
MMAC-Copilot: Multi-modal Agent Collaboration
Operating System Copilot

Zirui Songa,1, Yaohang Lia,1, Meng Fangb,*, Zhenhao Chenc, Zhecheng Shid, Yuan Huangd and Ling Chena

aUniversity of Technology Sydney
bUniversity of Liverpool

cMohamed bin Zayed University of Artificial Intelligence
dNortheastern University

Abstract. Autonomous virtual agents are often limited by their
singular mode of interaction with real-world environments, restrict-
ing their versatility. To address this, we propose the Multi-Modal
Agent Collaboration framework (MMAC-Copilot), a framework uti-
lizes the collective expertise of diverse agents to enhance interaction
ability with operating systems. The framework introduces a team
collaboration chain, enabling each participating agent to contribute
insights based on their specific domain knowledge, effectively re-
ducing the hallucination associated with knowledge domain gaps. To
evaluate the performance of MMAC-Copilot, we conducted exper-
iments using both the GAIA benchmark and our newly introduced
Visual Interaction Benchmark (VIBench). VIBench focuses on non-
API-interactable applications across various domains, including 3D
gaming, recreation, and office scenarios. MMAC-Copilot achieved
exceptional performance on GAIA, with an average improvement of
6.8% over existing leading systems. Furthermore, it demonstrated
remarkable capability on VIBench, particularly in managing various
methods of interaction within systems and applications. These re-
sults underscore MMAC-Copilot’s potential in advancing the field of
autonomous virtual agents through its innovative approach to agent
collaboration.

1 Introduction
Large Language Models (LLMs) [1, 2, 3, 12, 27, 37, 38] has demon-
strated unprecedented capabilities to tackle complex tasks that re-
quire human-like reasoning, decision-making, and collaborative ef-
forts [11, 16, 28, 29, 45]. Soon afterwards, Large Vision Models
(LVMs) [7, 21, 23, 24, 25, 54] expand beyond traditional text-based
processing by integrating a visual dimension into LLMs. The appli-
cations of LVMs have reached diverse domains, with one notable
example being their pivotal usage in autonomous virtual agents [44].

Usually, autonomous virtual agents require a unified interaction
interface and a high degree of generalization to adapt to the chal-
lenges posed by the numerous different applications within an op-
erating system. Although previous works [35, 44, 51] that utilize
scripts and the planning abilities of LLMs have demonstrated suc-
cess in some applications there are still some challenges: First, the
acquisition of real-world environmental information relies on a sin-
gle text modality which lead to a limited range of applications. Sec-
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ond, the hallucinations caused by the knowledge domain gap could
lead to incorrect planning by virtual agents, resulting in extremely
severe consequences.

To engage with the initial challenge, we introduce MMAC-
Copilot, a framework designed to promote information exchange and
collaboration among multi-modal agents. Specifically, we created
five key agents: Planner, an expert in making plans, strategic think-
ing and resource allocation,ensuring that the collaborative efforts of
all agents are directed to achieve the target; Librarian, proficient in
managing question-answering tasks and API in retrieving informa-
tion; Programmer, specializing in coding tasks, particularly skilled
at executing Bash commands and Python programs; Viewer, focused
on understanding image content for visual information and execute
click interaction; and Video Analyst, dedicated to analyzing video
content and extracting key events. In addition, there is an auxiliary
agents: the Mentor, supervising system operations and agent inter-
actions to ensure smooth functionality and integrity. When receiving
a user query, Planner formulates an initial plan based on the user
query’s requirements. It then engages with other agents through a
team collaboration chain, allowing for a dynamic exchange of infor-
mation and insight. As the plan progresses, it is continuously adapted
based on the insights of each specialized agent.

In resolving the second dilemma, we introduce the team collab-
oration chain, allowing participating agents to adapt the initial plan
crafted based on their domain expertise. Refer to the scenario de-
picted in Figure 3, where the user request is "Open the Discord ap-
plication and send Hi to Dylan Li". Planner firstly delineates five
sub-tasks: "Open Discord", "Navigate to friends", "Search for Dy-
lan Li", "Open Chat with Dylan Li", and "Send a Message", all of
which are assigned to Programmer. Upon completion of the first sub-
task by the Programmer, Mentor observes that Discord has been suc-
cessfully launched and notes that "Dylan is already present in the
application." Planner, upon receiving this feedback, revises the ini-
tial plan to "Open chat with Dylan" and "Send the message", and
then reassigns it to Programmer. In this instance, Planner overlooks
the fact that programmer needs to specifically integrate Discord’s
proprietary API to accomplish these tasks. Adapting to the propri-
etary interfaces of thousands of applications to achieve universality is
clearly impractical. Furthermore, unforeseen scenarios such as pop-
up notifications or advertisements may disrupt task execution. Pro-
grammer fails to execute and returns the message, "Sorry, I don’t
know how to do this." Upon receiving this message, Planner reallo-
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Figure 1. Illustrates the sequence of actions undertaken by MMAC-Copilot in response to the user’s request "Play <Love Story> on Spotify". (A) Represents
the initial state where the "Planner" formulates preliminary plans. . (B) "Programmer" launches the application using a bash command. (C) "Viewer" click the
search box and enter <Love Story>. (D) "Viewer" click the play button.
cates the task to Viewer. Viewer decomposes the coarse-grained task
into finer-grained tasks: "click on Dylan", "type Hi", and "return the
message", which are then successfully executed. Additionally, each
subtask completion is reviewed by Mentor, and upon approval, the
process advances to the next round. The process concludes after all
rounds are completed.

We assess MMAC-Copilot using two benchmarks: GAIA [26]
and our newly introduced Visual Interaction Benchmark (VIBench).
GAIA is designed to test the abilities of general artificial intelligence
assistants. The MMAC-Copilot performed in level-1, level-2, and
level-3 tasks with scores of 45.16, 20.75, and 6.12, respectively. It
outperforms previous methods by 6.8%. VIBench, specifically devel-
oped for this study, tests the framework’s performance in non-API-
interactable applications across diverse domains such as 3D gaming,
recreation, and office environments. The results exhibits outstanding
adaptability, handling interfaces with a high degree of accuracy, en-
hancing interaction within digitally environments.

In summary, our main contributions are as follow:

• We propose MMAC-Copilot, a collaborative framework involv-
ing specialized agents designed to navigate and perform general
operating system tasks. MMAC-Copilot enhances the interaction
capabilities of autonomous virtual agents with operating systems
by leveraging multi-modality in processing to tasks. The frame-
work consists of distinct modal agents: "Librarian" for question-
answering and information retrieval, "Programmer" for executing
code and bash commands, "Viewer" for interpreting visual in-
formation, and "Video Analyst" for analyzing video content. By
leveraging the collaboration of modal agents, MMAC-copilot can
handle a diverse range of tasks with enhanced accuracy.

• To mitigate the incorrect planning issue caused by LLMs’ hallu-
cination, we introduce the team collaboration chain which allows

participating agents to adjust the initial plan based on their domain
expertise into MMAC-Copilot. It has demonstrated adaptability in
handling a variety of case.

• We develop the Visual Interaction Benchmark (VIBench), specif-
ically designed to assess the system’s performance in non-API-
interactable applications across diverse domains such as 3D gam-
ing, recreation, and office scenarios. VIBench complements exist-
ing benchmarks by focusing on the agents’ ability to interact with
dynamic and visually complex interfaces, thus providing a more
strict test of their practical interaction capabilities.

2 Related work

In this section, we review some related works, with a focus on the
domains of LLM-based agents and Autonomous virtual agents.

2.1 LLM-based agents

The sunrise field of LLM-based agents, highlighted by projects such
as AutoGPT [33] and TaskWeaver [30], marks a significant mile-
stone in the field of LLM research. These agents adopt a human-like
approach to problem-solving by decomposing complex tasks into
manageable subtasks. The capability demonstrates a profound ad-
vancement in planning, observation, and responsive actions, closely
mirroring human cognitive processes [38, 40, 45].

The LangChain Agent [36] further extends these capabilities by
enabling LLMs to sequence actions, thus expanding the potential
for automation across various domains such as customer service, lo-
gistics, and content creation. This strategic utilization of LLMs un-
derscores a move towards more sophisticated, context-aware AI sys-
tems.



Figure 2. An overview of MMAC-Copilot, below is the concrete definition of each agent.
Developments in multi-agent systems, such as AutoGen [43],

MetaGPT [17], and AutoAgents [8], introduce a novel dimension to
the field by enabling collaboration and competition among agents.
This architecture leverages the unique strengths of individual agents,
enhancing system-wide efficiency and adaptability in complex sce-
narios. Such collaborative frameworks are proving essential for
large-scale applications in sectors like healthcare [10, 20], finance
[14], and urban planning [4].

The versatility and efficacy of these LLM-based agents are high-
lighted in a range of application domains: In robotics, agents assist
in both navigational tasks and complex manipulations, contributing
to more autonomous and adaptive robotic systems [12]. Web manip-
ulation and data extraction have seen significant enhancements, en-
abling better data-driven decision-making and user interaction mod-
els [49, 55]. The gaming industry benefits from more dynamic AI
opponents and game management systems, which improve user en-
gagement and game design [13, 35]. Automated data analysis tools
powered by LLM agents offer sophisticated insights and predictions,
facilitating more effective data handling in business and research
[39, 53].

2.2 Autonomous virtual agents

The application of LVM systems for interfacing with Graphical User
Interfaces (GUIs) in digital applications have been a key area of re-
search. Wonderland [46] harnessed the capabilities of GPT-4V which
delineated by Yang et al. [47] to navigate through mobile applica-
tion interfaces by analyzing screenshots. Concurrently, the AppA-
gent [48] utilizes GPT-4V to simulate the actions of mobile users,
facilitation the execution of tasks in mobile applications through the
analysis of device snapshots. Moreover, the MobileAgent incorpo-
rates Optical Character Recognition (OCR) technology to enhance
the capabilities of of GPT-4V within a similar mobile agent architec-
ture. This strategic enhancement allows MobileAgent to attain task
completion rates on par with human operators. In contrast, CogA-

gent [18] constructs a specifically engineered LVM for interpreting
and navigating GUIs. UFO [51] utilizes the windows inspect tool
to acquire component and control information from system applica-
tions, providing it as context to GPT-4V to fully leverage its planning
capabilities.

3 MMAC-Copilot Framework

The workflow of MMAC-Copilot is designed to leverage the spe-
cialized capabilities of each agent in a sequential and collaborative
manner. Here, we present an algorithmic overview in Algorithm 1. In
section 3.1, we discuss the specialization of agents within the frame-
work, each equipped with distinct roles and tools. In section 3.2,
we delve into communications protocols which bolster accuracy in
agents collaborations. In section 3.3, we introduce the team collabo-
ration chain, dynamic framework that utilizes continuous feedback
and iterative improvements to adapt framework strategies in real-
time.

3.1 Specialization of agents

Empirical studies suggest that diversity within human groups con-
tributes to a variety of perspectives, which in turn enhances the
group’s performance across various tasks [6, 41, 42]. Also, contem-
porary research indicates that assigning specific roles to autonomous
agents can improve their effectiveness [22, 29, 31]. Thus, in our
framework, we have defined six agents, namely: Planner, Librarian,
Programmer, Viewer, Video Analyst, and Mentor, as shown in Figure
2. The followings are detailed introductions to each agent:

• Planner: Employs GPT-4 to strategically manage and allocate
tasks among agents, optimizing workflow efficiency. In contrast
to other frameworks, our Planner is not required to decompose
tasks in to indivisible atomic subtasks. We recognize Planner op-
erating solely in the textual modality may not effectively integrate



Algorithm 1 Workflow of MMAC-Copilot
Require: User request R
Ensure: Task completion that satisfies R

1: Initialize system state S0

2: Planner formulates initial plan P0 based on R
3: for each subtask s in P0 do
4: Assign s to appropriate agent A
5: A executes s, updates system state to Si

6: Mentor checks Si; provides feedback Fi

7: if Fi indicates adjustment needed then
8: Planner revises Pi based on Fi

9: Go to step 4 with revised Pi

10: end if
11: end for
12: Verify if Si satisfies R
13: if not satisfied then
14: Retry
15: else
16: Break loop and finalize task
17: end if

visual information such as UI elements, potentially leading to hal-
lucination. Therefore, when Planner identifies a subtask which ne-
cessitates the incorporation of visual information, it provides only
a coarse outline of the subtask. It allows each agent to leverage
its own expertise, enhancing the adaptability of the overall frame-
work.

• Librarian: Utilizes GPT-4 and API for information retrieval, en-
abling it to answer queries and provide foundational knowledge.
It possesses the capability to rapidly process vast amounts of in-
formation, thereby supporting user requests and providing related
context with other agent.

• Programmer: Responsible for coding and executing scripts, in-
cluding Python and Bash commands, to interact with software en-
vironments directly. The Programmer’s role is crucial in imple-
menting precise operating systems interactions that adapt to di-
verse requirements. Key to the Programmer’s efficacy is its abil-
ity to refine existing code through a mechanism designed to di-
agnose and resolve issues effectively. When code errors are iden-
tified, Programmer analyzes the source of failure, applies neces-
sary modifications, and maintains the original code structure as
much as possible. This refined process includes a detailed expla-
nation of identified issues, enhancing the clarity and functionality
of the code without introducing new exception, and improving the
handling of existing ones. Furthermore, Programmer can generate
accurate Python invocation statements. By deeply understanding
the context of the provided Python class, analyzing task descrip-
tions, and interpreting method parameter details to ensure the cor-
rect application. The result is a syntactically correct Python state-
ment that calls the methods with appropriate parameters. Lastly,
Programmer’s capabilities are complemented by a critical evalu-
ation mechanism. This mechanism assesses the refined and exe-
cuted code against the user’s specified task requirements. It eval-
uates the code’s functionality, alignment with the task, and feed-
back provided by the environment, culminating in a comprehen-
sive reasoning process. The interactions within the Programmer’s
mechanism can be mathematically represented as follows:

Cinit
E−→
R

Cmod
δ−→
X

Out T−→
V

(Judge, Score)

where:

- Cinit is the initial code.

- E represents the error analysis and feedback.

- R is refinement mechanism.

- Cmod is the modified code.

- δ includes environmental variables such as the current working
directory or system configurations.

- X represents execution function.

- Out includes the runtime output and any runtime errors.

- T is the original task requirements.

- V represents the evaluation mechanism.

- Judge is a boolean indicating if the task is accomplished.

- Score is an integer rating the code’s generality and robustness.
If the score is above the specified threshold, the code for this
run is retained.

• Viewer: Integrates GPT-4V for interpreting complex visual in-
formation from screenshots. Coupled with SeeClick [9] model,
Viewer could translates visual analysis into actionable commands,
such as click on identified UI elements, bridging the gap between
visual understanding and operating systems interaction.

• Video Analyst: Uses Gemini Vision to process and analyze video
content, extracting critical visual data. It is significant for subtasks
which depend on video-based information, enhancing the model’s
ability to generalize across different modal. Video Analyst inter-
prets queries, retrieves relevant details from video streams, and
delivers accurate responses. These capabilities are crucial for pro-
viding contextual insights, assisting other agents in understanding
the current statement. In summary, Video Analyst is adept at han-
dling complex scenarios where video data is key.

• Mentor: Powered by GPT-4V, Mentor provides strategic oversight
and troubleshooting support after the execution processes. To be
specific, Mentor firstly analyzes screenshots of the current appli-
cation window to provide detailed description of visible state. And
then Mentor identified whether the intended change or commands
have successfully impacted the application as expected. Addition-
ally, Mentor generates insights which are derived from a deep
analysis of the outcomes and are structured as feedback to be in-
corporated into the next round.

3.2 Communication Protocols

Following established multi-agent frameworks [17, 22, 28, 52, 56],
MMAC-Copilot adopts Structured Communication Interfaces, avoid-
ing the traps of unconstrained nature language communication. Each
agent communicates through a defined schema appropriate for their
role.

In specific, we define the output format of the agents as JSON,
and stipulate the keys which should be output according to the dif-
ferent roles of each agent. Meanwhile, each agent only receives the
content of the required key. For example, "observation" key is ex-
clusive output by Mentor and Viewer, as it is specifically to their
role in emphasizing visual observations of screenshots. Apart from
themselves, only the Planner receives the content of "observation"
key, both when formulating initial plans and when revising them.
These protocols are designed to prevent common issues such as data
ambiguity in complex multi-agent interactions. By standardizing the
communication format and defining clear protocols for message ac-
knowledgment, MMAC-Copilot minimizes the risks of miscommu-



nication and ensures which tasks are executed reliably. Additionally,
the use of JSON allows for easy integration of new agents as the sys-
tem scales, supporting the framework’s adaptability and expansion.

Figure 3. Example of MMAC-Copilot. User query is "Open the Discord
and Send a message to Dylan Li". Red represents the agent that will take
the next action in the messaging process. Brown indicates the current agent
performing the task. Green color represents state feedback.

3.3 Team Collaboration Chain

Team collaboration chains leverage the strengths of dispersed man-
agement structures to facilitate enhanced cooperation among team
members across different domains. By distributing responsibilities
and decision-making power, these chains enable a more agile and re-
sponsive organizational environment. Such chain has been success-
fully implemented across multiple domains [5, 19, 32, 50].

In the MMAC-Copilot framework, team collaboration chain is es-
sential for managing difficult tasks. This section delves into the col-
laborative mechanisms that enable dynamic planning and the itera-
tive refinement of tasks, ensure effective execution and continuous
improvement. A concrete demonstration of the collaboration chain
in operation can be seen in Figure 3.

3.3.1 Dynamic Planning and Subtask Refinement

During the planning phase, Planner uses input from the Viewer to
formulate an initial plan. Initial plan often outline the subtasks in

a coarse manner, addressing the dynamic nature of visual environ-
ments and the inherent limitations of planning based on textual infor-
mation alone. This initial planning stage sets the foundation for task
execution but requires further refinement to address the specifics of
the visual statement.

As the system transitions to the execution phase, agents equipped
with specialized modalities, such as the Viewer and Video Analyst,
assume pivotal roles. These agents reassess the current visual con-
text and refine the coarsely defined subtasks into detailed, atomic
subtasks. This step is crucial for adapting to real-time changes in
the visual interface, ensuring that each task is executed with preci-
sion based on the latest visual information. This process showcases
the strength of team collaboration, where different agents contribute
uniquely to the refinement and execution of tasks.

3.3.2 Continuous Feedback and Iterative Improvement

Mentor plays a fundamental role in the team collaboration chain by
establishing a continuous feedback loop with the Planner. After the
execution of subtasks, Mentor evaluates the current state of the sys-
tem through detailed analysis of screenshots and the visible state
of the application. This evaluation determines whether the intended
changes or commands have successfully impacted the application as
expected.

If discrepancies or incomplete tasks are identified, Mentor gener-
ates insights and structured feedback based on a deep analysis of the
outcomes. This feedback is crucial for revising the current plans and
is incorporated into the next round of planning. This feedback loop
between the Mentor and the Planner not only ensures high-quality
task completion but also facilitates adaptive learning, allowing the
MMAC-Copilot system to evolve its strategies based on real-world
interactions and outcomes.

4 Experiments

4.1 Benchmark and setting

We evaluate the performance of MMAC-Copilot using two distinct
benchmarks designed to challenge and assess the capabilities of AI
assistants in diverse interaction environments. The first is the Gen-
eral AI Assistant Benchmark (GAIA) [26], which includes 466 rig-
orous question-answering tasks. GAIA primarily tests AI assistants
in a question-answering (QA) format, focusing on their ability to uti-
lize API calls for information retrieval and task execution. However,
GAIA restricts the evaluation to textual interactions and API-based
actions, which do not fully capture the broader range of GUI interac-
tions that are prevalent in real-world applications.

To address these limitations and to evaluate the agents’ capabili-
ties in a more complex and visually oriented environment, we intro-
duced the Visual Interaction Benchmark (VIBench). VIBench com-
prises cases from three categories of applications: 3D gaming, recre-
ation, and office environments. Unlike GAIA, VIBench emphasizes
the necessity for agents to interact with applications through graphi-
cal user interfaces (GUIs) that cannot typically be controlled via stan-
dard APIs such as Win32 APIs.

Mathematical Representation of VIBench The core interaction
process in VIBench can be mathematically described as follows: Let
S0 represent the initial system state which includes the current GUI
appearance and available actions. Given a user request R, the system
must transition through a series of states S1, S2, . . . , Sn via actions



Figure 4. Task Completion under VIBench with MMAC-Copilot. Displayed is a sequential illustration of task completion across three distinct categories:
(1) interactive gameplay performing skill in Genshin Impact; (2) operate within office application VooV Meeting; (3) recreational operation, exemplified by
navigating in Netflix.
a1, a2, . . . , an, ultimately achieving the final state Sf that satisfies
R. This process is represented by the sequence:

S0
a1−→ S1

a2−→ S2
···−→ Sn

an−−→ Sf

The primary goal of VIBench is not merely to evaluate the agent’s
ability to execute each step efficiently but to assess whether the final
state Sf satisfies the initial user request R. This objective emphasizes
the effectiveness of the final outcome over the process, reflecting the
practical focus of real-world applications:

Objective : Verify that Sf meets R

VIBench thus complements GAIA by adding a layer of complex-
ity and realism, challenging agents to not only respond correctly in
a QA format but also to effectively navigate and interact within soft-
ware environments that mirror everyday user challenges.Examples
are shown in Figure 4

Setting To ensure a fair comparison with previous work, we em-
ployed the same versions of the ChatGPT API used in prior stud-
ies. Specifically, we utilized GPT-4-turbo-1106 and gpt-4-vision-
preview. For the Video Analyst, we used gemini-1.5-pro-vision.

4.2 Evaluation Method

For GAIA, each question calls for a specific response: string, number,
or floats. Evaluation is conducted through a exact match between the
model’s answer and ground truth.

For our VIBench, we adopt human evaluation which follow the
SIMA evaluation method [34], recognizing that in numerous in-
stances, task success cannot be automatically inferred. We engage
human judges who possess expert-level familiarity with the specific

applications, defined as having at least 20 hours of application us-
age. These experts are asked to assess recorded videos to determine
whether the user requests have been accurately executed. During the
assessment, human experts are instructed to disregard any irrelevant
actions performed by the agents. Their judgments are solely based
on whether the stated objectives of the tasks are achieved, without
considering the intermediate steps or unrelated actions. Meanwhile,
to minimize human subjectivity, we have imposed a maximum limit
of 30 execution rounds for task. If the task is not completed within
30 rounds, it is judged as a failure.

4.3 Baseline

For GAIA, we present the performance of GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 with
and without manually set plugins, along with results from AutoGPT,
Chamonmile and FRIDAY which all use GPT-4 as their backend. The
selection of Plugins for GPT-4 is conducted manually, with individ-
ual choosing based on specific user query. For comparative purposes,
we also include data on human performance sourced from GAIA
[26].

For VIBench, we report the performance of UFO and FRIDAY.
Notably, since FRIDAY does not natively support the Windows plat-
form, we have modified FRIDAY’s code to adapt it to Windows. Also
we set UFO’s Vision model same as our framework.

4.4 Results

The results of our experiments with MMAC-Copilot provide a com-
prehensive assessment of its capabilities in handling complex, multi-
modal tasks with in digital environments. In this session, we present
and discuss the findings from our evaluations on both the GAIA
benchmark and our newly developed Visual Interaction Bench-
mark(VIBench).



Table 1. Performance comparison on GAIA. All performance are reported
on the private test set.Model Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Average

Human* 93.90 91.80 87.30 91.00

GPT-3.5 [1] 4.3 1.89 2.08 2.67
GPT-4 [1] 9.68 1.89 0.00 4.00
AutoGPT4 [33] 15.05 0.63 0.00 5.00
GPT4 Turbo [1] 9.68 6.92 0.00 6.67
GPT-4 Plugins [1] 30.30 9.70 0.00 14.60
Chamomile [15] 16.13 17.61 2.08 14.67
FRIDAY [44] 40.86 20.13 6.12 24.25

Ours 45.16 20.75 6.12 25.91 (+6.8%)

MMAC-Copilot shows significant performance improvement
across all levels of GAIA. As illustrated in Table 1, MMAC-Copilot
achieved the highest scores in Level 1 (45.16) and Level 2 (20.75)
tasks, matching the highest score in Level 3 tasks (6.12). Also on
average, it outperformed the closest competing system, FRIDAY, by
6.8% in overall task performance. Given that tasks in GAIA encom-
pass various complex AI assistant capabilities, from basic informa-
tion retrieval to interactive task requiring multiple steps and integra-
tion of external data sources.

Table 2. Evaluation results on VIBench.Model 3D Gaming Recreation Office Average

UFO [15] 0.00 28.57 15.38 14.65
FRIDAY [44] 31.58 42.86 30.77 35.07

Ours 63.16 69.23 78.57 70.32 (+35.25)

In VIBench as shown in Table 2, MMAC-Copilot outperformed
other systems across all application categories (3D gaming, recre-
ation, and office scenarios). Our model achieved average scores fo
63.16% in 3D gaming, 69.23% in recreation, and 78.57% in office
applications, with an overall average of 70.32%. It indicates MMAC-
Copilot’s robust capability in navigating and interacting within com-
plex GUI environments, where direct API interaction is not possible.
MMAC-Copilot’s superior performance can be attributed to its effec-
tive utilization of image and video analysis, enabling precise naviga-
tion and interaction through the GUIs of different software.

5 Conclusion

This paper presents MMAC-Copilot, a novel framework designed
to enhance the interaction capabilities of autonomous virtual agents
with operating systems. Our approach capitalizes of autonomous
virtual agents with operating systems. Our approach capitalizes
on a team collaboration chain that harnesses the collective exper-
tise of each agents, including "Planner", "Librarian", "Program-
mer", "Viewer", "Video Analyst", and "Mentor". Each agent brings
a unique set of skills and perspectives, enabling an adaptive inter-
action with complex digital environments. Also MMAC-Copilot in-
novatively mitigates the issues with hallucination among the agents.
By facilitating dynamic and team collaboration among the agents,
our framework allows for continuous adaptation and refinement of
plans based on environmental changes. The performance of MMAC-
Copilot has been tested on GAIA benchmark and our newly in-
troduced VIBench, showing significant improvements over existing
state-of-the-art systems.

6 Discussion
We acknowledge that while MMAC-Copilot has achieved a level of
generality in application through the integration of GUI models for
visual detection, it is still limited by the GUI model’s ability to un-
derstand UI components. Consequently, MMAC-Copilot struggles
with interpreting complex UI interfaces and performing multi-step
operations that depend on such complexity. Additionally, MMAC-
Copilot’s capabilities in real-time 3D gaming environments reveal
gaps in the spatial understanding, which is cruical for tasks such
as navigation, aiming and shooting in 3D environments. The frame-
work’s longer inference time impair the ability to perform tasks with
higher temporal sensitivity.

To solve these, we suggest integrating external knowledge
databases via online search engines, providing additional context for
decision-making processes. This approach will not only help in un-
derstanding complex UI layouts but also in recognizing user inten-
tions and environmental cues in real-time games.
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