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Abstract

A common problem for agents operating in real-world environments is that the
response of an environment to their actions may be non-deterministic and observed
through noise. This renders environmental state and progress towards completing a
task latent. Despite recent impressive demonstrations of LLM’s reasoning abilities
on various benchmarks, whether LLMs can build estimates of latent state and
leverage them for reasoning has not been explicitly studied. We investigate this
problem in the real-world domain of autonomous UI agents. We establish that
appropriately prompting LLMs in a zero-shot manner can be formally understood
as forming point estimates of latent state in a textual space. In the context of
autonomous UI agents we then show that LLMs used in this manner are more
than 76% accurate at inferring various aspects of latent state, such as performed
(vs. commanded) actions and task progression. Using both public and internal
benchmarks and three reasoning methods (zero-shot, CoT-SC & ReAct), we show
that LLM-powered agents that explicitly estimate and reason about latent state are
able to successfully complete up to 1.6x more tasks than those that do not.

1 Introduction

While latent-state estimation plays a prominent role in many machine learning models for science
and engineering [6, 5, 10], to the best of our knowledge the ability of LLMs to estimate latent state
and use these estimates to improve decision making when performing tasks has not been studied.
In this work, we investigate these problems in the emergent domain of LLM-based autonomous UI
agents [22, 36, 41], in which agents freely interact with the user interface of an application or website
(e.g., by clicking, typing and scrolling) to accomplish a variety of goals expressed in natural language.
We choose this domain because it encompasses many real-world use cases and the number and types
of tasks an agent is tested against can be easily scaled. Most importantly for our purposes, latent state
also arises prominently (see Fig. 1). This is because textual representations of screens are formed
from noisy accessibility or DOM trees or the imperfect output of object detection models [9, 39].
Additionally, performed actions may not match those commanded by an agent (due to grounding
errors) or may have unexpected results. These factors render important aspects of UI and task state,
such as what screen an agent is currently on, action outcomes, and progress towards a goal, latent.

In our approach, we seek to leverage the intuitive knowledge about the world encoded in LLMs to
reason in a zero-shot manner from noisy observations about latent variables. In the domain of UI
automation, this intuitive knowledge includes knowledge of user applications and their functionality,
UI concepts, and task flows, and the latent variables we seek to infer include those useful for
understanding where an agent is in an app and what it has accomplished towards a goal. Latent
variable inference is challenging because there are often multiple values of the hidden variables that
might explain the noisy and partial observations, and it is often only by reasoning across multiple
observations and using prior modeled knowledge of the environment that reliable inferences can be
made. We hypothesize that by prompting general pre-trained LLMs appropriately they can leverage
the knowledge of the world encoded in their weights to assign high probabilities to completions that
best explain observations, thereby performing latent variable estimation. Once some aspects of latent
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Figure 1: A conceptual example of an agent performing a task while inferring latent state. The agent
only perceives the screen through textual representations (depicted as outlined diagrams for each
screen) that may contain limited and noisy information about what is actually on the screen (shown
in color in the lower right for each screen). Additionally, grounding errors (e.g., typing the wrong
text into a box) can occur thus causing uncertainty about performed actions. This means important
aspects of UI and task state (e.g., high-level screen understanding, previously performed actions,
progression from start) which can only be observed through these noisy representations are latent.
We seek to explicitly estimate these and use these estimates to improve the selection of actions at
each step.

state are estimated, they can be provided in prompts to estimate other aspects of latent state and
ultimately to select next actions to take, thus improving the performance of LLM-based agents.

Overall, we make the following contributions: (i) we present a general method for forming point
estimates of latent state in a zero-shot manner using LLMs, (ii) we demonstrate that our methods
can estimate five aspects of latent state for autonomous UI agents, matching or outperforming the
performance of humans, and (iii) we show that estimates of latent state can be naturally incorporated
into existing reasoning techniques (zero-shot [33], CoT-SC [32], ReAct [38]) to consistently improve
decision making for UI agents. Importantly, we establish these results on online versions of three
benchmarks: PixelHelp [22], AndroidInTheWild [27], and an internal benchmark, comprising in total
135 unique tasks from 48 apps/websites. This is notable because, as observed by others [41], online
testing is key to realistically assessing agent performance but is often skipped in favor of less realistic,
but easier to implement, offline evaluation on pre-recorded data.

2 Related Work

Latent state estimation Latent state arises in a variety of domains and modeling applications [e.g.,
6, 5, 10] where underlying variables of interest cannot be observed directly but instead only inferred
from other variables. Classic approaches to estimating latent state include principal component
analysis [26], factor analysis [29], Kalman filtering [17], and Hidden Markov models [4], among
others. Common to these and many other approaches is that latent state is modeled with continuous
or discrete vectors and, before latent state can be inferred at test time, models must first be fit to
application-specific training data. Our work is different in that we seek to model latent state in a
textual space by leveraging general, pre-trained LLMs without additional task-specific fine-tuning.
With the exception of recent work that uses LLMs to infer politicians’ latent positions [35], to the best
of our knowledge our work is the first to formalize the general problem of using LLMs to estimate
latent state and to show how this can be applied to improve autonomous UI agents.
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Reasoning with LLMs Our work fits into the broader research area of reasoning with LLMs.
Increasingly sophisticated means of performing reasoning, decision making, and planning with LLMs
have been proposed [33, 32, 38, 42, 20, 37, 34]. This line of work is predominantly concerned with
the means of reasoning. Our work is orthogonal to it as it is concerned with the content of reasoning -
that is showing that LLMs have the ability to reason about latent state. Having established this basic
ability to reason over latent state, it is likely that absolute performance can be improved in the future
by investigating different means of reasoning, using better base models, etc.

Autonomous UI agents There is a rapidly growing body of work on UI agents [22, 15, 28, 31, 18,
36, 41, 19, 12]. Our work is the first to explicitly recognize that important aspects of UI state and
task progress are latent and to propose methods for LLM-based agents to address the challenges that
arise from it.

Additionally, our work differs from much of this prior work in two other ways. First, our aim is not
to develop the best-performing agent, a goal which would require attention to many more aspects
such as how UI screens are represented, how grounding is performed, what base models are used, etc.
Instead, our goal is to show the relative improvements possible when agents explicitly incorporate
reasoning about latent state in their planning, a general finding we believe can be used to improve
other LLM-based agents. Second, most prior UI agent systems are tested only against pre-recorded
datasets [2, 31, 36, 27, 7, 22, 12], with only a small number tested online [19, 13, 41]. As explained
in §5, testing online, where errors are allowed to accumulate, is critical for observing the benefits of
latent state estimation for agent performance.

Reinforcement learning and robotics Formally, the problem of completing tasks by driving
application UIs can be described as a partially-observable Markov decision process (POMDP) [16],
where the state of the UI and progress towards a goal are hidden variables. While others have applied
LLMs to related reinforcement learning problems [1, 14, 23], the novel aspect of our work is that we
use LLMs to infer the hidden state of a system that can be modeled as a POMDP.

3 Estimating latent state with LLMs

We consider the problem of estimating the latent state of a system at time t, st, given a set of
observations observed up until t, {oi}ti=1. A standard approach to forming a point estimate, ŝt, for
latent state is to calculate

ŝt = argmaxstp(st|{oi}
t
i=1) (1)

Typically, st and ot belong to Euclidean or discrete spaces, and models that are specifically fit using
data collected for particular applications of interest are used to calculate the required probabilities.
The key innovation of our work is to recognize that in many scenarios latent state and observations
can be described in language. This opens up the possibility of using pre-trained LLMs to calculate
the probabilities in (1).

The general approach can be formalized as follows. First, we assume that there is a set of A different
aspects of latent state (e.g., high-level screen description, past actions, etc...) we desire to estimate
at each time t that can be described in language. We refer to the description of aspect a at time t as
sat , so that the full description of latent state at time t is st = {sat }Aa=1. At each time t, we use an
LLM to estimate each aspect of latent state, and assume aspects are ordered in such a way that the
estimate for one aspect (e.g., inferences of past actions, detected mistakes) are computed before and
can inform the estimate for others (e.g., inference of progress towards a goal). Specifically, at time t
we allow estimates of the ath aspect of latent state to depend on observations up until time t, {oi}ti=1,
estimates of latent state for all previous time steps, {si}t−1

i=1 , and estimates of aspects of latent state
ordered before a for the current time step, {sit}a−1

i=1 . For each aspect of latent state we then use a
user-defined mapping (e.g., a heuristic), fa, to form a prompt zat = fa({oi}ti=1, {si}

t−1
i=1, {sit}

a−1
i=1 ).

Given this prompt, an LLM can be used to calculate the probabilities p(sat |zat ). Ideally, we would
form a point estimate ŝat = argmaxstp(st|z

a
t ), but this is a computational prohibitive optimization, so

in this work we approximate the mode with greedy decoding. Additional strategies such as sampling
or beam search could be explored as well.

This general approach of using LLMs to estimate latent state has multiple benefits. First, it requires no
application-specific training data. Instead, it leverages the “intuitive knowledge” LLMs have about the
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Screen Representation

-element with the class android.view.View and package name 
com.ajnsnewmedia.kitchenstories
--element with the class android.view.View and package name 
com.ajnsnewmedia.kitchenstories
---image
---element with the class android.widget.ScrollView and package name 
com.ajnsnewmedia.kitchenstories
----"Veganuary
40+ Plant-based Recipes to Try This Year" element with the class android.view.View 
and package name com.ajnsnewmedia.kitchenstories
-----"Dasom Yang" element with the class android.view.View and package name 
com.ajnsnewmedia.kitchenstories
-----"796" element with the class android.view.View and package name 
com.ajnsnewmedia.kitchenstories
------image
----"Our Latest Recipes" element with the class android.view.View and package 
name com.ajnsnewmedia.kitchenstories
----"See all" button
----element with the class android.view.View and package name 
com.ajnsnewmedia.kitchenstories
-----"45 min.
Spaghetti Bolognese" element with the class android.view.View and package name 
com.ajnsnewmedia.kitchenstories
------image
-----"35 min.
Coconut macaroons" element with the class android.view.View and package name 
com.ajnsnewmedia.kitchenstories
------image
--"Today, Tab 1 of 3" image that is selected
--"Search, Tab 2 of 3" image
--"Profile , Tab 3 of 3" image
-element with the class android.widget.FrameLayout and package name 
com.android.systemui
--"2:01" icon
--"Android Setup notification: Finish setting up your sdk_gphone64_x86_64" image
--"Settings notification: Virtual SD card" image
--"Wifi signal full." element with the class android.widget.FrameLayout and package 
name com.android.systemui
--"Phone signal full." element with the class android.widget.FrameLayout and 
package name com.android.systemui
--"Battery 100 percent." element with the class android.widget.LinearLayout and 
package name com.android.systemui

--"Today, Tab 1 of 3" image that is 
selected
--"Search, Tab 2 of 3" image
--"Profile , Tab 3 of 3" image

---image

------image

----"Our Latest Recipes" element …
…
…
Coconut macaroons" element …
------image

Not visible 
on screen

No 
semantic 

information

Unclear 
that these 

can be 
clicked

(a) (b)

Figure 2: (a) Examples of partial and noisy information in a representative screen description. The
large image and the small heart icon at the bottom-right are represented as “images” without additional
metadata. One third of the screen representation (in orange) refers to elements that are not visible on
the screen. Finally, the three icons in the navigation bar are labeled simply as images, while they are
actually clickable icons. (b) Process for inferring 5 aspects of latent state and selecting actions at each
step of a task. Task completion is inferred after action selection, as we find providing contemplated
next actions improves performance at detecting completion. The action is performed only if the the
task is inferred as not done.

world to determine underlying state from noisy observations. Second, estimates of different aspects
of latent state can be formed by simply using different prompts. Third, since they are expressed in
language, latent state estimates are directly interpretable by humans. Finally, latent state estimated in
this way can be fed to additional LLM calls (e.g., reasoning over actions to take).

4 Latent state estimation for UI automation

Why does latent state arise in UI tasks? Latent state arises in autonomous UI agents for at least
two prominent reasons. First, observations, in the form of textual descriptions of screens and derived
either from the output of object detection models or accessibility or DOM trees, are partial and noisy.
In this work, we use descriptions derived from accessibility trees (see appendix A for details), but
the issues we highlight are general. As shown in Fig. 2a, in these descriptions elements may be
missing key metadata necessary for understanding their content and function (partial information),
background content invisible to the user may be present (noise) and the same type of elements, such
as images, may be used as both actionable and static elements (so the element type is a noisy indicator
of element function). Many other examples of how screen descriptions can be partial and noisy are
provided in appendix B. Second, actions selected by an agent may not be performed as expected, due
to grounding errors. Grounding errors can occur in multiple forms such as failing to perform any
action, performing an action (e.g,. clicking) on the wrong element, or performing the wrong action on
the right element (e.g., typing the wrong thing in the right text field). In addition to grounding errors,
stochasticity in the environment can lead to unexpected action outcomes, such as the appearance
of pop-up adds, an apparent screen freezing due to system delays or receiving unexpected dynamic
content.

In the context of UI automation, we explore estimating A = 5 aspects of latent state at each time
step: (1) previous actions, (2) screen summaries, (3) progression, (4) previous mistakes, and (5) task
completion. The above considerations mean all five of these aspects of state are latent. Previous
actions are latent due to the unreliability of action grounding. The noisy and partial nature of screen
representations means that true screen content, and therefore quantities derived from them, such as
screen summaries, are latent. We define progression as a summary of what an agent has done from
the start of a task (roughly analogous to integrating over actions at single time steps in classic latent
dynamical system models [17]). Progression, presence of previous mistakes, and task completion
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Table 1: Statistics of benchmarks used in this work. Pooled numbers reflect that some apps are
present in multiple benchmarks.

# tasks # apps/websites
PixelHelp (PH) 35 4
Android in the Wild (AitW) 50 19
Android-50 (A-50) 50 33

Total 135 48

characterize in different ways the state of an agent’s progress towards goal completion, and since they
can only be inferred from noisy observations and unreliable action commands, are also latent. Fig. 2b
shows the order in which each aspect is estimated and how the estimates chain together. Relating this
to the notation in Sec. 3, at time t, each aspect corresponds to a different sat and is estimated with a
separate prompt, zat . We provide the full LLM prompts in appendix E.

5 Methodology and benchmarks

Online e2e evaluation We seek to evaluate our methods in the most realistic manner possible, and
for this reason do not evaluate on pre-recorded datasets [22, 27, 36]. When testing on pre-recorded
datasets, agents are shown the correct next screen, irrespective of their actions. This makes measuring
realistic performance difficult, as inferring the state of a UI and progress towards a goal becomes
harder as past mistakes in perception, decision making, and action execution accumulate, which is
preempted when testing on prerecorded data.

Hence, we test our methods with three online Android benchmarks. Agents are provided with a
natural language goal. They then select their own actions and path through a UI on an emulated
Android device using AndroidEnv [30], receiving observations in the form of textual descriptions of
UI screens formed from the Android accessibility tree (appendix A) after each action. Agents perform
a task until they determine it is complete or a termination criteria (max number of steps or 3 identical
repeated actions) is reached. The emulated devices used ran full versions of the Android operating
system with the same application binaries that would be installed on real devices and agents received
observations and performed actions in the same way they would on a physical device. For these
reasons we are confident results reported here would translate to performance on physical devices.

To test against a wide range of tasks and apps, we use three benchmarks. Two of the benchmarks,
PixelHelp (PH) [22] and Android In The Wild (AitW) [27], are formed by randomly selecting task
goals from the corresponding datasets subject to minor constraints (e.g., ensuring tasks can still be
feasibly performed in the present day). The third benchmark, Android-50 (A-50), was collected by us
using annotators (see appendix C for details). A wide variety of real-world apps and tasks are present
across this set of benchmarks so that a broad range of factors leading to partial and noisy screen
representations and latent state in real-world use are well represented. Table 1 contains statistics for
each benchmark, and a random subset of the tasks in each benchmark is provided in appendix G.
AndroidEnv and both AitW and PH are all available under the Apache 2.0 license, and our use was in
accordance with the license terms.

Agent architecture We used agents composed of two modules for (1) selecting the next action
and (2) grounding selected actions in the current screen. Across experiments, we only varied (1)
and held the grounder constant. This meant that main factors that give rise to latent state, unfaithful
screen representations and unreliable action execution, were constant across experiments, so we
could directly compare the effects of varying the reasoning, including using latent state estimates or
not, for selecting next actions. Grounding was performed with an LLM-based method adopting prior
work [27, 31] and supported clicking, typing, navigating backwards, and opening apps. See appendix
D for more details.

Reasoning methods We implement three different methods for prompting LLMs to produce
reasoning when selecting the next action of each task step: zero-shot [33], CoT-SC [32] and ReAct [38]
based reasoning. We implement two versions of each of these methods that either use (denoted by a +)
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Table 2: Accuracy of the LLM at inferring various aspects of latent state across all benchmarks (left)
and in comparison to humans (right).

evaluated on 40 tasks
PH AitW A-50 total

previous action 90.0 77.6 95.2 89.4
screen summary 90.0 93.4 91.2 91.5
progression 94.3 72.4 91.8 87.4
previous mistakes 80.0 68.4 79.6 76.8
task completion 100.0 100.0 94.6 97.3

evaluated on 5 tasks
LLM human
96.3 96.3
88.9 77.8
96.3 70.4
88.9 81.5
96.3 77.8

or do not use (denoted by a -) latent state estimates. This allows us to perform pair-wise comparisons.
We choose these three methods as they represent a well-known but diverse set of ways for eliciting
reasoning from LLMs with various trade-offs such as the use of few-shot examples (CoT-SC &
ReAct) or not (zero-shot) as well as the amount of computation performed before selecting an action,
with CoT-SC and ReAct processing more tokens than zero-shot before predicting an action.

Implementation details of all methods can be found in appendix F. In all cases, the textual description
of the current screen and task goal was provided in the prompt. Estimates of progression and mistakes
were additionally provided in the prompts of reasoning methods that used latent state, while agents
without latent state only had access to the history of commanded actions (a common approach in
UI agents [27, 41]). Stopping was based on estimates of completion for agents with latent state
estimation, while agents without latent state estimation directly predicted stopping as an extra type of
action. We note that given the length of our screen representations, we implement a modified version
of ReAct that retains only the last two previous observations and provides only a few action-thought
pairs as few-shot examples at the beginning of the prompt (see F.5 and F.6 in the appendix for
full prompts). Examples from three tasks, distinct from those in the benchmarks, were selected
for inclusion in the prompts for CoT-SC and ReAct. The same examples were used for each and
were held fixed after they were selected, so as not to overfit to the benchmarks. We used a general
pre-trained LLM, PaLM 2 text-unicorn [11], for all LLM calls. The temperature was set to 0, except
when predicting actions with CoT-SC, in which case 8 samples were drawn with a temperature of .5.

6 Results and analysis

6.1 LLMs estimate latent state for UI agents

We now investigate the ability of our methods to estimate latent state for UI agents. We ran the
zero-shot+ agent on each benchmark and we asked trained annotators to answer a series of “yes” or
“no” questions to assess the accuracy of the estimate of each aspect of latent state listed in §4 at each
step. Example questions include “Was the action that caused the transition between Step 1 and Step 2
inferred correctly?” or “Does the mistake assessment correctly capture the mistakes (if any) that have
been made up to Step 1 and are not yet corrected?” The full set of questions can be found in appendix
H. Annotators used throughout this study signed a data usage agreement, were fairly compensated
and provided no personal data as part of this study. This is a costly analysis, so we only performed
this on a random subset of 10 tasks from PixelHelp, 10 tasks from AitW, and 20 from Android-50.
We sampled more from Android-50 because of its greater diversity of apps and websites. Cost is also
the reason we only analyzed latent state estimates produced by the zero-shot+ agent. We believe this
is justified because the chain of LLM calls for estimating latent state is the same across all tested
methods for selecting next actions.

Table 2 summarizes our findings. We observe that the basic prompting strategy outlined in §4
estimated all five aspects of latent state with remarkably high accuracy, i.e., 76.8%–97.3%. Three
aspects of latent state: previously performed actions, mistakes, and completion, could potentially be
estimated with relatively high accuracy by naïve baselines that always predict the defaults, i.e., the
performed action matches the commanded one, no mistakes are made, and the task is not done for
all steps. We determined that in all cases these naïve baselines would achieve lower performance
(previous action accuracy of 85%, a mistake assessment accuracy of 74.0%, and a task completion
accuracy of 92.8%) than that achieved by the LLM. We also inspected the “hard” cases for each of
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Table 3: Performance (as percentages) on all three benchmarks for UI agents which incorporated
(denoted by +) or did not incorporated (denoted by -) estimates of latent state in selecting actions at
each step.

task success ↑ partial completion ↑ task success with strict stop ↑ premature stop ↓
PH AitW A-50 tot PH AitW A-50 tot PH AitW A-50 tot PH AitW A-50 tot

zero-shot + 62.9 46.0 34.0 45.9 73.7 61.2 57.0 62.1 62.9 40.0 28.0 41.5 11.4 12.0 24.0 16.3
zero-shot - 45.7 24.0 20.0 28.1 66.3 45.2 48.2 51.0 45.7 18.0 20.0 25.9 54.3 68.0 80.0 68.9

CoT-SC + 62.9 42.0 28.0 42.2 82.0 53.0 48.7 57.5 48.6 32.0 22.0 32.6 22.9 20.0 30.0 24.4
CoT-SC - 42.9 26.0 20.0 28.1 68.0 42.8 43.5 48.6 42.9 24.0 20.0 27.4 40.0 52.0 66.0 54.1

ReAct+ 68.6 44.0 26.0 43.7 83.0 58.4 54.4 62.1 65.7 32.0 24.0 37.8 8.6 12.0 20.0 14.1
ReAct - 60.0 28.0 26.0 35.6 76.0 46.4 45.6 52.5 57.1 22.0 26.0 32.6 17.1 6.0 12.0 11.1

these aspects, which occurred when performed actions did not match commanded actions, when
mistakes occurred, and for the steps when the task should be marked as completed. In these cases, we
found that the LLM correctly predicted the previous action 61.3% of the time, correctly detected and
described mistakes 25.9% of the time, and correctly predicted completion 81.0% of the time. For
further details on how these values were computed see appendix J.

We also asked five human volunteers (not authors of this paper), who are experts in Android program-
ming and fluent in English, to produce estimates of latent state as the zero-shot+ agent performed five
randomly selected tasks (27 steps in total). We ensured the volunteers only had access to the same
information the LLMs did by providing them with the same prompts. To minimize the possibility
that differences in performance were due to the difficulty humans might have in parsing long blocks
of text, we colored coded the screen representations in the prompts to aid in visual understanding,
but beyond this provided no additional information (e.g., screenshots) to the humans. Just as with
the LLM-produced estimates, previous human estimates of aspects of latent state (e.g., past inferred
actions) were fed into the prompts for other aspects of latent state in the same and later steps. Finally,
to minimize the possibility of humans using memory from previous steps the LLMs did not have
access to, we ensured no volunteer ever estimated an aspect of latent state for screens less than 4
steps apart. The volunteers were informed of the intended use of the data and no personal data was
collected.

As shown in Table 2, humans achieved high, but imperfect performance, underscoring the difficulty
of estimating latent state in this setting. Using paired permutation tests, we found LLMs significantly
outperformed humans when estimating progression (p = .02), moderately outperformed when
estimating task completion (p = .06), and that there was no significant difference between humans
and LLMs for the other aspects of latent state. The ability of LLMs to match or outperform humans
is evidence of their strong performance on this task.

6.2 Reasoning about latent state improves UI agent performance

We next evaluate how the performance of UI agents can improve when estimates of latent state
are used when selecting actions at each step. Due to the multiple possible paths agents may take
to accomplish a goal on our emulators, automated evaluation is difficult. Therefore, to measure
performance we ask annotators to answer a series of “yes” or “no” questions to assess (1) whether an
agent accomplished a task (irrespective of whether it stopped correctly or not), (2) whether it was able
to stop, and (3) how many of the sub-tasks involved in completing a full task the agent performed
correctly. The last is a measure of “partial completion” which we obtain through questions manually
curated for each task (e.g., "Did the agent open the correct app?", "Did the agent perform a search?",
etc.). The number of questions assessing partial completion varied from 1 to 7, depending on the task
complexity. A sample of the questions asked can be found in appendix I.

As shown in Table 3, providing estimates of latent state when reasoning about next actions to take,
substantially improves performance of UI agents. This was uniformly true when measuring task
success and partial completion at both the pooled and individual benchmark level. The percentage of
tasks that were successfully completed (see “task success” columns in the table), measured in total
across all benchmarks, increased by factors of 1.6 (from 28.1% to 45.9%, p = .0002), 1.5 (from 28.1%
to 42.2% p = .0041) and 1.2 (from 35.6% to 43.7%, p = .078) respectively, for zero-shot, CoT-SC,
and ReAct based methods with latent state estimates incorporated. Here and throughout this section,
p-values are for the difference in performance for each reasoning method, and were calculated with
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Figure 3: Distribution of failure causes for agents with zero-shot action selection without and with
latent state.

two-sided paired-permutation tests. In addition, whether tasks were successfully completed or not,
overall progress achieved toward task goals, as measured by partial completion, similarly improved
when latent state estimates were used (improvements in partial completion for all reasoning methods
were all significant with p < .001). This is strong evidence that LLM-powered UI agents, irrespective
of how they perform reasoning, benefit from incorporating the explicit estimation of the content of
latent state into their reasoning process.

The benefits of incorporating latent state estimates can be seen in other aspects of agent performance
as well, such as stopping. An ideal agent should stop immediately after a task is complete without
taking extra steps, while at the same time not stopping prematurely. Using the annotators’ responses,
we can measure both of these aspects of agent performance (see third and forth sets of columns in
Table 3). We quantify the percentage of tasks in which the agent not only accomplished the goal but
stopped without taking extra steps. This is a stricter measure than simple task success, which tolerates
extra steps (e.g., navigating back to a home screen, clicking on a specific result after performing
a search, etc.), and it is likely to be associated with user satisfaction. We find that similar to the
more lenient measure, task success measured with this stricter stopping criteria improves by factors
of 1.6 (from 25.9% to 41.5%, p = .0009), 1.2 (from 27.4% to 32.6%, p=.31) and 1.2 (from 32.6%
to 37.8%, p=.31) respectively, for agents using zero-shot, CoT-SC and ReAct based methods with
latent state estimates incorporated. Additionally, the zero-shot and CoT-SC agents without latent
state estimation stopped prematurely 4.2 times (68.9% to 16.3% of tasks, p < .0001) and 2.2 times
(54.1% to 24.4% of tasks, p < .0001) more often then versions with latent state estimation, while the
performance of the ReAct agent with latent state estimation decreased only slightly in this regard,
stopping prematurely 1.3 times (14.1% to 11.1%, p = .59) more than the agent without latent state.
Upon investigation we discovered this did not reflect superior stopping performance of the ReAct -
agent, but that the ReAct - agent often failed to stop at all (and therefore rarely prematurely stopped).
In particular, we found the ReAct - agent only stopped in 37.8% of episodes while ReAct + stopped
in 57.5% of episodes before reaching the maximum number of steps we allowed. In addition, by
analyzing only episodes where agents stopped before reaching the max number of steps, we found
that the ReAct - agent had worse premature stopping performance (when it stopped, 33.3% of the
time it was premature) than ReAct + (when it stopped, 29.9% of the time it was premature).

6.3 Error analysis

The high accuracy achieved at estimating latent state (§6.1), did not translate into similarly high
end-to-end performance. One explanation is that results for latent state estimation ( Table 2) are
quantified across single steps of tasks, and to perform a task successfully agents must perform
multiple steps. Each step introduces the possibility that one mistake in latent state estimation (e.g.,
determining a task is prematurely complete) could adversely affect task performance. Additional
factors, such as grounding performance and other aspects of reasoning not studied here (e.g., more
advanced capabilities for exploring apps when one execution path fails), also affect performance.

Nonetheless, if latent state is useful for planning next steps, then the cause of failure should shift
away from action selection to other causes, such as grounding mistakes. We assessed this through an
error analysis of tasks the agents with zero-shot action selection failed on. We manually inspected
both predicted actions and grounder behavior and categorized the root cause of a failed task as being
due either to action selection (e.g., selecting wrong actions for a task) or grounding (selected actions
performed incorrectly). While there were often multiple mistakes per task, it was often possible to
judge the primary reason. For completeness, we also noted rare cases when the cause could have been
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due to both or was due to the the emulator (e.g., failing to load an app). Due to the effort involved,
we only examined failed tasks that were part of the same 40 examined in §6.1 (31 failed tasks for
zero-shot- and 26 for zero-shot+). As shown in Fig. 3, the percentage of tasks that failed due to action
selection decreased substantially when latent state estimates were used in action selection, indicating
that as latent state improves reasoning for next actions, other weaknesses, such as grounding, start to
play a bigger role in bottlenecking task success.

Finally, while our goal was to compare the same methods with and without latent state, we briefly
comment on the relative performance of the three reasoning methods. The tasks we test against
are very diverse, and it has been observed few-shot examples may not always generalize well and
performance can be quite sensitive to their ordering and wording [25, 3, 40, 24]. While we could
have tuned our prompts to improve performance, we avoided doing this so as not to unfairly fit to our
test data. It is also interesting to note that while including latent state improved performance of all
methods, best performance was obtained with the zero-shot method. This suggests the possibility
that once key aspects of latent state are estimated and can be provided in a prompt, simple reasoning
without few-shot examples may be sufficient for predicting actions. This is intriguing as it suggests a
way of breaking through the need to provide many examples in a prompt, which may be impossible or
very costly when a large variety of tasks must be performed, to achieve robust and general UI agents.

7 Conclusions

We have proposed a general approach for using LLMs to estimate latent state, and demonstrated its
effectiveness in estimating five aspects of latent state for UI agents. We showed how these estimates
can be incorporated into reasoning about next action prediction, leading to an increases of up to
1.6x in LLM-agents performing tasks end-to-end in emulated Android environments. We believe
the findings that LLMs can estimate latent state for UI agents and that latent state helps with their
decision making likely generalize to other POMDP-style domains.

Limitations Our UI agent implementation is based on only one platform (Android) but we expect
results to generalize to others, especially web. While we also tested only with one method of
forming screen representations, we expect screen understanding, including that by vision-language
models (VLM), to be imperfect going into the foreseeable future, so that latent UI and task states,
as considered here, will continue to arise. For this reason, we believe the general approach of
incorporating the estimation of latent state into agents to be broadly applicable going forward. We
only ran with a single LLM, but we expect results to generalize to others and end-to-end performance
to increase with newer models. The cost of using human annotators for evaluation kept the total
number of tasks we could evaluate on modest. Nonetheless, the number of tasks we report on is inline
with other recent work that evaluates online. For cost reasons, we also only considered a fixed set of
reasoning methods for selecting next actions. We could choose others (e.g., tree-of-thoughts [37]) but
given that we see uniform improvements across all methods we tested, we expect our general finding
(that performance improves by incorporating estimates of latent state) to hold.

Broader impacts UI agents can benefit visually-impaired users, by providing them with access
to a much wider range of applications and functionality. Another potential use case is general
task automation, which has societal, security and privacy implications. An agent may leak private
information or carry out a task in an unacceptable way or produce unwanted side effects. Malicious
actors could also use UI agents for undesired purposes such as overriding anti-fraud mechanisms
or manipulating applications to achieve undesirable goals. For these reasons, deployment of this
technology going forward will have to be carefully considered and combined with research in other
areas on LLM safety to balance potential societal benefits with risks.
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A Forming screen representations

In this work, a screen representation consists of a textual description of the elements composing
the UI. Such screen representation can be derived automatically from developer-provided UI trees
or produced using object detection models fine-tuned on UI screens [39, 9]. Both approaches have
downsides. UI trees (e.g., web DOM or Android accessibility tree) can be noisy, corrupted with
missing element descriptions or misaligned structural information [21]. UI trees are generally very
large, especially web DOM trees, and therefore need to be summarized or truncated to fit into an
LLM’s input. Object detection models can also fail in detecting key on-screen elements. Large vision-
language models can also be employed to detect elements in a screen but they tend to hallucinate
elements and texts [36].

In our experiments we use Android Accessibility trees. These contain accessibility-related metadata
such as textual descriptions of icons. While accessibility labels provide rich textual information for
UI elements they are generally not provided for all elements [8].
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Figure 4: Due to the real device environment UI agents run on, we observe cases where the Android
accessibility tree becomes out of sync with the true state of the device. In the example above,
the current screen (on the left) shows an advertisement for PlantApp Premium. However, because
there were delays in the accessibility tree being updated, what is passed to the UI agent is a screen
representation missing all the relevant on-screen elements. This results in the agent’s “view” of the
screen looking like the screen on the right, where only the clock and some notification elements are
shown.

Screen representations were formed at each step through a set of heuristics that produced concise lists
of natural language descriptions of on-screen elements. We observed that these lists produce similar
or better results while requiring much fewer tokens than representations that directly converted UI
trees into JSON representations. We formed these descriptions as follows:

1. Accessibility trees were cleaned by removing any elements and corresponding children
which were marked as not visible or had bounding boxes that were completely off the screen.
Note that the visibility attribute of elements were not always set correctly and elements
that were behind other elements, which can be difficult to detect from the accessibility tree,
would not be detected by this method.

2. Accessibility trees were further simplified by removing chains of container elements that
had no text, content description or hint text attributes set.

3. A hierarchical list of UI elements was then produced (see examples in §B), with indentation
used to indicate the depth of elements in the tree. Natural language descriptions of each
element were formed with heuristics. The heuristics attempted to identify the type of element
(e.g., text box, radio button, check box, switch, etc...) based on class names and then formed
natural language descriptions incorporating important attributes (e.g., "a check box with the
text "include fries" that is not checked") based on the type. If the type of element was not
covered by a specific heuristic, a generic description with the class and package name and
important attributes (e.g., text, selection status, etc...) was generated.

B Noisy and partial screen representations

Figures 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 show some example screens as observed by a human (left), the textual
representation of that screen as presented to a UI agent (middle) and, for clarity, a visual depiction of
the screen high-lighting areas uncertain or missing in the textual representation (right).
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Figure 5: As in the previous Figure 4, this example also contains elements missing textual descriptions
that would provide semantic meaning (highlighted in red) and a three-dots icon (in top-right) that
is not included in the accessibility tree. To the agent, these elements would look as represented in
the screen on the right: red elements as generic image icons and gray elements as non-existent. The
graph shown in the screen (which represents half of the page content) appears in the View Hierarchy
as a WebView element (blue box), which gives the UI agent no indication that it is a graph and what
it is about.

Figure 6: The screen on the left shows a dialog box with various options for the snooze length, each
option being a selectable radio button. However, if we look at the NL description derived for the
screen, these radio buttons are described as icons, giving the model no information that they are
selectable elements and therefore no idea about what is currently selected. We also see a similar
issue to what was discussed in Figure 4 where the navigation buttons at the bottom of the screen are
described in the screen representation as images, so the model may not know they can be interacted
with.
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Figure 7: This is an example of NL description containing elements that cannot be interacted with.
While the elements highlighted in orange can be seen in the background of the screen, they are
not clickable. Having these orange-colored elements in the description provides an inaccurate
representation to the agent, as it thinks these are elements it can select for next action prediction. This
example also contains a button with no text describing its semantic meaning, so the model "sees" the
screen on the right, with a generic button, but no direct information about the button’s function.

Figure 8: There are instances where even if a UI element is present in the accessibility tree, it is
missing critical information such as text that would provide semantic meaning for the element or
an element type that would tell the agent whether the element is clickable or not. The elements in
the NL description that are colored in red do not have any associated text, so it is difficult to know
what purpose they have. The agent would view these elements as shown in the right screen, where
the elements are known to be an image or button, but what that image shows or that button does is
unknown. The elements in blue have text providing semantic meaning, but their types are misleading.
The tab elements boxed in blue are labeled as FrameLayout elements, which give no indication that
they can be clicked on. Additionally, in this example, there is a grid icon at the center-left of the
screen that is not in the tree, so from the agent’s perspective it does not exist (shown in the view on
the right with a gray box).
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C The A-50 benchmark

We collected a third benchmark, “Android-50,” consisting of a small set of natural language task
instructions. Annotators proficient in English and the use of Android devices were asked to write
natural language descriptions of tasks they would accomplish in different task categories, such as
creating events, performing unit conversions, and shopping online. We asked annotators to avoid
specifying any private information and they received fair compensation. They were also informed
about the intended usage of the data. The data collected went through a legal and privacy review. A
sample of tasks written by the annotators can be found in §G.

D LLM-based grounder

The LLM-based grounder consumes a processed version of the Android accessibility tree, represented
as a JSON object, and outputs an action, also encoded in JSON. Specifically, we extract the leaf
nodes, along with their text and bounding box properties, the center points and dimensions. For
example, below is the representation of the first several elements from the home screen (see also
Fig. 9).

{"UI elements": [{"text": "Home", "center": [540, 1232], "size": [1080, 2209]},
{"text": "Phone", "center": [162, 1970], "size": [173, 195]},
{"text": "Messages", "center": [414, 1970], "size": [173, 195]},
{"text": "Chrome", "center": [666, 1970], "size": [172, 195]}, ...]}

Below is the prompt for the grounder, which will output an action. The action is then executed using
the Android Device Bridge (adb) (e.g., adb shell input tap x y). The candidate JSON actions
are displayed in the prompt.

Given a mockup of a mobile interface screen, a
history of past actions, and a desired goal, your
task is to infer the most immediate and logical
action that a user should take to make progress
towards the specified goal. Consider the provided
interface elements, their types, and the text they
contain, as these provide clues about the current
state of the mobile application and potential
actions a user could take. Consider exploring the
screen by scrolling in different directions to
reveal additional content, or using navigation
actions like ’Back’ if the current screen does not
contain the elements or options needed to progress
towards the goal.

Actions you can take:

Click on an element on the screen:
’{"action_type": "click", "x": <x_coordinate>,
"y": <y_coordinate>}’.
Type text into a text field ’{"action_type":
"input_text", "text": <text_input>, "x":
<x_coordinate>, "y": <y_coordinate>}’.
Press Enter key: ’{"action_type":
"keyboard_enter"}’
Navigate to the home screen: ’{"action_type":
"navigate_home"}’.
Navigate back: ’{"action_type": "navigate_back"}’.
Scroll in a specific direction: ’{"action_type":
"scroll", "direction": <up, down, left, or
right>}’.
Open an app: ’{"action_type": "open_app",
"app_name": <name>}’.
Launch an ADB activity with a nickname (either
’app_drawer’ or ’quick_settings’):
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Figure 9: Visualization of the extracted accessibility nodes for the home screen.

’{"action_type": "launch_adb_activity",
"activity_nickname": <activity_nickname>}’.
Wait for the screen to update: ’{"action_type":
"wait"}’.
Note: Always consider the context of the current
screen and the user’s goal. If the current screen
does not contain the elements or options needed to
progress towards the goal, consider exploring the
screen by scrolling or using navigation actions
like ’Back’.

Screen:
[Array of UI elements. It includes the text that
describes them, their <x,y> center, and their
width and height. The dimensions of the screen are
1080 x 2400 pixels.]
<SCREEN_REPRESENTATION>

Remember, this mockup is an abstraction of the
mobile interface screen and may not reflect the
exact visual layout. It’s intended to highlight
the significant components that could influence
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the user’s actions.

User Goal: <GOAL>
Choose from the following action types:
‘‘‘json
[{"action_type": "click", "x": <x_coordinate>,
"y": <y_coordinate>}, {"action_type":
"input_text", "text": <text_input>, "x":
<x_coordinate>, "y": <y_coordinate>},
{"action_type": "keyboard_enter"}, {"action_type":
"navigate_home"}, {"action_type":
"navigate_back"}, {"action_type": "scroll",
"direction": <up, down, left, or right>},
{"action_type": "open_app", "app_name": <name>},
{"action_type": "launch_adb_activity",
"activity_nickname": "<activity_nickname>"}]
‘‘‘
Answer:
‘‘‘json

E LLM prompts for estimating latent state

E.1 Prompt for inferring previous actions

Below is the prompt that was used for inferring the last action that was performed. The values of
last_commanded_action, screen_1_description and screen_2_description were the agents last action
command, and the textual representations of the previous and current screen, respectively.

I will show you two screens and tell you
a possible action that I performed to
transition between those two. I may be
lying. Your job is to decide if I am telling
you the real action or not. Only conclude
that I am lying if the evidence cleary
contradicts what I said I did. No matter
what, please tell me the real action you
think I performed. Keep in mind that no
action may have been performed. Please
state the action in the past tense.
Possible action: {last_action_commanded}
Here is a description of the first screen:
{previous_screen_nl_description}
Here is a description of the second screen:
{screen_nl_description}
Real action:

E.2 Prompt for inferring screen summaries

Below is the prompt that was used for inferring a high-level summary of the current screen. Here
the value of screen_description was the textual representation (see §A) of the current screen and
last_inferred_action was the last inferred action by the LLM (see prompt above).

Here is a description of a screen on an
Android phone:
{screen_description}

Additionally, here is the last action
you took: {last_inferred_action}
What app is this from and what type of screen
is this (e.g., a welcome screen,
advertisement, app screen, etc)? Please
do not describe any past actions.
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Only say what app this is and
describe the screen. If media like
a video is showing or playing, please
say what media is showing or playing.
If switches are on the screen, please
say if the the switches are on or off.

E.3 Prompt for inferring progression

Below is the prompt that was used for inferring progression. The value of in-
ferred_action_history_formatted was a numbered list of all previous actions (and the message
“Nothing. You are just starting.” if there were no previous actions). The value of screen_summary
was the inferred screen summary above and the screen_description was the textual representation
(see §A) of the current screen.

I will describe in detail your past actions
towards achieving an unknown goal. Please
summarize what you have done. Your past
actions were:
{inferred_action_history_formatted}
In addition, here is a summary of the current
screen:
{screen_summary}
Finally, here is a detailed list of elements
on the current screen:
{screen_description}
Without guessing the goal, please summarize
your what you have done and make sure to
mention any specific values that were
entered or selections that were made.
You have

E.4 Prompt for inferring previous mistakes

Below is the prompt for inferring if any mistakes have been made. The value of cleaned_goal
is a normalized version of the spoken goal command, where an LLM is asked to put potentially
grammatically incorrect goal commands in standard English. We treat this goal normalization as part
of the agent, and it was kept the same across all experiments. The value of screen_description was
the textual representation (see §A) of the current screen.

I asked you to use an Android phone
to {cleaned_goal}Here is a summary of
your progress so far: {progress_summary}
Here is a description of the current screen:
{screen_description}

If no mistakes have been made, please
simply say "No mistakes have been made."
Otherwise, please tell me if you need
to correct anything to achieve the goal.

E.5 Prompt for inferring task completion

Below is the prompt for inferring if a task is complete. The cleaned_goal is a normalized version of
the goal command (see above). The value of inferred_action_history_formatted was a numbered list
of all previous actions (and the message “Nothing. You are just starting.” if there were no previous
actions). The screen_summary was provided by the inferred screen summary (see above) and the
possible_action_command was the action that the reasoning method for selecting the next step (see
§F) predicted. Because we only provided inferences of the progression and mistake aspects of latent
state to the LLM when predicting next actions, it was possible to predict next actions before inferring
if the task was complete. We found that providing the LLM with a contemplated next action helped
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improve its accuracy at determining if a task was done. If it was inferred that the task was complete,
the agent stopped instead of performing the next predicted action.

I asked you to use an Android phone
to {cleaned_goal}
Here is a list of your past actions:
{inferred_action_history_formatted}
Here is a summary of the screen you
currently see: {screen_summary}
Here is a next step you could perform:
{possible_action_command} However, you
should only do only do the minimum
number of steps needed to achieve
your goal and you should not do anything
if the goal is already achieved.
Yes or No, have you completed all
required steps?

F Additional details of agent architecture and methods for selecting next
actions

The main details of agent architecture we used in this paper are provided in §5. We now provide a
few additional details, space did not permit to be included in the main text.

Goal command normalization For all experiments, we performed a form of normalization of the
goal command by passing it through an LLM with the following prompt before passing it to any
further agent LLM calls:

Here are some examples of how requests can
be rephrased into proper imperative sentences:

Request: Read the reviews of Audi Q7 in
CarTrade app
Read the reviews for the Audi Q7 in the
CarTrade app

Request: In Meditopia app, Play "Thunder
and Rain" audio in Sleep mode.
Rephrased: In the Meditopia app, play the
"Thunder and Rain" audio in sleep mode.’

Request: Open the EaseMyTrip app and
search for the Le Roi Express
Hotel in Delhi from August 1–23 to August 5–23
Rephrased: Open the EaseMyTrip app and
search for the Le Roi Express
Hotel in Delhi for the dates
August 1, 2023 to August 5, 2023.

Here is a new request: <original_request>’
Please rephrase it.
Sure, here is how that request can
be rephrased:

Parsing action commands While output of the LLM call to predict next actions was of a form that
could be immediately sent to the grounder, the output with the Cot-SC and ReAct based methods
needed to be stripped of intermediate thoughts. For the CoT-SC agents, this was done by returning
everything after the delimiter ’Answer:’ if the delimiter was found and the last sentence if not. For
the ReAct based agents, this was done by application of a simple regular expression looking for a
delimited thought and action and returning “unknown” if a matching pattern could not be found.
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Determining when to stop Agents equipped with latent state estimation benefited from explicit
estimates of task completion (§4). These agents stopped performing a task whenever the response to
the prompt for inferring completion (§E.5) began with the string "Yes."

Agents without the benefit of latent state estimation predicted stopping as another type of action
directly in their action selection step. Similar to agents with latent state, we determine stopping for
these by detecting the string "done" in the predicted action.

F.1 Zero-shot -

Below is the prompt that was used for predicting next actions when estimates of latent state
were not provided for the zero-shot- agent. The value of cleaned_goal was the normalized ver-
sion of the goal command (see discussion of general agent architecture above). The format-
ted_history_of_commanded_actions was a numbered list of previous action commands (and the
message “1) None.” if there were no previous actions). The screen_description was the textual
representation (see §A) of the current screen.

I asked you to use an Android phone
to {goal_clean}
Here are the actions you have taken
so far:
{formatted_history_of_commanded_actions}
Here is a detailed description
of the current screen:
{screen_description}
What is the next action that you
should take? Remember you can not
interact with something if it is
not visible on the screen. However,
you can open an app even if you do
not see it. To open an app just say
to open it. What is the next action
that you should take? Please state
it succinctly and only state one
step at a time. If you have accomplished
the goal, simply state "You should
be done." You should

F.2 Zero-shot +

Below is the prompt that was used for predicting next actions when estimates of latent state were
provided for the zero-shot+ agent. The value of cleaned_goal was the normalized version of the goal
command (see discussion of general agent architecture above). The values of mistake_assessment
and progression were the latent state estimates of those quantities. The screen_description was the
textual representation (see §A) of the current screen. To ensure as close to a head-to-head comparison
as possible the prompt has been minimally modified relative to the prompt for the zero-shot- agent.
Specifically, only the addition of injecting estimates of latent state into the prompt and removing the
instruction to predict stopping was change. As explained above, stopping for agents with latent state
was based directly on the estimation of task completion.

I asked you to use an Android phone
to {cleaned_goal}
Here is a summary of your progress
so far: You have {progression}
Here are mistakes that need to be
corrected: {mistake_assessment}
Here is a detailed description
of the current screen:
{screen_description}
What is the next action that you
should take? Remember you can not
interact with something if it is
not visible on the screen. However,
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you can open an app even if you do
not see it. To open an app just say
to open it. What is the next action
that you should take? Please state
it succinctly and only state one
step at a time. You should

F.3 CoT-SC -

Below is the prompt that was used for predicting next actions when latent state estimates were not
provided for the CoT-SC- agent. Below is the prompt that was used for predicting next actions
when latent state estimates were not provided for the CoT-SC- agent. For brevity below, the full
textual screen descriptions that were provided in the prompt have been replaced in the presentation
below by the place holders "[example_n_screen_description]." The values of cleaned_goal, format-
ted_history_of_commanded_actions and screen_description were the same as the prompt for the
zero-shot- agent (see above).

I asked you to use an Android phone
to Use color inversion.
Here are the actions you have taken
so far:
1) open settings
Here is a detailed description
of the current screen:
[example_1_screen_description]
What is the next action that you
should take? Remember you can not
interact with something if it is
not visible on the screen. However,
you can open an app even if you
do not see it. To open an app just
say to open it. What is the next
action that you should take? Please
state it succinctly and only state
one step at a time. If you have
accomplished the goal, simply state
"You should be done."
Let’s think step by step. The color
inversion setting is probably under
an accessibility menu. I do not
see accessibility on the current
screen, but I can probably use
the search box to search for it.
Answer: click on the search box

I asked you to use an Android phone
to Set an alarm for 3:30 PM with
the alarm sound Argon.
Here are the actions you have taken
so far:
1) open Clock
Here is a detailed description
of the current screen:
[example_2_screen_description]
What is the next action that you
should take? Remember you can not
interact with something if it is
not visible on the screen. However,
you can open an app even if you
do not see it. To open an app just
say to open it. What is the next
action that you should take? Please
state it succinctly and only state
one step at a time. If you have
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accomplished the goal, simply state
"You should be done."
Let’s think step by step. I have
opened the clock app but I am on
the wrong tab. I can correct that
by clicking on the alarm tab. Answer:
tap the alarm tab.

I asked you to use an Android phone
to In Simple Calendar Pro, create
a task titled "Exercise" with the
description "Run for 30 minutes"
for today.
Here are the actions you have taken
so far:
1) open Simple Calendar Pro
2) click the New Event button
3) click the task icon
4) type Exercise in the Title text
box
Here is a detailed description
of the current screen:
[example_3_screen_description]
What is the next action that you
should take? Remember you can not
interact with something if it is
not visible on the screen. However,
you can open an app even if you
do not see it. To open an app just
say to open it. What is the next
action that you should take? Please
state it succinctly and only state
one step at a time. If you have
accomplished the goal, simply state
"You should be done."
Let’s think step by step. I have
opened the Simple Calendar Pro
app and have started to create
a new task. I added the title without
making any mistakes. Now I need
to add a description. I see a
description text box, which I can
use for this. Answer: type ’Run
for 30 minutes’ in the Description
text box.

I asked you to use an Android phone
to {cleaned_goal}
Here are the actions you have taken
so far:
{formatted_commanded_action_history}
Here is a detailed description
of the current screen:
{screen_description}
What is the next action that you
should take? Remember you can not
interact with something if it is
not visible on the screen. However,
you can open an app even if you
do not see it. To open an app just
say to open it. What is the next
action that you should take? Please
state it succinctly and only state
one step at a time. If you have
accomplished the goal, simply state
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"You should be done."
Let’s think step by step.

F.4 CoT-SC +

Below is the prompt that was used for predicting next actions when latent state estimates were
provided for the CoT-SC + agent. For brevity below, the full textual screen descriptions that were
provided in the prompt have been replaced in the presentation below by the place holders "[exam-
ple_n_screen_description]." The values of cleaned_goal, progress_summary, mistake_assessment
and screen_description are the same as they were for the zero-shot+ agent (see above).

I asked you to use an Android phone
to Use color inversion.
Here is a summary of your progress
so far: You have opened the settings
app.
Here are mistakes that need to
be corrected: No mistakes have
been made.
Here is a detailed description
of the current screen:
[example_1_screen_description]
What is the next action that you
should take? Remember you can not
interact with something if it is
not visible on the screen. However,
you can open an app even if you
do not see it. To open an app just
say to open it. What is the next
action that you should take? Please
state it succinctly and only state
one step at a time.
Let’s think step by step. The color
inversion setting is probably under
an accessibility menu. I do not
see accessibility on the current
screen, but I can probably use
the search box to search for it.
Answer: click on the search box

I asked you to use an Android phone
to Set an alarm for 3:30 PM with
the alarm sound Argon.
Here is a summary of your progress
so far: You have opened the Clock
app and selected the Bedtime tab.
Here are mistakes that need to
be corrected: You are on the Bedtime
tab. You need to be on the Alarm
tab. Click the Alarm tab.
Here is a detailed description
of the current screen:
[example_2_screen_description]
What is the next action that you
should take? Remember you can not
interact with something if it is
not visible on the screen. However,
you can open an app even if you
do not see it. To open an app just
say to open it. What is the next
action that you should take? Please
state it succinctly and only state
one step at a time.
Let’s think step by step. I have
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opened the clock app but I am on
the wrong tab. I can correct that
by clicking on the alarm tab. Answer:
tap the alarm tab.

I asked you to use an Android phone
to In Simple Calendar Pro, create
a task titled "Exercise" with the
description "Run for 30 minutes"
for today.
Here is a summary of your progress
so far: You have opened Simple
Calendar Pro and clicked the New
Event button. You then clicked
the task icon and typed Exercise
in the Title text box.
Here are mistakes that need to
be corrected: No mistakes have
been made.
Here is a detailed description
of the current screen:
[example_3_screen_description]
What is the next action that you
should take? Remember you can not
interact with something if it is
not visible on the screen. However,
you can open an app even if you
do not see it. To open an app just
say to open it. What is the next
action that you should take? Please
state it succinctly and only state
one step at a time.
Let’s think step by step. I have
opened the Simple Calendar Pro
app and have started to create
a new task. I added the title without
making any mistakes. Now I need
to add a description. I see a
description text box, which I can
use for this. Answer: type ’Run
for 30 minutes’ in the Description
text box.

I asked you to use an Android phone
to {cleaned_goal}
Here is a summary of your progress
so far: You have {progress_summary}
Here are mistakes that need to
be corrected: {mistake_assessment}
Here is a detailed description
of the current screen:
{screen_description}
What is the next action that you
should take? Remember you can not
interact with something if it is
not visible on the screen. However,
you can open an app even if you
do not see it. To open an app just
say to open it. What is the next
action that you should take? Please
state it succinctly and only state
one step at a time.
Let’s think step by step.
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F.5 ReAct -

Below is the prompt that was used for predicting next actions when estimates of latent state were not
provided for the ReAct - agent. The values of cleaned_goal and screen_description are the same as
they were for the zero-shot+ agent (see above). The value of observation_thought_action_history is
the full history of thoughts and actions retaining only the last two previous observations (of the form
“Observation 1: ... Thought 1: ... Action 1: ... Observation 2: ...” with each observation, thought and
action starting on separate lines).

Here are some examples of thoughts
and actions:
Thought: I just opened settings.
The color inversion setting is

probably under an accessibility
menu. I do not see accessibility
on the current screen, but I can
probably use the search box to
search for it
Action: click on the search box
Thought: I have opened the clock
app but I am on the wrong tab.
I can correct that by clicking
on the alarm tab.
Action: tap the alarm tab.
Thought: I have opened the Simple
Calendar Pro app and have started
to create a new task. I added the
title without making any mistakes.

Now I need to add a description.
I see a description text box,

which I can use for this.
Action: type "Run for 30 minutes"
in the Description text box.

I asked you to use an Android phone
to {cleaned_goal}
Here is a history of previous screen
descriptions, thoughts and actions:
{observation_thought_action_history}
The actions above may have had
unexpected results, so you should
pay special attention to the current
screen below.
Here is a detailed description
of the current screen:
{screen_description}
Please think about what you should
do next and then pick the next
action that you should take.
Your output should be of the form:
Thought: <thought>
Action: <action>
Please state the action succinctly
and only state one step at a time.
Remember you can not interact with
something if it is not visible
on the screen, so you must look
carefully at the current screen
to make sure your action can be
performed on it. However, you can
open an app even if you do not
see it. To open an app just say
to open it. If you have accomplished
the goal, you should think about
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why you are done and then the action
should just be "done."
Thought:

F.6 ReAct +

Below is the prompt that was used for predicting next actions when latent state estimates were
provided for theReAct + agent. The values of cleaned_goal, progress_summary, mistake_assessment
and screen_description are the same as they were for the zero-shot+ agent (see above). The value of
observation_thought_action_history was formed as in the ReAct - agent.

Here are some examples of thoughts
and actions:
Thought: I just opened settings.
The color inversion setting is

probably under an accessibility
menu. I do not see accessibility
on the current screen, but I can
probably use the search box to
search for it
Action: click on the search box
Thought: I have opened the clock
app but I am on the wrong tab.
I can correct that by clicking
on the alarm tab.
Action: tap the alarm tab.
Thought: I have opened the Simple
Calendar Pro app and have started
to create a new task. I added the
title without making any mistakes.

Now I need to add a description.
I see a description text box,

which I can use for this.
Action: type "Run for 30 minutes"
in the Description text box.

I asked you to use an Android phone
to {cleaned_goal}
Here is a summary of your progress
so far: You have {progress_summary}
Here are mistakes that need to
be corrected: {mistake_assessment}
Here is a history of previous screen
descriptions, thoughts and actions:
{observation_thought_action_history}
The actions above may have had
unexpected results, so you should
pay special attention to the current
screen below.
Here is a detailed description
of the current screen:
{screen_description}
Please think about what you should
do next and then pick the next
action that you should take.
Your output should be of the form:
Thought: <thought>
Action: <action>
Please state the action succinctly
and only state one step at a time.
Remember you can not interact with
something if it is not visible
on the screen, so you must look
carefully at the current screen
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to make sure your action can be
performed on it. However, you can
open an app even if you do not
see it. To open an app just say
to open it.
Thought:

G UI agent benchmarks

We present a subset of 10 tasks from each of the benchmarks that we used for evaluation in Table 4.

Table 4: A subset of 10 task goals from each of our test benchmarks.

Benchmark Task goal

PixelHelp

Change the clock display to digital
Turn notification dots on
Turn off data roaming
Open a new tab in the chrome app
Change alarm snooze length
Stop showing notifications on the lock screen
Refresh tabs in the chrome app
Check data usage
Show emergency info
Turn on private dns

AitW

Install app "Walmart Shopping & Grocery"
Open app "Skype" (install if not already installed) and go to login screen
Open app "Google Keep" (install if not already installed)
Install app "eBay: The shopping marketplace"
Play the latest video from the Wall Street Journal
Install app "McDonald’s"
Clear all items from cart on walmart.com. Add usb-a to usb-b to the cart on walmart.com, then select checkout.
Open calendar and show me the second week of next month
Add acer predator to the cart on costco.com, then select checkout.
Open app "VLC for Android" (install if not already installed)

A-50

Open the file manager app and create a folder named as My Pictures
Open my most recent message in Google Chat.
Open the Artier app and search for art by Salvador Dali.
Open the PlantApp and create a garden plan for foxtail fern including seeds, water, and light required.
Go to the Fit app and read how much sleep you need from the AASM
Go to the Kitchen Stories app and save the recipe for spaghetti
Open the Any.do app and set a reminder for 2:30 PM for the Pilates Classes task.
Open the MuniMobile app, go to Security setting change the password
In the Fresh to home app, add the product premium chicken skinless to the cart .
Open MobiDrive app and search for the file named as PXL_20230622_091318450.jpg

H Assessing accuracy of latent state estimation

We used a pool of English-speaking annotators, proficient in the use of Android devices to assess the
accuracy of the latent state estimates. The annotators were provided written instructions, one hour of
training on how to perform the annotation, and written feedback on their annotations.

To perform the annotation, annotators were provided with screenshots of each step in the task an
agent performed as well as visualizations of the performed action (see Fig. 10), and asked to complete
a form for each task an agent performed. The form had multiple pages, each corresponding to one
step in a task, in which we asked the annotators to answer the following questions based on the
visualization of the agents performance:

• Does the summary of the screen for Step n provide an accurate high-level description?
• Does the screen summary for Step n include any incorrect information?
• Does the screen summary for Step n include any incorrect information, disregarding incorrect

position information?
• Was the action that caused the transition between Step n-1 and Step n inferred correctly?
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Figure 10: An example visualization that we provide to the annotators when evaluating the accuracy
of latent state estimates. At the top we provide the task’s goal and for each step we provide a
screenshot with a visualization of the action plotted on top.

• Does the mistake assessment correctly capture the mistakes (if any) that have been made up
to Step n and are not yet corrected?

• Does the progression description accurately summarize what has been performed up to Step
n?

• At Step n, did the planner correctly determine if the goal had been completed yet or not?

• Was the action between Step n and Step n+1 a mistake? (Note: This question is not asked
for the last step in the episode.)

I Assessing end-to-end performance

We used a pool of English-speaking annotators, proficient in the use of Android devices to assess the
end-to-end accuracy of the agents. The annotators were provided written instructions and written
feedback on their annotations.

To perform the annotation, the annotators were provided with screenshots of each step in the task
an agent performed as well as visualizations of the performed action, and asked to complete a form
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for each task an agent performed. The form was a single page in which we asked the annotators to
answer the following questions based on the visualization:

• Regardless of whether it stopped at the right time or not, did the agent successfully complete
the task?

• A series of partial completion questions specific to the task (see Table 5 for examples).
• Did the agent correctly predict that it was done with the task?

The possible responses were:
– Yes, the agent stopped at the right time.
– No, the agent stopped prematurely.
– No, the agent took extra steps before stopping.
– No, the agent did not stop.

Table 5: Examples of partial completion questions.
Task goal Questions

Stop showing notifications on the lock screen

Was the settings app opened?
Was the notifications page of settings reached?
At the end of the episode, were notifications set to not
be shown on the lock screen?

Check data usage
Was the settings app opened?
Was the data usage page of settings reached?
Was data usage displayed?

Play the latest video from the Wall Street Journal

Was the YouTube app opened?
Was a search for a Wall Street Journal video performed?
Was a Wall Street Journal video played?
Was the latest Wall Street Journal video played?

Clear all items from cart on walmart.com.
Add usb-a to usb-b to the cart on
walmart.com, then select checkout.

Was the Chrome app opened?
Was the walmart.com page reached?
Was the cart reached?
Was the cart cleared if it needed to be (answer yes if it
was not cleared but did not need to be)?
Was a usb-a to usb-b cord searched for?
Was something added to the cart?
Was checkout selected?

Go to the Kitchen Stories app and save the
recipe for spaghetti

Was the Kitchen Stories app opened?
Was the recipe for spaghetti reached?
Was the recipe for spaghetti saved?

Open the MuniMobile app, Go to Security
setting change the password

Was the MuniMobile app opened?
Was the change password page reached?

J Explanation of accuracy of naïve latent state methods

An agent that always predicts that a task is incomplete will be correct at every step aside from those
where the task has been completed. To determine the cases where the task stands complete, we parse
our results for the steps where the agent predicted the task was complete and the annotator said that
was correct or the agent predicted the task was incomplete and the annotator said that was incorrect.
These two scenarios represent 7.0% of our data, which means that an agent that always predicts that a
task is incomplete would have a task completion accuracy of 92.8%. From these 7% of cases where
the task is truly complete, our agent properly predicts that the task is complete 81.0% of the time.

An agent that predicts the previous performed action to always match the commanded action for
that step would only be wrong in the situation where the last performed action was not what was
commanded (e.g., the grounder did not properly perform the action). To find the cases where this
happens, we consider the following four possibilities:
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1. The inferred last action matches the commanded action and the annotator said the inferred
last action was correct.

2. The inferred last action matches the commanded action and the annotator said the inferred
last action was incorrect.

3. The inferred last action does not match the commanded action and the annotator said the
inferred last action was correct.

4. The inferred last action does not match the commanded action and the annotator said the
inferred last action was incorrect.

Possibilities 2 and 3 represent the scenarios where the last action is not the commanded action for that
step. To determine if the inferred last action matched the commanded action, we use the fuzzywuzzy1

Python library (under a GNU General Public License v2 ) to calculate a simple ratio between the
two strings, considering the two a match if the ratio was above 0.8 and "do not" was not present
in the inferred last action (occasionally “do not {commanded action}” would be predicted). These
possibilities represent 14.2% of our data, so the agent that predicts the previous performed action to
always match the commanded action for that step would have an inferred last action accuracy of 85%.
Of the cases where the last action was not the commanded action, our agent properly inferred the last
action 61.3% of the time.

An agent that predicts there is always no mistake in the previous steps would be wrong in the cases
where a mistake had occurred previously and not been corrected. We can determine these cases by
considering the scenarios where the agent said no mistakes had occurred and our annotators marked
it as wrong, or it output something else and our annotators said it was correct. These two scenarios
represent 25.94% of our steps, which means the naïve agent would have a success rate of 74.06%. Of
these cases, our agent correctly captured the mistakes in its assessment 26.32% of the time.

1https://pypi.org/project/fuzzywuzzy/
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