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ABSTRACT

Machine learning (ML) models have significantly impacted various domains in our everyday lives.
While large language models (LLMs) offer intuitive interfaces and versatility, task-specific ML
models remain valuable for their efficiency and focused performance in specialized tasks. However,
developing these models requires technical expertise, making it particularly challenging for non-
expert users to customize them for their unique needs. Although interactive machine learning (IML)
aims to democratize ML development through user-friendly interfaces, users struggle to translate
their requirements into appropriate ML tasks. We propose human-LLM collaborative ML as a
new paradigm bridging human-driven IML and machine-driven LLM approaches. To realize this
vision, we introduce DuetML, a framework that integrates multimodal LLMs (MLLMs) as interactive
agents collaborating with users throughout the ML process. Our system carefully balances MLLM
capabilities with user agency by implementing both reactive and proactive interactions between
users and MLLM agents. Through a comparative user study, we demonstrate that DuetML enables
non-expert users to define training data that better aligns with target tasks without increasing cognitive
load, while offering opportunities for deeper engagement with ML task formulation.

Keywords Interactive Machine Learning · Graphical User Interface · Computer Vision · Large Language Model ·
Human-AI Collaboration

1 Introduction

Machine learning (ML) models have found applications across various domains, significantly impacting multiple facets
of modern society. ML approaches have evolved in performance over the years, from specialized task-specific models
such as SVMs [1] and convolutional neural networks (CNNs) [2] to more recent general-purpose large language models
(LLMs). While LLMs have demonstrated remarkable capabilities in handling diverse tasks and offer intuitive natural
language interfaces, they often require substantial computational resources. Furthermore, they may not excel in specific
tasks such as object detection[3] or image classification [4], and present notable challenges for non-expert users in
crafting effective prompts [5, 6]. Task-specific ML models, including CNNs, remain valuable for their efficiency and
effectiveness in specialized tasks, offering lightweight solutions with focused performance. However, they require
task-specific training and struggle with unfamiliar domains. Additionally, they demand users to possess programming
skills and mathematical knowledge for customization, making it particularly challenging for non-expert users to tune
these models effectively for their unique needs.

To address these challenges and facilitate easier task-specific ML model development for non-expert users, interactive
ML (IML) has been investigated as another paradigm [7, 8]. Various IML systems are designed to enable users without
a technical background to participate in ML development through user-friendly UI operations and to make ML more
accessible to a broader audience. Nevertheless, it has been reported that employing IML to develop models that
appropriately solve tasks is not always a straightforward process for users [9, 10]. For example, users are challenged
to translate their needs into appropriate tasks effectively. Suppose a scenario where users aim to create a model that
identifies edible plants. The optimal approach involves using broader categories like “Edible”, “Non-Edible,” and
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Teaser Figure

A

B

User

MLLM-based 
Assistant

I want a model 
that classifies various objects…

Let’s organize the points of discussion. 
What are you imagining?

Chairs, scissors, or TVs…? 
Do you have a suggestion?

Then, how about classifying them  
based on how they are used?  

“Handheld," "Sit on," "No contact"...

Indeed! Let me try that one!

Figure 1: (A) Our system DuetML aims to assist users without a technical background in appropriately formulating
tasks and creating training data in machine learning prototyping. (B) The system uses a multimodal large language
model (MLLM)-based assistant to elicit user needs and guide them interactively toward appropriate training data.
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“Non-Plant,” rather than specific labels such as “Tomato” or “Mushroom.” This level of abstraction often proves difficult
for novice users to grasp independently. This complexity indicates the need for further refinement and support to make
the process intuitive for non-experts.

Building upon these observations, we propose human-LLM collaborative ML as a new paradigm for task-specific ML
model development. As discussed above, IML and LLM can be seen as contrasting in terms of whether the initiative in
task formulation is placed with humans or machines. Both the IML aiming for full control by human intelligence and
the LLM aiming for the generalization of machine intelligence have their pros and cons when it comes to empowering
non-expert users. We hypothesize that a process in which humans and machines collaboratively create task-specific ML
models might be an alternative solution for non-expert users. Human-LLM collaborative ML seeks to fully leverage the
expertise of LLMs by having them actively intervene in the formulation, while keeping humans as the primary agents in
task setting. From a user’s perspective, this can also be viewed as a process where humans refine the diverse knowledge
of LLMs into a task-specific model. On the other hand, compared to customizing the behavior of LLMs using only
prompts, the example-based IML-style training process can be conducted more intuitively.

As a prototype to realize this paradigm, we introduce DuetML, a GUI-based interactive framework that promotes
effective human-LLM collaborative ML by leveraging conversational capabilities of state-of-the-art multimodal large
language models (MLLMs) (Fig. 1). Our system facilitates collaboration between users and MLLM-based agents, where
the agents support the IML process by helping translate vague requirements into concrete ML tasks while preserving
user autonomy. Our DuetML is based on an IML-style UI, while the MLLM-based agents observe user interaction
history, task descriptions, and training data definitions to assist and intervene in the user’s work. The user aims to
train a lightweight classification model through interactive supervised learning in collaboration with MLLM agents.
Recognizing that optimal intervention styles vary among users, we employ two distinct agents: one responds reactively
to user requests, while the other proactively offers suggestions about potentially overlooked aspects. This dynamic
partnership helps transform users’ initial, often ambiguous ideas into appropriate training data through contextually
aware interactions.

We conducted a study with non-expert users to evaluate the effectiveness of human-MLLM collaboration in ML task
formulation. Using a between-subjects design, we compared DuetML to a baseline IML system without collaborative
features. Participants followed predefined instructions to create image classification models using their assigned system.
The results showed that participants working collaboratively with the agents through DuetML created training data that
better aligned with the target task. While participants did not subjectively perceive DuetML as more usable than the
baseline system, third-party evaluation of their defined category names revealed that DuetML led to superior results.
Additionally, subjective evaluations of DuetML’s collaborative features revealed that participants found the interaction
with the agents beneficial rather than cognitively demanding. The MLLM’s image recognition capability also enabled a
direct understanding of users’ training and inference data, allowing for more comprehensive guidance compared to
text-only systems. This suggests that human-MLLM collaboration can provide diverse support beyond task formulation,
adapting to users’ varying levels of technical understanding. While our study results do not suggest that DuetML was
universally beneficial across all aspects of the ML process, we found that it provided positive contributions, such as
offering non-expert users opportunities to think more deeply about their ML tasks. These findings not only demonstrate
the potential of human-LLM collaborative ML for democratizing ML development but also open new avenues for
discussion on how to balance human agency and machine intelligence in ML development.

2 Related Work

2.1 Interactive Machine Learning for Non-Expert Users

The major mission of IML research is to enable users without an AI/ML background to develop ML models without
requiring technical knowledge [7, 11, 8]. To achieve this goal, researchers have approached the challenge from various
perspectives. For instance, researchers have created guidelines for IML that address the technical challenges non-expert
users are likely to encounter [12, 13]. Specifically, Yang et al. [12] researched how non-experts build their own ML
solutions, revealing unique potentials and pitfalls, and proposed design implications to help non-experts create robust
solutions easily. Building on this work, Mishra et al. [13] examined how non-experts use transfer learning in an
interactive environment by designing prototypes, uncovering data- and perception-driven strategies, and proposing
design implications to guide future interactive transfer learning tools. Another significant stream of research has
focused on visualization approaches, where data embedded in a two-dimensional plane is presented to users for
interaction [14, 15, 16], and the performance of models is intuitively visualized [17, 18, 19].

However, despite these advances in making ML development more accessible, users without AI/ML literacy often
struggle at an earlier stage: accurately formulating their needs into specific tasks. While traditional IML approaches have
focused on making the technical aspects of ML more approachable, language-based approaches could help solve this
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fundamental problem through user dialogue. Yet, there is limited discussion on language-based solutions, and merely
implementing a chat interface with LLMs proves insufficient for effective user support. This is because, to provide
meaningful intervention, LLMs must comprehend both the users’ cognitive processes and their current contextual states.
DuetML addresses this challenge by facilitating human-MLLM collaboration through mutual knowledge exchange
between users and MLLM-based agents on the GUI, creating a bridge between traditional IML approaches and advanced
language model capabilities.

2.2 Human-LLM Interaction for Complex Tasks

In the HCI field, the context of a computer assistant or intelligent agent collaborating with users through intervention
for more efficient and effective technical interactions has been studied. As a fundamental framework in this field,
Horvitz defined principles for mixed-initiative UI, where automated services from the computer and direct manipulation
from the human cooperate to achieve the goal [20]. Following this direction, design guidelines have been proposed
for how intelligent assistants/copilots/collaborators can recognize user states and meet their expectations through
interaction [21, 22]. The assistant/copilot/collaborator is expected to resolve users’ questions and enable them to utilize
their capabilities fully. However, while researchers have discussed guidelines and approaches for intelligent assistance,
previous intelligent systems lacked sufficient capabilities in context understanding and language expression, such as
generating natural responses and understanding user intent. This limitation has prevented the development of interactive
systems that fully achieve the ideal state.

With recent advances in language-based models like LLMs, monitoring user interactions and collaborating with them
has been applied to various application scenarios. In the context of creative assistance, e.g. programming, it is possible
for an assistant to directly refer to the user’s code and give advice [23, 24, 25]. The LLM-based collaborators are
useful not only in programming but also in creative activities in general, such as document creation [26, 27] and
artistic design [28, 29]. In the mixed reality, the intelligent advisors recognize the surrounding environment to advise
on the user’s physical interactions [30, 31]. The interactive systems with a collaborative intelligent agent are being
explored in educational scenarios to serve as tutors that monitor students’ learning progress and provide advice based
on it [32, 33]. Similarly, in health and fitness contexts, an LLM-based teacher is expected to play the role of a
personalized advisor [34, 35, 36, 37]. Numerous scenarios exist where an assistant/copilot/collaborator can intervene
in user activities, and with the advent of LLMs and/or MLLMs, the accuracy of providing context-aware advice has
improved dramatically. These technological advances open new possibilities for applying MLLMs in specialized
domains such as ML model development.

Building upon these advances in context-aware assistance through human-LLM interaction, we propose human-MLLM
collaborative ML as a new paradigm, where MLLM-based agents intervene in and cooperate with users’ interaction
processes as one implementation framework. The agents can comprehensively oversee users’ thought processes by
analyzing the history of user-agent dialogues and the resulting training data created by users. These agents can suggest
users’ next actions and serve as discussion partners when users formulate their challenges into ML tasks. This approach
leverages the (M)LLM’s ability to provide context-aware recommendations or guidance, streamlining the iterative ML
model refinement or customization process.

2.3 Interaction Methods of MLLMs

MLLMs are well suited for intelligent interactions because of their broad general knowledge and fluent language
outputs [38, 39, 40]. The term “multimodal” refers to the ability to input and output modalities other than text,
with images being a primary example. Major models like GPT-4 [41] and Gemini 1.5 [42] are already designed to
be multimodal, enabling broader and more diverse understanding through image recognition compared to text-only
interactions. This capability has proven valuable in various domains, enabling rich contextual understanding in tasks
such as medical image diagnosis [43] and emotion recognition [44]. These successful applications of MLLMs in
context-dependent tasks suggest their potential value in ML development contexts, where user-generated data, such as
training or test data, could serve as direct indicators of user states. Based on this potential, we utilize MLLM’s image
recognition capabilities when incorporating user-defined training or test data.

Several methods enable MLLMs to generate outputs customized to each user’s specific situation and data. One
fundamental approach is to fine-tune (M)LLMs with user-provided data, and various efficient training methods
have been proposed to adapt (M)LLMs to user-specific contexts [45, 46, 47]. However, even without such model
modifications, MLLMs can generate context-aware outputs by incorporating interaction history and specific knowledge
with each new input [48, 49, 50]. This context-aware approach has been successfully demonstrated in multi-agent
scenarios, where LLM-based agents maintain situation understanding by referencing interaction history [51]. Drawing
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from these insights, in DuetML, the MLLM agents reference both the chat history and the resulting training data that
has been created so far, enabling them to provide advice with a comprehensive understanding of the user’s state.

3 DuetML

3.1 System Design Concept

To address the challenges non-expert users face in IML systems, we developed DuetML, which introduces MLLMs
as collaborative agents in the ML development process. When non-expert users interact with an IML system to
proceed with ML development, they sometimes struggle to formulate tasks effectively and create training data [9, 10].
We hypothesized that MLLMs could mitigate this issue through their ability to comprehensively understand users’
operational status visually and linguistically, enabling contextual collaboration with users. However, directly using
MLLMs might limit interactions to users merely extracting general knowledge, potentially leading to misaligned
communication where MLLMs fail to understand and address users’ specific needs properly. To enable meaningful
interactive communication between users and MLLMs, we designed a framework that incorporates MLLMs as
collaborative agents, enabling interactive model training and evaluation through conversational interaction with the user.
To realize this vision, we carefully designed how the MLLM agents should participate in the user’s ML process.

In DuetML, as users progress through the stages of ML development, including creating training data and training
models and evaluating the trained models, the MLLM agent accompanies them to help concretize their ideas. Users
interact with the agent via a chat interface, and it continuously monitors and comprehends all prior interactions,
including chats. Based on this comprehensive understanding of user interactions, we believe the appropriate way for the
agent to intervene varies from user to user. Therefore, we designed a system that operates two agents simultaneously,
each engaging with users at different levels of proactivity. These agents, termed active and passive agents, serve
complementary roles. Users can proactively seek ideas and guidance from the active agent, while the passive agent
automatically generates advice to point out aspects that users might overlook, even without explicit user requests.

The technical core of DuetML lies in its approach of providing MLLMs with context that includes visual information
and user interaction states. To implement this approach, the agents receive prompt information about the user’s
interaction context, including dialogue history and training data images. These carefully designed prompts reflect the
core philosophy of enabling the agents to collaborate with the user by providing advice based on a comprehensive
understanding of the user interaction. This is reflected in the prompts with text that states: “Support the user in
formulating their tasks by proposing specific examples through dialogue.” This guides the agents in
providing targeted and contextually relevant support. To realize this interaction mechanism, we implemented two
distinct processing flows for the passive and active agents, as shown in Fig. 2. The passive agent responds to explicit
user requests, following a straightforward interaction pattern where user requests and training data are embedded in a
prompt template and sent to the passive agent as the latest user utterance in the dialogue history. In contrast, the active
agent generates advice proactively by referencing all available information rather than waiting for user prompts. This
agent receives prompts containing the dialogue history and training data to provide context-aware suggestions. In both
cases, generated advice is appended to the end of the dialogue history. Detailed prompt specifications for each agent
can be found in the Appendix.

3.2 Interaction Flow

Figure 3 illustrates the GUI of DuetML. The interface is primarily divided into two areas: the development area and
the chat area. In the development area, users engage in the fundamental ML development process: defining training
data (A), model training (B), and performance evaluation (C). The MLLM-based agents monitor the entire process and
guide via the chat interface throughout this workflow. To facilitate effective interaction between users and agents, we
implemented two distinct interaction patterns that complement each other.

The first interaction pattern involves the passive agent, which responds to users’ explicit requests for assistance. Users
can actively seek advice when they have questions. When users start using the system, the agent first asks “What kind
of AI would you like to create?” Users must respond with their goal through chat input (D), such as “I want to
create a model that can determine if plants are edible.” Users and the system must conduct this interaction
every time users start using it, allowing the agents to grasp their vague needs. The interaction continues from there,
with users asking questions through the same chat input, like “What kind of training data should I prepare?”
for example. Additionally, the “Ask the Assistant” buttons are strategically placed in the training data creation (E) and
model evaluation sections (F), enabling users to request targeted advice for these specific tasks. User actions such as
chat inputs and “Ask” button clicks are converted into the user’s request and included in the prompt sent to the agent
(see Fig. 2).
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Figure 2

Training data Dialogue history

User’s request

Prompt

Passive 
Agent

Advice

What category should I define?

How about defining 
“Not a Plant” category?

Dialogue history

Training data

Dialogue history Prompt
Active 
Agent

Advice

Why not try testing 
with unexpected images?

Dialogue history

Figure 2: Each agent’s data processing flow in DuetML. The passive agent receives the dialogue history, including the
latest prompt about the user’s request and training data. The active agent receives dialogue history and the training data.
The generated advice is appended to the dialogue history.

The second interaction pattern is implemented through the active agent, which provides proactive support. This agent
monitors the interaction for users who are not actively seeking advice and periodically offers suggestions to guide them
effectively. For instance, it might propose, “Consider using broader category names like ‘Edible Plants’
and ‘Non-Edible Plants’ instead of specific names like ‘Carrot’ and ‘Flower’.” Users have the option
to turn off this agent using a toggle button if they think it is unnecessary (G). The active agent receives prompts
containing dialogue history and current training data as indicators to understand the user’s state.

3.3 Use Case Scenario

We illustrate an example use case in Fig. 4. Consider a user aiming to develop a model that identifies edible plants
in images. At the beginning of the development process, the user, uncertain about the category definition, expresses
this requirement via chat. Recognizing the user’s uncertainty, the passive agent proposes, “How about defining two
categories: ‘Edible’ and ‘Non-Edible’?” Following this guidance, the user adopts this suggestion and begins
populating the ‘Edible’ category with vegetable images and the ‘Non-Edible’ category with wild plant images. To
ensure the appropriateness of their approach, the user utilizes the “Ask” button to seek confirmation on the suitability of
these images as training data. With positive feedback from the passive agent, the user proceeds with model training.

As the development process moves into the evaluation phase, the user tests the trained model using various plant images.
During this evaluation, when the user tests non-edible flower images, the active agent proactively identifies a potential
limitation in the current approach and advises: “To enhance accuracy, consider introducing unexpected cat-
egories like fruit or animals.” The significance of this suggestion becomes apparent when the model, limited
to the ‘Edible’ and ‘Non-Edible’ categories, produces inconsistent results with an animal image. Recognizing this
issue, the user queries: “It seems odd to classify a lion image as ‘Edible’ or ‘Non-Edible.’” To address
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A
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Development Area Chat Area

D

E

F G

Figure 3: The overview of DuetML. Users can create training data for the classification model (A), train the model with
it (B), and evaluate the trained model’s performance (C) in the IML area. During this IML process, the passive agent
provides advice in response to either the user’s chat input (D) or button inputs related to training data (E) or inference
results (F). Additionally, the active agent monitors the user’s overall interaction and periodically offers advice. Users
can toggle this feature on or off as they prefer (G). All the advice from the agents is shown in the chat area.

Figure 3

I want a model that tells me if a 
plant is eatable or not.

Let’s organize the points of discussion. 
What are you imagining?

How about defining categories 
“Edible” and “Non-Edible”

Then, how about classifying them  
based on how they are used?  

“Handheld," "Sit on," "No contact"...
I created a model & evaluated 
the model with a plant image.

How about uploading an 
unexpected image like an animal?

I uploaded an animal image. 
Seems weird with the two categories.

Then how about defining 
“Not a Plant” category?

1 2 3

4 5 6

“Edible”
“Non-Edible” 20% 

80%

30% 
70%

“Not a Plant”

“Assist a user in creating an image classification model using their own data. The system allows users to define 
categories, upload images, train the model, and validate its accuracy. The model refers to the image features. The 
number of categories is flexible, with a maximum of 10. Start by addressing the user's  possibly vague initial goal. 
Proactively engage with the user through dialogue, offering specific examples and suggestions to guide their machine 
learning problem formulation. Be mindful of potential misalignments such as inappropriate category names, 
insufficient category numbers, or unsuitable training images. Use concise dialogue to probe and clarify the user's 
needs, guiding their approach to problem formulation and data preparation. Suggest category names. Also, suggest 
testing with adversarial or ambiguous images during validation to uncover any overlooked categories that are 
critical to achieving the user's goals. The user has a limited number of images, so avoid giving advice about the 
quantity of data. Keep responses brief and natural, about one line. Always speak in {user_language}.”

Start by addressing the user's  possibly vague initial goal. Proactively engage with the user 
through dialogue, offering specific examples and suggestions to guide their machine learning problem 
formulation. Be mindful of potential misalignments such as inappropriate category names, 
insufficient category numbers, or unsuitable training images. Use concise dialogue to probe and 
clarify the user's needs, guiding their approach to problem formulation and data preparation. 
Suggest category names. Also, suggest testing with adversarial or ambiguous images during validation 
to uncover any overlooked categories that are critical to achieving the user's goals.

Figure 4: An example use case scenario of DuetML.
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this concern, the passive agent recommends creating a new “Not a Plant” category. The user implements this advice
through this iterative refinement process by adding animal images to the new category and retrains the model.

This example demonstrates how our system facilitates an interactive learning process in which users can progressively
refine their approach based on both proactive and reactive guidance from agents. Unlike conventional MLLM-based
applications like chatbots or copilots, our system offers users insights that transcend mere assistance by enabling them
to discover and address potential limitations in their initial approach.

3.4 Implementation Details

Our system implementation consists of three main components: the ML model architecture, the web-based interface, and
the MLLM integration. The classification model connects MobileNet [52] with a Support Vector Machine (SVM) [53],
where the former extracts features and the latter performs inference using the extracted feature vectors. During training,
only the SVM is trained, and the parameters of MobileNet are fixed. We adopted this architecture and the training
method because the primary priorities in our user study are the simplicity and efficiency of the training process rather
than the accuracy obtained through the training of state-of-the-art models, such as deep neural networks or LLMs. We
used Scikit-learn’s SVC implementation1 as SVM and Torchvision’s pre-trained MobileNet V2 model2. Please note
that our design can be applied to any classification model.

To enable interactive ML development, we implemented a web-based interface where the frontend is written in HTML
and jQuery, and the backend is implemented in Python using Flask. The system handles training data management by
sending it to the server through image files for each category, where images are arranged in a grid layout according to
their categories. For the user study, while all GUI components were translated into the native language of the experiment
participants (Japanese), we used the original English prompts shown in the Appendix.

The MLLM integration is implemented through the OpenAI API (gpt-4o-2024-05-13 model)3, with different handling
mechanisms for each agent type. The passive agent’s prompts are sent to the server in response to user requests, while
the active agent operates on a regular 60-second interval. To maintain system responsiveness, the prompt transmission
is skipped if there are no user interactions during this interval. Given that these operations are asynchronous and using a
single MLLM would cause request conflicts, we implemented two separate GPT-4o models working simultaneously as
individual agents.

4 User Study

To investigate whether DuetML can interactively support users in formulating ML tasks and how users perceive the
experience of using it, we conducted a comparative user study. Since our interest lies in whether people without a
technical background can accurately formulate ML problems, we targeted participants who are non-experts with no
prior experience in AI/ML. These participants were tasked with creating training data, training a model with it, and
evaluating the trained models to solve a predefined task provided by the researchers.

For comparison, we implemented a baseline system that provides the same ML development functionality without the
agent features (GUI overview shown in Fig. 5). To ensure fair comparison, we designed the baseline system’s GUI to be
as similar as possible to DuetML, and kept the backend components, including the ML model and training procedures,
identical between the two systems. This design allowed us to isolate the impact of the agents’ presence on users’ task
formulation process and overall experience.

4.1 Procedure

Before the study, we obtained approval from the university’s ethics review committee. To recruit appropriate participants,
we distributed announcements through university mailing lists and online bulletin boards, specifically requiring
participants with “no prior learning or implementation experience in ML” to ensure only non-experts would participate.
When participants arrived at the lab at their designated times, we provided an overview of the study task (i.e., creating an
image classification model) and obtained their informed consent through a signed form. Each participant was randomly
assigned to either DuetML or the baseline system, with an equal number of participants in each condition. To ensure
consistent experimental conditions, we provided only essential operational instructions about the system. Following this
brief introduction, participants were given a 15-minute familiarization period using a dataset of vegetable images [54],
allowing them to freely explore the system’s functionality.

1https://scikit-learn.org/dev/modules/generated/sklearn.svm.SVC.html
2https://pytorch.org/hub/pytorch_vision_mobilenet_v2/
3https://openai.com/index/hello-gpt-4o/
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Baseline

Figure 5: The baseline system for the user study. Except for the absence of a chat area in DuetML, the UI design is
consistent with DuetML.

The study consisted of two tasks, each lasting up to 15 minutes. We instructed them to use the system for at least 10
minutes per task, after which they could stop at their discretion. The first task (the open-ended task) was designed to
observe participants’ natural approach to creating training data without specific constraints. Using a dataset containing
various animal images4, participants were simply instructed to “create an AI for classification using a collection of
animal images.” The second task (the directed task) examined participants’ ability to meet specific classification
requirements using the Caltech-101 dataset [55]. This task provided more structured guidance: “Create a classification
AI based on the provided images of objects, considering how these objects are used. For example, hammers and scissors
are used by hand, and hats and shoes are worn on the body. Clocks and lamps function independently, and some objects
are not man-made, such as living beings and food.” Through subsequent third-party evaluation, we analyzed whether
participants successfully created training data that met these task requirements.

To prevent potential biases, we preprocessed all datasets by shuffling images and renaming files with sequential numbers,
regardless of their original categories. Participants received written instructions for both tasks before beginning and
were free to use any images from the provided folders. Throughout the study, we recorded system operation logs and
chat logs with the agents for analysis. Upon completing both tasks, participants filled out a Google Form questionnaire
and participated in an interview. The study concluded that participants received an Amazon Gift Card as compensation.

To evaluate specific aspects of participants’ system experience, we assessed the system’s usability using a 5-point Likert
scale in the questionnaire. For both systems, we asked the following questions:

Q1 You were able to work without technical difficulties.

4https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/iamsouravbanerjee/animal-image-dataset-90-different-animals
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Q2 You were finally able to create an AI model that meets the requirement.

Q3 The data you finally fed to the AI was appropriate.

Q4 You were able to work on the task with enjoyment.

Q5 You felt you could train an AI model yourself.

For participants who experienced DuetML, we included additional questions (Q6-Q10) to investigate their subjective
experiences with the collaborative agents:

Q6 You found the agent’s advice accurate.

Q7 You found the agent’s advice helpful.

Q8 You found the feature “agent’s tips” useful.

Q9 You found the feature “chat conversation” useful.

Q10 You found the feature “tell-me buttons” useful.

In addition to the Likert scale items, we included an open-ended question: “Please describe the system’s good and bad
points.”

In the follow-up interviews, we asked each participant about the following for each task: (1) What kind of training
data they initially planned to create, (2) What the final training data looked like, and (3) Whether there were any
differences between the initial plan and the final result, and if so, what interactions with the system or what thoughts of
the participants led to these changes.

4.2 Third-Party Evaluation

To objectively assess how participants could formulate tasks and create training data that meet the requirements of the
directed task using both DuetML and the baseline system, we conducted a third-party evaluation of the participants’
training data. This evaluation was necessary because determining whether training data meets specific task requirements
cannot be measured through simple quantitative metrics alone. Therefore, we designed an evaluation framework based
on predetermined criteria and recruited experienced ML practitioners as evaluators. To ensure evaluator expertise, we
specified a requirement of “at least two years of experience as an ML engineer or researcher in an ML-related field”
when recruiting through an online bulletin board. To maintain consistency in the evaluation process, all evaluators
assessed the finalized training data from all study participants based on the following criteria:

EQ1-a (5-point Likert scale) Overall, category names express object usage.

EQ1-b (Free response) List IDs of categories where names express object usage. If none, write “None.”

EQ2-a (5-point Likert scale) Ignoring category names, images are generally classified based on object usage.

EQ2-b (Free response) List IDs of categories where images are classified based on object usage. If none, write "None."

EQ3-a (5-point Likert scale) Overall, category names and associated images match in content.

EQ3-b (Free response) List IDs of categories where names and images match in content. If none, write “None.”

EQ4-a (5-point Likert scale) The categories comprehensively cover object usage methods.

EQ4-b (Free response) Suggest missing category names for comprehensive coverage of object usage. If none, write
“None.”

EQ5-a (5-point Likert scale) Categories are clearly distinguished without overlap or inclusion relationships.

EQ5-b (Free response) List pairs of categories with overlap or inclusion relationships. If none, write “None.”

To quantitatively compare the two systems, we assigned numerical values during analysis for Likert scale items: strongly
disagree (-2), disagree (-1), neutral (0), agree (1), and strongly agree (2).

4.3 Results

We collected data from 12 participants (4 males and 8 females), ages 21 to 53 (M = 34.83, SD = 9.74).
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the 20 participants who had experienced AI before, 17 commented that they had
studied the basic concept but had no experience in development. One had only
development experience, and the other two had both study and development
experiences.

4.1 Overall Trends

Figure 5a shows the result of the usability questions. In general, participants
gave high scores for the usability of the system. When comparing the items,
UQ2 about whether they could use the samples on the map as training data
scored relatively lower than other questions. Since there were two options to
obtain training data (i.e., picking up from the map or directly recording), this
indicates that some participants only relied on the recordings.

The upper part of Fig. 5b shows the percentages of correct answers for each
quiz (84%, 68%, and 73%, for each question respectively). This indicates that
CQ1 (how to train the model) was easier than CQ2 (how the embeddings are
decided) and CQ3 (how to improve the accuracy). One of the reasons is that in-
formation about CQ1 was given relatively explicitly through the event compared
to the other quizzes. Conversely, even though the answers were not so explicitly
suggested for the other quizzes during the event, many participants were able
to arrive at correct answers. The lower half of Fig. 5b shows the overview of
confidence ratings. Overall, the participants show similar trends to their average
percentage of correct answers (e.g., CQ1 shows higher confidence than CQ2 and
CQ3).
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studied the basic concept but had no experience in development. One had only
development experience, and the other two had both study and development
experiences.

4.1 Overall Trends

Figure 5a shows the result of the usability questions. In general, participants
gave high scores for the usability of the system. When comparing the items,
UQ2 about whether they could use the samples on the map as training data
scored relatively lower than other questions. Since there were two options to
obtain training data (i.e., picking up from the map or directly recording), this
indicates that some participants only relied on the recordings.

The upper part of Fig. 5b shows the percentages of correct answers for each
quiz (84%, 68%, and 73%, for each question respectively). This indicates that
CQ1 (how to train the model) was easier than CQ2 (how the embeddings are
decided) and CQ3 (how to improve the accuracy). One of the reasons is that in-
formation about CQ1 was given relatively explicitly through the event compared
to the other quizzes. Conversely, even though the answers were not so explicitly
suggested for the other quizzes during the event, many participants were able
to arrive at correct answers. The lower half of Fig. 5b shows the overview of
confidence ratings. Overall, the participants show similar trends to their average
percentage of correct answers (e.g., CQ1 shows higher confidence than CQ2 and
CQ3).
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Figure 7: Likert scale evaluation items specific to DuetML (Q6 to Q10).
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4.3.1 User Subjective Evaluation

Fig. 6 shows the results of Q1 to Q5, which are the Likert scale questionnaire items comparing DuetML and the
baseline. Although DuetML includes additional interaction with the agents compared to the baseline, the responses
to Q1, Q2, Q3, and Q4 suggest that this added complexity did not negatively impact usability. Statistical analysis
(Wilcoxon signed-rank test) found no significant differences between the systems for any of these items. Interestingly,
while participants gave similar self-assessments of their task performance success regardless of the system used, the
third-party evaluation results (presented later) show DuetML to be more beneficial for users. This discrepancy suggests
that users may not consciously recognize DuetML’s advantages within their own awareness.

Fig. 7 shows the results for Q6 to Q10, which are items specific to DuetML, reflecting participants’ impressions of the
agents’ advice. Participants generally reacted positively to all items, indicating the meaningful role of the agents. This
positive reception was further elaborated in participants’ free-form responses. For instance, P4 appreciated the agents’
clear guidance: “It clearly explained which images to use for testing and what types of images to add (to the training
data) to improve the model, which was easy to understand.” P10 valued the collaborative nature of the assistance: “I
liked that it gave hints to make the questioner think, rather than providing direct answers to questions.” However, some
participants noted areas for improvement, such as P1’s observation about repetitive advice: “While the chat responses
were often helpful, there were times when it kept repeating the same things. I wanted different advice as well.”

The follow-up interviews revealed diverse ways in which participants leveraged the MLLM-based agents to develop
their classification strategies. Participants demonstrated three main patterns of agent interaction: hierarchical refinement
of categories, knowledge extraction for better understanding, and adoption of abstract categorization principles. For
example, P5 illustrated the hierarchical approach: “For animal classification, since there are many images in the broad
category of mammals, I asked the chat how to divide them further. Eventually, I categorized them into land, arboreal,
and aquatic animals while regularly checking with the agent if this categorization was appropriate.” In terms of
knowledge extraction, P10 effectively used the agent as an information source: “The agent was helpful when I lacked
prior knowledge. For animal classification, I could use it like Wikipedia, asking questions such as whether snakes are
mammals or reptiles.” Regarding abstract categorization, P7 benefited from the active agent’s suggestions: “Looking at
the advice, I realized that sometimes creating two categories like ‘A’ and ‘not A’ is more effective than dividing things
into many detailed categories.” These diverse interaction patterns demonstrate how participants actively engaged with
the agents to develop more sophisticated categorization strategies.

4.3.2 Third Party Evaluation

The third-party evaluation was conducted by five practitioners (four males and one female, ages 19 to 38, M = 29.00,
SD = 7.18) to assess the quality of participants’ task formulation and category definition. The evaluation results, shown
in Fig. 8, consistently indicated higher performance for DuetML compared to the baseline system across multiple
metrics.

For the primary evaluation metrics (EQ1-a to EQ5-a), DuetML demonstrated consistently higher scores: task formulation
accuracy (EQ1-a: 0.7 vs. −0.6), category appropriateness (EQ2-a: 1.23 vs. 0.83), image-category matching (EQ3-
a: 1.83 vs. 1.77), category completeness (EQ4-a: 0.57 vs. 0.13), and category distinction (EQ5-a: 1.03 vs. 0.87).
Statistical analysis using the Mann-Whitney U test, comparing the evaluations from each of the five evaluators separately,
revealed a significant difference in task formulation accuracy (EQ1-a, p = 0.002). This finding is particularly noteworthy
as it indicates that while participants’ self-evaluations were similar between systems, DuetML users actually achieved
more accurate task formulation according to objective analysis.

The detailed metrics (EQ1-b to EQ5-b) further support DuetML’s effectiveness in helping users define better categories.
Users of DuetML created more appropriate category names (EQ1-b: M = 3.27, SD = 1.15 vs. M = 1.7, SD = 1.28),
better met task requirements (EQ2-b: M = 4.1, SD = 1.58 vs. M = 3.27, SD = 2.00), and achieved better image-
category matching (EQ3-b: M = 5.43, SD = 1.90 vs. M = 4.67, SD = 2.53). While both systems showed similar
performance in identifying missing categories (EQ4-b: M = 1.4, SD = 0.82 vs. M = 1.38, SD = 0.47), DuetML
showed a slight improvement in reducing overlapping categories (EQ5-b: M = 0.60, SD = 0.44 vs. M = 0.74, SD
= 1.02), indicating better category distinction.

4.3.3 Interaction Log Analysis

Analysis of participants’ interaction logs revealed diverse patterns in how users engaged with the system’s guidance
features. When using DuetML, participants actively sought assistance through multiple channels. They directly
messaged the passive agent more frequently during the directed task (M = 5.67, SD = 3.08) compared to the open-
ended task (M = 3.83, SD = 3.25). The active agent provided consistent guidance across both tasks, offering advice
approximately 14 times per task (open-ended: M = 13.83, SD = 3.76; directed: M = 14.17, SD = 3.82). Participants also
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the 20 participants who had experienced AI before, 17 commented that they had
studied the basic concept but had no experience in development. One had only
development experience, and the other two had both study and development
experiences.

4.1 Overall Trends

Figure 5a shows the result of the usability questions. In general, participants
gave high scores for the usability of the system. When comparing the items,
UQ2 about whether they could use the samples on the map as training data
scored relatively lower than other questions. Since there were two options to
obtain training data (i.e., picking up from the map or directly recording), this
indicates that some participants only relied on the recordings.

The upper part of Fig. 5b shows the percentages of correct answers for each
quiz (84%, 68%, and 73%, for each question respectively). This indicates that
CQ1 (how to train the model) was easier than CQ2 (how the embeddings are
decided) and CQ3 (how to improve the accuracy). One of the reasons is that in-
formation about CQ1 was given relatively explicitly through the event compared
to the other quizzes. Conversely, even though the answers were not so explicitly
suggested for the other quizzes during the event, many participants were able
to arrive at correct answers. The lower half of Fig. 5b shows the overview of
confidence ratings. Overall, the participants show similar trends to their average
percentage of correct answers (e.g., CQ1 shows higher confidence than CQ2 and
CQ3).

**

Figure 8: Likert scale items in the third-party evaluation for comparison between the baseline system and DuetML
(proposed).

utilized the “Ask” buttons differently between tasks, with more frequent inquiries about both categories and inference
results during the open-ended task (categories: M = 4.17, SD = 4.83; inference: M = 7.00, SD = 10.12) compared
to the directed task (categories: M = 1.33, SD = 1.37; inference: M = 3.50, SD = 4.04). These patterns suggest that
participants adapted their interaction strategies based on task requirements.

Detailed analysis of user interactions revealed several distinct patterns in how participants refined their task formulations
through agent collaboration. One common pattern involved the evolution from broad to specific categorizations. For
example, in the open-ended task, P10’s initial general categories like “insects” and “birds” evolved into more specific
classifications like “butterflies” and “sparrows” following agent guidance. Similarly, in the directed task, P7’s broad
concepts of “money” and “vehicles” expanded to include more nuanced categories like “electronic devices” and
“clothing” after the agent identified potential classification gaps.

Beyond simple refinement, many participants demonstrated conceptual evolution through iterative dialogue with
the agents. For instance, P11’s shift from traditional taxonomic classifications to behavior-based categories (from
“mammals” to “carnivores, herbivores, omnivores”) exemplifies how agent interactions could inspire alternative
classification approaches. This evolution was particularly evident in the directed task, where participants like P16
progressed from simple binary classifications (“hand-used items, foot-used items”) to more sophisticated systems
after considering the agent’s feedback about edge cases. P18’s development from a basic “wearable/non-wearable”
distinction to a comprehensive system including “vehicles, consumables, flora, and fauna” further illustrates this pattern
of conceptual growth.

These interaction patterns demonstrate the agents’ effectiveness in providing multi-layered support through comple-
mentary strategies: direct category suggestions, refinement guidance, and performance evaluation advice. The agent’s
ability to adapt their support style—from offering specific categorical suggestions to providing strategic advice about
edge cases—enabled participants to develop more robust classification systems while maintaining their autonomy in the
decision-making process. This balance between guidance and user agency appears to be a key factor in helping users
develop more appropriate training data, as evidenced by the third-party evaluation results.
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Figure 9: To explore the potential benefits of MLLM’s image recognition capabilities, we compared advice generated
with image access to responses from text-only LLMs in identical scenarios. We analyzed both actual advice provided
by the MLLM (With Image Access) and hypothetical responses from a text-only LLM (Without Image Access).

4.3.4 The Effect of Multimodality of DuetML

In DuetML, adopting MLLMs enables the system to provide more sophisticated advice through image understanding
capabilities. While text-only LLMs could assist users in basic task formulation, the ability to reference images
significantly enhanced the quality and specificity of guidance. To demonstrate these enhancements, we analyzed how
the agents’ outputs differ between cases with and without image access.

We show some examples in Fig. 9. The most notable difference was the agents’ ability to provide specific guidance
in category definition and refinement. When P6 asked about balancing image numbers across categories, the MLLM
could offer precise guidance: “Having an equal number of images for each category is a good idea... For
example, we need to add more images to categories like rabbits, turtles, horses, and squirrels.”
Similarly, when P1 created a “vehicle” category, the image-aware agent provided detailed feedback for refinement:
“While ‘vehicle’ is an appropriate category name, you might consider reclassifying roller skates
and wheelchairs into other specific categories. Roller skates could go under ‘sports equipment,’
and wheelchairs under ‘medical/care equipment.’ The other items, like cars, motorcycles, air-
planes, helicopters, and boats, fit well in the ‘vehicle’ category.” In contrast, without image access,
responses remained generic and non-specific: “Keeping the number of images consistent will help the model
learn more evenly” and “Although ‘vehicle’ differs from the categories we discussed earlier, it’s
a clear and appropriate classification.”

The MLLM’s image understanding capabilities also enhanced error detection and classification analysis. When P7
sought advice about their “butterfly” category, the MLLM could identify specific taxonomic issues: “While ‘but-
terfly’ is an appropriate category name, some images appear to be moths rather than butterflies.
Consider creating separate categories for ‘butterflies’ and ‘moths.’” Similarly, during model testing,
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when P3 tested their model with a cow image, the image-aware agent could precisely identify misclassification issues:
“While this image shows a cow, the model assigns the highest probability to the ‘bird’ category.”
In contrast, without image access, the agents could only provide superficial feedback such as “The category name
‘butterfly’ seems appropriate” or irrelevant responses like “These results show the model is evolving.”

Finally, the MLLM offered more detailed structural suggestions by analyzing inference results. When P6’s model
classified an image, the active agent provided content-aware feedback: “While this image is classified as ‘ani-
mal’ with high probability, it actually contains elements closer to ‘furniture’ or ‘electronic de-
vices.’ To improve model accuracy, further testing and adjustments may be necessary. Consider in-
troducing unexpected categories like adding ‘lion’ to the animal category or ‘fruits’ to the food
category for better validation.” Without image access, the response was limited to surface-level observations:
“This image is classified as an ‘animal’ with high probability, though other categories also re-
ceived some probability assignments.” These examples demonstrate how multimodal capabilities significantly
enhance the quality and usefulness of the agent’s guidance across various aspects of the task.

5 Discussion

5.1 Key Findings

The third-party evaluation results demonstrate that human-MLLM collaboration through DuetML effectively supports
users in formulating tasks and creating well-aligned training data. This collaboration proved particularly effective
in EQ1-a, where DuetML significantly outperformed the baseline system in category name definition. While users
can interact with the MLLM through various means, the MLLM currently communicates only through text. This
text-based collaboration naturally showed the strongest impact on linguistic aspects like category naming. Expanding
the collaboration channels beyond text, such as enabling MLLMs to generate and present images for suggesting training
or evaluation data, could potentially enhance the partnership’s effectiveness across other evaluation criteria.

While the system’s effectiveness is clear from the evaluation results, the quantitative and qualitative usability results
further reveal that users view the MLLM as a valuable collaboration partner rather than a burden. Despite the additional
burden of agent interactions compared to the baseline system, users consistently appreciated the collaborative experience.
This positive response stems from the balanced nature of the human-MLLM partnership, where the MLLM acts as a
peer in helping users concretize their ideas rather than providing directive instructions. Users might have resisted a
top-down approach, but the MLLM’s collaborative approach, maintaining a peer-like perspective and drawing out users’
thoughts, proved effective. The MLLM successfully enhanced both the user experience and task conceptualization,
demonstrating the value of human-AI collaboration in ML.

Beyond these immediate benefits in task completion and user experience, the human-MLLM collaboration in DuetML
helps users develop deeper insights and refine their understanding of ML tasks. When creating training data, users must
consider various complexities, such as category overlaps (e.g., a wheelchair belonging to both “handheld objects” and
“vehicles”) and appropriate levels of abstraction for categories. Our observations show that participants were able to
consider these aspects through collaborative dialogue with the MLLM thoughtfully. The interaction encourages users to
pause and reflect, sometimes leading them to revise their initial assumptions or reconsider their approach to the ML
model. One of the most valuable aspects of this collaboration is how it guides users toward insights they might not have
discovered independently. This demonstrates how human-MLLM partnerships can enhance task completion and the
entire problem-solving process.

Underpinning all these advantages is the fact that MLLMs’ visual understanding capabilities significantly expand
the range of collaborative possibilities beyond text-only interactions. Through multimodal dialogue, users can freely
explore various aspects of ML development, from basic concepts like “What does model training and training
data mean?” to specific inquiries about model inference. The MLLM’s ability to analyze images helps users grasp
fundamental ML concepts, including appropriate image quantity, variation, and category naming approaches. However,
realizing these benefits poses several challenges. While this flexibility in human-MLLM interaction enables users to
adapt DuetML to their individual learning needs, its effectiveness depends on thoughtful, prompt design and system
architecture. As a crucial consideration for further improvement, system designers must carefully consider how to
structure these collaborative interactions to maximize their benefits while maintaining robustness.

5.2 Limitation and Future Work

The current implementation of DuetML extends human-MLLM collaboration beyond text to include image modality,
enabling the MLLM to provide comprehensive guidance through both chat interactions and visual analysis. This
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multimodal collaboration allows the MLLM to offer specific suggestions for improving training data and inference
images. The visual aspect of this partnership has significant potential for enhancement. Future iterations could
incorporate techniques like style transfer [56], data augmentation [57], or image generation [58, 59] to help MLLMs
suggest new images while referencing existing ones. Enhanced image recognition capabilities could enable MLLMs to
provide more detailed visual feedback, including specific areas needing improvement. The UI could evolve to support
this collaboration by directly visualizing and annotating areas for improvement on-screen. While there are numerous
possibilities for expanding this multimodal human-MLLM collaboration, implementing new features that align with
DuetML’s core objectives remains a future challenge.

Beyond these technical limitations in multimodal interaction, a more fundamental challenge lies in the system’s basic
approach. While DuetML enhances the conventional ML workflow through human-MLLM collaboration to help
non-expert users formulate tasks correctly, research suggests that the ML workflow itself may present challenges for
non-experts [16]. An ideal system would enable ML without requiring specialized knowledge about training and
inference, allowing users to train and evaluate models through natural dialogue with their MLLM partner. However,
achieving this vision would require expanding the MLLM’s role beyond dialogue to execute specific operations,
demanding a more sophisticated implementation of human-MLLM collaboration.

In addition to these architectural constraints, our current implementation is limited in its operational scope. We focused
on basic operations to provide a foundation for non-expert users, limiting the core workflow to creating training data,
model training, and model evaluation. The human-MLLM collaboration was initially designed around these fundamental
operations. However, the practical development process involves more advanced operations such as hyperparameter
tuning, model architecture modifications, and data augmentation. Future frameworks should support collaborative
work on these operations to serve non-expert users and AI/ML practitioners effectively. Extending human-MLLM
collaborative ML to cover these complex aspects presents challenges, as it requires the MLLM to deeply understand
model performance and user requirements. This represents a crucial direction for advancing MLLM-supported ML
systems.

Finally, while DuetML helps users concretize their ideas through dialogues, prioritizing user intent from their initial
vague needs. An alternative approach could involve the system independently defining desirable model states and
requesting appropriate data from users to achieve these goals. Given the MLLM’s common sense understanding, the
system could potentially define characteristics of generally successful models. This could enable an interactive machine
teaching [60] approach, where the system guides users toward predefined ideal outcomes. Such an implementation is
feasible and represents another promising direction for the future development of human-MLLM collaborative ML.
These various limitations and future directions - from technical improvements in multimodal interaction to fundamental
rethinking of the system’s approach - highlight the rich potential for advancing human-MLLM collaborative ML
systems while also emphasizing the complexity of creating truly effective tools for non-expert users.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced DuetML, a collaborative framework where users and MLLMs work together to formulate
tasks appropriately and generate training data during ML model development. Through our implementation, the MLLM
agents help users transform their vague requirements into concrete models while maintaining meaningful interaction.
Our user study validated the effectiveness of this approach. It revealed that this human-MLLM partnership enabled users
to formulate ML problems better, with users embracing the MLLM agents as valuable collaborators rather than viewing
them as an additional burden. Looking forward, as ML model training becomes increasingly important, frameworks
that foster effective human-MLLM collaboration, like the one presented in this paper, will remain essential. Future
research should continue to explore ways to enhance these collaborative frameworks, focusing on helping users deeply
consider their task requirements and create models that truly align with their specific challenges.
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A Prompts for the Passive Agent

We introduce the prompts sent to the passive agent. When user-created training data is included, it is attached to the
prompt as image files. As shown in Fig. 10, each category is represented by a single image file containing both the
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Figure 10: Two examples of the image files sent to the server as user-defined training data. Each image file includes a
category name and the associated images to the category name. Up to 50 associated images are randomly selected.

category name and associated images. The associated images for each category name are randomly arranged, and a
maximum of 50 are selected from those uploaded.

A.1 System prompt

Assist a user in creating an image classification model using their own data.
The system allows users to define categories, upload images, train the model, and
validate its accuracy. The model refers to the image features. The number of
categories is flexible, with a maximum of 10. Start by addressing the user’s
possibly vague initial goal. Proactively engage with the user through dialogue,
offering specific examples and suggestions to guide their machine learning problem
formulation. Be mindful of potential misalignments such as inappropriate category
names, insufficient category numbers, or unsuitable training images. Use concise
dialogue to probe and clarify the user’s needs, guiding their approach to problem
formulation and data preparation. Suggest category names. Also, suggest testing
with adversarial or ambiguous images during validation to uncover any overlooked
categories that are critical to achieving the user’s goals. The user has a limited
number of images, so avoid giving advice about the quantity of data. Keep responses
brief and natural, about one line. Always speak in (user_selected_language).

A.2 User prompt

Each user prompt is created and sent to the server when the user does an operation, such as sending a chat message.

A.2.1 Chat input (if users have not defined training data yet)

Please respond to the user’s question/comment. The user’s question/comment:
‘(user_input)’.
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A.2.2 Chat input (after users defined training data)

The attached images represent the training data defined by the user, showing
the category names and the associated images (up to 50 images are displayed,
even if there are more than 50). Based on this, please respond to the user’s
question/comment. User’s question/comment: ‘(user_input)’.

A.2.3 “Ask the assistant” button (for a defined category)

Please refer to one of the categories from the training data. The category name
is (user_defined_category_name), and the attached image displays the associated
uploaded images (up to 50 images are shown, even if there are more). Review the
appropriateness of the category name and images, both individually and in the
context of previous discussions with the user.

A.2.4 “Ask the assistant” button (for an inference result)

The attached image serves to validate the trained classification model. Inference
results are: (inference_result) These results show all the category names defined
by the user in the training data and the probabilities assigned to each category by
the model. Encourage the user to introduce unexpected categories, like a lion in
a dog and cat classifier or a fruit in a vegetable classifier, not only to test the
model’s limits but to inspire refinement in their problem formulation. This helps
the user discover new potential categories and realize the importance of precise
category definitions in classification models.

Note that “(inference_result)” refers to a JSON that stores the inference results of the trained model, where category
names are keys and probabilities are values. For example: {‘dog’: 30%,‘cat’: 20%,‘bird’: 50%}.

B Prompts for the Active Agent

B.1 User Prompt

Each user prompt is created and sent to the server at 60-second intervals.

B.1.1 When users have defined training data

Advise a user to create an image classification model using their own data. The
user interacts with the AI assistant during the model creation process, and all di-
alogues are recorded as (chat_log). Current training data is shown in the attached
images, with up to 50 images per category. Focus on guiding the user to refine
their vague ideas into a well-defined classification problem. Use concise dialogue
to challenge and clarify the user’s understanding of categories and model valida-
tion. Suggest category names. Also, suggest testing with adversarial or ambiguous
images during validation to help identify any necessary but overlooked categories,
refining the model’s behavior to meet the user’s specific goal. The user has a
limited number of images, so avoid giving advice about the quantity of data. Keep
communication clear, direct, and in (user_selected_language).

B.1.2 When users have not defined training data yet

Advise a user to create an image classification model using their own data. The
user interacts with the AI assistant during the model creation process, and all di-
alogues are recorded as (chat_log). Focus on guiding the user to refine their vague
ideas into a well-defined classification problem. Use concise dialogue to challenge
and clarify the user’s understanding of categories and model validation. Suggest
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category names. Also, suggest testing with adversarial or ambiguous images during
validation to help identify any necessary but overlooked categories, refining the
model’s behavior to meet the user’s specific goal. The user has a limited number
of images, so avoid giving advice about the quantity of data. Keep communication
clear, direct, and in (user_selected_language).
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