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Abstract

Rosenfeld and Hilgard are among the first to tackle machine inspired human-
decisions, demonstrating that machines can be trained to manipulate output visu-
alizations to direct human decision making to be more optimal [1]. In this paper,
we develop an extension of their work, extending their framework to selecting
between different types of representation. We find that machines can learn both
representation parameters and type of representation. We see applications of our
extension when choosing between representations that are suited to different types
of humans and how they interpret the output.

1 Introduction

In the last 10 years, machine learning (ML) methods have made incredible inroads into the business
world, and the predictive capabilities of such methods have proven both accurate and consistent.
However, as humans are the ultimate decision makers in many ML applications, the usage of ML
algorithms in practice remains largely dependent on human response to their output. To date, humans
have struggled to interpret and effectively use ML outputs when making decisions, as the outputs are
often numeric and lack interpretability [2]. In Learning Representations by Humans, for Humans
Rosenfeld and Hilgard address the lack of model transparency by demonstrating that machines can be
trained to manipulate the visualizations of the ML-output, thus optimizing the decisions made by the
human users of said visualizations. For example, instead of a numeric output (of an X-Ray analysis)
given to a radiologist with a probability of cancer, the ML algorithm learns the best way to present
the information to the radiologist such that it induces the confidence of the radiologist to make the
best decision (e.g. pointing out the suspicious area and including excerpts from the patient’s medical
records). Rosenfeld and Hilgard are among the first to advocate for shifting from the "learning to
predict" framework to the "learning to represent" framework. Their goal was to optimize, not a
"machine-generated output", but a "MoM" – "man composed with machine"[1].

In the "learning to represent" framework, ML is meant to integrate into the human reasoning process.
Under ideal conditions; the algorithm not only recommends a course of action, but is also able to
explain why that course is chosen. The explanation is essential to fostering high human confidence in
the model.

Rosenfeld and Hilgard’s "learning to represent" framework focuses on three different aspects of
decision making, all important to learning in the cognitive realm:

1. Interpretability is essential in evaluating criteria that are difficult to quantify

2. Incorporating human feedback can provide labels that guarantee certainty and preference
in the evaluation methods.

3. Expertise, trust and agency in the model ensures that the outputs are accepted as accurate
predictions that the humans are satisfied with. Alternatively, if the model appears incorrect,
they have the domain knowledge and understanding to intervene.



Rosenfeld and Hilgard’s experiments focus on a single representation of the decision process that
is modified to optimize the human decision. In this paper, we extend their analysis to select from
multiple possible representations while optimizing the representation’s role in the human decision
making process.

1.1 Rosenfeld and Hilgard’s Experiments

The original paper presents a series of experiments based on tasks that increase in complexity.

1.1.1 Learning the right 2D projection

The first experiment made high-dimensional data more easily manageable by projecting it into a
lower dimension. In each instance, a human is given a 2D projection of either an "X" or and "O"
that has noise added in the third dimension. The human is tasked with determining its label. The ML
algorithm learns the correct projection under which humans can immediately and accurately guess
the original label - the progress is driven completely by the user guesses and achieves 100% human
accuracy in 5 epochs.

1.1.2 Learning a human understandable summary

A second experiment revolved around comparing the MoM framework with the LIME method [3].
While they both can provide an explanation on how a black box prediction can work, LIME is
primarily successful when the human intuition is correct, whereas MoM is focused on adjusting itself
according to how humans make decisions. When text summaries outputed by LIME (composed of
the top and bottom three words with highest coefficients) were given as input to humans, human
performance was only 65%. If given summaries generated by MoM, human performance reached
76%. Furthermore, Rosenfeld and Hilgard found that MoM summaries were better understood by
humans, while the ones produced by LIME were not as helpful.

1.1.3 Optimizing loan decisions

The third experiment "focused on the problem of approving loans using the Lending Club dataset.
Given details of a loan application, the task of a decision maker is to decide whether to approve the
loan." [1]. The information was augmented with an avatar (picture of a face) making a specific facial
expression. The ML algorithm learned to convey algorithmic advice through modifying the facial
expressions to the loan-approving agent.

This taps into human cognition and empathy; by reading facial signals we can create a judgment.
The results of this experiment showed more accuracy as the user feedback accumulated, but did
not always reach the level of accuracy of the machine level benchmark at the high dimension. This
variance is due to how the experimental subjects followed predictive advice, and proved there is a
trade-off between accuracy and the ability to reason.

1.2 Conceptual Extension

Rosenfeld and Hilgard combine human decision making with the choice of the best form of a
representation. Our project aims to further extend into the selection of the best format of representation.
Based on picture superiority effect, our brain processes graphical data in a different way to a single
number, and images are more likely to be retained in memory [4]. Visual stimulation over text
translation allows the brain to consume the material with more consummate ease. In our experiment
we posit a "trust factor" as a proxy for how much a human trusts a numeric output versus a more
intuitive graphical representation. We allow the our MoM to learn the best representation (visual vs
numeric) to show to the human as well as the optimal parameters for the chosen implementation.

Rosenfeld and Hilgard found that the way machine output is represented is important to inspiring
the human to give the "correct" output. While their experiment focused on optimizing a singular
representation argminφW

L(h(φW (x)), y), we extend this notion to not only optimizing over φW ,
but also selecting among different types of representations (φi’s (see Figure 2)).
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Figure 1: Left: The MoM framework. Right: The learning process.

2 Method

2.1 The Rosenfeld and Hilgard Set Up

We began with the same setting as Rosenfeld, where x ∈ X sampled from some distribution D, for
which humans are tasked with deciding on an action a ∈ A [1]. Our assumption is that users are
seeking to choose action a, which we model as a = h(φi(x)). The machine generates visualizations,
φ(x), that are human-centric representations of the input with the intention of helping a human make
as accurate of a guess as possible. Given a training set S, we wanted to minimize the empirical loss
using mean squared error (MSE):

MSE = L(y, ŷ) =
1

N

N∑
i=0

(y − ŷi)2 where ŷi = h(φ(xi))

Similar to how humans apply what they have learned previously to new tasks, the architecture of a
multi-layered neural network N(x) is a useful tool for learning representations. We split the network
at some partition into a parameterized representation mapping φ and a predictor f(φ) (see Fig. 1). By
re-training on new human inputs, the network improves over time. Rosenfeld and Hilgard chose to
remove f(φ) and plug in the human decision function h(φ), to create a Man Composed with Machine
(“MoM”) framework illustrated in Figure 1. The intention is to use the human decision function to
optimize φ. Instead of a human input layer, h(φ), we chose to develop a function gτ (φ) that generates
a guess based on φi.

2.2 Preliminaries

We model two human-centric representations of the underlying data as φm and φs, where φm(x) :
x ∈ R200 → R1 and φs : x ∈ R200 → R200, representing the "numeric" output and the scatter plot
respectively, as seen in Figure 3. Furthermore we use gτ (φ) to simulate the h(φ), defined as follows:φm(x) +

1

τ
·N(0, 1), if φ = φm

µ(φs(x)) + σ(φs(x)) ·N(0, 1), if φ = φs

We use gτ (φ) to model a human guess with the following reasoning: if the human sees a single
numeric output s/he is likely to guess the output with some added or subtracted noise depending on
how much s/he trusts the machine (herein modeled by the τ factor). Similarly, if the human sees a
scatter plot, we think that s/he will guess the perceived average of the scatter plot. However, if there
is a large variance in the distribution, we assume that the guess will be less precise and therefore scale
it by the standard deviation of the distribution.

Our model chooses which output to present to the human based on a learned parameter ε, used to
balance exploring and exploiting the different solutions. We update epsilon at every time step using
the following formula:

εt+1 = min(max(εt +
em − es
em + es

, 0.05), 0.95)
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Figure 2: Model Architecture

where ei, is an array of the losses generated by the representation φi ∈ {m, s} and where εt+1 is
bound to ensure exploration in the early stages. Finally, the model uses L to backpropagate loss
through the relevant neural network representing φi. To implement, we build a neural network to
output the two representation, φi’s. At each time step t, we backpropagate the loss and update εt.

2.3 Experiments

Figure 3: Example of model returns at one iteration

We want to model a human’s guess of the mean of a distribution as a function of the representation
that s/he gets and his/her trust factor τ (i.e., how likely the human trust the numeric output of a
machine). Specifically, we look at φs and φm and see how the model learns which one is best suited
to the hτ .

We modeled the above behavior by drawing a random sample of 200 numbers from xi =
N(k, l), k, l ∈ {1, 4}, {0, 20} and running our model for as many epochs as it took to generate
less than < 0.05 loss for 5 consecutive epochs (the point at which we believe the model "found" the
best representation).

We run this experiment for different values of τ to show that as the human trust in the machine
changes, our model adapts to the preference and learns both the best representation and representation
type to present to the human (φm or φs, with their best parametrization).
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2.4 Results

The goal was for our model to learn the parameters from the representation and decide which
visualization was the ideal one to return, as shown in Figure 4. The model learned the corresponding
representation depending on the value of τ - with high values of τ the model chose φm and for low
values it chose φs more often. Furthermore, we can see the parameters of the relevant φi(x), are also
learned.

Figure 4: Results with τ ∈ [0.1, 0.5, 1], showing the error when showing the numeric output φm, the
error when showing the scatter φs, and the value of ε in every epoch

3 Discussion

Our results demonstrated that we can extend the Rosenfeld and Hilgard framework to choosing the
specific type of representation of data. Since in many situations the ultimate output of a ML algorithm
is used to inform human decisions, tailoring the output representation becomes drastically paramount.
But different humans respond differently depending on the data representation. Some are more likely
to believe numbers, while others need a more holistic view of the data. We showed that we can train
ML models to modify their output to these variations in human interpretation.
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There are a few challenges that we faced while conducting the experiments. One of our primary
difficulties was finding relevant representations of data that could be tested. There is an abundance
of data available and many ways to depict them, but being able to tap into human cognition and
create an explainable, impartial model that could be learned easily required heavy brainstorming and
discussion. If we had more time, we would ideally experiment with other representations of data in
different dimensions and more complex trust parameterization.

3.1 Further Research

We note that human decision making can hardly be modeled by a simple function, be it rule or neural-
network based. Nevertheless, Rosenfeld and Hilgard have show that using a functional approximation
of h(x) can lead to efficient training in practice and positive results in real world scenarios. We
extend Rosenfeld and Hilgard to show that the functional approximation can apply to different types
of representations as well.

The field of representation learning is still growing, and the success of algorithmic modeling is reliant
on how the output of ML algorithms is interpreted and subsequently used [5]. Ideally, the output
of models should be interpretable, and by augmenting human participation in the calculation of the
prediction, we can induce trust in the model. However, the large number of hyper-parameters in the
deep neural network limits the methods and types of the exploration. Oftentimes, by having a human
input layer such as h or gτ , the composed ML algorithm may sacrifice high accuracy while optimizing
for the "correct" human decision. We believe that the trade-off is worthwhile, because the end model
is easier to understand (as it is built for humans) and more applicable in various professional settings.
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