally expensive to apply to LLMs
because of the high-dimensional nature and com-
plexity of LLMs. An alternative is to leverage the
inherent explainability of LLMs (Mavrepis et al.,
2024). Wu et al.’s (2024) analyse of strategies
to enhance the transparency of LLMs. Bills et al.
(2023) demonstrate that LLMs are able to explain
individual neurons in LLMs. This work motivate
our attempt to prompt LLMs for the explanations
of their predictions.

3 Methods

Figure 2 visualizes the conceptual workflow of our
iPrOp system. The workflow begins with an ini-
tial seed prompt and proceeds through iterations of
prompt updates and evaluations, led by informative

samples, explanations, and data evaluation with
performance metrics. To reduce human workload,
each step can, in principle, be performed by either
the user or the system. To simplify the implementa-
tion of our current web interface, the user provides
the initial prompt and performs prompt selection,
while the system handles the remaining steps.

We formalize the process of the workflow as
follows. The user is presented prompts in iterations
and selects the preferred prompt p∗ based on their
assessment H:

p∗ = argmax
p∈P∪M(P )

H(I(pi)),

Here, M(P ) is a prompt paraphrasing model that
varies the prompts P from the previous iteration.
I(pi) is a presentation of prompt properties to the
user, which consists of

I(pi) = (pi, T
pi
α , E(Tα, pi), F1(T

pi
β ))) .

The user provides a (potentially small) training
set T for their task, from which we sample two
subsets Tα ⊆ T and Tβ ⊆ T according to strate-
gies α, β. T pi

α consists of instances to be shown to
the user together with model based explanations
E(Tα, pi). Tβ serves to calculate an evaluation
score F1(T

pi
β ) (we focus on text classification tasks

for simplicity).
This procedure is also visualized in Figure 2.

The initialization of seed prompts ((1) in Figure 2)
requires users to describe the task. In simulation
scenarios, this process can be substituted with an
ontological task description or prompts generated
automatically by LLMs. Subsequently, the initial
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Figure 3: User interface prototype for an emotion analy-
sis example during the interactive prompt optimization
process. "Exp." refers to explanations for why a specific
label is predicted by the model.

prompts are passed to the optimization modules.
In the prompt update module (2a), prompts are
paraphrased. As an example, this paraphrasing of

‘Classification task with labels: joy and sadness.’
with a meta-prompt of an LLM ’Rephrase the fol-
lowing prompt’ may lead to ‘Classify the emotion
of text into joy and sadness.’.1 In the prompt eval-
uation stage (2b), the human in the loop assesses
the prompt quality, as described above. Figure 3
further provides a prototypical display of the rel-
evant information for two prompts to be chosen
from. The optimization process is terminated once
the user is satisfied (3).

4 System Design and Implementation

The demonstration system includes a web interface
for single-label text classification. The architec-
ture of the web interface, as illustrated in Figure 4,
is divided into the frontend and the backend mod-
ules. The prompt undergoes optimization through
multiple iterations between the two modules.

4.1 Frontend

The frontend is implemented using Taipy2, with
a customized interface extending from their LLM
Chatbot Demo3. It receives as user inputs an up-
loaded dataset, the selection of LLMs, and text
describing the task, and displays relevant informa-
tion about available prompts as outputs.
LLM Selection. The iPrOp interface allows users
to select an LLM, including those accessible via

1Our current web interface does not yet support manual
prompt adjustments.

2https://docs.taipy.io/en/latest/
3https://github.com/Avaiga/demo-chatbot
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Figure 4: The architecture of our iPrOp system com-
posed of the frontend module and the backend module.

remote API services, such as GPT-4o (OpenAI,
2023) and Claude (Anthropic, 2024), as well as
local models, such as LLama3 (Dubey et al., 2024)
and Mistral (Jiang et al., 2023). Support for local
models is provided through the Ollama server4 and
the LangChain Community5.
Dataset Upload. To accommodate users’ needs
for searching optimal prompts across various do-
mains, the web interface requires users to upload
their datasets. The dataset must include a mini-
mum of two columns: one for text and another for
the corresponding annotated label. Accepted file
formats are .csv, .json, and .jsonl.
User Interaction. The user enters and sends a
texutal task description to the system as an initial
prompt. This description must include the names of
all possible labels for the task, ensuring consistency
with the label values in the uploaded dataset. To se-
lect the preferred prompt, they enter the presented
prompt id.
System Response. The user bases the information
about the prompt, its explanation on a subset of the
training data, the performance score, and example
labels. This information is shown as a textual an-
swer in a dialogue manner. The system shows two
available prompts with the additional information.

4.2 Backend
The backend generates predictions by prompting
an LLM, integrating pre- and post-processing steps

4https://github.com/ollama/ollama
5https://github.com/langchain-ai/langchain

https://docs.taipy.io/en/latest/
https://github.com/Avaiga/demo-chatbot
https://github.com/ollama/ollama
https://github.com/langchain-ai/langchain
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Figure 5: F1 scores for three datasets, shown sepa-
rately on training and validation data. The abbrevia-
tions GE, TEC, and TE correspond to the GROUNDED-
EMOTIONS (blue), TEC (red), and TALES-EMOTION
(green) datasets, respectively. The left violet y-axis
corresponds to GROUNDED-EMOTIONS and TEC. The
right green y-axis corresponds to TALES-EMOTION.

prior to and following the LLM interaction.
Pre-processing. The user-uploaded dataset is di-
vided into training, validation, and testing splits
using stratified sampling. Instances shown to users
and a subset of data to calculate performance met-
rics are randomly selected.
Tapping into LLM. The chosen LLM is used in
multiple steps during each iteration. First, the LLM
is tasked with adjusting or improving prompts,
which are subsequently incorporated into the next
iteration. Second, it generates label predictions
for text samples. Third, explanations on predicted
labels of instances are provided by the LLM.
Post-processing. Despite specifying in the LLM
requests that only the necessary information is to
be provided, redundant text and slight format vari-
ations may exist. We postprocess the output in a
rule-based manner to filter out extraneous content
in the LLM output for rephrased prompts and pre-
dicted labels. Particularly, we identify true labels
in the processed outputs.

5 Evaluation

We envision our system to enable future research
on the interaction of the various aspects to consider
when humans make preference decisions on partic-
ular prompts under the available information. To
validate the principled feasibility of our iPrOp sys-
tem, we run experiments on three emotion classifi-
cation datasets using the llama3.1:8b-instruct-fp16

model6 (Dubey et al., 2024). In this experiment,
we only consider automated classification perfor-
mance scores and leave an automated evaluation
of the other measures or a user study for future
work. In this simulation, the prompt is selected cor-
responding to the weighted F1 score over a fixed
subset of the training data. We expect to demon-
strate a rising trend during the optimization process
to verify the effectiveness of our system.

Datasets. We select three datasets for single la-
beled emotion classification task from Bostan and
Klinger (2018), namely TEC, which covers general
topics on tweets (Mohammad, 2012); GROUNDED-
EMOTIONS, which focuses on event-related topics
on tweets; and TALES-EMOTION, which is built
upon fairytales (Alm and Sproat, 2005).

Result. Figure 5, illustrates the F1 scores over 15
iterations. We observe an overall increasing trend
in both training and validation data.

6 Conclusions and Future Work

In this paper, we proposed an interactive prompt
optimization system that incorporates human inter-
vention for finding well-performing prompts, based
on various information that is destilled from the
prompt and its performance on some user-provided
data. With this system, we suggested to aggre-
gate information that may be relevant for users to
decide on prompt preferences. In our evaluation,
we focused on the performance of the predictions
alone, but the important aspect of this work is that it
enables future research on the interaction of expla-
nations, prompt performance, example predictions,
and the prompt readibility. These studies need to
be performed both from an automated angle as well
as in user studies.

The proposed system has revealed several chal-
lenges that deserve further investigation. There is
a need to explore more effective methodologies
for enhancing the diversity of rephrased prompts.
It is important to limit the numbers of instances
shown to the user, and that selection requires meth-
ods to do so. It is essential to optimize the various
meta-prompts in the system. Additionally, the op-
timization algorithm is essential to improving the
efficiency and user-friendliness of our system.

6https://ollama.com/library/llama3.1:
8b-instruct-fp16

https://ollama.com/library/llama3.1:8b-instruct-fp16
https://ollama.com/library/llama3.1:8b-instruct-fp16
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Limitations

Although the iPrOp system offers a convenient
web interface for non-technical users to attain suit-
able prompts, it has several limitations that warrant
consideration in the future enhancement. First, be-
cause of the system’s inherent design as a guidance
tool for prompt optimization, it does not exhibit the
open interactivity of a chatbot. Instead, users are
expected to adhere closely to the system’s instruc-
tions throughout the optimization process. Second,
as a primary web interface for presenting our sys-
tem, we do not provide any tools of user account or
data management, while only simple data storage is
integrated. Third, developing an effective strategy
to address problems related to train-validation-test
splitting for user-provided datasets of varying sizes
remains an ongoing challenge. Lastly, the devel-
opment of prompt optimization iterations partially
depends on the quality and variability of prompt
rephrasing. This implies that rephrased prompts
may occasionally retain low quality across multi-
ple iterations. Furthermore, we observe that cer-
tain datasets exhibit limited sensitivity to divergent
prompts, allowing a simple or even naive initial
prompt to achieve superior performance.

Ethical Considerations

Our system is designed with careful attention to
ethical standards in data usage, privacy, and com-
pliance with the ACL Code of Ethics. Our method
does not contribute to the republication or redistri-
bution of any datasets. The datasets used for testing
and evaluation are publicly available and we ensure
that they have been collected according to ethical
standards before using them. To safeguard user
privacy, all data provided by users is stored exclu-
sively on their local machines. While potential
risks associated with the underlying LLMs could
result in the exposure of user-provided datasets, we
aim to mitigate these risks by offering more secure
local models. In addition, our system cannot guar-
antee that the optimal prompts identified are state

of the art for specific tasks. Furthermore, individ-
ual preferences may introduce biases, which could
potentially mislead users. We are committed to
continuously monitoring and improving the ethical
performance of our system.
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