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Figure 1: Overview of Content-Centric Prototyping Workflow. (a) Example content is used to reverse-engineer prompt instruc-
tions, (b) content informs test prompts, and (c) content is used as a benchmark for generated content.
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ABSTRACT

Generative Al models are increasingly powering software applica-
tions, offering the capability to produce expressive content across
varied contexts. However, unlike previous iterations of human-AI
design, the emerging design process for generative capabilities
primarily hinges on prompt engineering strategies. Given this fun-
damental shift in approach, our work aims to understand how
collaborative software teams set up and apply design guidelines
and values, iteratively prototype prompts, and evaluate prompts
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to achieve desired outcomes. We conducted design studies with
39 industry professionals, including designers, software engineers,
and product managers. Our findings reveal a content-centric proto-
typing approach in which teams begin with the content they want
to generate, then identify specific attributes, constraints, and val-
ues, and explore methods to give users the ability to influence and
interact with those attributes. Based on associated challenges, such
as the lack of model interpretability and overfitting the design to
examples, we outline considerations for generative Al prototyping.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Many tasks performed by humans, such as writing, programming,
and designing, are generative in nature. Consequently, software
product teams are exploring ways to augment those tasks with
generative Al capabilities [38]. Dedicated software applications and
features are emerging that allow generatively recoloring vector
graphics [30], completing code [34], conducting data analysis [31],
composing emails [33], and writing creative content [32]. Unlike
general-purpose interfaces such as ChatGPT [53] and Bard [22]
that support open-ended tasks, these tools have carefully engineered
instructions (i.e., prompts) and dedicated interfaces for end-users
to provide input context and invoke those prompts. For instance,
Adobe Illustrator allows users to supply a vector image and a natural
language description of a color palette to generatively “recolor” the
graphics [30]. The question then is, how to design these generative Al
features and prompts that are human-centered, usable, and effective
at eliciting the desired output from the generative models for diverse
inputs and contexts?

Human-centered design and iterative prototyping have been
extensively researched for conventional software applications [4,
8, 14] and, more recently, for Al applications that are powered by
bespoke (task-specific) ML models [66, 71, 80]. In these previous
iterations of prototyping applications, software teams had a greater
flexibility or degree-of-freedom in crafting and executing the de-
signs. In traditional software workflows, UX designers could create
interface specifications based on user needs, and engineers could
translate those designs into functional software by adding new
functions, services, and data tables or adjusting and optimizing ex-
isting code as needed to align with the prototype design [60]. With
task-specific Al design, while more resource-intensive and complex,
teams still largely collected their own data and labels, and trained
their own models with specific intentions [1]. Designers prototyp-
ing Al experiences could collaborate with Al engineers to directly
influence the behavior and output of Al models by specifying the
types of interactions and responses desired from the system [67].
Furthermore, collaborative teams could implement features such as
explainability, learnability, error handling, and feedback through
concerted efforts in both the UI design and Al development stages,
ensuring a seamless integration of these critical aspects into the
overall user experience [64]. However, with generative Al models,
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teams face a reduced degree of freedom because they typically fine-
tune a pre-trained foundational model to fit their needs [9, 57]. The
steep costs involved in developing new foundational models from
the ground up necessitate teams to leverage existing pre-trained
models, adapting to the limitations and possibilities they present.

In this regard, emerging research has looked at approaches and
challenges to designing generative Al applications by using pre-
trained models [36, 52]. For designers prototyping with pre-trained
models, they need to develop a designerly understanding of the pre-
trained model [46], find effective ways to support user interactions
by minimizing the gulfs of execution, evaluation, and envision-
ing [65], and build correspondence between interfaces, prompts,
and underlying generative Al capabilities [54]. Further prompt
engineering has its own challenges for software teams and end-
users [85, 86], and strategies for effectively and collaboratively de-
signing prompts are largely lacking. While new tools for prompt en-
gineering and prototyping such as MakerSuite [23], ChainForge [3],
and Canvil [17] are being developed, we lack an understanding of
how to design applications with them effectively. Specifically, in
collaborative software teams, this new approach to design proto-
typing can be a complex process. The limited degree of freedom
and the critical role of prompt engineering necessitates a collabo-
rative approach to these tasks to ensure the prompt instructions
and model fine-tuning are aligned with the user interfaces, task
workflows, and contexts. Furthermore, the process of iteratively
designing and evaluating choices during prompt prototyping re-
mains unclear. Our work aims to bridge these gaps by answering
the following research questions:

e Research Question 1: What processes are involved in the
iterative design, testing, and analysis of prototyping generative
Al applications?

e Research Question 2: How do different roles in collaborative
teams contribute to prototyping generative Al applications?

o Research Question 3: What challenges emerge in the proto-
typing of generative Al applications, and how do these differ
from previous iterations of human-AI design prototyping?

We conducted a design study with 39 industry practitioners from
the United States and India across 13 sessions. In each session, a
UX designer, an engineer, and a product manager collaboratively
worked on a given generative Al design problem and iteratively
prototyped potential solutions using the MakerSuite [23] prototyp-
ing tool We observed that content— both example (ground truth)
content and the generated content-played a central role in the
iterative design-test-analyze prototyping process, which we call
content-centric prototyping. More specifically, we observed a range
of strategies in approaching prompt prototyping from templates to
agent personas, how teams collaboratively engaged in divergent
and convergent thinking of formulating instructions and curating
few-shot examples, and how different roles contributed to the de-
sign and evaluation tasks. We also identified key challenges to pro-
totyping due to the high sensitivity of generative models to prompt
phrases, lack of interpretability, and other human-introduced chal-
lenges, including overfitting designs to specific content examples
and potential transparency issues for end-users that may be hid-
den at the prompt instruction level. Based on these findings, we
discuss how the emerging practice of generative Al prototyping
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differs from prior Al experience prototyping, shedding light on new
considerations for collaborative teams working on generative Al
applications.

2 RELATED WORK

The shift from designing applications for task-specific ML models to
generative Al models introduces new layers of complexity and flex-
ibility to the human-centered Al design process [85]. Task-specific
models are traditionally engineered through a deliberate process of
defining data and model behavior, and designers have some level
of control in aligning those specifications for target user needs and
interactions that are direct and predictable [67]. In contrast, genera-
tive AL with its broader scope for content creation and autonomous
decision-making, demands a more dynamic iterative design process
with inherent uncertainties in design decision-making. More specif-
ically, when prototyping generative Al applications, software teams
have to balance designing in ways that harness the model’s cre-
ative potential while contending with the reduced determinacy in
how these models interpret and respond to user inputs, ultimately
impacting the predictability of user interactions and the fidelity of
generated content to user expectations [65]. Here, we character-
ize this shift in design prototyping and identify knowledge gaps
by integrating insights from previous studies on Al prototyping,
prompt engineering in generative Al, and the roles of expertise and
collaboration in implementing human-centered Al strategies.

2.1 Prototyping AI Experiences

In recent years, work across academia and industry has formulated
design guidelines for task-specific ML models including designing
interactions [2, 21, 26], explainability [73], privacy [25, 37], trans-
parency [6, 28, 45], etc. To operationalize these guidelines, prior
research has considered how software practitioners work with Al as
a design material [46, 70, 79], and has developed processes [67] and
tools [51, 66] to prototype application experiences with Al models.
Across this body of work, the basis for prototyping is that UX teams
need to first understand the capabilities and limitations of ML mod-
els, including the data the model has been trained on, discerning the
behaviors the model has adopted from that data, comprehending the
relationships between inputs and outputs, and identify uncertain-
ties and edge cases to the model behavior [15, 16, 81, 82]. Further,
to facilitate this understanding approaches such as model-informed
prototyping [66] and failure-driven design [51] support opening up
the ML black box and allow designers to engage in model sensemak-
ing using real data and model outputs that ultimately inform their
design choices in prototyping. Other work has looked at deeper
collaboration with engineering teams who understand ML to make
design and prototyping more efficient [64, 67]. However, with gener-
ative Al models, even a majority of ML engineers within individual
product teams may not have the required technical understanding
to facilitate designerly understanding in prototyping [89]. The lack
of interpretability of these generative Al models is well documented
in the literature in which it is not always clear how the prompts
drive the generated outputs [47, 59].

Specific to prototyping, an iterative approach of design, test, and
analysis is well-established in the literature [4]. Prior work has
emphasized leveraging data as a key element for iterating on Al
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system design (i.e., data probes) [27, 41, 67]. That is, designers can
curate data about varied users and use cases as inputs to the model,
and test their design choices along the way [49, 71]. However, given
the size and scope of large language models [9] and complex no-
tions of ground truth (i.e., hard to formulate good benchmarks for
correct model behavior) [65], it is unclear how existing data-driven
approaches for Al prototyping might apply to generative Al ap-
plications. Further, in iterative prototyping, the aim is to pinpoint
and rectify design breakdown [5, 20, 24, 58, 78]. Given the limited
interpretability of generative models, we lack an understanding
of how designers might analyze the model behavior to make im-
provements to their design. Based on these identified constraints,
our work aims to uncover how teams collectively understand the
generative Al design material and how the approach prototyping
applications powered by generative models.

2.2 Generative Al and Prompt Engineering

Emerging work in the design of generative Al tools has put forth
initial guidelines for effective prompt crafting, user interaction,
and the ethical use of Al, aiming to enhance user experience and
foster responsible innovation [12, 65, 76]. Prompt engineering, a
core aspect of these guidelines, involves techniques for interact-
ing with large language models (LLMs) by establishing conversa-
tion rules, structuring output, and directing the model towards
intended outcomes [77]. Current literature draws heavily on hu-
man cognitive processes such as the chain-of-thought technique,
which outlines reasoning steps towards a conclusion and enhances
the model’s learning process by illustrating how to derive an-
swers [40, 44, 48, 56, 75]. Another important approach, few-shot
prompting, relies on providing models with examples of desired
inputs and outputs to facilitate learning from minimal information,
mirroring how humans grasp new concepts from a few examples
and apply them to novel situations [10, 39, 42, 43]. The effective-
ness of these prompting methods, including few-shot and chain-of-
thought prompts, is influenced by factors such as the complexity
of the prompts, relevance and ordering of examples, and the in-
corporation of variations like Self-Consistency Sampling, Self-Ask,
and Tree of Thoughts, which further refine the interaction with
LLMs [11, 19, 55, 62, 72, 74, 83]. In our work, we aim to under-
stand how design and engineering teams tackle the complexities of
prompt engineering. This includes investigating the methods teams
use to curate examples that effectively train and guide LLMs, the
strategies employed to phrase prompts to achieve specific outcomes,
and how these practices impact the development and refinement of
prompting interfaces.

2.3 Roles and Collaboration in Human-AI
Design

Prior work has extensively looked at different stakeholders’ exper-
tise and their collaboration challenges in operationalizing the above-
mentioned human-AI design guidelines [64, 82]. With task-specific
ML models, each role has a distinct and well-defined function in
software production; UX roles, emphasizing human psychology and
design, collaborate with end-users to establish system requirements,
which are then executed by software engineers proficient in com-
puter programming [1, 35, 60, 67]. Challenges primarily emerge due
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to inefficient communication and collaboration. That is, UX design-
ers may not be involved in upstream ML modeling tasks [64, 84],
or domain experts may not be included in key data-related deci-
sions [87, 88]. Addressing these challenges involves overcoming the
“symmetry of ignorance [18]” among Al professionals and other
stakeholders by bridging role-specific boundaries with the aim of
establishing a shared understanding, or common ground, to enhance
collaboration and interaction [18, 61, 69]. However, with generative
Al there is less engineering effort in developing bespoke models,
and the emphasis is on fine-tuning the models towards specific
task objectives [9]. With the shifting nature of engineering tasks
and, more broadly, designing and generative Al-powered applica-
tions, it is unclear how the different roles and expertise interact
and intersect in prototyping tasks.

3 METHOD

As outlined in the research questions, our objective was to gain a
deeper understanding of collaborative prototyping strategies de-
ployed by multistakeholder teams comprising User Experience
Researchers / User Experience Designers (UXR), Product Managers
(PM), and Software Developers (SDE). To this end, we conducted
multi-site design workshops with thirty-nine participants and ob-
served their experiences in using a Generative Al prototyping tool
(MakerSuite [23]) to design an application for marketing content
creation. We selected this domain because of general exposure and
familiarity with marketing content across a wide range of demo-
graphics, ensuring a diverse set of perspectives and creative inputs.
Consequently, the problem itself embodies the challenge of cap-
turing and engaging diverse audiences with compelling narratives
that require both creative and strategic thinking.

We conducted the study over a three-month period from June to
August 2023. Each design session involved three stakeholders — PMs,
SDEs, and UXRs and one of the authors to facilitate the sessions. The
sessions lasted 105 minutes each and were conducted over Google
Meet (video conferencing software). We obtained approval for this
research from the Institutional Review Board of an anonymized US
university. All participants signed standard consent forms. Given
the observational and experimental nature of our study, our data
collection involved a combination of handwritten notes and video
recordings. Each design workshop was video recorded with consent.

3.1 Participant Information

We aimed to recruit one participant from each of the three roles
for each session. Recruitment was carried out in collaboration with
a third-party vendor that specializes in user research participant
recruitment, scheduling, and disbursing incentives. We chose partic-
ipants who had at least one year of relevant professional experience.

The recruitment process involved direct email contact and follow-
up phone calls by the vendor. In one instance, one of the scheduled
participants was absent, so we rescheduled the session and compen-
sated those who were present. Participants were based in United
States of America (USA) and India, this was chosen due to the
ability to conduct studies across sites given the research team’s
composition. After the study, participants based in the USA were
provided a USD $75 gift card, while participants based in India
were provided an INR 2100 gift voucher. These amounts were set
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by the vendor partner, and the authors did not influence it. Table 1
describes participant profiles.

3.2 Study Protocol

We anchored our design activity on a real-world application of
Generative Al in an organizational setting — marketing content
creation (detailed in Section 3.2.1). We used existing professional
content creation and copyright workflows based on information on
the web and one of the author’s own experiences as a starting point
to develop instructions for the protocol. We identified key topics
and questions to guide participants toward common goals. The
questions corresponded to (1) Product Goals, (2) User Personas, (3)
Prompt Structure, (4) Expected Outputs, and (5) Guardrails. How-
ever, these were intended as suggested thinking tools and we did
not mandate their usage while running the design activity. Partici-
pants used MakerSuite [23], to prototype the application. We should
note that our intent is not to assess the tool itself. MakerSuite is
one of the first publicly available prototyping tools for generative
Al applications. In additional to the conversational affordances of
tools such as ChatGPT, MakerSuite has specific interface features
to provide few-shot examples in a tabular format and also design
conversational interactions.

To establish goals and share taxonomy, workshops began with a
25-minute presentation from the lead author, who first introduced
the purpose of the study and also provided a hands-on demo of the
MakerSuite tool with prompts and examples (unrelated to the study
activity). We also provided participants with the basics of prompt
engineering using the guidelines presented by [77]. Then, before
introducing the activity, participants were instructed that each of
them should aim to bring in their role-specific expertise in the
design activity and that this was a collaborative effort. For instance,
SDEs were requested to engage with identifying relevant datasets
and using MakerSuite to experiment and validate against (self-
defined) metrics. UXRs were motivated to validate system design
choices for user needs and use MakerSuite to work through user
interactions and evaluate their prototype based on perceived user
needs. Lastly, PMs were encouraged to define product positioning,
value proposition, user personas, metrics, and assess output quality.

At this stage, participants were requested to explore MakerSuite
on their own and ask the research coordinator any questions they
may have. Once participants indicated familiarity with the tool, we
provided a detailed description of the design activity and objectives
described below. Next participants were asked to collaboratively
discuss and design a solution to the provided design brief. Partici-
pants spent between 60-70 minutes working through the activity.
All participants had access to the prototyping tool via their own
web browser, and participants were asked to share their screens
with the tool open. In some session, one participant tool the lead
and shared their own screen for the entire session. In other cases,
participants took turns in sharing the screen. Additionally, we pro-
vided participants a shared Google Document in which they could
share any prompts and contents generated through independent ex-
ploration. Throughout the session, the research coordinator asked
clarifying questions or engaged in short conversations with study
participants based on observations. However, we practiced caution
to ensure that their work was not disrupted. The group collectively



Content-Centric Prototyping of Generative Al Applications

Conference acronym 'XX, June 03-05, 2018, Woodstock, NY

Participant Code Age Group Gender Years of Experience Level of familiarity = Location
with Generative
AI/LLM [Scale of 1-5]
PM1 31 to 40 M 10 4 USA
SWE1 24 to 30 M 5 4 USA
UXR1 31 to 40 F 1 5 USA
PM2 41 to 50 M 5 4 USA
SWE2 41 to 50 M 5 5 USA
UXR2 31 to 40 M 2 4 USA
PM3 31 to 40 M 6 3 USA
SDE3 41 to 50 M 15 4 USA
UXR3 31 to 40 F 9 5 USA
PM4 24 to 30 M 4 4 USA
SDE4 31 to 40 M 2 3 USA
UXR4 31 to 40 M 4 3 USA
PM5 31 to 40 M 6 5 USA
SDES5 31 to 40 M 10 5 USA
UXR5 24 to 30 M 9 5 USA
PM6 24 to 30 M 1 5 USA
SDE6 24 to 30 M 3 4 USA
UXR6 31 to 40 M 3 3 USA
PM7 31 to 40 M 6 4 India
SWE7 24 to 30 M 3 5 India
UXR7 24 to 30 F 3 3 India
PM8 31 to 40 M 4 4 India
SWES8 31 to 40 M 5 4 India
UXR8 24 to0 30 M 7 4 India
PM9 24 to 30 F 1 4 India
SDE9 24 to0 30 M 5 5 India
UXR9 31 to 40 M 12 3 India
PM10 24 to 30 M 5 4 India
SDE10 41 to 50 M 10 5 India
UXR10 24 to 30 F 4 3 India
PM11 31 to 40 M 9 4 India
SDE11 31 to 40 M 14 5 India
UXR11 24 to 30 F 2 5 India
PM12 41 to 50 M 8 3 USA
SDE12 31 to 40 F 7 5 USA
UXR12 31 to 40 M 5 3 USA
PM13 31 to 40 M 4 3 USA
SDE13 41 to 50 M 10 3 USA
UXR13 41 to 50 M 20 5 USA

Table 1: Self-Reported Participant Information. Gender: F- Female, M-Male, Level of Familiarity with Generative Al on a scale

of 1-5

brainstormed ideas verbally. All data collected was anonymized,
and videos were recorded with informed consent.

Upon completion of the activity, we asked participants a series
of reflective questions to understand their experiences of using

Generative-Al tools for prototyping. These questions aimed to cap-
ture associations between prototyping generative Al prompts and
their own expertise and what challenges they faced. In addition, we
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probed them about potential features for generative Al protoyping
tools.

3.2.1  Activity Description. GoodWriting Pvt Ltd is a creative writing
agency that assists businesses (clients) with crafting engaging written
content for their various needs. To create compelling and attractive
material, the process requires a lot of creative thinking, writing, iter-
ating, and revising of content. Clients provide a set of requirements
to a marketing content creator at GoodWriting. These requirements
include information such as product name, value proposition, target
demographics, product description, and preferred channel of content
distribution.

GoodWriting wants to use an LLM-based application to support
this process. Your goal in today’s session is to build a prototype for a
creative content writing tool that will allow GoodWriting to do their
work more effectively and efficiently.

We prescribed participants to use Instagram as the channel of
distribution. In the first five sessions, we provided a detailed exam-
ple of a beauty product to participants and realized that participants
predominantly anchored on creating a tool specific to that product
rather than developing a versatile prototype that aligned with our
broader design objectives. Recognizing this unintended effect of
our initial approach, we incorporated a wider variety of examples,
including links to two Instagram posts from both a beauty brand
and a clothing brand, to emphasize the importance of generality in
design objectives. This adjustment was intended to mitigate the ini-
tial oversight and align closely with our study’s goals. Subsequent
sessions demonstrated an improved engagement in developing a
general tool. However, insights gained from the first five sessions
also contribute valuable information to our overall findings.

We provided questions to guide the design process. These ques-
tions were not prescribed and were provided to motivate the group
discussion. Product Goals We encouraged participants to think
through the goals of the prototype and an eventual product vi-
sion. User Personas We guided participants to reflect on the needs
of the prototype user. Prompt Structure We provided guiding ques-
tions to help participants identify mappings of user needs and their
domain expertise to the prompt structure. Output Evaluation We
asked participants to define the constituents of good ouput based
on their prompt. Guardrails We asked participants to reflect on
the validity and appropriateness of their tool’s outputs. Complete
details of the protocol can be found in the supplementary materials.

3.3 Data Analysis

The two lead authors conducted inductive qualitative coding in
Atlas.ti [29] using a grounded theory approach beginning with
in-vivo analysis [63]. Lead authors independently open-coded the
same three transcripts and developed an initial code book. The
resulting codebook consists of 62 high-level codes. Since using a
grounded theory approach, we did not see a strong need to compute
coder reliability [50]. The codes captured key themes, including
strategies for prototyping, prompt phrasing, design inputs, engi-
neering inputs, friction during prototyping, model understanding,
prompt evaluation, and observed challenges and concerns such as
stereotyping, biases, and generalizability. Throughout the coding
process, the lead authors wrote detailed memos describing insights,
observations, and emergent themes [7]. Memos were comprised of
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analyzing transcriptions as well as videos and included screenshots
from the participants’ design activities. After the coding was com-
pleted, the research team engaged in multiple discussion sessions to
iteratively refine and converge on high-level themes and synthesize
findings.

4 FINDINGS

Across all sessions, participants had familiarity with large language
models and had used services such as Bard [22] and ChatGPT [53]
for their work-related tasks, including summarizing documents,
synthesizing data from user research, and adding representative
placeholder text in interface designs, etc. Although participants
were impressed by the capabilities of generative models, the major-
ity also recognized issues with the produced text, including hallu-
cination and low-quality output on certain technical topics. None
of the participants had prior experience designing or developing
generative Al applications. Given this context about participants
prior exposure to generative models, we report on (1) how partici-
pants utilized their role-specific expertise to explore the model and
define design objectives, (2) how they approached the given design
task of prototyping a marketing content generation tool, and (3)
the challenges they encountered in working with this new design
material.

4.1 Expertise Guided Formulation of Design
Goals

Based on the high-level design brief provided to the participants,
all teams first started brainstorming on what role the generative
AT should play in supporting the marketing content specialist and
how to integrate the application into existing workflows. Given
the broad scope of marketing content that can span diverse topics,
channels, and audiences, teams initially struggled with defining
concrete design objectives. Unlike conventional software design,
where the focus is on specifying the exact requirements and func-
tionalities beforehand and detailed planning around how data is
input, processed, and output, the challenge here extends to the fluid-
ity and dynamic nature of Al content generation. As designer UX12
commented on this cold-start problem ‘I don’t even know where to
begin, to be honest.” Given these complexities, we observed that,
in most sessions, the PMs took charge of the conversation and
emphasized understanding the end-to-end marketing process. As
illustrated in the quotes below, the initial discussions focused on
identifying different stakeholders and mapping the content creation
workflows.

PMS8: “Before we start, we have to keep in mind that we
are actually going to create this for a marketing team.
So, it should have all those key points that the team will
have ready with them to input into the system so they
get the desired output. So that starts with who are going
to be our end users for that particular ad, and which
channel? And then what is the product going to be?...is
it like reducing the team strength of the copywriters
and then having just a few of them evaluate what is
coming out of our app?”
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In these discussions, the engineers and designers adopted more
observant, listening roles, contributing technical insights and human-
centered considerations when directed by the flow of conversation
led by the PM. When discussing how the tool might impact the
current roles, the designers brought human-centered values into the
system conceptualization. Across sessions, an objective was not
to completely automate the creative process but to create a symbi-
otic relationship between the Al and human marketers. One of the
designers, UX8, highlights the importance of human expertise in
generating content:

PM3: “How to make the application more appealing?
Because I mean, there is value in that, right? In some
sense, this someday would ultimately replace even mar-
ket research. Maybe I don’t know, maybe not...”

UX3: “[As a marketer,] I know my audience better than
the model. So, from my perspective, I think that is my
secret sauce. Like, I understand their values and emo-
tions, and I don’t want the model to search the internet
for that information. Like it’s my product. I just want
it to take the ingredients that I'm putting together and,
like, you know, blend it into an output.”

Through these initial discussions, teams began to recognize the
importance of integrating human creativity with the generative
capabilities of Al deliberating aspects of control and agency across
different stakeholders in the marketing pipeline. Moreover, the en-
gineering perspective introduced the concept of “vectors” or key
parameters (e.g., channel, product, audience, and tone) as founda-
tional elements for marketing content generation.

4.1.1  Identifying criteria for Success. During this initial discussion,
teams also attempted to identify criteria for the success of the
application. These can be grouped into content-specific criteria and
usability criteria. From a usability perspective, teams considered
metrics such as the time required to generate targeted ad campaigns,
how many iterations, ease of prompting the LLM by end-users, and
alignment with the current content creation workflow. For instance,
UX 13 commented: “How many iterations do they have to take before
they get something they want?” and in session 3, the PM suggested
the application should produce multiple divergent outputs to make
the process more efficient. According to PM 3: “So maybe success
would be to generate five different options to present to their team. .. so
we save them time and help them be more creative.” Separately, PM
4 described effectiveness in terms of delight:

PM4: “I think there’s a matter of delightful experi-
ences as far as effectiveness goes. And that probably
relates to the number of errors encountered... The
last point you mentioned was about the regeneration
rate, which refers to the frequency of generating new
prompts or repeating the same questions”

Further, teams invested a significant amount of time considering
the quality of the generated output. As PM 4 adds: “Perhaps there’s
a system to measure the effectiveness of these ideas—specifically, how
many are actually utilized versus the rate at which new prompts are
regenerated. That could be one way to assess it. ” Additionally, the
importance of ensuring safety, accuracy, and adherence to political
correctness in content creation emerged as pivotal benchmarks for

Conference acronym 'XX, June 03-05, 2018, Woodstock, NY

success. The risk of producing content that is unusable, inaccu-
rate, or potentially offensive highlighted the need for mechanisms
to monitor and report on the robustness and appropriateness of
responses generated by the models. As UX 4 mentioned:

UX 4: “I suppose there should be a reporting mech-
anism for robustness, particularly concerning unus-
able, inaccurate, or nonsensical responses. We need
to understand the models’ safety features. Given that
this involves advertising, considerations of political
correctness also come into play, ensuring we don’t
inadvertently offend or overstep boundaries.”

In summary, identifying success criteria highlighted the com-
plex interplay between operational efficiency, user satisfaction, and
content integrity, providing a starting point for prototyping the
application.

4.1.2  LLM as an Expert Participant for Requirement Generation. In-
terestingly, in all teams, participants made use of the Bard model as
an additional expert to understand the marketing workflow and to
specify design objectives (see Figure 2). For instance, PM 13 queried
the LLM about devising a workflow for client content approval,
leading to a simplified outline that, while not fully representative
of an actual process, provided a valuable starting point for further
discussion.

PM 13: “All right, what is the approval process [for the
marketing content]? How are we going to decide who
approves it? When is it ready [to be approved]?...I asked
it to come up with a workflow for client approval. So
here we have the first draft the agency sends the client
to provide feedback, revise, and review the final. I mean,
it’s so much more simple than any actual approval
process with me. But at least it’s given me a starting
point at something to think about; I would then want
to go in.”

The preliminary workflow prompted considerations about the
real-world complexity of approval procedures, highlighting the
LLM’s role in filling in missing expertise within software teams.
Similarly, in identifying the content authoring process, manager
PM4 asked Bard to generate a potential workflow:

PM4: “I inquired about a marketer’s workflow, and it
provided a structured breakdown into research, brain-
storming, writing, and editing. The research phase in-
volves understanding the audience, the goals of the pro-
duce client, and the competitor’s landscape. Brainstorm-
ing focuses on generating headlines, outlines, and catchy
phrases. Writing pertains to drafting the content, and
editing involves proofreading and similar tasks. Hon-
estly, seeing how LLMs can aid in each of these steps if
we segment the application accordingly, it seems they
could be quite helpful by offering specific prompts for
each phase”

This structured breakdown facilitated discussions about the over-
all application user experience and where the end-user agency is
most needed. Further, these examples reflect a broader tendency
to integrate Al into the requirement generation process, where
LLMs are seen as collaborative partners with generalized expertise.
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However, the oversimplification of complex processes and the po-
tential for generating outputs that lack a nuanced understanding
required critical consideration amongst teams to carefully assess
the generated content with their own judgment. For instance, based
on an exhaustive list of generated questions a marketer might ask
their clients, UX12 commented: “This is a huge overwhelming list of
questions. I can help narrow those down, but then how do you want
them? Presented from a UX/UI perspective, what is the most relevant
information?” Further, in several instances, based on the lack of
specificity of LLM-generated requirements, teams iteratively added
details to the prompts to improve the outputs.

4.2 Content-Centric Prototyping

Using the high-level design objectives and success criteria iden-
tified through initial discussions, teams proceeded to use Maker-
Suite [23] to prototype prompts for the application. At a high level,
we observed what is distinct about prototyping generative Al is
its content-focused approach. Unlike using a predefined set of in-
puts like standard forms or specific interface inputs, the goal here
is to empower end-users with the freedom to contribute creative
and genuine inputs and receive authentic content as outputs. Here,
we synthesize our observations around prototyping strategies, the
iterative process of prompt engineering and evaluation, and interac-
tions between prompts and envisioned user interface experiences.

4.2.1  Prototyping Approaches Explored by Teams. Across all ses-
sions, we noticed teams took very different approaches to writ-
ing prompts for generating marketing content. The approaches
included (1) instantiating a marketing LLM agent, (2) iterating on a
simple baseline prompt, (3) creating a prompt template, (4) starting
with example content and authoring a prompt that would produce
that content, and (5) creating few-shot examples with factors or
questions identified in the initial requirements stage. In one session,
the team asked the LLM to assume the role of a creative marketing
specialist, focusing on how to make the AI “think” like a marketing
expert. The focus was on how to contextually guide the LLM to
produce expert-level marketing responses and how to teach the Al
the nuances of marketing creativity. As Designer UX2 commented:
“So the thing that I see as a limitation here is obviously, this isn’t a
creative marketing specialist. It’s a piece of AL So I think some of the
challenges you’re going to encounter are going to be around. How
do you get it to think like a marketing expert?” Hence, the focus of
prompt engineering was on precisely defining and contextualizing
prompts that guide the LLM to think and respond like a marketer.

In three other sessions, participants approached the prototyping
process by getting an initial assessment of how well the model per-
formed without any specialized prompting (i.e., baseline response).
This approach was in part because of not knowing how to guide
the model in generating content (i.e., another case of cold-start
problem). As SE1 commented:

SE1: ‘Tt just seems like there’s a lot of mental work I have
to do in order to figure out what’s going to happen. And
discussing all of this, we’re just making assumptions.
But I think it really comes into play when we actually
use it, see what comes out, and then go from there...So
I'd be curious what the base response is and then iterate
from there.”

Subramonyam, et al.

Here, iterating on a simple baseline prompt reflects a reactive ap-
proach to prompt engineering, where the initial response serves as
grounds for continuous and targeted refinement. This strategy also
highlights the need to interpret and debug the generated outputs in
order to creatively adjust the prompts in an open-ended manner. In
contrast, in two sessions, the teams initially focused on designing
a structured prompt template for users to interact with based on
the identified factors (tone, channel, etc.). This strategy aims to
streamline the input process and more closely aligns with conven-
tional UX prototyping that involves defining structured end-user
inputs. AS UX 3 commented: “users come in, and there are different
templates for different campaigns. And then they select a template,
and they set some parameters...” However, this approach led to
discussions around enabling users to effectively communicate their
needs to the LLM in an unconstrained manner without restricting
creativity through highly specific inputs. As PM 7 comments: “..do
we prompt the user to give all the inputs or do you want to give that
creative liberty for someone to input something [free form text] and
then ask if something is missing?”

In a fourth approach, which a majority of teams took, they started
with some example marketing content either provided to them in
the study requirements or gathered by them through the web, they
attempted to reverse-engineer existing successful marketing con-
tent to create prompts that can replicate similar outcomes. As PM 12
commented: “So then, what I was going to do is the model output will
be the previously used campaign text..., and I'm reverse-engineering
the content.” What this means is, by trial and error, to deconstruct
the example content into constituent factors such as surprise or
humor and to reconstruct prompts that elicit similar responses
from the LLM. Finally, in many sessions, teams started by creating
few-shot examples pertaining to each of the factors identified in
the initial requirements brainstorming phase. For example, they
would curate example content for Instagram vs Twitter or for dif-
ferent demographics such as age groups. This approach leverages
the model’s learning capabilities to produce content that aligns
with the provided examples. As SE 8 highlights: “Okay. So this
is what I'm trying to do. I am just trying to put some inputs and
outputs...I'm basically trying to define variables and teaching the
parameters independently.”

While these are initial starting points for prompt prototyping,
throughout the session, teams attempted a combination of ap-
proaches. Together, these strategies highlight the prototyping pro-
cess as requiring critical and creative thinking, analytical reasoning,
and a collaborative effort across the different roles.

4.2.2 lterative Prompt Engineering.

Divergent-Convergent Thinking: On detailed examination of
how participants crafted the prompts, several key tasks emerged
as essential to the prototyping process. Consistent with the con-
ventional divergent-convergent UX design approach, we observed
several instances of divergent thinking where teams experimented
with varying the details and scope of prompts to see how the Al
responded to different contexts to find the right level of prompt
abstraction. In session 13, the PM initially asked the LLM to gener-
ate an ad campaign for “ a competition the NFL (National Football
League) with Gatorade (an energy drink).” The resulting Ad included
the phrase, “Let’s kick the NFL season off with some ENERGY!”
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Create a list of prompts for an app that asks clients for basic information about target audience for a marketing campian

**What is your target audience's age range?**

**What is your target audience's gender?**
Vhat is your target audience's income level?**
**What is your target audience's education level?**

**What is your target audience's occupation?**
**What is your target audience's interests?**

" ‘s hobbies?**
pain points?**

NoO VAWML

tis your target audience's goals?**
10. **What is vour taraet audience’s challenaes?**
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Create a workflow for client approval of marketing copy from an agency
**Client Approval Workflow for Marketing Copy**

**The agency creates a first draft of the marketing copy.**

**The agency sends the first draft to the client for review.**

**The client provides feedback on the first draft."*

**The agency revises the copy based on the client's feedback.**

**The agency sends the revised copy to the client for a second review.**
**The client provides final approval of the copy.**

N VA WN =

**The agency publishes the copy.**

Create a list of prompts for an app that asks clients for basic information about target audience so that the app creator can make t

instagram posts to fulfill the client's goals

**What is your target audience's age range?**
atis your target audience's gender?**

at is your target audience's income level?**

Write your prompt

Create a list of potential metrics for the success of an instagram campaign
**Instagram Campaign Metrics**

**Reach:** The number of people who saw your post or story.

**Impressions:** The number of times your post or story was seen.

**Engagement:** The number of likes, comments, and shares your post or story received.

**Clicks:** The number of times people clicked on a link in your post or story.

**Conversions:** The number of people who took a desired action, such as signing up for a news
your post or story.

Figure 2: Examples of using LLM as a Collaboration Partner.

After iterating on the prompt for a bit, they replaced NFL with
Tennis to assess whether the new content would reflect the updated
sport or whether the prompt needed to be worded at a higher level
of abstraction. In a different session, the team experimented with
different tones for the generated output to determine whether and
which options to give to the marketing content specialist:

PM12: “Is this tone right? Say you wanted it to be more
happy, more sad, more exciting. We can give different
adjectives to people to select because those can then
generate inputs, very specific inputs ”

Then, to converge toward consistent and desired types of out-
put, teams introduced constraints into the prompts. Similarly, in
many sessions, teams iterated up and down the abstraction lad-
der and added specificity based on the ATl’s feedback, gradually
refining their prompts. In the convergence phase, teams discussed
constraints, such as whether to restrict the use of hashtags, limit
text length, add a format for the text, etc. For instance, by observing
the output length of text, teams hard-coded specific parameters
into the prompts (e.g., number of characters) or removed certain
end-user options. A notable concern in the convergence stage was
the trade-offs between safety and creativity. For instance, by ob-
serving the problematic tone of the generated output, engineer SE
4 pondered whether narrowing the focus of prompts by removing
tone “is good from a safety perspective, I suppose...” and added “But
I'wonder if it’s like loss of creativity?”

Lastly, teams straddled between adding examples to steer the
outputs vs. refining the prompt phrasing vs. adjusting model pa-
rameters when making corrections over generated output. Adding
examples allowed them to specify requirements at a higher level
and let the model implicitly learn content generation needs. How-
ever, in some cases, the requirements needed to be spelled out
through explicit prompting to make the output interpretable. In the
convergent stage, teams frequently added explicit prompt phrases
based on the model performance. As UX 3 commented:

UX3: “And it not only inferred that [tone], which is very
impressive. But if we were actually going to ship this, at
least for me, I would feel more comfortable knowing that
we have defined parameters. For example, audience’
has a very specific meaning, and ‘channel’ has its own
set of characteristics...Shipping something that feels
like a black box, like our first approach about 20 minutes
ago where we were just trying to teach it to make ads—it
was working [through examples], but we didn’t really
understand why”

Specific to setting model parameters, in several instances, teams
attempted to adjust the model’s temperature (i.e., degree of ran-
domness), that is, increase it to improve creativity, assuming the
crafted prompt might be too constraining. In other cases, reducing
the temperature of the output deviated from the intentions of the
prompt. As PM11 commented:

PM11: “What came up was incredibly crappy, and it felt
kind of patronizing. Then I said, make it sound serious,
and then I changed the temperature down a little bit and
asked for three different outputs. And so what we’ve got
still came up with a bunch of exclamation points, which
I could have asked for without, but it became much
more the perfect framing for the Modern Woman.”

The iterative nature of prompt engineering, through adjustments
in examples, temperature, and phrasing, reflects the dynamic in-
terplay between the Al’s generative capabilities and the teams’
objectives toward design objectives such as transparency and con-
trol.

Prompt Evaluation Strategies: We observed that prompt eval-
uation was rather complex and required role-specific expertise in
formulating test hypotheses and dynamically defining evaluation
criteria. Concretely, across all sessions, we noticed that teams for-
mulated a range of hypotheses to gauge the AI's understanding
and adaptability to inputs end-users (marketing content specialists)
might provide. For instance, in the template approach, UX would
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change the age parameter of the prompt and assess whether the
change was reflected in the new output. As UX3 commented: “Like if
I changed the age, I am wondering if the ad will be any different” and
followed up with ‘Tt doesn’t understand the concept of age.” Follow-
ing up on this, the engineer S3 suggested removing the examples
and trying again with the hypothesis that the examples might be
confusing to the model: “what if we don’t show it any samples?...1
would love to have something a little bit more structured, where I can
Just specify parameters and ask the models to give me examples of
those parameters.” In a different session, instead of replacing the
example, PM13 suggested interrogating the model about what it
had implicitly learned from the examples: “I have an idea. We could
actually ask the model to tell us what it thinks the tone is. Let me try
this”

In addition to testing for generalizability, teams proactively en-
gaged in adversarial testing and formulation of guardrails to identify
unintended or harmful outputs. In session 6, the PM hypothesized
promoting negative body image for an ad related to clothing and
tested the model by varying the prompt:

PM6: “There is a possibility of unintended effects, such
as promoting negative body image, which could nega-
tively impact viewers’ perception of their body. This is
particularly sensitive...let me try [adds to the prompt:
Make the tone dark and meta, but avoid using harm-
ful language]. .. it might be useful to include potential
warnings about how the output could be misconstrued.
This wouldn’t necessarily be part of the marketing cam-
paign itself but rather an additional precaution. Is there
a way we can test this separately? ”

Similarly, participants considered edge cases, such as when deal-
ing with sensitive products like toys intended for young children,
marketing efforts should be directed toward parents as well. These
varied hypotheses and the corresponding model outputs were used
as heuristics to determine whether the teams would consider ship-
ping the product. In session 13, the PM expressed reservations
about the readiness of the product for release, citing a narrow un-
derstanding of the model’s behavior to the prompt given its limited
exposure to diverse inputs and examples.

4.2.3  Bridging Prompt Prototyping and Interface Design. The inter-
section of prompt engineering and interface design is critical to the
design of generative Al applications. Across all sessions, partici-
pants explored the interplay of prompts and interactions and how
best to structure user interfaces (UI) to align with and constrain
the prompts. While teams did not explicitly prototype elements
of the interface design, the UX designers made the connections
between prompts and interface elements, such as designing a form,
a questionnaire, a chat interface, a guided wizard, and even a word
cloud or dropdown menu with input options. According to UX8:

UX8: ‘T envision the input process like this: initially,
marketing professionals would write really simple prompts.
Next, they would specify the most important keywords.
Lastly, they would indicate the desired platform, such
as Instagram, Facebook, or newspapers. Based on these
inputs, the system would then generate three outputs.
That’s how I see it working.”

Subramonyam, et al.

In many sessions, teams also discussed ways to present the con-
tent to users, including multiple content outputs at once and live
updates to content. For instance, in session 7, the team initially
talked about an approach where the generated content would up-
date in real-time as the user manipulated the prompt parameters.
The designer then mentioned difficulty tracking the input and out-
put correspondence:

UX7: “How do we ensure the model delivers what users
are looking for on the first or perhaps second attempt,
as quickly as possible, without requiring them to exten-
sively explore options? If we continuously display live
results, there’s a significant chance we might lose track
or not recognize if it meets the user’s initial expecta-
tions, especially if they keep adjusting their inputs to
experiment...”

Participants were curious about the right level of information
to seek from end-users, aiming to define a prompt structure that
effectively captures user intent without overwhelming them with
questions. UX 13 and PM 13 discuss the importance of designing
a decision tree that guides users through the content generation
process, suggesting a dynamic interaction model that evolves based
on user input:

UX13: “What’s the maximum number of questions we
can ask before it’s too many? What’s the user experience
on the page? We need to consider the flow, how much
information to provide, and the sequence of questions.”
PM13: ‘Tt seems we’re creating a decision tree. Depend-
ing on the input, some of it will lead to content gen-
eration, while others will guide us through different
decision-making paths based on questions and answers.”

These discussions highlight how closely connected the process of
designing prompts and the user interface is when building genera-
tive Al applications. In summary, in most sessions teams considered
how users will input information, how detailed the prompts need
to be, and focusing on creating a good overall experience.

4.3 Challenges of Prompt Sensitivity in
Prototyping

In the course of prototyping and evaluating prompts, teams grap-
pled with complex design choices on how to effectively harness
LLMs to create intuitive and efficient user interfaces that cater to
the specific needs of marketing professionals. The vast array of
potential questions and the overwhelming list of considerations
presented significant challenges to design. Here will present find-
ings on three key aspects of LLM design materials that introduced
friction and uncertainty in prototyping.

4.3.1 Acquiring Predictive Models of LLMs. In many sessions, teams
encountered unexpected and surprising outputs from the LLM that
both intrigued and challenged their understanding of generative
Al models. For instance, in one session, the LLM added its own
content around prizes for a competition when it was not something
mentioned in the input prompt. As PM 12 comments:

PM12: “[output: It could be seen by millions of fans,]

which I like. It even specified when the competition

ended and what the winners would receive—details I
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hadn’t mentioned. It also came up with the prizes on
its own, which is fine by me. It’s fascinating to see it
mention NBA team joggers. I wonder, is that even a
thing?”

These instances provided valuable insights into the LLM’s poten-
tial for creativity but also underscored the need for careful prompt
engineering and output verification. Another significant challenge
lay in breaking down the final output into sub-items and debug-
ging outputs. Teams sought to define clear goals for the product,
aiming to deliver content that precisely met the marketing team’s
needs. However, discrepancies in output length and content accu-
racy prompted reevaluation. As PM 10 commented: T said it should
be at least 100 characters...It kind of ignored your requirements. It’s
174. Again, with these models, they are just so probabilistic that who
knows what is actually going on...” In a similar vein, looking at the
output “imagine having skin that is so soft and smooth you can’t
help but touch it” UX 1 commented “it’s not that inspiring...I'm
challenged to think, how do we get it to come back with a more cre-
ative response?” indicating the difficulties in aligning the LLM’s
outputs with specific design criteria. Moreover, the continuous
sensemaking process—where teams attempt to discern the model’s
behavior, highlights the challenge of reliably predicting and man-
aging outcomes due to the model’s sensitivity to specific prompt
wording.

4.3.2  Assumptions and Stereotypes In Crafting Prompts. We ob-
served that the process of designing prompts also brings to the
forefront the nuanced challenge of navigating the team’s assump-
tions and stereotypes. In four sessions, the LLM’s response to inputs
inadvertently reinforced stereotypical notions based on the way
prompts were structured. For example, in discussions about tar-
geting specific demographics, the underlying assumptions about
interests and behaviors played a significant role in shaping the
prompts given to the LLM. Such assumptions, while aimed at tai-
loring content to perceived user preferences, also highlighted the
tradeoffs between personalization and the reinforcement of stereo-
types. As PM8 noted, “When considering Tesla, the target audience
we’re focusing on primarily consists of males around the age group
of 35. This demographic is central to our user base for this particular
car category.” In a separate session, UX1 ideated on examples for
the LLM, illustrating the specificity sought in targeting the Ad yet
risking oversimplification:

UX1: “If I were to tailor a campaign specifically for

females, I'd consider how to adjust the messaging

differently than I would for males. For instance, a

male-targeted ad might depict someone covered in

mud after a hard day’s work, suggesting the need for

a gentle cleaner. However, 'm not sure I'd approach

a female-targeted campaign in the same manner”

We can see that as teams navigate the assumptions and stereo-
types inherent in crafting prompts, they are also negotiating the
broader impacts of their design decisions on societal norms and
values.

4.3.3  Overfitting Prompts to Specific Examples. Across all sessions,
teams made use of examples from existing campaigns in the prompt
prototyping process. We observed that this can be a concern in the
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generated outputs in which the model is too closely tailored to
the specific examples it has been trained on, limiting its ability to
produce diverse and broadly applicable outputs. In fact, in one of the
sessions, PM 13 expressed astonishment at the model’s capability to
generate content from a single example: “I’'m amazed that they can
do this much from one example...these examples are all very similar to
the first example since they’re all generated from the first example” but
also noted the necessity for more comprehensive market research
to ensure diversity in the generated examples. Given the lack of
familiarity with prototyping generative Al applications, we noticed
this tension across teams between zooming into specific use cases
to refine the prompt design and the need to ensure that models can
generalize across diverse scenarios.

To summarize this section, we find that in prototyping generative
Al applications, teams constantly need to balance the specificity of
prompts with the goal of achieving broad applicability in their AI
models. They encountered challenges like prompt sensitivity and
complex evaluation needs while at the same time defining goals
and metrics for success, which required careful deliberation across
different roles and expertise.

5 DISCUSSION

Our findings show that prototyping generative Al applications is
dependent on the teams’ ability to work with ‘content’ as a design
material. Given the broad and dynamic capabilities of generative
Al models, anchoring on content gave participants a familiar refer-
ential common ground [13] to identify prompt intentions, engage in
prompt engineering, and iteratively evaluate the generated output
(Figure 1). The content-centric approach also allowed participants
across each role to bring in their own role-specific perspectives,
such as identifying feature vectors based on content, defining sub-
jective and human-centric evaluation metrics, and grounding the
prototyping process within the end-user content creation work-
flows. Overall, while anchoring on content made it possible for our
participants (who are new to generative Al prototyping) to engage
in design thinking across instructions, interface, and use contexts,
our findings also highlighted several unintentional constraints and
potential limitations that we need to account for in this emerging
approach to design. Our observed challenges regarding prompt
designing, debugging, and evaluation align with prior work [36].
In addition, we find a content-centric approach can potentially
lead to implicit assumptions, overfitting design solutions to spe-
cific example content, reinforcing existing biases, and introducing
generalizability and scalability issues as well as legal and ethical
complications. Here, we reflect on the observed strategies and chal-
lenges and the shifting nature of prototyping from the previous
task-specific human-AI design to the now generative Al design.

5.1 The Shifting Nature of Prototyping: From
Task-Specific to Generative Al

In prior iterations of human-AI design, HCI researchers have iden-
tified Al-first and Ul-first approaches to Al software design and
proposed alternatives by considering alignment between Al and UX
components [64, 67, 82]. The emphasis has been on collaboration
across roles in which UX design and Al engineering can happen in
parallel by informing and constraining each other. However, with
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generative Al models, these distinctions between Al and UI and
design and engineering are blurry as the focus shifts towards
leveraging prompt engineering as a means to design and implement
functionality. In our sessions, we noted that both designers and en-
gineers encountered an initial hurdle (or cold-start problem) where
each group tended to rely on the expertise of the other or assumed
that the responsibility for prototyping (prompt ‘engineering’) fell
outside their purview. This mutual dependency and misalignment
of expectations created initial obstacles to the prototyping pro-
cess. In contrast to earlier models of human-AI design, where each
role operated with its own specific design representations—such
as interface designs for UI/UX designers and Al specifications for
engineers-they are now working with the same design representa-
tion, i.e., prompts.

Based on how teams authored the prompts, we identified four
main sub-components of a prompt that include (1) the input con-
text, (2) the system instructions, (3) the output constraints, and
(4) few-shot examples (Figure 3). The input context provides the
generative model with the necessary background or situational con-
text to understand the task at hand. It encompasses specific details
that the end-user might provide when using the prompt to tailor
the generated response. The system instructions are commands or
requests detailing what the model is expected to do and specify the
task, action, or outputs desired from the Al The output constraints
provide guidelines or boundaries for the generated response. In our
sessions, these constraints included stylistic aspects such as format
and length of response as well as high-level guardrails, e.g., asking
the model not to generate harmful content. Finally, the few-shot
examples provided the model with illustrative content that implic-
itly indicated the desired nature of the output or behavior expected
of the generative model. In addition to the ‘anatomy’ of a prompt,
our findings revealed how teams strategically approached thinking
about these components and how different roles contributed to
the prompt components. Designers who have expertise in crafting
interfaces and designing input/output flows found themselves par-
ticularly drawn to utilizing prompts as a metaphorical ‘template’
during the prototyping process. Conversely, certain design partici-
pants encountered challenges in understanding the concept of few-
shot examples within prompts, a technique fundamentally rooted
in engineering principles. Given the interconnected nature of these
sub-components, and as shown in our findings— prototyping involv-
ing refining information across the various sub-components-led to
blurred lines between roles and design representations.

This merging of roles and responsibilities has obscured individ-
ual agency and ownership, challenging the conventional division
of tasks, such as modular design principles within project teams.
Further, in identifying issues with separation of concerns, Sub-
ramonyam et al. advocate for the concept of “leaky abstractions”
which allow for some overlap across boundaries while preserving
distinct design artifacts specific to each role [64]. However, in the
context of generative Al prototyping, these separations become
even more indistinct, with shared artifacts and process integration
further blurring the lines between different roles. It remains an
open question how this evolving dynamic will impact the definition
of roles, the nature of design representations, and the methodolo-
gies employed in prototyping generative Al applications. Future
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research should look at how distinct roles and expertise can effec-
tively contribute to crafting instructions for generative Al

5.1.1  From Data Centric to Content Centric Design: Data and con-
tent offer both overlapping and unique viewpoints in the context of
Al design. Data is considered the backbone of machine learning, and
prior work has looked at how designers can use data to understand
ML model behaviors, engage in divergent and convergent design
thinking, collaborate, and evaluate Al applications [20, 27, 66, 67].
In this regard, generative Al models are similar in that they are
trained on high volumes of diverse content and can autonomously
generate new, contextually relevant outputs that mirror, comple-
ment, or expand upon the data they have been exposed to. However,
data in bespoke ML model serves distinct roles — including training
datasets, human-provided inputs, and the generation of data-driven
outputs— providing a greater degree of freedom for teams. Work-
ing with data as design probes allows teams to achieve alignment
across Al Ul and human end-users. With generative Al models,
the scope of content is rather vast, yet there’s a notable limitation
in the flexibility to craft user experiences that intuitively accom-
modate custom tasks without compelling end-users to manually
create their own prompts. However, we observed that by taking
a content-centric approach, teams attempted to recover some of
the lost degrees of freedom in crafting better designs for end users.
Drawing on Terry et al’s work on Al alignment [68], we find that
the key components of content-centric prototyping have parallels
with the process of achieving Al alignment. In our study, teams
made use of example content to operationalize the concepts of spec-
ification alignment (the ability of Al systems to correctly interpret
a user’s intent) and process alignment (the ability of the user to
influence the process by which the Al generates the output) in
nuanced ways to enhance the interaction between users and Al
systems. We observed this, especially when participants attempted
to reverse engineer prompts into specific requirements and as they
sought to discern the process behind content creation.

Despite these benefits, our findings also highlighted potential
pitfalls to content-centric prototyping. In working with content
as a design material, teams made implicit assumptions about cul-
tural norms, user behaviors, content formats, concept abstractions,
etc., which may not be universally applicable or might exclude
important user demographics, leading to systems that perform well
under narrow conditions but fail to address a broader spectrum of
needs and contexts. Crucially, these design choices often remain
undocumented and invisible to end-users, not clearly reflected
through the user interface’s affordances. For instance, the software
team’s predefined notions of tone and emotions embedded within
the prompt may not be apparent to end users. This discrepancy can
lead to a misalignment between the users’ mental models and their
expectations regarding the application’s behavior [65]. Additionally,
teams made use of the web to search and retrieve example content
for prototyping. When content is sourced from public or third-party
repositories, the legal rights to use this content in training Al sys-
tems must be carefully considered to avoid copyright infringement.
Granted, this is likely a consequence of our study design, future
work should explore strategies for responsibly using content,
including developing guidelines for ethically sourcing and utilizing
data, ensuring compliance with copyright laws, and implementing
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Figure 3: Four Main Components of a Prompt Prototype.

robust procedures for obtaining necessary permissions. Finally, de-
signing prompts around specific examples or narrowly defined
content can result in overfitting, where the model performs
poorly in new contexts.

5.1.2  Designing for Expanded Degrees of Freedom in Use. Unlike
task-specific models with focused behavior and inputs and outputs,
generative Al models exhibit dynamic capabilities and can imple-
ment ad-hoc functionality in response to prompts. Our findings
show that teams faced challenges in deliberately crafting the spe-
cific tasks that the prompts were intended to execute. For instance,
teams ideated several approaches ranging from specific prompts to
set the tone of the content to broad prompts that generate the en-
tire content given some marketing value proposition. As reported,
in many sessions, teams made use of generative Al as a domain
expert collaborator to generate fuzzy specifications regarding what
tasks and functionalities the model should support. We foresee
that executing user research to address a potentially wide array
of needs (thereby utilizing the expanded degree of freedom in use
that generative Al offers) could present its own set of challenges.
Despite its tendency to generalize across vast amounts of infor-
mation, generative Al can still serve as a valuable initial reference
point for identifying and shaping prompt intentions. Future work
should focus on a combination of these methods, enhancing
the integration of generative Al in the early stages of design
and user-researcher-in-the-loop to gain insights into the diverse
needs and preferences of users.

5.2 Limitations

Given the novelty of generative Al in software products and con-
straints to gathering process-related data in real-world teams, we
focused on a controlled design study with a pre-determined appli-
cation context, i.e., marketing content creation. While this setup
allowed us to glean insights into prompt prototyping and collabo-
ration, it may not be representative of real-world teams. The com-
plexity and variability inherent in different projects, industries, and
team structures are likely to influence the process and outcomes
of generative Al design in ways not fully explored in our study.

Second, we did not include domain experts, in our case, marketing
content creators, copyright specialists, etc. While our study is rep-
resentative of typical roles in software product teams, including
individuals with specialized expertise could have influenced how
teams curated and interpreted marketing content, leading to differ-
ent outcomes. Hence, we largely focus our analysis and discussion
on the process we observed while cautiously reporting potential
pitfalls to content-centric prototyping. Additionally, our focus on
a specific application area means that potential pitfalls and lim-
itations identified in our study may not comprehensively cover
the spectrum of challenges faced by teams working across various
domains and with different types of content and user needs.

6 CONCLUSION

Generative Al models as a design material offer a dynamic opera-
tional scope with support for varied functionality while constrain-
ing the degree of freedom software teams have in working with
pre-trained models. In this work, we investigate how collaborative
software teams prototype generative Al applications by engaging in
prompt engineering. Unlike end-users crafting their own prompts
for bespoke tasks, teams prototyping applications need to care-
fully align the prompt instructions with human-centered values
while at the same time ensuring they support diverse users and
contexts. By conducting a design study with 39 practitioners, we
identified a content-centric prototyping approach. In working with
content as a design material, collaborative teams applied different
strategies to design and evaluate the prompts. We also identified
potential challenges and pitfalls due to the high sensitivity of gen-
erative models to prompts and overreliance on example content.
Finally, we contrast content-centric prototyping with prior work
on human-AI design and highlight considerations for collaborative
teams working on generative Al applications.
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