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Abstract

Novice and expert users have different sys-
tematic preferences in task-oriented dialogues.
However, whether catering to these preferences
actually improves user experience and task per-
formance remains understudied. To investigate
the effects of expertise-based personalization,
we first built a version of an enterprise AI as-
sistant with passive personalization. We then
conducted a user study where participants com-
pleted timed exams, aided by the two versions
of the AI assistant. Preliminary results indi-
cate that passive personalization helps reduce
task load and improve assistant perception, but
reveal task-specific limitations that can be ad-
dressed through providing more user agency.
These findings underscore the importance of
combining active and passive personalization
to optimize user experience and effectiveness
in enterprise task-oriented environments.

1 Introduction

Personalization has been heralded as a silver bul-
let for improving conversational agents (Kocaballi
et al., 2019; Ait Baha et al., 2023). Tailoring re-
sponses to user preferences have been shown to
improve user engagement (Ha et al., 2024), foster
positive attitude (Rhee and Choi, 2020), and en-
hance task efficiency (Joshi et al., 2017). In terms
of relevant user information, prior personalized sys-
tems have leveraged dimensions such as personal-
ity (Ait Baha et al., 2023), conversation history (Li
et al., 2024b), demographics (Zheng et al., 2019;
Joshi et al., 2017), medical information (Abbasian
et al., 2023), writing style (Salemi et al., 2023; Li
et al., 2024a), and task-specific preferences (Joko
et al., 2024; Luo et al., 2019).

One crucial personalization factor often under-
discussed is user expertise in task-oriented set-
tings. Users with different expertise levels require
different accommodations from task-oriented con-
versational assistants (Jokinen and Kanto, 2004).

Figure 1: Example responses to the query “What is a
schema” for a novice (top) and an expert (bottom).

Novice users may prefer a response that is eas-
ier to understand and contains more step-by-step
instructions, whereas expert users may opt for con-
cise explanations with more jargon (Janarthanam
and Lemon, 2014). Figure 1 illustrates example
responses for a novice and an expert: the response
for the novice is more comprehendible and aug-
mented with an example, while that for the expert
is succinct and jargon-dense.

Personalizing on user expertise may not only ad-
dress user preferences, but may additionally narrow
the novice-expert gap in human-AI collaborative
tasks. Experts can often benefit more from AI
explanations as experts are more capable of disre-
garding hallucinations (Inkpen et al., 2023; Chen
et al., 2024). Early work suggests that adapting re-
sponses to user expertise can reduce novice users’
acclimation time (Komatani et al., 2003), improve
task efficiency (Janarthanam and Lemon, 2014),
and increase user engagement (Palta et al., 2025).
However, how expertise-based personalization in-
terplays with the success of knowledge-intensive
tasks has not been systematically studied.

With the recent advancements in Large Lan-

ar
X

iv
:2

51
1.

23
37

6v
1 

 [
cs

.H
C

] 
 2

8 
N

ov
 2

02
5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2511.23376v1


guage Models (LLMs), personalization can be
easily incorporated through prompt adjustments
(Zhang et al., 2024). We see this as a unique oppor-
tunity to study the effects of expertise-based per-
sonalization in knowledge-intensive tasks through
designing interpretable personalization guidelines
through principled prompting.

As an initial exploration, we target the task of
question-answering from product documentation
in an enterprise AI assistant on a customer data
management platform, which we will refer to as
Platform A for anonymity. We augment this AI
assistant with the capability of passive expertise-
based personalization, leveraging detected and pre-
defined user expertise. Due to the diversity of users
on this platform, relevant product knowledge spans
an extensive set of domains, and one user can easily
be an expert in one domain but a novice in another.
As a result, in addition to utilizing the overall user
knowledge, we utilize domain-level expertise in
personalization, consistent with previous systems
(Jokinen and Kanto, 2004; Jokinen et al., 2004).

We conducted a pilot user study to investigate
whether catering to expertise-specific user prefer-
ences improves user task performance and conver-
sational experience. Participants completed two
sets of timed exam questions under AI assistance,
with the assistant being personalized to their self-
reported expertise for only one of the question sets.

We find that expertise-based personalization im-
proves aspects of task load, such as subjective task
success and temporal demand, and enhances as-
sistant helpfulness and relevance. However, under
time pressure, non-experts do not always benefit
from the personalized, more informative responses,
even if they would prefer them in less-pressured
contexts. This accentuates the value of active per-
sonalization, allowing users to adjust assistant re-
sponses in a task-dependent manner.

Our contributions include the following:

1. We design an extensible framework for pas-
sive expertise-based personalization.

2. We examine the effect of such personalization
using a small-scale, within-subject user study,
where we identify task-specific limitations of
our passive personalization approach.

3. We explore qualitative and quantitative differ-
ences in expert and non-expert behaviors.

2 Related Work

Prior expertise-based personalization work primar-
ily adopts passive personalization, where users are
granted little steering power besides self-reporting
expertise. Jokinen and Kanto (2004) adapts a
speech-based email system, AthosMail, using time-
outs, the number of help requests, and interrup-
tions. The follow-up work (Jokinen et al., 2004)
suggests that the types of user errors can be indica-
tive of expertise level. Maloor and Chai (2000)
develops a help-desk system that maintains local
and accumulated expertise levels through system
metrics including response complexity, goal com-
plexity, and accomplishment time. Komatani et al.
(2003) uses acoustic cues to categorize user skill
level and knowledge levels of an interactive bus
information system. Wilensky (1987) assesses user
expertise by assuming a knowledge-expertise map-
ping, illustrating responses with examples when
the user is a novice. In all of these systems, re-
sponses to novices tend to have more detail, while
those for experts are more technical. One notably
different adaptation approach is a reinforcement
learning-based method in Janarthanam and Lemon
(2014), where the authors study a human-assistant
collaborative assembly task. The assistant’s use of
technical jargon is kept consistent with the user’s.
Results indicate that adapting responses to user
technical jargon knowledge improves user task suc-
cess. There remains limited literature examining
the effects of expertise-based personalization in
knowledge-intensive tasks, highlighting the need
to revisit such approaches in the era of LLMs.

Recent work has explored implicit expertise clas-
sification using conversational data, including an
LLM-driven framework trained using self-reported
expertise and assessment responses (David et al.,
2025), a vocabulary-centered deep-learning model
(Ferrod et al., 2021), and prompting strategies to
classify perceived expertise of both the user and
the AI assistants (Palta et al., 2025). Given the
scale of our user study and limited ground-truth
data, we prioritize data-efficient methods and leave
advanced classification approaches for future work.
Additional approaches for inferring user expertise
include student knowledge tracing (Neshaei et al.,
2024; Scarlatos et al., 2025; Jung et al., 2024), as
well as through search behavior (Zhang et al., 2015;
Kiseleva et al., 2015). We do not discuss these ap-
proaches as they are not inherently conversational.



Figure 2: The overview of our system, capable of fine-grained passive personalization.

3 Expertise-based Personalization
Implementation

The enterprise AI assistant we leverage for this
work follows an agentic design. Our specific focus
is to perform expertise-based personalization for
both (1) a product knowledge agent and (2) the
primary agent.

Figure 2 describes the overall flow of our sys-
tem. When a user submits a product-knowledge
query, the primary agent starts by estimating the
user’s overall expertise level (Section 3.2) and
then dispatches a slightly reworded query to the
product-knowledge (PK) agent. Within the PK
agent’s workflow, a domain classifier determines
the query domain (Section 3.1), and the user’s
domain-level expertise is retrieved. Using this in-
formation, the PK agent both personalizes and in-
cludes the domain-specific expertise level in its re-
sponse. The primary agent would then incorporate
stylistic constraints using overall expertise (Section
3.3) to craft the final response.

In the following sections, we mainly utilize a
collection of 1,785 internal user queries for the AI
assistant, collected during 2024 - 2025. For LLM
usage, unless otherwise specified, we used GPT-4o.

3.1 Domain Classification

Currently, the product knowledge agent is im-
plemented using Retrieval-Augmented Generation
(Lewis et al., 2020). A noisy mapping between the
query and its domain(s) can be achieved through
the domains of the retrieved documents.

We constructed an LLM-based classifier for
query domains. The input of the classifier includes
the query and high-level domain descriptions, and
the output consists of a single prediction. To ob-
tain a good classification prompt without ad hoc

engineering, we experimented with the SIMBA
optimizer1 from the DSPy prompt optimization
framework (Opsahl-Ong et al., 2024). The opti-
mization process aims to maximize classification
accuracy (i.e. is the predicted domain among one of
the silver-truth document domains). We randomly
selected 300 queries as the training set and used
the rest as the validation set, according to DSPy
official recommendations. Using this noisy data,
we achieved validation top-1 accuracy of 82.2%.

3.2 Expertise Classification Dimensions

Prior work has often relied on self-reported exper-
tise levels to adapt interactive system responses.
We are interested in exploring on-the-fly options
for accurate expertise classification to remove the
burden of self-reporting, focusing on the following
classification dimensions:
LLM Judgment: Palta et al. (2025) created a
prompt to classify user utterances in Bing Chat
conversations into five tiers of user expertise. For
our purposes, we reduce these tiers to only include
Novice (0), Intermediate (1), and Expert (2), and
modified the prompt accordingly (Appendix A).
Words-per-sentence Ratio: Kim et al. (2011)
finds that words-per-sentence ratios are signifi-
cantly different between cultural event evaluations
written by domain experts and novices. This gener-
ally aligns with our intuition that experts are capa-
ble of more nuanced reasoning of domain knowl-
edge, which requires more verbiage to articulate.
Jargon Usage: Jargon expressions can be indica-
tive of user technical expertise (Janarthanam and
Lemon, 2014; Ferrod et al., 2021). To estimate
this, we reference an official dictionary for Plat-
form A terminologies, and compute the number

1https://dspy.ai/api/optimizers/SIMBA/
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of terms present for each utterance through fuzzy
string matching2.
Readability: Prior work, such as Toma and
D’Angelo (2015), notes that the length of words
affects the perceived expertise of messages, with
longer words being associated with more exper-
tise. The length of words (can be approximated as
the number of syllables per word) and the length
of utterances together inform readability (Flesch,
2007; Dale and Chall, 1948). We use an existing
readability calculator library to obtain a set of nine
readability scores3.

We analyzed a dataset containing 1,198 inter-
nal, use-case-specific queries, each labeled as orig-
inating from intermediate (781 queries) or expert
users (417 queries). To assess the discriminative
power of these dimensions, we performed inde-
pendent t-tests to contrast the two groups (Table
1). The results reveal statistically significant differ-
ences along multiple dimensions, suggesting that
our classification scheme effectively distinguishes
between intermediate and expert queries. As ex-
pected, expert users produce longer utterances and
more jargon, and are classified by the LLM judge
to exhibit more expertise. Notably, their queries
are also more readable. Extrapolating from this,
we assume that novice queries would have lower
word-per-sentence ratios, less jargon usage, and
novice-level LLM-judged expertise.

Dimension Intermediate Expert

LLM Judgment 0.431* 0.528*
Word Ratio 9.66** 11.0**

Jargon 0.104** 0.194**
Readability 79.3** 86.0**

Table 1: Mean values along each classification dimen-
sion of our intermediate and advanced queries. For
readability, we select the Flesch Reading Ease score
(*p < 0.05, **p < 0.001).

These dimensions will be employed to analyze
queries from our user study. If similar trends per-
sist, we can more reliably utilize these dimensions
for passive expertise-based personalization.

3.3 Response Adaptation
Balancing explainability against resource and im-
plementation constraints, we choose prompt modifi-
cation over fine-tuning to shape assistant responses.

2https://github.com/seatgeek/thefuzz
3https://pypi.org/project/readability/

3.3.1 Content Control
We reference an established framework for dif-
ferent instruction strategies as students gain do-
main expertise (Persky and Robinson, 2017), as
well as observations from Wilensky (1987) and Ja-
narthanam and Lemon (2014). See more details of
the framework in Appendix B.

A paraphrase of the following directive is
roughly incorporated into both the primary agent’s
system prompt and a new developer prompt used
for PK agent post-processing:
1. If the user has Novice expertise level:
- Provide basic and straightforward explanations,

avoid using advanced jargon
- Be more detailed in your explanations
- Give step-by-step directions
- Help the user organize knowledge through

tables, if and when appropriate
2. If the user has Expert expertise level:
- Provide more domain-specific, deeper knowledge
- You can use more jargon when appropriate
- Be succinct and direct in your descriptions
3. If the user has Intermediate expertise level:
- Balance your response between the Novice and

the Expert specifications

3.3.2 Stylistic Control
During initial testing, we noticed that the personal-
ized AI assistant can still not comply with specified
stylistic preferences in the prompts. Consequently,
we devise stylistic control developer prompts for
the primary agent. We focus on the following di-
mensions: Readability, as novices should receive
more readable responses (Joshi et al., 2025); Jar-
gon density; and Message Length. The developer
prompt is injected in the following manner:
[Original System Prompt]
---
[Developer Prompt]
---
User Preferences: [User Preferences]

We assume that novices prefer responses to be
more readable and have less jargon, while experts
would have the opposite preferences. We addition-
ally assume that experts prefer shorter responses
(Jokinen and Kanto, 2004).

To create a sufficiently robust developer prompt,
we leverage DSPy’s MIPROv2 optimizer and
GPT-4o-mini to propose 15 prompts and evalu-
ate them on 150 internal queries. We additionally
sample from our assumed expert and novice prefer-
ences to pair with the queries.

We use compliance of preferences as our met-
ric. Specifically, for a given user query, we would
generate two responses, the original personalized

https://github.com/seatgeek/thefuzz
https://pypi.org/project/readability/


response ROG and the response with the developer
prompt RD. Then, we contrast their values for the
stylistic dimensions. For example, if the prefer-
ence is more readable, and Readability(RD) >
Readability(ROG), then we mark this response
as compliant. If the preference is no preference,
compliance is always satisfied.

The best prompt is a Pareto-optimal prompt with
the highest averaged percentage compliance, as
this is a multi-objective optimization problem. We
document the compliance scores in Table 2.

Prompt Read. Jargon Length

Original 53.1 78.1 100.0
Best Proposed 75.8 75.8 100.0

Table 2: Percentage compliance scores for the two de-
veloper prompts along the stylistic control dimensions.

We see that compliance for Readability and Jar-
gon Density is lower than for Length, likely because
increasing jargon and reducing readability is chal-
lenging in shorter responses, as Flesch reading ease
depends on both word and sentence length.

4 User Study

We recruit 16 users of Platform A through inter-
nal channels. Participants indicated their roles and
experience with the platform in a pre-survey. To
enable finer-grained adaptation without excessively
questioning our participants, we develop a role-
expertise mapping by consulting experts to help us
infer the domain-level expertise level of an average
person with a specific role. We assume that the
expertise level is known and static throughout the
interaction to reduce cascading errors from our ex-
pertise classifiers. Our study aims to answer these
research questions:
RQ1: Does passive expertise-based personaliza-
tion improve task performance?
RQ2: Does passive expertise-based personaliza-
tion improve conversational experience?
RQ3: Do the expertise classification dimensions
remain successful in distinguishing between expert
and novice user queries in our task?

4.1 Material Preparation

For our specific task, participants are asked to com-
plete two sets of eight product knowledge questions
about Platform A. These questions are sampled

Q: How did you answer this question?

A. I knew the answer
B. I guessed the answer
C. The AI Assistant gave me the answer directly
D. I was able to extrapolate the answer from
assistant response

Table 3: Follow-up question after each exam question.

from 24 manually-curated questions from publicly
available certification exams.

To ensure the evenness of question difficulty
among the two sets of questions, we recruited
two expert Platform A users to rate their difficulty.
These experts resolved disagreements through dis-
cussion. After removing questions where signifi-
cant disagreements remain, the resulting difficulty
ratings exhibit a Krippendorff’s α value of 0.899.
See more details of the selection and annotation
process in Appendix C. Stratified sampling is then
performed to ensure that both sets contain the same
number of questions for each difficulty level.

4.2 Experimental Procedure
A version of the AI assistant and a test interface are
presented to the participant side by side, with the
window containing the AI assistant placed on the
left. To avoid order effects, a researcher flips a coin
to decide if the personalized or baseline assistant is
presented first. Participants were allowed 10 min-
utes to complete each set of certification questions.
For each question, the participant must answer a
quick follow-up (Table 3). These additional instruc-
tions were provided:

Ask the AI assistant about anything you
are not certain about. Avoid copying the
questions directly into the AI assistant.

Note that while the two sets of problems are
fixed, the individual question sets are shuffled.
Upon completion of every set of eight questions,
the participants completed a brief post-survey to
indicate their experience. In addition to the NASA
Task Load Index (NASA-TLX) (Hart and Stave-
land, 1988), the post-survey contains 5-point Likert
scale questions about response quality:

1. How helpful are the assistant responses? (1 -
Not helpful at all; 5 - Very helpful)

2. Are you able to understand all of the assistant
responses? (1 - I had some difficulty under-



standing all of the assistant responses; 5 - I
had no difficulty)

3. How relevant are the assistant responses? (1 -
Not relevant; 5 - Very relevant)

4. How well do you think the assistant’s re-
sponses reflect your expertise level on the
areas you asked about? (1 - Severely mis-
aligned; 5 - Very well-aligned)

5 Results and Discussion

Three experts completed the exams unaided, and
we remove their data from our analyses. This re-
sults in a total of 13 participants in our final anal-
yses, comprising of five novices, four intermedi-
ates, and four experts. For the specific user roles,
one person is in administration, one in product, and
the rest are in engineering.

5.1 Exam Performance
Exam Scores: We are interested in how personal-
ization affects exam scores. As previously noted,
the exam question sets are matched in difficulty ac-
cording to expert annotations. Furthermore, since
the personalized assistant is built upon the baseline
version, the core response content should be similar.
We thus can attribute exam performance difference
to the effects of personalization with reasonable
confidence. In our analysis, we target questions
where participants consulted the AI assistant. The
percentage score for each participant is computed:

%Score = #(Correct Answers)
#(Questions with AI Assistance)

Table 4 documents the average exam percentage
scores across expertise levels and personalization
conditions. Personalization may improve scores
for novices and experts, but not intermediate users.
Our preliminary finding is consistent with Inkpen
et al. (2023): intermediate users have high vari-
ance when receiving AI recommendations, while
novices and experts improve more consistently.

Cond. Novice Inter. Expert Overall

B 49.2 56.3 68.3 58.1
P 56.0 51.3 74.2 62.0

Table 4: The average exam percentage scores for ques-
tions where the AI assistant is used.

Assistant Response Usage: Participants sent the
baseline assistant a total of 88 inquiries, and person-
alized assistant 89 inquiries. We intend to examine

how participants used the AI assistant responses.
During our task, participants indicated how they
leveraged the responses through follow-up ques-
tions. We compute the percentages for each of the
options except “I knew the answer” (Table 5).

Cond. %Guess %Direct %Extrapolate

B 34.5 47.3 18.2
P 42.3 23.1 34.6

Table 5: Proportions per condition (baseline and per-
sonalized) for each of the follow-up response options:
Guessed the answer (%Guess), directly given the answer
(%Direct), and extrapolated the answer (%Extrapolate).

We observe that participants are able to extrap-
olate responses from AI assistant responses more
with passive personalization. Additionally, we find
that non-expert participants guess slightly less with
personalization (28.2% versus 29.5%). This poten-
tially indicates that expertise-based personalization
can foster deeper thinking, as participants can com-
prehend the personalized responses sufficiently to
extrapolate. However, it is not clear whether en-
couraging more mental processing of assistant re-
sponses would always be desirable, since users may
sometimes prefer more straightforward answers.

5.2 Task Load

Figure 3 documents the NASA-TLX metrics re-
sults. We note that, in general, the personalized
assistant reduces physical and temporal demand,
improves subjective task success assessment, and
decreases perceived effort. However, participants
indicate higher mental load with the personalized
assistant, as well as higher frustration. We include
NASA-TLX results for non-experts in Appendix
D.2, which indicate similar patterns, with even
more significant increase in mental demand (a gap
of 0.44 compared to 0.31).

A plausible explanation for the personalized as-
sistant’s worse performance in alleviating mental
load and frustration is its response verbosity and
latency for novices, which can be more overwhelm-
ing in our time-constrained setting. The latency
stems from the additional LLM calls and longer
prompts in our system design, and novice-oriented
responses are more verbose as the assistant aims to
incorporate more examples and explanations.



Condition Mental ↓ Physical ↓ Temporal ↓ Performance ↓ Effort ↓ Frustration ↓

Baseline 5.00 2.23 4.85 4.38 4.53 3.69
Personalized 5.31 1.92 4.69 4.08 4.38 3.84

Figure 3: NASA-TLX results for baseline (B) and our personalized system (P) for all 13 included participants. We
report the average ratings in the table.

5.3 Conversational Experience

We record the average ratings of assistant response
quality in Table 6. Although the personalized assis-
tant is rated as more helpful and relevant overall,
participants report greater difficulty in understand-
ing all of its responses and perceive the personal-
ized responses as less accurately aligned with their
own expertise levels. The lower understandability
scores may again be explained by the verbosity of
the personalized assistant.

Cond. Help. Understand. Rel. Expert.

B 2.84 3.61 3.00 3.00
P 3.08 3.46 3.07 2.92

Table 6: The average response quality ratings for the
baseline (B) and personalized (P) assistants: Help-
fulness, Understandability, Relevance, and Expertise
Alignment Accuracy.

For expertise alignment accuracy, expert users
in fact consider the personalized assistant better
aligned (Table 9), while non-experts prefer the
baseline. We hypothesize that, despite reducing
jargon, the personalized responses for non-experts
may still contain advanced terms. Without an of-
ficial taxonomy of jargon difficulty for Platform
A, we currently lack the means to further simplify
these personalized responses.

We attempt to address the confounding factor
of response verbosity in a time-constrained task
setting through our follow-up study (Section 5.4).

5.4 Follow-up Novice Preference Study

To investigate novice preferences under more stress-
free conditions, we asked four of our novice par-
ticipants to indicate pairwise preferences when
comparing the baseline and the personalized AI
assistant responses for the same queries. For each
novice user, we randomly sampled three to four of
their context-independent queries during the user
study where the AI assistant was helpful, and asked
them to select the better response along the same
assistant response quality axes. We selected a small
query sample set to keep the annotation task man-
ageable, and because it is difficult for either version
of the AI assistant to answer certain novice queries
due to the ambiguous nature of these queries. We
include the preference rates of the responses in this
setting in Table 8.

The results indicate that novices significantly
prefer the personalized responses under a more
relaxed setting. Novice participants mentioned
that the personalized responses provide helpful ex-
amples and step-by-step directions, and highlight
the “why” about selecting the correct multiple-
choice options. They additionally enjoy that the
personalized assistant provides more context and
explanations in an easily digestible manner, catered
to their expertise.

Our results here suggest an interaction between
the nature of the task and user preference outcomes.
When the novice users are not as time-constrained,
they are able to read through the lengthier person-
alized responses and reap the benefits; in contrast,



Expertise # Queries Partial Sim. Sem. Sim. LLM Judge Length Jargon Read.

Novice 17.6 74.7* 0.720 0.670* 20.1** 1.97* 63.8
Intermediate 12.0 72.8* 0.674 0.312* 9.31** 1.60* 55.7

Expert 10.3 67.5* 0.673 0.439* 10.8** 1.22* 70.5

Table 7: The average metric values for queries corresponding to different expertise levels. Statistical significance
established through one-way ANOVA (*p < 0.05, **p < 0.001).

Cond. Help. Understand. Rel. Expert.

B 21.4 14.3 21.4 14.3
P 78.6 85.7 78.6 85.7

Table 8: Preference rates of the personalized assistant
(P) against the baseline assistant (B) in our follow-up
novice preference study.

when they are pressed for time, novices may grav-
itate toward more concise responses, even when
those are not as informative. These findings em-
phasize the importance of considering task-related
factors when designing personalized experiences,
and a need to offer users active control over stylis-
tic aspects of assistant responses, such as toggling
for response lengths.

5.5 Differences between Novices and Experts

We identify quantitative and qualitative differences
in how experts and non-experts interact with the
assistant, and document results in Table 7.
Qualitative Differences: In terms of purposes of
using the assistant, novices and intermediates use
it mainly as an educational resource when unsure
about answers or questions, while experts primarily
use it as a sanity check. Experts are more likely to
recognize and ignore AI assistant hallucinations,
whereas non-expert users often do not. These ob-
servations align with existing literature.
Quantitative Differences: To begin with, novices
asked more questions, likely since novices often
require more support from the assistant, while ex-
perts relied on their own domain knowledge.

Novice queries are more similar to the exam
questions, often verbatim (despite being instructed
to not copy-paste). To quantify this similarity, we
measure the fuzzy string match partial ratios (Par-
tial Sim.) between user queries and the questions
they asked about. Additionally, we compute the
maximum cosine similarities between sentences in
the question and the query (Sem. Sim.). We as-
sume that novice users do not know how to break

down the problem to begin with due to the lack of
domain knowledge. Consequently, their queries
closely mirror the original exam question wording,
signaling more surface-level engagement.

As a result of the similarity between non-expert
queries and exam questions, novice queries now
resemble the characteristics previously associated
with expert queries (Section 3.2), opposite from
our initial assumptions. Novice queries from our
user study are longer, judged to exhibit higher ex-
pertise, and include more jargon. Our findings here
again highlights a key limitation of passive per-
sonalization in our task context: if user expertise
were inferred dynamically from query characteris-
tics, novice queries could be misclassified as expert
ones, leading to novices receiving overly concise
and jargon-dense responses.

6 Conclusion

We investigate passive expertise-based personaliza-
tion using an enterprise AI assistant for Platform A.
We created a personalized assistant through prompt
optimization and compared it to a standard version
in a timed user study where participants completed
Platform A certification exam questions with AI as-
sistance. Our results show that personalization can
moderately reduce task load, improve exam perfor-
mance, and enhance perceived assistant response
quality. However, in time-constrained tasks, fea-
tures of expertise-oriented personalized responses
like detailed examples and explanations were less
helpful for non-experts, despite being preferred in
less pressured settings. This suggests passive per-
sonalization using existing user expertise may not
be preferable when the task is time-constrained.
Therefore, it would be beneficial to combine active
and passive personalization to accommodate di-
verse needs and contexts for AI assistants. Overall,
our work demonstrates the potential of expertise-
based personalization to improve task outcomes,
while highlighting the importance of user agency
in interactive, task-oriented systems.



Limitations

There are a few limitations with our work due to
its exploratory nature. We aim to acknowledge and
discuss these limitations here.

First, despite having a reasonable total partici-
pant pool for the user study, there are not enough
participants per expertise level for us to draw
stronger conclusions regarding how effective our
expertise-level personalization is. One other conse-
quence of our limited pool size is the lack of role
diversity, as many individuals reported the same
role (engineering). Thus, it is possible our con-
clusions only apply to the particular roles stud-
ied, rather than the population at large. For future
work, we hope to conduct a larger-scale study with
higher role diversity to better support any conclu-
sions made.

Second, our results only pertain to the effect of
passive personalization. As discussed earlier, under
time constraints, user preference actually shifts to-
wards more concise explanations despite preferring
the opposite when under no time constraints. Thus,
there is a need to conduct further studies on how
active personalization, where users are afforded a
level of control over their expertise level or other
stylistic personalization dimensions, can further en-
hance both task performance and conversational
experience.

Finally, the use of preset expertise profiles where
we map roles to domain expertise does not account
for potential differences in domain expertise be-
tween individuals, with the same role and level of
platform experience. Because the roles are broad
categories applicable to a wide range of individuals,
the mapping we create does not represent the true
domain expertise of everyone under a role with the
same level of experience. Thus, even though two
individuals may report the same role and experi-
ence level, their actual expertise in various domains
may vary resulting in a better or worse experience.
Again, active personalization is a potential way to
address this issue. By allowing users to control
their level of expertise in domains, after the map-
ping has been applied, responses can be further
personalized to users’ true domain expertise.
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A Modified Expertise Classification
Prompt

You will be given some sentences (taken from a
conversation) from a user. Your task is to
determine the user's expertise based on the
provided sentences.

User expertise of the topic of the conversation
falls into one of the following 3 categories
, which are ordered from lowest to highest
level of expertise: Novice is the lowest
level of expertise, followed by Intermediate
, and then Expert is the highest level of
expertise.

Novice: A subject novice is a person who has
little or no familiarity with the topic or
domain of the conversation. A subject novice
may ask questions that are vague, general,

irrelevant, or based on incorrect
assumptions. A subject novice may also have
difficulty understanding the terminology,
concepts, or arguments of experts or more
knowledgeable people in the subject.

Intermediate: A subject intermediate is someone
who has some basic knowledge or familiarity
with the topic of the conversation, but not
enough to be considered an expert or even
proficient. A subject intermediate can ask
general questions that reflect their
curiosity or interest in the topic, but not

very specific or complex ones that require
deeper understanding or analysis. A subject
intermediate might have learned some terms
or concepts related to the topic, but not
how to apply them in different contexts or
situations.

Expert: A subject expert is someone who can
apply relevant concepts and terminology from
the conversation to different scenarios and
problems. They can analyze and interpret
data, compare and contrast different methods
or approaches, and justify their reasoning
with evidence. The user also demonstrates
curiosity and interest in the subject by
asking questions that go beyond the surface
level and explore the deeper implications
and connections of the topic.

# TASK:
Q1. Classify the user expertise level based on

the sentences into one of the 3 categories:
Novice, Intermediate, Expert. Your answer
should be a single expertise level from the
provided list of expertise categories.

# ANSWER FORMAT
Provide your answers in XML format between the

tags <Q1>{Answer to Q1}</Q1>.

# TIPS
- Provide all answers in **English**.

B Instruction Framework for Different
Student Expertise

We copy the following instructional strategies di-
rectly from Persky and Robinson (2017). Please
refer to Figures 4 for strategies for novice students
and 5 for expert students.

C Question Preparation Process

To select the specific 24 questions, one of the au-
thors used the baseline assistant as the knowledge
source to answer the test questions. This author
removed any questions that (1) they were not able
to answer correctly with AI assistance (2) only
require general common sense when answering.
Essentially, this step removes overly easy ques-
tions and reduces the probability of the AI assis-
tant being imprecise or incorrect, therefore making
user performance more indicative of the effect of
expertise-based personalization.

We also needed to ensure the evenness of ques-
tion difficulty among the two sets of certifica-
tion questions. Qiu et al. (2019) utilized a two-
dimensional model for multiple choice question
difficulty, Recall Difficulty (how difficult is it to
recall the relevant facts) and Confusion Difficulty



Figure 4: Instruction strategies for novice students.

Figure 5: Instruction strategies for expert students.

(how difficult is it to differentiate between the cor-
rect answer and the distractor answers). The av-
erage of these two ratings would be the difficulty
scores. We employ this framework to recruit two
expert Platform A users to rate each of the ques-
tions on both dimensions on a scale of 1-5.

Given a multiple choice question and its possible
choices with the correct response(s) bolded, expert
users are asked to rate the question on a five-point
Likert scale:

1. Very Easy - anyone with basic Platform A
knowledge can do it

2. Easy - anyone with limited Platform A experi-
ence can do it with minimal guidance

3. Moderate - a competent user can do it with-
out major difficulty, though it may take some
effort

4. Challenging - requires substantial experience

5. Very challenging - only Platform A experts
can do it

After the first round of expert ratings, the Krip-
pendorff’s α (Krippendorff, 2011) was low (0.137).
Further inspection of our ratings indicates that the
primary disagreements originate from recall diffi-
culty (Krippendorff’s α = −0.118). We surmise
this is again due to the highly diverse user popu-
lation of Platform A; expert users with different
professional roles differ in types of information
they can recall. The two experts then resolved
disagreements through discussions. We discarded
questions that they still had significant disagree-
ments on. This leaves a total of 18 questions, and
the resulting Krippendorff’s α is 0.899.

Finally, to select questions for each condition’s
question set, we take the averages of the diffi-
culty ratings from both experts, and then evenly
distributed questions of similar difficulty ratings
between the two sets to the best of our ability. Here



are the difficulty scores for all questions in each
set:

1. Question Set 1: 1, 1.5, 1.75, 2, 2.25, 3, 3.25,
3.75

2. Question Set 2: 1, 1.5, 1.75, 2, 2.25, 3.25,
3.25, 3.75

D User Study Results by Expertise Level

D.1 Conversational Experience

Cond. Novice Intermediate Expert

B 3.60 3.00 2.25
P 3.00 2.75 3.00

Table 9: The average expertise alignment ratings for
the baseline (B) and personalized (P) assistants, across
different user expertise levels.

D.2 Task Performance
We record the NASA-TLX results for non-experts
in Figure 6. We notice similar trends compared to
the results when including all participants.



Condition Mental ↓ Physical ↓ Temporal ↓ Performance ↓ Effort ↓ Frustration ↓

Baseline 5.22 2.11 5.00 4.56 4.78 4.11
Personalized 5.66 2.00 4.78 3.89 4.78 4.33

Figure 6: NASA-TLX results for baseline (B) and our personalized system (P) for the nine non-experts participants.
We report the average ratings in the table.


