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Figure 1: CLEAR and CLEARFAIRY overview. CLEAR structures creative professionals’ workflows into cognitive decision steps,
while CLEARFAIRY implements this framework through in-situ questioning, workflow segmentation, a plugin-based capture

system, and cognitive decision step documentation.
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Abstract

Capturing professionals’ decision-making in creative workflows
is essential for reflection, collaboration, and knowledge sharing,
yet existing methods often leave rationales incomplete and implicit
decisions hidden. To address this, we present CLEAR framework that
structures reasoning into cognitive decision steps—linked units of
actions, artifacts, and self-explanations that make decisions trace-
able. Building on this framework, we introduce CLEARFAIRY, a
think-aloud AI assistant for UI design that detects weak expla-
nations, asks lightweight clarifying questions, and infers missing
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rationales to ease the knowledge-sharing burden. In a study with
twelve creative professionals, 85% of CLEARFAIRY’s inferred ra-
tionales were accepted, increasing strong explanations from 14%
to over 83% of decision steps without adding cognitive demand.
The captured steps also enhanced generative Al agents in Figma,
yielding next-action predictions better aligned with professionals
and producing more coherent design outcomes. For future research
on human knowledge-grounded creative Al agents, we release a
dataset of captured 417 decision steps.

CCS Concepts

« Human-centered computing — Interactive systems and
tools.
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1 Introduction

Capturing and documenting professionals’ cognitive processes and
decision-making during creative workflows (e.g., design, writing, or
video editing) is essential to understanding professional knowledge
and applying this knowledge [23]. As decisions in creative contexts
often rely on heuristics and contextual insights, uncovering the
underlying rationale is key in understanding each decision [44].
Since much of creative work takes place in traceable software,
professionals’ decisions and rationales can be documented, where
these documentations can support self-reflection [3], foster mutual
understanding among collaborators [64], and enable knowledge
transfer from experts to novices [37]. Furthermore, these decisions
can be collected as datasets to analyze large-scale patterns [6, 83]
or to train Al models that support creative workflows [24].

To capture such decisions for sharing and reuse, prior approaches
employ in-task annotations, retrospective interviews, and in-situ
self-explanations. Among these, self-explanation—where profes-
sionals verbalize their rationales while working—has been shown
to capture richer decision-making information than retrospective
reflection [11, 30], while also imposing a lower burden than in-task
annotations [40]. This advantage is more pronounced in artifact
creation workflows (e.g., 3D modeling or slide design) than in text
production (e.g., programming) as the verbalization complements,
rather than duplicates, the task’s modality—aligning with Mayer’s
Redundancy Principle [52]. Also, in creative domains such as UI/UX
design, self-explanation is a familiar practice for professionals as
they often prefer verbal explanations when documenting their de-
cisions [22].

However, self-explanation through verbalizing is not a natural
part of everyday design work; rather, it is typically elicited in con-
texts such as critique, mentoring, or documentation. Within these
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contexts, capturing high-quality explanations through verbalization
still faces important limitations. First, verbalized self-explanations
are often incomplete or result in “weak explanations” [18, 57]—
explanations that provide insufficient rationale for the decision—as
opposed to strong explanations. Second, while clarifying questions
are important for capturing sufficient decision rationales, answer-
ing every question in real time can interfere with the creative
process [51]. Third, verbal reports alone may not reveal implicit
decisions [66], which often require contextual linkage to workflow
traces (e.g., user actions or in-progress design artifacts) to surface
subtle cognitive processes [57]. While other methods such as screen
recordings can capture the user’s actions or artifacts, they do not
proactively segment users’ decision steps or elicit rationales.

To this end, we propose CLEAR, a conceptual framework designed
to support knowledge sharing and reusing through self-explanation
by structuring a creative professional’s cognitive processes into
“cognitive decision steps” (Figure 1). A cognitive decision step rep-
resents a unit of decision-making grounded in dynamically linked
self-explanations, actions, and artifacts that reflect contextual and
adaptive reasoning. The framework outlines how users’ streams
of explanations and actions can be segmented into cognitively
meaningful chunks, and how these chunks can be linked into dis-
crete decision steps. By making cognitive processes traceable and
interpretable, the framework enables fine-grained assessment of
users’ rationales in context by considering explanations, actions,
and artifacts together. It also provides a foundation for structured
knowledge capture, through which underspecified rationales can
be detected, clarified, and organized into decision steps. This, in
turn, supports the capture of higher-quality self-explanations.

Building on CLEAR, we introduce CLEARFAIRY, a think-aloud Al
assistant for the UI/UX domain (Figure 1). CLEARFAIRY captures a
professional’s series of cognitive decision steps while prompting
sufficient rationale from the user by automatically detecting weak
explanations and generating lightweight clarifying questions. Over
the course of a session, CLEARFAIRY progressively learns from a
user’s explanations to anticipate and infer rationales for future
decisions, which the user can simply verify or refine. In doing so,
the system reduces the burden of constant elaboration typically
imposed by clarification practices, while still ensuring that decision
rationales are captured in sufficient depth. CLEARFAIRY is imple-
mented as a Figma plugin !, embedding knowledge capture into the
design environment itself. As shown in Figure 1, it operationalizes
the CLEAR through a generative pipeline that segments decision
steps, evaluates the sufficiency of their rationales, elicits or infers
missing reasoning, and organizes the results into a structured work-
flow documentation.

To evaluate the effectiveness of CLEARFAIRY in capturing profes-
sionals’ cognitive decision steps within knowledge sharing scenar-
ios of creative workflows, we conducted a within-subjects study
with 12 creative professionals (i.e., interface design experts) across
two web design tasks, where CLEARFAIRY was compared to a base-
line think-aloud approach. CLEARFAIRY captured strong explana-
tions for 83.2% of all cognitive decision steps, compared to 13.9% in
the baseline. Notably, 85% of the system-inferred rationales were
accepted by participants, reflecting strong alignment with their

!https://www.figma.com/
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reasoning and easing the cognitive burden of decision justifica-
tion. Participants reported that the system’s inferences enabled
them to recall deeper rationales, supporting the capture of implicit
decisions—such as those based on expert conventions, aesthetic
intuition, and personal preferences.

To validate the practical utility of captured cognitive decision
steps, we explored two applications: (1) inferring professionals’
next actions, and (2) simulating their design actions through a
tool-calling agent to generate coherent design outcomes aligned
with professional practices. For next-action inference, in 66.7%
of cases, professionals preferred the actions inferred by a Large
Language Model (LLM) when it was provided with the cognitive
steps, rather than without them. For design simulation, we built a
ReAct-based [? ] LLM-powered design agent in Figma that generates
artifacts directly on the canvas. Providing captured decision steps
to this agent produced outputs that were rated as more structured,
detailed, and professionally aligned, compared to using only a task
prompt.

For future research, we release a dataset of 417 cognitive decision
steps from 12 creative professionals, each containing a decision,
associated actions, and rationale. Finally, we discuss broader impli-
cations of capturing implicit decision steps in creative workflows,
focusing on their potential to support learning and advance Al
agents.

This work presents the following contributions:

e CLEAR: A conceptual framework that proposes how to struc-
ture and capture “cognitive decision steps” in creative work-
flows for knowledge capture by linking action logs, self-
explanations, and artifacts.

o CLEARFAIRY: An Al assistant for knowledge capture based
on CLEAR and implemented as a Figma plugin that elicits
rationales behind decisions and progressively learns to infer
the creative professional’s rationale.

e Findings from a User Study (N=12): Demonstrating that
CLEARFAIRY helps professionals articulate implicit decisions
and capture significantly more strong explanations without
increasing the burden of knowledge-sharing.

e Cognitive Decision Steps with Reasoning Dataset: A
dataset that contains 417 cognitive decision steps captured
from creative professionals’ workflows, where each step
includes a decision and actions, contextual information, and
rationale behind the decision.

2 Related Work

Our work builds on prior research across workflow segmentation,
workflow capture tools, and generative model interventions to
support creative professionals’ reasoning and knowledge capture.

2.1 Workflow Segmentation: An Approach
Incorporating Rationale, Behavior, and
Artifacts

Workflow segmentation techniques have been proposed for di-

verse purposes, such as workflow navigation [67, 79, 87], key step

search [5, 39, 63], or authoring [8, 9, 42, 70]. To segment workflows,
prior work has primarily relied on application usage logs (e.g., com-

mands or tools) [9, 39, 42], specific keywords in transcripts [5, 79],
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or predefined sub-goals [34, 63, 91]. However, there is limited work
that explores workflow segmentation that reflects the subject’s
cognitive processes (e.g., knowledge and reasoning). Capturing a
subject’s cognitive process in a workflow—why certain decisions
were made [2, 44], what actions were taken [15], and what reason-
ing supports those decisions [92]—is crucial for knowledge sharing.
According to Lee [44], understanding a person’s cognitive process
requires identifying the “rationale” that explains “why” and “how” a
decision was made. Prior work [4, 54] also argued that, beyond this
rationale, it is crucial to capture the subject’s behavior and produce
artifacts to understand their implicit knowledge, reasoning, and
decision-making process in detail.

In this work, we propose a workflow segmentation approach,
called CLEAR, that focuses on capturing a human’s cognitive deci-
sion steps along with their underlying reasoning. Our approach
integrates the subject’s verbalized explanation, observed behaviors,
and generated artifacts to capture the subject’s cognitive process.

2.2 Workflow Capturing and Documentation
Tools

Workflow capture has been actively studied not only for knowledge
sharing but also for sharing collaborators’ decision-making pro-
cesses [36, 58, 62, 86] or enabling self-exploration of previously ex-
ecuted tasks [14]. For instance, Chronicle [25] and Screentrack [31]
record the overall workflow and log the user’s actions as a history.
Waken [1] tracks user interactions with tools by reverse engineer-
ing them from task recording video. To share decision-making
processes among collaborators, Winder [36] links user’s explana-
tions to workflow artifacts, and Charrette [58] allows users to save
and share subsets of work artifacts as snapshots. Prior work [26, 29]
also suggests that self-explanation through think-aloud protocols
can capture experts’ reasoning without drastically interfering in
their workflows. Building on this, Co-notate [71] enables users to
create video and audio recording to reflect on significant events
(e.g., problems, ideas, or decisions) during the design process. Addi-
tionally, Krosnick et al. [40] proposed think-aloud computing that
prompts users to share details during their workflows by visualizing
the type and amount of explanation needed.

Although prior work has actively explored self-explanation-
based workflow capture, these systems passively record user ac-
tions while relying on users to actively provide explanations. How-
ever, users may unintentionally overlook parts that should be ex-
plained [74]—often due to expert blind spots [56, 89]—but con-
tinuous self-explanation is burdensome [81]. Therefore, our work
presents a knowledge-capture tool that identifies points where ra-
tionales have been insufficiently explained in the user’s explanation
and proactively prompts users with clarification questions.

2.3 Generative Model’s Intervention to Support
Human’s Thought Process

As generative models, such as Large Language Models (LLMs) or
Vision-Language Models (VLMs), are capable of producing contex-
tually plausible answers or suggestions, prior work has investigated
how users can leverage these responses effectively. In particular,
generative models have been used to provoke student thinking
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in educational contexts [20, 97], prevent fixation and promote in-
spirational ideation [45, 48, 68, 75, 85, 93], and, more broadly, fa-
cilitate human critical thinking [13, 16, 46, 55]. To interactively
intervene in the human creative process, recent HCI research has
proposed systems that offer real-time, context-aware suggestions
to scaffold user reasoning and augment decision-making in various
tasks [7, 21, 49, 69, 73]. Beyond supporting creative and critical
thinking, researchers have also explored employing LLMs as inter-
active partners that help users better articulate their thoughts by in-
ducing reflection [90]. For example, Thinking Assistants [61] poses
reflection-oriented inquiries grounded in expert knowledge, which
helped users reach better decisions, and Kumar et al. [41] showed
that LLM-supported self-reflection increased self-confidence and
improved learning outcomes in students.

While generative models have shown promise in supporting the
human thought processes through interventions, how such models
can elicit users’ self-explanation during workflows remains under-
explored. Specifically, think-aloud protocols could help externalize
reasoning but place the cognitive burden of what to explain and
when to users [57, 83], while generating clarification questions
can interrupt the task workflow [51]. To address these challenges,
we propose a system that leverages the reasoning capabilities of
generative models to reduce this burden by predicting missing infer-
ences and providing suggestions as knowledge capture progresses.
In doing so, our system functions as a copilot-style assistant that
supports rationale articulation, scaffolding users’ reasoning and
helping make implicit knowledge more explicit during creative
workflows.

3 CLEAR Framework: Cognitive Linking of
Explanations, Actions, and Results for
Decision Step Segmentation

This section introduces the CLEAR Framework, which is designed
to capture and analyze professionals’ decision-making in creative
workflows by dynamically linking explanations, actions, and their
resulting artifacts. Specifically, the framework proposes a method
for structuring users’ cognitive thought processes into flexible,
context-aware segments or decision steps—providing an in-depth,
contextual understanding of how the user reasons about their deci-
sions during complex tasks.

3.1 Definition of Cognitive Decision Step

We define a Cognitive Decision Step as “a unit of decision-making
defined based on dynamic, adaptive, and contextual boundaries,
comprising one or more linked explanations, actions, and artifacts.”
This concept serves as the fundamental unit in our framework.

Dynamic: While prior work has explored methods for cap-
turing decision-making units within users’ workflows, they fo-
cused on retrospective segmentation based on predetermined defini-
tions of sub-goals in the workflow [34, 63, 91] or significant action
types [9, 39, 42]. However, a creative task workflow consists of
diverse and sequential decisions, where capturing the rationale
behind these decisions as they occur is essential to gain a deeper
understanding of the user’s thought process [44, 72]. Thus, instead
of post-hoc segmentation, cognitive decision steps are structured
dynamically during the user’s workflow in real-time.
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Adaptive: Thought processes can vary across individuals based
on their expertise levels and task execution styles—influencing
the way that each individual makes decisions [78]. Due to these
differences, a user’s natural flow of thought in pursuit of one deci-
sion may vary not only across individuals but also depending on
expertise and task context.

An experienced Ul designer who wants to make a button stand out
might make it bigger, adjust its contrast with the background, and add a
drop shadow based on their knowledge of design trends. On the other
hand, a more novice designer with the same overall goal may first make
it bigger to differentiate it from other buttons, adjust its contrast so it
does not disappear in the background, and add a drop shadow to follow
references they collected.

In the example, although the outcome achieved by both designers
is the same, their thinking processes and individual decisions con-
sidered differ. Instead of fixed segments, each cognitive decision step
is flexibly bounded to capture variations in thought flow shaped by
individual differences, expertise, and task context.

Contextual: In a creative task workflow, each decision can only
be fully understood through the professionals’ explanations, actions,
and the resulting artifacts [57]. To understand a professional’s cog-
nitive decision steps within a workflow, it is necessary to observe
these elements at a fine-grained level and identify the contextual
links that bind them into decision steps. By examining these linked
explanations, actions, and artifacts together, one can gain a deeper
understanding of the professional’s decisions in context.

When editing a video, an editor might say, “This transition feels too
abrupt—I'll add a fade and slightly slow down the clip before it.”

Here, the editor’s explanation provides insight into their thinking
process but, to fully understand their cognitive decisions, we need
more context about the actions taken by the editor (e.g., what type
of fade was added, how much the clip slowed down) and the arti-
facts (e.g., what content is present in the previous and next clip).
Cognitive decision steps can represent the whole context by link-
ing the explanations, actions, and artifacts, which are cognitively
connected and relevant to a decision.

3.2 Components of a Cognitive Decision Step

In a self-explanation-based creative workflow capturing scenario,
CLEAR tracks three types of data: self-explanations, actions, and
artifacts resulting from the professional’s actions (Figure 2). Since
we focus on creative workflows, such as creation or editing that
produce an actual artifact, every action incurs changes in the artifact
(Figure 2-Action and Artifact). Each component provides unique
insights into the creative professional’s decision-making process:

¢ Explanations reveal the professional’s reasoning and intent
behind decisions.

e Actions show the digital interactions or operations per-
formed within a workflow.

o Artifacts represents the visual state of the workspace after
each action, recorded as screenshots that reflect the outcomes
of those actions.
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Explanation

(sentences)

Action
Artifact

Figure 2: Three main components (Explanation, Action, Ar-
tifact) for constructing Cognitive Decision Steps in CLEAR.
Explanations provide the rationale behind several actions,
and artifacts capture the resulting changes of each action.

These components are structured into cognitive decision steps
based on the following principles.

3.3 Principles for Forming Cognitive Decision
Steps

This section defines how the three components can be linked: that
is, how they can be considered cognitively connected and thus
belong to the same cognitive decision step. Humans tend to speak
and act in ways that reflect their ongoing thinking, leading to a
coherent sequence of behavior. However, such cognitive relation-
ships are often implicit and not directly observable. To address this,
we propose objective rules for identifying cognitive links among
low-level units of explanation, action, and artifact.

Building on these principles, we introduce an approach for struc-
turing cognitive decision steps based on the natural continuity and
interrelation between explanations, actions, and their resulting ar-
tifacts. Rather than imposing a predefined structure, our method
identifies cognitive coherence through the following patterns:

e Cognitively Linked Explanations: A sequence of expla-
nations is directly linked in meaning and refers to the same
object or sub-goal.

e Cognitively Linked Actions and Their Resulting Arti-
facts: Multiple actions occur sequentially and are logically
connected in pursuit of a shared goal.

e Cognitively Linked Explanations and Actions-Artifacts:
An explanation explicitly refers to a specific action or arti-
facts, or an action clearly reflects a preceding explanation.

3.3.1 Cognitively Linked Explanations. When a series of explana-
tions flows continuously around the same object or intent, they
often reflect a single cognitive unit in working memory rather than
discrete steps, aligning with chunking theory in verbal protocols
[12, 18, 19, 53]. In other words, uninterrupted segments of speech
are likely already grouped based on a meaningful connection in
the speaker’s mind, so capturing them as a single decision step also
aligns with how our limited working memory naturally bundles
linked information.

We define cognitively linked explanations by identifying cases
where consecutive sentences describe the same mentioned pur-
pose or element, indicating that they originate from the same
decision step (Figure 3). Even if some remarks are separated in time
or interspersed with other thoughts, as long as they explicitly refer
back to the same element or intent, they can be chunked into a
single step in the timeline of decision-making.
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Figure 3: Construction of cognitively linked explanations.
Cognitively linked explanations are created when consecu-
tive utterances refer to the same goal or element within the
workflow.

Action

Artifact

Cognitively Linked

Action

Artifact

on on on on
Element A, C, F, G (same action) Element E  Element D Element B (continuously)

Figure 4: Construction of cognitively linked actions with
artifacts. Cognitively linked actions are formed when the
same action is performed on multiple elements, or when a
sequence of actions is performed on the same element.

For instance, if a designer consistently refers to “making the button
more visible” across consecutive sentences, all such statements revolve
around the same design goal and thus can be considered one cognitive
unit (e.g., “I want to make it bolder. Let’s change the color. Maybe also
adjust the size a bit”).

3.3.2  Cognitively Linked Actions and Their Resulting Artifacts. When
multiple sequential actions take place under a sub-goal, they can
form a “chunked action”, an idea rooted in the extension of chunk-
ing from memory items to motor or procedural steps [43, 84]. By
grouping linked actions together into one coherent unit, we reflect
how people perform consecutive actions in a cognitive decision
step.

In particular, in a creative workflow, we define that linked actions
can appear when various actions occur sequentially on one object
or when the same action is performed on multiple objects (Figure 4).

Consider a video editor is controlling hue adjustments on a single clip:
she first shifts the greens toward yellow to warm up the foliage, then
tweaks the reds to appear slightly more orange for skin tone correction.
Though each change is a separate action, these are all parts of a single
linked action aimed at adjusting the hue of the clip.

The editor can also give a cross-dissolve transition effect to multiple
clips at once to make the transition smooth. This kind of action should
also be considered a linked action.

3.3.3 Cognitively Linked Explanations and Actions & Artifacts. Af-
ter making links introduced in the previous steps, links between
explanations and actions can be confirmed. If an explanation refer-
ences a specific action or artifact—or an action clearly manifests
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Figure 5: Formation of a Cognitive Decision Step by linking
explanations with linked actions and artifacts. A cognitive
link is established when an explanation directly refers to an
associated action or artifact’s part.

a prior explanation—both are best treated as a single cognitive de-
cision step, because explicit connections in discourse [10, 38, 82]
or event structure [95, 96] naturally bind them into one conceptual
unit. This dynamic linkage—whether through direct mention or
bridging inferences—indicates that explanation and action with its
results are cognitively inseparable, forming one integrated decision
step.

We define cognitively linked explanations and actions (with their
changes on the results) by identifying cases where an explanation
explicitly describes an action before or after it is performed, as well
as instances where an action is a direct response to an explanation
(Figure 5). These criteria establish a cognitive connection between
what a user articulates and what they do, enabling a structured
understanding of their decision-making process.

4 Design Goals

Based on the proposed CLEAR, we design a system to capture cre-

ative professionals’ explicit and implicit decisions during these

processes. Here, we define three design goals for this system:
DG1: Structure the professional’s workflow based on their
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£ Recording in Progress...

Let's Capture Your Workflow! Recording in Progress... e
/ @
o 2 There are 2 questions
on your workflow!
» o o

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 6: CLEARFAIRY as a Figma plugin. Users can capture
their workflow by clicking the recording icon, as shown in (a)
and (b). (c) shows the interface when a clarification question
is generated by CLEARFAIRY.

their decisions [19]. To address this, we aim to identify decisions
where an expert’s rationale is insufficient and prompt clarifications
from the user through context-aware, question-based interactions,
while allowing them to respond at lightweight, opportune moments
without disrupting their workflow.

DG3: Infer the professional’s rationale and document their
decision steps to reduce the burden of knowledge-sharing.:
While a professional engages in a workflow, asking them to self-
explain and prompting them with clarification questions can po-
tentially capture their cognitive processes and decisions. However,
repeatedly answering such questions could impose a significant
knowledge-sharing burden that can disrupt the creative work-
flow [51, 83]. To alleviate this burden, we aim to infer the rationale
behind a professional’s decision automatically based on their previ-
ously captured decision steps.

5 CLEARFAIRY

In this section, we introduce CLEARFAIRY through a user scenario,
followed by a detailed description of its pipeline.

5.1 User Scenario and Interface

With about five years of experience as an interface designer, Lillie
is preparing materials to show junior designers at her company

cognitive decision-making process through their self-explanations,how she makes design choices and why. While working on her

action logs, and task artifacts.: A creative professional’s exper-
tise and knowledge are embedded in their decision-making process
within the context of a task and are reflected through their self-
explanations, actions, and their resulting artifacts [4, 54]. Thus,
we aim to capture data from all three channels and, by identify-
ing interconnections between these, we can then structure and
contextualize the professionals’ overall decision-making process.
DG2: Detect insufficient rationales in professionals’ deci-
sions and clarify reasoning through in-situ prompting.: Due
to inherent blind spots [56, 89] and the cognitive load associated
with generating detailed self-explanations [57], experts tend to pro-
vide weak explanations [26] with insufficient rationale for their
decisions. While professionals can be asked to clarify after complet-
ing their workflows, this risks losing critical information regarding

company’s website landing page, Lillie realizes that this could be
an ideal moment to explain to junior designers how to apply the
company’s design style and rules. Instead of separately working on
these materials, she decides to use CLEARFAIRY to document and
explain her decisions while performing her own actual workflow.

CLEARFAIRY is implemented as a Figma plugin (Figure 6) and dis-
plays all documented decisions through a web interface (Figure 9).
As Lillie begins designing in Figma, she clicks the “record” icon
button in CLEARFAIRY and provides self-explanations of her design
process in a think-aloud manner.

During the process of explaining her workflow while placing the
necessary elements in the top bar of the landing page, Lillie sees
an alert in CLEARFAIRY with two questions about the current state
of the work. She decides to finish designing the top bar first before
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answering the questions. Once complete, she clicks the “recording
stop” button and then opens the questions (Figure 7-a). One question
asked: “I was wondering why you chose to place the logo on the
left and the Sign in and Register buttons on the right. What was the
reasoning behind this layout choice for the landing page?” Another
question asked: “I'm also curious about why the Sign in and Register
buttons on the right are styled differently” The design elements
that the questions reference are marked (Figure 7-b), and when
Lillie clicks on a question, CLEARFAIRY adjusts the view to display
the respective elements (Figure 7-c).

Lillie clicks the recording button for each question and answers
these questions in detail, explaining the rationale for each design
decision. For the first question about why the logo was placed on the
left and the Sign in/Register buttons on the right, she explains that
this arrangement follows a familiar convention and helps maintain
a clean, balanced layout that makes key actions easy to locate. Then,
Lillie returns to the design work and resumes the recording process.

Once the top bar color and text button placement are finalized,
Lillie again receives an alert in CLEARFAIRY indicating there are
two new questions. After pausing the recording and checking the
questions, Lillie sees that CLEARFAIRY now shows its own inferred
rationale for why she may have made those design decisions, along-
side the questions (Figure 8). For example, CLEARFAIRY infers that
the index button spacing of 32px was chosen to create a clean layout
that works well with the current button sizes, and that the styling
of the selected index button follows the main black color theme
to maintain a consistent visual identity. Lillie judges one of these
inferred rationales to be correct and clicks the “Correct” button. For
the other question, she feels she could offer additional reasons for
the decision, so Lillie directly answers it.

CLEARFAIRY also provides a documentation webpage that consol-
idates the captured design process (Figure 9). This page organizes
each decision together with its rationale, the system’s clarifying
questions, and the user’s answers, ensuring that the reasoning is
preserved alongside the design artifacts. By continuously updating
this record as Lillie progresses through the landing page, CLEAR-
FAIRY creates a living documentation of the workflow that can be
revisited, shared, or reused later.

5.2 Technical Pipeline

In this section, we describe the technical pipelines of CLEARFAIRY.
The technical pipeline consists of five interconnected components,
each supporting a key stage in the real-time structuring of cognitive
decision steps. As illustrated in Figure 10, the system begins by
segmenting the user’s workflow into cognitive decision steps. It
then evaluates the sufficiency of the rationale for each step and,
when needed, prompts clarification or infers missing reasoning.
Finally, it documents the structured decision steps into a searchable
and reusable format.

The five components of the pipeline are:

CLEAR-Based Workflow Segmentation Pipeline: Automati-
cally segment a creative professional’s workflow into their cognitive
decision steps (Figure 10-a)

Rationale Evaluation Module: Detect cases where the expla-
nation provided by the user in a cognitive decision step either
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contains insufficient rationale (a weak explanation) or provides no
rationale at all (Figure 10-b).

Question Generation Module: In the case of decision steps
that have a weak or empty rationale, generate and prompt rationale
clarification questions (Figure 10-c).

Rationale Inference Module: Based on the decision steps’
rationale previously provided by the user, infer the user’s rationale
for a new decision step that has a weak or empty explanation
(Figure 10-d).

Decision Step Documentation Pipeline: This pipeline (Fig-
ure 10-e) documents the user’s workflow by summarizing (Decision
Step Summary Module) and organizing their cognitive decision
steps, including:

o Decision and Actions: the core design decisions and actions
(with their details) taken by the user in this step.

e Rationale: A detailed reason behind the user’s key decision.

e Progression: A detailed description of how the workflow
logically progressed based on the user’s decisions.

o Screenshots of Artifact: Visual records of the working arti-
fact.

e Rationale Clarification Question and Answer: If there was a
Q&A process in this step.

Each part employs various Large-Language Model- (LLM) and
Vision-Language Model- (VLM) based prompting methods.

5.2.1 Workflow Segmentation into User’s Cognitive Decision Steps
Based on CLEAR Framework. Based on the proposed CLEAR in Sec-
tion 3, we introduce a method for segmenting a design workflow
into the cognitive decision steps using the user’s think-aloud ex-
planations, action logs, and screenshots of the artifact.

To segment workflows into cognitive decision steps, we follow
a four-stage process designed to mirror how reasoning unfolds in
context. We first group related explanations and actions indepen-
dently, then link them based on semantic and visual context. Finally,
we assign any leftover statements to ensure coherence.

The pipeline consists of four modules that leverage LLM and
VLM: 1) sentence grouping (Sentence Linking Module), 2) action
grouping (Action Linking Module). 3) linking between sentences
and actions (Sentence and Action & Artifact Change Linking Mod-
ule), and 4) assigning remaining sentences (Sentence Assigning
Module).

Explanation sentence Linking Module. The user’s spoken
explanations are transcribed with STT (Google Cloud Speech-To-
Text?) and segmented into sentences using the KSS (Korean Sen-
tence Splitter) library.

To find linked sentences, we designed a few-shot prompt (Appen-
dix A.1.1) based on CLEAR (Section 3.3.1) which groups consecutive
sentences that describe the same: 1) design element (e.g., font, lay-
out, button), 2) properties (e.g., size, color, shape), 3) design purpose,
or 4) a specific design sub-task.

Action Linking Module. Based on Section 3.3.2, we defined
the rules for linking related actions when a user 1) performs the
same action consecutively on a single element or 2) takes the same
actions on multiple elements simultaneously. In Figma, we can track

2https://cloud.google.com/speech-to-text?hl=en



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

(a) (b)

Syl iferenty

Son et al.

Figure 7: User interaction with clarification questions in CLEARFAIRY. (a) shows a clarification question that appears after
the user stops recording. When the user hovers over the question in (a), a corresponding question mark is highlighted on the
workspace, as shown in (b). Clicking the question mark in (b) moves the viewpoint to the location of the question, as shown in

(©)-
Question #3
What guided the decision to set the
index button spacing to 32 on the
Question #1 landing page? Also, what was the

reasoning behind the styling of the

| was wondering why you chose to place currently selected button?

the logo on the left and the Sign in and
Register buttons on the right. What was
the reasoning behind this layout choice
for the landing page?
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N\ that works well with the current button sizes.
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Figure 8: Rationale inference in CLEARFAIRY. CLEARFAIRY
provides a rationale for the current decision based on the
user’s previous responses. The user can either accept the
inferred rationale by clicking the “Correct” button or provide
their own explanation using the microphone icon.

CLEARFAIRY s ®m@

(a) Workflow Screenshots

(b)Summary of
Cogpnitive Decision Step

(c) Clarification Question

(d) Answer

Figure 9: The documentation page for Cognitive Decision
Steps in CLEARFAIRY.

the user’s action log whenever an action event occurs by using the
Figma Plugin API 3.

The tracked action log stores the ID of the element on which the
action was performed and details related to the changes made to
that element (e.g., the type of property changed and the specifics
of the change). For each action log, we also capture a screenshot of
the entire Figma canvas and store it together with the log.

However, even if actions are performed consecutively on a single
element, they may have different purposes. For example, adjusting
the size of a rectangular button and changing its color could serve
different purposes, whereas resizing a rectangular button and mov-
ing its position might serve the same layout-related purpose. This
indicates that there are various ways to group actions performed
on a single element. We compared three methods of linking actions
on the same element and selected the approach that groups only
sequential identical actions on the same element (see Section 6.2.2).

Sentence and Action & Artifact Linking Module. After mak-
ing linked actions and linked sentences, establishing cognitive steps
requires linking the actions with the sentences by identifying their
relationships as we described in the Framework (Section 3.3.3). To
create these links, we designed a zero-shot VLM-based prompt
(Appendix A.1.2) that finds connections between action-screenshot
pairs and sentences.

To perform this task effectively, it is essential to understand
the design context. Rather than simply providing action logs and
sentences, we include the screenshots as input so that the VLM
can better comprehend the design context when creating the links.
Specifically, we designed a prompt that links each sentence group to
the relevant timestamp(s) in the action logs and their corresponding
artifact screenshots whenever the transcript describes or relates
to the design action or the artifact’s screenshot. Through this pro-
cess, segments composed of explanations, actions, and artifacts are
created.

Sentence Assigning Module. Since the segments created in
the previous linking process are formed solely based on clear and

3https://www.figma.com/plugin-docs/
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Figure 10: Technical pipeline of CLEARFAIRY. (a) CLEAR-based workflow segmentation pipeline, (b) rationale evaluation module,
(c) question generation module, (d) rationale inference module, and (e) decision step documentation pipeline.

objective relationships between sentences and between sentences
and actions, certain types of explanations—such as evaluations
or plans (“Looks fine” or “Now, I'm planning to revise this part
a bit further”) that might emerge in a think-aloud environment
[40]—could remain unlinked. To find and decide whether to include
these remaining sentences in the most relevant segment or not, we
designed another LLM-based assignment module (Appendix A.1.3).
In this module, we first gather any sentences not assigned to any
segment. For each missing sentence, we prompt the LLM with: (1)
the full transcript for broader context; (2) the unassigned sentence
itself; (3) the immediately preceding left segment, which is identified
by the grouped sentence number in the sentence grouping module;
and (4) the immediately following right segment. We instructed the
module to choose whether the unassigned sentence should attach
to the left segment, the right segment, or be left alone as “unrelated”,
based on semantic continuity and additional instructions (e.g., if
it describes an evaluation of a just-finished task, assign left; if it
proposes a plan for a next step, assign right). This ensures a more
natural grouping of any remaining think-aloud statements.

5.2.2 Rationale Evaluation Module on Cognitive Decision Steps. To
check whether each user’s decision steps contain a sufficient ratio-
nale for the decision or not, we designed an LLM-based rationale
evaluation module. A rationale is an explanation of how and why
an artifact, or some portion of it, is designed the way it is [72].
Rationale offers more than the decisions; it also offers the reasons
behind each decision, including its justification, other alternatives
considered, and argumentation leading to the decision [44].
Building upon the definition of weak and strong explanation
by Gruber and Russell [26], we defined three types of explana-
tion quality: sufficient rationale (“Strong explanation”), insufficient

rationale (“Weak explanation”), and empty rationale (“Empty ex-
planation”). Specifically, we defined a specific category within type
of explanation based on the prior work.

A strong explanation clearly demonstrates how and why a deci-
sion was made, often by 1) referencing situational relevant factors
(mark as S-SR) [27], 2) drawing on prior knowledge, principles, or
heuristics (S-PK) [2], or 3) considering alternatives with concrete
reasoning on the comparison dimensions (S-CA) [44]. A weak ex-
planation [26] depends on superficial justification on the situation
relevance (W-SR), personal preference & heuristics without refer-
encing relevant prior experience (W-PK), or lack of decision factors
even when alternatives are mentioned (W-CA). Finally, an empty
explanation provides little to no reasoning (E). These categories
reflect the essential details that a sufficient rationale must include.

We prompt the few-shot LLM-based module (Appendix A.2.1) by
providing (1) the definitions of each explanation category (Strong/
Weak/Empty) and (2) a single cognitive decision-step excerpt from
the transcript. We instruct the module to identify which of the
predefined categories (e.g., S-SR, S-PK, S-CA, W-SR, W-PK, W-
CA, E) apply to the designer’s explanation, along with a short
rationale for why those categories are chosen. After obtaining the
model’s output (e.g., S-SR, W-CA), the code groups the categories as
“Strong”, “Weak”, or “Empty”. It then applies simple logic to decide
on an overarching type: if both “Strong’ and “Weak” are present, it
becomes “strong”; if only “Weak” is present, it becomes “weak”; if
Empty is present alone, it becomes “empty”, and so on.

5.2.3 Question Generation Module. We designed a zero-shot LLM-
based module (Appendix A.3.1) that generates a clarification ques-
tion to prompt the users when the Rationale Evaluation Module’s
(Appendix A.2.1) output is “Weak” or “Empty” explanation. In this
prompt, we provide the definitions and criteria like in Appendix
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A.2.1 and the Rationale Evaluation together. Finally, the prompt
requests a specific, context-based follow-up question that could
address the explanation’s shortcomings and help transform it into
a “Strong Explanation”.

The generated questions are placed on the relevant design ob-
jects in Figma by calculating the object’s location in the decision
step’s action logs (Figure 7-c). By localizing the questions on their
workspace directly, the user can notice it without moving to a sep-
arate screen, and they can easily distinguish what parts require
more explanation to provide a sufficient rationale.

5.2.4 Decision Step Summary Module. To document the decision
step—when a decision step with a “strong explanation” is captured
or when the user responds to a clarification question—we designed
an VLM-based module (Appendix A.4.1 and A.4.2) that can sum-
marize the relevant decision step. We prompt the model with the
transcript containing that decision step, the specific decision step
(excerpted from the overall transcript), and screenshots of the arti-
facts included in the cognitive decision step. The model is instructed
to summarize the main design decisions, actions, rationale, and pro-
gression involved in the decision step. The output is then stored in
the database, displayed in the web system, and used as input for
the rationale inference module.

5.2.5 Rationale Inference Module. To lower the burden of respond-
ing to questions, we designed an LLM-based rationale inference
module (Appendix A.3.2) that infers a missing or insufficient ra-
tionale for a specific decision step by referencing the user’s past,
well-justified decisions. We provide the full transcript and the spe-
cific decision step, similar to the decision step summary module,
and the reasons why the rationale evaluation module classified it un-
der a weak or empty category, including the documented previous
decision step summaries.

We instruct the module to (1) review the full context and pinpoint
the decision step that lacks rationale, (2) examine previous decision
summaries for overlap in specific elements, actions, or design goals,
and (3) derive a plausible rationale based on any concretely simi-
lar past decisions, rather than abstract parallels or general design
principles.

5.3 Implementation Details

CLEARFAIRY is implemented as a Figma plugin based on the React]S
framework for front-end and a Python Flask server with SQLite
as the back-end. The LLM and VLM model in every module is
OpenAI's GPT-4o (gpt-40-2024-08-16) with a temperature of 0.3.
Our pipeline performs real-time segmentation when thresholds
are reached—for example, more than 20 action logs, more than 20
recognized sentences, or a pause longer than three seconds since
the last action.

6 Technical Evaluation

To evaluate the performance of our workflow segmentation pipeline
(Section 5.2.1) and rationale evaluation module (Section 5.2.2), we
conducted a technical evaluation through a data collection study.
In the study, we collected three types of workflow data from six
interface designers: 1) think-aloud recordings, 2) action log data,
and 3) screenshots of the entire content in the design file. Then,
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we processed the collected data to create ground-truth dataset of
cognitive decision steps and rationale evaluations for each decision
step, and then evaluated our pipeline’s output on this dataset.

6.1 Data Collection Study

To capture the self-explanations, action logs, and screenshots, we
invited designers to use our system without the question generation
and rationale inference features.

6.1.1  Participants. The study involved six professionals (4 females
and 2 males; Age_ MEAN=25.5, SD=1.2) who were compensated
at a rate of 50,000 KRW/hour for participation. Every participant
has an educational background in design (e.g., major in graphic
design, industrial design, or interface design) and design experience
of more than 1 year in their field (MEAN=2.9 years and SD=0.6).

6.1.2  Procedure. The data collection process was structured into
two phases that took around 60 minutes in total: an introduction
phase (15 mins) and a design task phase (40 mins). Participants
were instructed to imagine themselves as a live streamer who is
demonstrating and explaining their design process to a live audi-
ence. They worked on two given tasks: designing the main page
for a design portfolio website, and the project page for the same
website. During each task, participants were instructed to start the
system’s recording when they started a design step and stop the
recording when said step was completed. During recording, partic-
ipants explained their thought process following the think-aloud
protocol [18].

6.1.3  Statistics of the Collected Data. A total of 52 recordings were
collected, excluding three recordings due to excessively long ac-
tion logs that surpassed the gpt-40-2024-08-16 model’s max input
token length. The average length of a recording was 205.90 sec-
onds (SD=65.43, MIN=99, MAX=313), resulting in a total of 10,707
seconds of recorded data. The average number of action logs per
recording was 36.81 (SD=12.53, MIN=13, MAX=67), bringing the
total to 1,914 actions. The average number of sentences in the tran-
scribed audio was 14.85 per recording (SD=9.75, MIN=4, MAX=47),
totaling 772 sentences across all recordings.

6.1.4 Creating the Ground-Truth Dataset. To create the ground-
truth dataset, two authors watched through the recordings and
segmented them into decision steps. Specifically, the authors fo-
cused on segmenting the transcripts of the audio recordings. The
two authors first segmented the transcripts for 12 recordings (23%
of the total) individually and then compared the results. The inter-
rater reliability (IRR) based on Cohen’s Kappa was 0.672, indicating
substantial agreement. Any conflicts in the segmentations of the
initial 12 recordings were merged. Afterward, the two authors each
segmented 20 more videos, creating a ground-truth dataset of tran-
scripts segmented into decision steps for 52 recordings.

6.2 Performance of Cognitive Decision Step
Segmentation Pipeline

We verified the design of our segmentation pipeline by conducting

an ablation study where we tested the effect of each module in

Section 5.2.1. We compared the results with a baseline, which seg-
mented the recordings based on only the transcript data—adopting
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Condition WindowDiff Precision Recall F1

GAv1l_GS _SA 0.4668 0.7655 0.6696 0.6841
GAv2_GS_SA 0.5011 0.7583 0.7228 0.6976
GAv3_GS_SA 0.4712 0.7446  0.7532 0.7211
BASELINE 0.7624 0.5308 0.9270 0.6460

Table 1: Segmentation performance according to the method
for grouping actions. “GA” refers “Group Actions” with “v1”,
“v2”, and “v3” referring to the method. “GS” refers to “Group
Sentences” and “SA” to “Sentence Assigning”. Best perfor-
mance per column is in bold.

the segmentation prompt from TutoAI [8]. The baseline instructs an
LLM to segment the transcript at points where the user makes dis-
tinct decisions by considering the relationship between sentences
in the transcript. All modules in our pipeline and the baseline used
gpt-40-2024-08-16 through the OpenAl API with the temperature
set to 0.0.

6.2.1 Metrics. To evaluate the performance of segmentation, we
calculated the precision and recall of the predicted transcript seg-
mentations. Also, we utilized the WindowDiff metric [65], which
measures the difference between two texts by comparing the lengths
of matching and non-matching segments in a sliding window to
account for minor segmentation misalignments.

6.2.2 Results.

According to the approach for grouping actions. For our
Action Linking Module (Section 5.2.1), we considered that there
could be multiple distinct methods to group actions performed
on a single element in Figma. Rather than deciding on a single
method from the start, we explored how performance at segmenting
cognitive decision steps depends on how we link the actions on an
element. Specifically, we defined the following three versions of
action grouping:

e V1: Group all consecutive actions on a single element, re-
gardless of action type.

e V2: Group consecutive actions if they are all layout-related
(i.e., changing shape or position) or if they are all style-related
(i.e., any action not related to layout).

e V3: Group only consecutive identical actions.

We applied the same sentence grouping and assigning modules
in all cases, only varying the action grouping method to generate
cognitive decision steps, and then evaluated the results (Table 1).

Although V3 has the lowest precision among the three (V1:
0.7655, V2: 0.7583, V3: 0.7446), it achieves the highest recall (V1:
0.6696, V2: 0.7228, V3: 0.7532) and the highest F1 score (V1: 0.6841,
V2:0.6947, V3: 0.7211). In terms of WindowDiff, V1 and V3 show
similar results, indicating that the predicted segmentation for both
methods is highly similar to the ground truth. Although V1 shows
overall good performance, it groups too many actions together,
causing it to segment accurate decision steps too broadly and, con-
sequently, perform lower on recall.

In contrast, the baseline shows the lowest performance. Specifi-
cally, the baseline oversegments the transcript—leading it to achieve
high recall as it predicts a large number of segment boundaries,
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Condition WindowDiff Precision Recall F1

GAv3_GS_SA 0.4712 0.7446 0.7532 0.7211
GAv3_IS_SA 0.5955 0.5851 0.7529  0.6403
BASELINE 0.7624 0.5308 0.9270 0.6460

Table 2: Segmentation performance with and without the
sentence linking module.

Condition WindowDiff Precision Recall F1

GAv3_GS_SA 0.4712 0.7446  0.7532 0.7211

GAv3_GS_SI 0.5652 0.6555  0.8296  0.7066

BASELINE 0.7624 0.5308 0.9270  0.6460
Table 3: Segmentation performance with and without the
sentence assigning module.

but low recall as it subdivides the transcript more than the ground-
truth. The baseline also has the highest WindowDiff value further
indicating that the segmentation is not accurate. Based on these
results, we decided that our pipeline will perform action grouping
in the same approach as V3.

With or without the sentence grouping module. Table 2
demonstrates that sentence grouping (Section 5.2.1-Sentence Link-
ing) is necessary to achieve high performance when segmenting a
workflow into cognitive decision steps. Specifically, we compare
when the sentence grouping model is used (GAv3_GS_SA) to when
it is not used (GAv3_IS_SA). We observe that, without sentence
grouping, the WindowDiff value increases (GAv3_GS_SA: 0.4712;
GAv3_IS_SA: 0.5955) and the precision decreases (GAv3_GS_SA:
0.7446; GAv3_IS_SA: 0.5851). In other words, if mutually relevant
sentences are not linked first, the pipeline ends up generating many
segments, which leads to inaccurate results. Consequently, although
this condition produces a recall value similar to GA_GS_SA, this
is due to how it creates many segments, which also leads to many
inaccurate boundaries.

With or without the sentence assign module. Finally, there
may be cases where sentences are not directly tied to actions (such
as “evaluation” or “planning”) and remain unassigned, but they
could potentially be included within a decision step. We see that
the module responsible for assigning these sentences (Section 5.2.1-
Sentence Assigning) improves segmentation performance (Table 3).
Specifically we observe that, without this module, WindowDiff in-
creases (GAv3_GS_SA: 0.4712; GAv3_GS_SI: 0.5652) and precision
decreases (GAv3_GS_SA: 0.7446; GAv3_GS_SI: 0.6555). We observe
that the pipeline without this module (GAv3_GS_SI) simply in-
cludes ungrouped sentences as their own separate segments, which
increases the total number of segments. While this method does
not produce as many segments as the baseline, GAv3_GS_SI still
creates more segments than the ground truth, resulting in lower
precision and higher recall compared to GAv3_GS_SA.
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6.3 Performance of Rationale Evaluation
Module

Accurately evaluating whether a user has provided sufficient ratio-
nale for a cognitive decision step is crucial to ensure that CLEAR-
FAIRY only asks necessary clarification questions. In this section,
we assess how closely our Rationale Evaluation Module’s (Section
5.2.2) judgments align with human judgments.

6.3.1 Ground-Truth Dataset and Metrics.

Creating the Ground-Truth Dataset. From the 52 collected record-
ings, we created a total of 292 cognitive decision steps, with an
average of 48.67 decision steps per participant (SD=15.31, MAX=68,
MIN=32). For each of these collected steps, two authors evaluated
whether the step contained a strong, weak, or empty explanation
to create our ground-truth dataset. First, we randomly sampled
20% of all the decision steps (60 decision steps) and the two au-
thors independently evaluated all steps in this subset—resulting in
a Cohen’s Kappa of 0.705, indicating substantial agreement. Subse-
quently, each author annotated an additional 20% of the data and
creating a total of 180 annotated decision steps—around 65% of all
collected steps. Among these 180 data points, there were 30 strong
explanations, 108 weak explanations, and 42 empty explanations.

Metric. We calculated the average accuracy of the Rationale Eval-
uation Module by comparing its predicted evaluations of the ex-
planations for each cognitive step against the ground-truth evalua-
tions.

6.3.2 Results. The results indicate that our Rationale Evaluation
Module aligns with human evaluations for the decision steps with
80.19% accuracy (SD=1.4%). We report accuracy for each explana-
tion type: accuracy was 81.11% accuracy (SD=1.92%) for “Strong ex-
planations”, 77.78% (SD=1.5%) for “Weak explanations”, and 85.71%
accuracy (SD=2.38%) for “Empty explanations”.

7 User study

Our evaluation aims to address the following research questions:

e RQ1: How does CLEARFAIRY’s questioning and clarification
process during the user’s decision steps help in explaining
explicit and implicit decisions?

e RQ2: How is the rationale inferred by CLEARFAIRY received,
and what impact does providing such inference have on the
self-explanation process?

e RQ3:How can the decisions captured in the workflow through
CLEARFAIRY and the documented decisions be utilized?

To answer these research questions, we conducted a within-
subjects user study with eight interface designers, comparing CLEAR-
FAIRY with a baseline—a think-aloud condition without question-
based interaction—to evaluate its effectiveness in knowledge cap-
ture. We provided the designers with two different web design tasks,
and they performed self-explanation-based web design as a form
of design livestreaming? using both CLEARFAIRY and the baseline.

4https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cISHs94hNNc
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7.1 Participants

We recruited twelve creative professionals (compensated 50,000
KRW/hour) who either majored in design-related fields (e.g., graphic,
industrial, or interface design) and who are currently working as
interface or UI/UX designers. The participants (7 females and 5
males; MEAN_age=29.3, SD_age=3.8) had, on average, 5.5 years of
experience in UI/UX design (SD=4.1 years, MAX=15 years, MIN=1.4
years)

7.2 Task Design and Procedure

The study was conducted in person. Participants were assigned
two distinct web interface design tasks in a knowledge-sharing sce-
nario: one involved designing an HCI lab’s website, which required
making a wide range of design choices, and the other involved
designing a basic product page for an e-commerce website, which
entailed fewer design choices and adhered to more predefined rules.
We showed several examples of knowledge-sharing videos® before
starting the task.

To reflect realistic design workflows, participants prepared refer-
ence websites ahead of time and referred to them during the design
process. Standardized design assets were provided for both tasks.
For the lab website task, this included the lab name, introductory
text, and project information. For the e-commerce website task,
participants received product images, details, and product category
information.

Following a 15-minute introduction, participants worked for 30
minutes in each condition, either with CLEARFAIRY or the baseline
system. After each session, participants completed a survey lasting
approximately 5 minutes. The order of tasks and conditions was
counterbalanced to mitigate ordering effects. Finally, a 30-minute
in-depth interview was conducted to gather in-depth feedback. Dur-
ing the in-depth interview process, we reviewed the participant’s
documented decisions from the workflow together and discussed
usage scenarios regarding how these captured decisions could be
utilized either by themselves or by others (e.g., novice designers or
collaborators).

7.3 Measures

As a quantitative metric, we compared the total number of strong,
weak, and empty explanations at the level of each captured decision
step—evaluating whether each step included a sufficient rationale.
After the study, participants’ answers were processed by our ra-
tionale evaluation module (Section 5.2.2) to assess whether the
clarification process captured missing rationales. Additionally, in
the CLEARFAIRY condition, we measured the acceptance rate of
system-inferred rationales during the workflow.

For qualitative evaluation, we incorporated NASA-TLX items
[28] into the survey to assess task load and added questions to
gauge participants’ perceptions of the self-explanation-based work-
flow. These questions focused on whether the process clarified their
decision-making and underlying rationale, improved the articula-
tion of applied knowledge, promoted reflection on decisions, and
fostered metacognitive [50] insights. Participants also rated the
ease of expressing their knowledge, the perceived burden, and the

Shttps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Q2IlupOJHrzM
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overall effectiveness of capturing both explicit and implicit knowl-
edge (7-Likert scale). To analyze these non-parametric data, we
conducted a Wilcoxon signed-rank test.

During the in-depth interviews, participants compared the two
conditions in terms of the knowledge capture process and the cog-
nitive burdens experienced. Also, they discussed how sharing their
workflow while receiving system-generated questions differed from
similar real-world scenarios (such as giving presentations or teach-
ing over Zoom?®). In the CLEARFAIRY condition, we asked about
the impact, quantity, and quality of the system’s questions. Par-
ticipants also considered what knowledge or insights might have
been missed without questions and evaluated how capturing their
workflow in this manner could benefit both themselves and oth-
ers. Finally, while reviewing the documented decisions within the
workflow, we discussed how these captured decisions could be
utilized.

8 Results

This section describes the findings of our user study, organized
around the three research questions. First, we examine how CLEAR-
FAIRY’s questioning and clarification process supports users in
articulating both explicit and implicit rationales of their decision
steps (RQ1). Second, we analyze how the inferred rationales are
received and how they impact the self-explanation process, par-
ticularly in aspects of minimizing cognitive burden and enabling
deeper reflection (RQ2). Finally, we explore how the captured and
documented decisions can be utilized in various usage scenarios,
including by the designers themselves, novice designers, collabora-
tors, and design assistants in the form of generative agents (RQ3).

8.1 RQ1: Capturing Rationales Behind
Decisions

In the baseline and system conditions, participants created, on
average, 49.33 (SD=14.01) and 34.75 (SD=7.44) decision steps, re-
spectively, and provided weak or empty explanations for 86.14%
(SD=9.9%) and 80.67% (SD=10.58%) of those steps on average (Fig-
ure 12-Baseline). However, through the Q&A process with partici-
pants, CLEARFAIRY transformed an average of 79.13% (SD=9.52%)
of decision steps that were initially judged as weak or empty. As a
result, CLEARFAIRY captured strong explanations containing suffi-
cient rationale for 83.16% (SD=8.07%) of all decision steps explained
by participants. In contrast, in the baseline condition, only 13.86%
(SD=9.87%) of the captured decision steps were accompanied by
strong explanations (Figure 12-CLEARFAIRY).

Participants reported in the survey that during the self-explanation
process, the system’s questions enabled them to explain not only
their explicit decisions (Figure 11; Q16, Mean_diff=1.58, p<0.01)
but also those that were implicit decisions that felt so natural to
them that they would not have thought to explain them otherwise
(Figure 11; Q17, Mean_diff=3.42, p<0.01). Through this process,
participants noted that they were not only able to clarify their ra-
tionale more explicitly (Figure 11; Q7, Mean_diff=1.50, p<0.01), but
also articulate the knowledge they were drawing on (Figure 11; Q8,
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Mean_diff=1.33, p<0.01). Furthermore, they reported gaining a bet-
ter understanding of how to provide good explanations (Figure 11;
Q12, Mean_diff=1.75, p<0.01).

Participants (P1, P3, P5-P7, P9, P11-P12) explained that the
process enabled them to articulate implicit decisions that had pre-
viously felt too, natural, intuitive, or self-evident to describe. Also,
some participants (P2, P3, P5-P10) added that the questions cor-
responded well with their decision units and encouraged them to
reflect more deeply on the reasoning behind their decisions. Af-
ter going through this Q&A process, they also found it easier to
anticipate the kinds of questions that might follow based on the
explanations they had provided.

CLEARFAIRY’s Q&A process revealed several implicit knowledge
types that informed design decisions. For instance, decisions based
on expert conventions were noted when participants explained that
placing key elements—such as title or crucial navigation tabs—in
the upper-left corner aligns with standard reading patterns and
common industry practices. Similarly, aesthetic intuition played
a role, with participants describing adjustments to button colors,
background hues, or text highlights in order to maintain visual
harmony and convey a refined design tone. Some decisions were
influenced by personal preferences, where designers opted to retain
familiar system elements or choose device-specific layouts that best
suited their individual tastes. Additionally, tool usage experience
was evident as participants detailed leveraging features like Figma’s
auto-layout hug setting and component definition settings in their
design software to manage spacing efficiently and adapt to varying
content sizes. Decisions regarding the design process itself emerged
when participants emphasized setting up frames, grids, or transi-
tioning to subsequent design phases as foundational steps. Other
captured knowledge types included efficiency strategies, application
of design principles, and trial-and-error processes, such as reusing
and adjusting previous components, refining visual details, and
comparing layout alternatives.

8.2 ROQ2: Supporting Effective Knowledge
Sharing Without Added Burden

The Q&A process with CLEARFAIRY helped participants articulate
their rationales more easily and reduced the burden typically as-
sociated with knowledge sharing (Figure 11; Q15, Mean_diff=2.08,
p<0.01). Participants (P1, P6-P8, P10-P11) noted that, compared to
explaining continuously on their own in the baseline condition,
the prompted questions provided moments to pause and reflect
more deeply (Figure 11; Q9, Mean_diff=2.83, p<0.01). Despite feel-
ing there were more questions than typically asked by audiences,
all participants found the burden low due to the system’s inference
support. There is also no significant difference in NASA-TLX survey
results (Figure 11; Q1-Q6, p>0.05).

In the workflow, CLEARFAIRY generated an average of 20.25
inferred rationales (SD=8.59), accounting for 68.44% of weak and
empty explanations. Importantly, participants did not blindly accept
the system’s inferences: knowing that their responses would influ-
ence the quality of future inferences, they carefully reviewed each
one—on average supplementing 24.20% (SD=15.71%) and rejecting
15.01% (SD=6.68%) (Figure 12). While a few participants (P4 and
P10) felt that some inferences were slightly repetitive due to limited
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. NASA-TLX . Self-explanation Process - Knowledge capture

| felt a high level of mental demand while performing the task (Mental demand)

| felt a high level of physical demand while performing the task (Physical demand)
| felt a high level of time pressure while performing the task (Temporal demand)

| performed the task successfully (Performance)

The task required a lot of effort to complete (Effort)

| felt a lot of frustration while performing the task (Frustration)

The system helped clarify my decision-making process and its rationale.

The system helped me explain the knowledge | used in the workflow.

The system helped me reflect on my decisions.

The system supported metacognitive thinking about my decisions and next steps.

The system supported metacognitive thinking how to explain things more effectively.

The system helped me explain my workflow so others can understand it.
Using the system felt natural for sharing my knowledge.

The system made it easier to express my knowledge.

The system reduced the burden of expressing my knowledge.

The system helped me explain my explicit decisions and knowledge.

The system helped me explain my implicit decisions and knowledge.
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initial input, the majority (P1-P3, P5-P9, P11-P12) emphasized that nuanced rationales, which represented 24.2% (SD=15.71%) of all
these inferences helped them refine their reasoning. They often inference cases (Figure 12-CLEARFAIRY’s Inferred Rationale).

treated them as rationale-eliciting inferences, using the system’s Participants also found the interaction natural (Figure 11; Q13,
plausible suggestions as prompts to elaborate more detailed and Mean_diff=1.58, p<0.05), particularly appreciating the ability to

control response timing and resume their workflow smoothly. As
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they provided richer explanations, subsequent inferences became
more specific and aligned with their thinking, creating a productive
feedback loop. This loop also enabled participants to surface and
articulate hidden rationales that they would not have explained oth-
erwise, without adding extra burden. This process not only reduced
the burden of knowledge-sharing but also deepened reflection:
participants gained greater awareness of what they knew, the direc-
tion they were pursuing, and how they might proceed with their
work (Figure 11; Q10, Mean_diff=1.75, p<0.01; Q11, Mean_diff=1.92,
p<0.01), highlighting the system’s potential to support metacogni-
tive insight [50].

8.3 ROQ3: Diverse Usage Scenarios of Decisions
Captured by CLEARFAIRY

To explore how captured decision steps could be used in different
contexts during the interview session, we discussed the potential
value of documentation (Figure 9) from multiple perspectives: de-
signers themselves, novices, collaborators, and design agents.

From the Designer’s Own Perspective. Participants found the doc-
umented decision steps helpful for revisiting their own design ratio-
nale, especially during revision or when facing design challenges
(P3, P4, and P7, P10-P11). Some viewed it as a simulation before
explaining their work to others (P2 and P12), and others reflected on
how to streamline their future workflows (P6). Several participants
expressed interest in reusing the captured intuitions for future
projects (P3, P8-P9).

From the Perspective of Novice Designers. Participants believed the
documentation could help novices learn not just outcomes but also
trial-and-error processes and decision-making strategies (P1, P3, P6,
and P10). It was seen as a valuable educational tool to understand
how others tackle design problems, although filtering might be
necessary due to information density (P2, P7, and P11-P12).

From the Perspective of Collaborators. Participants noted that un-
derstanding the reasoning behind design decisions could improve
collaboration, especially when building shared design systems or
communicating with clients or developers (P1, P5, P7-P9). Docu-
mentation of decisions enabled collaborators to trace back choices,
reducing unnecessary trial and error (P3-P4, and P10).

From the Perspective of Design Agents. Participants explained that
if agents could access their cognitive decision steps, they could learn
personal preferences and offer better reference-based suggestions
(P1, P9, and P12). Repetitive tasks like alignment or arrangement
layout could be automated in a personalized way (P2, P3, P5, and
P12). Others wanted agents to propose multiple alternatives and
receive feedback, like a Github Copilot in their process (P3, P4,
P6-P7, and P10-P12). Some suggested that by understanding their
patterns, agents could also support more creative directions (P8-P9,
and P12).

9 Application of Captured Cognitive Decision
Steps
To demonstrate the practical value and utility of the detailed cogni-

tive decision steps captured by our framework, this section presents
two applications: predicting a professional’s next action (decision
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and rationale) in a creative workflow, and generating actual ar-
tifacts with Model Context Protocol 7-based design agents with
tool-calling capabilities in Figma.

9.1 Next Decision Step Generation

The cognitive decision steps captured through our framework and
system provide rich information about a user’s unique workflow.
This information could be leveraged by generative agents [32, 60]
to infer the user’s next action based on the current workflow to
provide shadowing support (e.g., GitHub Copilot &) by providing
suggestions or proactively performing actions for the user, as sug-
gested by our study participants (Section 8.3). To explore how cap-
tured cognitive decision steps influence generative models’ ability
to infer users’ next actions, we conducted a small-scale experiment
comparing predictions made with and without these decision steps
as context.

9.1.1 Approach. Participants in the user study performed two dif-
ferent web design tasks under two different conditions (Section
7.2). From the decision steps collected in the baseline condition, we
randomly selected five instances of consecutive pairs of steps.

For each pair, we generated next-step summaries in three ways:
(1) without any information (Baseline), (2) using captured deci-
sion steps from the CLEARFAIRY condition but excluding the user’s
clarified rationale data (Without Rationale), and (3) including the
user’s clarified rationale data from the CLEARFAIRY condition (With
Rationale). Participants were then shown summaries of the two
preceding steps (see the examples in Appendix B.1) along with
relevant workflow screenshots and asked to select which of the
three steps presented the most suitable “next step” in the work-
flow. Specifically, they were instructed to pick the next step they
would most likely take. Each participant completed this selection
process for five distinct cases and additionally provided a long-form
explanation about why they did not choose the other options.

9.1.2  Results. Across the five survey cases per participant, the
baseline was selected an average of 1.00 times (SD = 0.74). Partici-
pants who did not choose the Baseline in certain cases stated that it
felt too different from the previous steps or contained “hallucinated”
decisions or actions. In the cases where the baseline was chosen,
participants believed it included more plausible and high-level de-
cisions (not specific), even if it lacked certain detailed descriptions
of actions.

Meanwhile, the “With Rationale” condition was chosen 3.33
times on average (SD = 0.65). Participants who chose “With Ra-
tionale” noted that the “Without Rationale” condition’s rationale
seemed insufficient or inappropriate for them, whereas those who
rejected “With Rationale” viewed it as having fewer or more mini-
mal actions, making it appear less comprehensive. The “Without
Rationale” version was chosen on average 0.67 times (SD = 0.65).

We observed that when the next step was generated based on
captured decision steps, it tended to produce finer-grained decisions.
Furthermore, in the “With Rationale” condition, the decision step
closely reflected the rationale of the user who had shared it. While

7https://modelcontextprotocol.io/introduction
8https://code.visualstudio.com/docs/copilot/overview
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generated decisions in the baseline showed the highest level of gran-
ularity, they often produced coarse-grained decisions, sometimes
abruptly shifting to a different sub-task without completing the
current one. In contrast, when the next steps were generated using
the actual decision steps (in both “With Rationale” and “Without
Rationale” conditions), no hallucinations were reported.

9.2 Design Artifact Creation with Tool-Calling
Agent

We investigate whether incorporating human decision steps into the
agent’s design generation process results in differences in the pro-
duced design artifacts. This exploration aims to examine whether
providing an agent with professionals’ cognitive decision steps can
guide its tool-based design process to produce final artifacts that
align with professionals’ output.

9.2.1 Approach. We implemented a basic agent that can design di-
rectly in Figma. Specifically, we leverage the implementation of the
Figma plugin, “Talk to Figma °”, which provides a Model Context
Protocol ' that allows agents to call “tools” in Figma (e.g., com-
mands or actions like create_rectangle) through Figma’s API
(see the detailed propmt in Appendix B.2.2). Our agent can call 49
specialized tools (Appendix B.2.4), which are organized into 6 func-
tional categories (e.g., Style Tools) to enable comprehensive design
automation. We implemented the agent based on the ReAct struc-
ture [? ], which prompts the LLM to perform structured reasoning-
action loops with a self-feedback module (Appendix B.2.3), guiding
the agent to reason about and refine its outputs through multiple
iterations. We carefully engineered the prompts to guide the agent
by including Figma API usage.

We explored two conditions for design artifact generation: one
where the tool-calling agent operated with only the task prompt,
and another where we additionally provided design style guidelines
extracted from captured decision steps, enabling the agent to align
outputs with professionals’ style. To explore this, we conducted
artifact generation across tasks at various granularities, including
component-level (e.g., subscribe button, navigation menu buttons),
section-level (e.g., navigation bar, hero section), and page-level
designs (e.g., video streaming main page, startup landing page).

9.2.2  Results. Figure 13 shows the overall result of the generated
artifacts by our agent. Depending on the given style guidelines
from decision steps, the generated artifacts include different styles
specifically, regarding the size, color, or layout. An interesting ob-
servation is that when a professional’s decision step captured the
process of componentizing an element to reuse the element (e.g.,
button), this was reflected in the extracted design guidelines, and
the agent accordingly produced the button in a component form
(Figure 13-a, P4). Another example is when the guideline indicated
that color should be used to emphasize certain text; we observed
that this choice was indeed manifested in the resulting artifact
(Figure 13-b, P9).

Overall, the agent occasionally produced incomplete layouts,
particularly at higher levels of granularity where more complex
artifacts were required (Figure 13-c). However, outputs guided by

https://github.com/sonnylazuardi/cursor-talk-to-figma-mcp
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decision step—derived guidelines incorporated significantly more
core elements compared to the baseline without such guidelines
(Figure 13-c).

In this exploration, we observed that even subtle but consistent
differences in style and content emerged in the generated artifacts
depending on the captured decision steps. At the same time, we also
found that the tool-calling agent’s overall performance in designing
on the canvas (e.g., using frame auto-layout much like a human)
was limited. Its effectiveness strongly depended on how the agent
itself was designed, including factors such as prompt engineering,
the range and type of available tools, and the inclusion of feedback
modules within the agent pipeline.

10 Discussion

This section describes the broader implications of capturing more
implicit human cognitive decision steps, focusing on their poten-
tial applications in supporting learning and advancing generative
agents, as well as the generalizability and limitations of our ap-
proach.

10.1 Beyond Natural Language: Supporting
More Implicit Decisions through
Multimodal Interaction

While many participants found CLEARFAIRY helpful for articulat-
ing implicit reasoning, participants (P1, P4, P6, and P11) noted
that certain decisions were difficult to explain using natural lan-
guage alone. Instead, they expressed a preference for referencing
previously recorded decision steps or directly annotating specific
areas of the current artifact (similar to Stylette’s approach [35]) to
convey their thinking and perspective. This reflects the nature of
creative workflows, where many decisions are deeply embedded in
the contextual fabric of the work [23]. To better support such work-
flows, future work can consider alternative response modalities
beyond language—such as direct visual annotations, referencing
past interactions, or selecting from visual examples.

P2, P3, and P9 suggested going beyond simple rationale clarifica-
tions and envisioned CLEARFAIRY conducting a design evaluation-
based review of the user’s design, followed by Q&A to elicit oth-
erwise implicit intentions. While CLEARFAIRY already surfaces im-
plicit decisions through its clarification and inference process, this
feedback points to future directions where generative models could
extend such capabilities by engaging in Ul design review—based [17]
questioning to capture hidden layers of reasoning.

10.2 Applications of Human Cognitive Decision
Steps in Learning

Captured cognitive decision steps—especially those of professionals—
present a valuable opportunity to support novices. This aligns
with the notion of over-the-shoulder learning, where an expert
looks over the shoulder of a novice’s workflow, helping them as
they accomplish a task [80]. The cognitive apprenticeship frame-
work [11, 47] also emphasizes modeling expert thinking to support
novice understanding. If professional decision steps and their ac-
companying rationales can be captured as structured data, they
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could serve as reusable, interactive guidance during novice work-
flows. Several participants (P1, P3-P7, and P11-P12) mentioned this
type of application during interviews, noting its potential to help
novices directly observe how professionals navigate a sequence of
decisions. For instance, when a novice encounters a decision point,
the system could present similar scenarios in which professionals
made cognitive decisions, along with their reasoning. This form of
interaction may promote deeper internalization and embodiment
of professional strategies and decision-making processes [76].

10.3 Capturing Human Cognitive Decision
Steps for Agent Planning and Action

Generative model-based agents typically consist of a planning mod-
ule for generating task sequences, a memory module for referenc-
ing prior experiences, and an action module for selecting the next
move [32, 60]. While recent work aims to strengthen the reasoning
process of these agents and utilize it as a foundation for subsequent
actions [77, 94], the reasoning generated by generative models of-
ten remains high-level and lacks the fine-grained detail required
for precise decision-making. As demonstrated in our Application
section (Section 9.1), the actions generated by LLMs are frequently
coarse, occasionally skipping intermediate steps. For instance, after
creating a button in the top navigation bar, the agent might skip
the necessary adjustment of its alignment and prematurely proceed
to populate the body content.

In contrast, the cognitive decision steps captured through our
system are more fine-grained, reflecting the sequence of micro-
decisions that occur during professionals’ workflows. As prior work
(e.g., Auto-Intent [33]) demonstrated that LLM-generated intents
improved agent performance, we argue that capturing human cog-
nitive decision steps and incorporating them into agents’ action
or planning modules can similarly enhance the agent’s ability to
execute more deliberate, precise, and context-sensitive actions. As
shown in our second exploration (Section 9.2), these finer-grained
actions led to more coherent artifacts that aligned more closely
with professional outputs.

As demonstrated in our second exploration (Section 9.2), these
finer-grained actions not only improved the agent’s process but
also led to final artifacts that were more structured, stylistically
consistent, and better aligned with professional outputs.

10.4 Generalizability of CLEAR Beyond Creative
Workflows

While CLEAR was designed with creative workflows for knowledge-
sharing and demonstrated through UI/UX design scenarios, the
underlying principles are rooted in general cognitive theories. Thus,
its applicability extends beyond creative tasks. Any domain that
involves iterative decision-making—such as literature reviews in
research, idea exploration for innovation, or even collaborative
workflows with LLMs—could benefit from structuring and captur-
ing cognitive decision steps. Moreover, CLEAR does not impose a
fixed granularity for decision segmentation. Instead, it allows steps
to be flexibly structured according to the nature of the task, the
user’s workflow, and the user’s thought process. This adaptabil-
ity suggests that CLEAR has the potential for wide generalizability
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across domains where fine-grained reasoning and decision tracking
are critical.

10.5 Limitations and Future Work

This work has several limitations: First, some participants (P4 and
P5) noted that the types of questions asked by CLEARFAIRY were
often similar. Since the current Question Generation Module fo-
cuses solely on rationale clarification, future work should explore a
wider variety of question types—such as Socratic Questions [59]—to
capture cognitive decision steps more comprehensively.

Second, the system is primarily designed to evaluate rationales
revealed through self-explanations. However, it is also important to
identify and clarify cognitive decision steps based on actions alone,
even when no accompanying explanation is provided. Actions can
implicitly reflect reasoning, and future work should explore how
unlinked actions may convey intent and how such reasoning can
be captured.

Third, while CLEARFAIRY is currently implemented as a Figma
plugin, it should be extended to support more general creative
workflows. Many creative tasks unfold across different software
platforms, and applying CLEAR in such contexts may require devel-
oping an OS-level system for broader workflow capture.

Lastly, although participants actively reviewed and sometimes
rejected or elaborated on system-generated inferences, future work
should consider cases of misinference and the risk of users’ over-
reliance. Future systems could mitigate these issues by providing
lightweight cues such as confidence indicators or tags for poten-
tially weak inferences to support more calibrated trust.

11 Conclusion

This work introduced CLEAR, a conceptual framework for structur-
ing creative professionals’ decision-making into cognitive decision
steps, and CLEARFAIRY, a think-aloud Al assistant that operational-
izes the framework within a creative workflow. By linking self-
explanations, actions, and artifacts in real time, our system detects
weak rationales, generates clarifying questions, and infers miss-
ing reasoning to capture richer explanations while reducing the
knowledge-sharing burden. In a study with 12 creative profession-
als, CLEARFAIRY significantly increased the proportion of strong
explanations and surfaced implicit decisions while minimizing cog-
nitive burden. Beyond empirical validation, this work explored how
captured decision steps can be reused for generative applications,
including next-action inference and tool-based design simulation,
where they enhanced the alignment, coherence, and professional
quality of outputs. We also released a dataset of 417 decision steps
to support future research. Taken together, our contributions high-
light the potential of cognitive decision steps as a foundation for
knowledge sharing, reflective practice, and more deliberate and
human-aligned Al agents in creative workflows.
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A Technical Detail {
"links": [

A.1 CrLEAR-based Workflow Segmentation € :
. . "<timestamp>":
Plpellne "<related_sentence_index>",

A.1.1  Prompt: Sentence Linking. "%r’eiat’ed sentence. indexs"

]
Prompt Instruction: 3,
You are a helpful and precise assistant tasked with segmenting a interface oo,
designer’s transcript into sets of closely related sentences. The transcript {
is divided in sentence level. The designer conducted a think-aloud session "<timestamp>": [
while designing a web interface in Figma, explaining their thought process, "<related_sentence_index>",
decisions, and adjustments. You are given this transcript data. oot
Follow these rules for segmentation. "<related_sentence_index>"
1. Carefully review the given transcript data (‘transcript‘) and understand ]
the design context, considering the goal of the session, tools or functions }
being discussed, and specific design decisions mentioned. If the transcript 1,
contains errors or inaccuracies due to automatic speech recognition (STT) "reversed_links": [
issues, infer the intended meaning based on the overall context to ensure an {
accurate understanding of the web designer’s thought process. "<related_sentence_index>": [
2. Group sentences into a segment when they describe the same design element "<timestamp>",
(e.g., font, layout, frame, button, rectangle) or properties (e.g., size, color, oo,
shape), design decision (e.g., I need to edit this element), or a specific "<timestamp>"
design sub-task with a goal (e.g., This is too big, so it would be better to ]
edit this). Each segment should be tightly connected by a clear purpose or task. 3,
If a sentence does not explicitly mention the design element being modified oo,
or its properties, infer it from the surrounding context in the transcript.
Consider prior sentences and the overall design flow to determine what element "<related_sentence_index>": [
or property is being referred to, ensuring accurate grouping. "<timestamp>",
3. Keep segments concise and focused. Aim for grouping multiple sentences oot
closely related to a single design aspect (e.g., desgin action or sub goal). "<timestamp>"
Don’t group too many sentences in a group. ]
Additional rules: 3
- DO NOT change the original transcript content when grouping. ]
- DO NOT change the sentence order. 3
- DO ONLY group consecutive sentences.
Few shots
{{Few shots}} A.1.3 Prompt: Sentence Assigning.
Input:
transcript: {transcript in sentence level} Prompt Instruction:

You are a precise assistant tasked with determining the appropriate direction
for an unassigned sentence in a web designer’s transcript. You will be provided
with:
"All combined related sentences for group 0.", 1. The full transcript (transcript) to understand the overall context.
"All combined related sentences for group 1.", 2. An unassigned grouped sentence (unassigned_grouped_sentence) that needs
i classification.
3. The adjacent grouped sentences: left_grouped_sentence (immediately preceding)
3 and right_grouped_sentence (immediately following).
Your task:
- Analyze the full transcript to grasp the designer’s workflow and context.
.1.2. Prompt: Sentence and Action-Artifact Linking. - Evaluate the semantic relationship of unassigned_grouped_sentence with the
left_grouped_sentence and right_grouped_sentence.

- If the unassigned_grouped_sentence is more semantically aligned with the
left_grouped_sentence, output Ileft:

- If it is more aligned with the right_grouped_sentence, output right:

Formatting Instruction:

>

Prompt Instruction:
You are a helpful and precise assistant tasked with linking an interface
designer’s segmented workflow transcripts (segmented_transcripts) to their

corresponding action logs (sets_of_design_action_and_screenshot) in Figma. - If it does not clearly relate to either, output lnrelated:

These logs are accompanied by workflow screenshots Additional guidelines:

(sets_of_design_action_and_screenshot). In Figma, the interface designer’s - If the unassigned sentence describes an evaluation or the completion of an
actions (e.g., moving or adjusting design elements such as text or rectangles) action or design element, lean towards ’left’.

are recorded as logs. You will be provided with Figma log data recorded at - If it describes a plan or intention regarding an action or design element,
each timestamp. Each log is paired with a screenshot captured at the same lean towards ’right’.

timestamp, offering visual context to verify and validate the linkage between - If either left_grouped_sentence or right_grouped_sentence is empty, base your
the transcripts and logs. decision solely on the available non-empty context.

Your task is to establish links between the segmented transcripts - If both adjacent contexts are empty, output ’unrelated’.
(segmented_transcripts) and the action log’s timestamps - Base your decision on the overall flow and semantic context of the transcript.
(sets_of_design_action_and_screenshot). Follow these steps and rules: - If the decision made in the unassigned sentence contradicts the decision in
1. Carefully review the given segmented transcripts (segmented_transcripts) the left or right context, classify it as ’unrelated’.

to understand the designer’s workflow. - A contradiction occurs when the unassigned sentence refers to a different
2. Examine the given action log data (sets_of_design_action_and_screenshot) design element or a different property of an element than the left or right
to understand the design workflow context. context.

3. Link each transcript segment to the relevant timestamp(s) of action log(s) - Even if the same element or property is discussed continuously, if the
when the transcript describes or relates to the action or design context purpose or outcome is modified in the unassigned sentence, classify it as
captured in the summarized log and screenshot. ’unrelated’.

4. A single transcript segment may be linked to multiple timestamp(s) of action - If the decision made in the unassigned sentence is a continuous extension of
log(s) with screenshot, and conversely, a single log with a screenshot may the left or right context, classify it as ’left’ or ’right’ accordingly.
connect to multiple transcript segments. - A continuation occurs when the unassigned sentence builds upon or directly
5. Do not simply link based solely on the element names mentioned in the follows the decisions made about the same element or property in the adjacent
logs; instead, review the corresponding screenshots and logs together, and context.

consider the preceding and following context (action logs and screenshots) Please answer ’left’, ’right’, or ’unrelated’.

in the transcript. Only link when there is a clear and genuine association Input:

between the transcript segment and the log data. transcript: {transcript}

Input: unassigned_grouped_sentence: {unassigned_grouped_sentence}
segmented_transcripts: {segmented_transcripts} left_grouped_sentence: {left_grouped_sentence}
sets_of_design_action_and_screenshot: {sets_of_design_action_and_screenshot} right_grouped_sentence: {right_grouped_sentence}

Formatting Instruction:




CLEARFAIRY: Capturing Workflows through Decision Structuring, Questioning, and Rationale Inference

A.2 Rationale Evaluation Module

A.2.1  Prompt: Rationale Evaluation.

Prompt Instruction:

You are a precise and analytical assistant tasked with analyzing the workflow
of a web designer and assessing their think-aloud explanations of their design
process. Specifically, you will be provided with an explanation that a designer
provided for a decision step in their process. You should categorize the
explanation into various types depending on its content and depth. You will
review a web designer’s web design think-aloud transcript in Figma.
Instruction.

For the designer’s explanation, you should determine which type of explanation
it falls under. Below, you will be presented with a list of definitions for
the different types of explanations.

to a specific task, design goal, or situational context. Focus on
whether the reasoning explains the broader purpose of the action
beyond just the immediate decision.

Strong Prior Knowledge-Based (S-PK): The decision is justified using
established principles, theories, expertise, or experience that are
clearly contextualized. Personal preference is only valid if explained
in relation to the design context.

Strong Consideration of Alternatives (S-CA): The designer compares
multiple options and explicitly explains the reasoning behind their
final choice. It must include a decision factor or rationale for
choosing one alternative over another.

Weak Situation Relevance (W-SR): The reasoning is too obvious,
self-evident, or lacks depth. W-SR includes surface-level causality
(e.g., “because it’s too big, I’1l make it smaller”) without deeper
explanation.

Weak Prior Knowledge-Based (W-PK): References experience, heuristics,
or preference without explaining why they are relevant to the current
design. Personal preferences are weak unless justified within the
design context. Explanations that include personal evaluations related
to aesthetic or subjective feelings, such as “I like/don’t like it”,
“Looks good/ugly” are considered W-PK if no clear reasoning is provided
about why these evaluations are relevant to the current situation.

but fails to explain why one option is preferred. Simply stating that
a decision is being made without comparison dimensions is weak. If
a designer says “I’1l try this and see,” but does not finalize a
decision, classify as W-CA (because they acknowledge alternatives but
don’t justify a choice).

Empty (E): An empty explanation does not attempt to justify the
decision at all. It simply describes the action or thought process
without providing reasoning. A key distinction with weak explanations
is that weak explanations at least attempt to provide a reason
(even if superficial), whereas empty explanations offer no reasoning
whatsoever.

Your Task
You will be provided with a segment of a transcript in which a web designer
explains a decision. You should categorize it into the types above by following
these steps:
(1) Familiarize yourself with the explanation and analyze its content and
depth.

decision_step: {decision_step}

Formatting Instruction:

{
"reason": "<Reason for the judgment>",
"categories": ["categoryl", "category2", ...]

3

e Strong Situation Relevance (S-SR): The explanation connects the decision

Weak Consideration of Alternatives (W-CA): Mentions alternative choices

(2) Compare the explanation against each of the definitions for the types
provided above. Explain your reasoning as you consider whether the
explanation falls under each category.

(3) Decide on the appropriate categories for the explanation based on
the definitions provided. Select all categories that fit the overall
content and depth of the explanation. You can select multiple categories.
You must assign at least one category. When you assign Empty, you should
include “E” in the output categories.

Few shots
{{Few shots}}
Input:

A.3 Question Generation and Rationale
Inference Module

A.3.1  Prompt: Question Generation.

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

It offers more than just describing the decision; it reveals the underlying
reasons, justification, alternatives considered, and the argumentation that
led to the decision. In short, a design rationale explains why a design exists
in its current form by describing what the artifact is, what it is supposed
to do, and how it evolved to this point.

You will be provided with a web designer’s think-aloud explanation on their
design workflow (Explanation). Also you will be provided a decision step (this
is a part of the explanation that contains decisions) along with:

e The type of explanation (weak or empty) for the decision step
e The reason why this decision step lacks sufficient rationale

Instructions

(1) Deeply analyze the given explanation, the explanation type, and the
reason why it lacks rationale. Consider the design workflow from which
this explanation likely came.

(2) Review the definitions of explanation types carefully, paying attention
to the criteria for strong, weak, and empty explanations.

Definitions

Strong Explanation

Definition: A strong explanation prioritizes the reasoning behind a decision
over just describing the outcome. It explicitly provides context, justification,
or rationale tied to the design task, principles, or audience. A strong
explanation falls into one of the following categories:

e Strong Situation Relevance (S-SR): The explanation connects the decision
to a specific task, design goal, or situational context. Focus on
whether the reasoning explains the broader purpose of the action
beyond just the immediate decision.

Strong Prior Knowledge-Based (S-PK): The decision is justified using
established principles, theories, expertise, or experience that are
clearly contextualized. Personal preference is only valid if explained
in relation to the design context.

Strong Consideration of Alternatives (S-CA): The designer compares
multiple options and explicitly explains the reasoning behind their
final choice. It must include a decision factor or rationale for
choosing one alternative over another.

Weak Explanation

Definition: A weak explanation provides some reasoning, but it is either
superficial, lacks depth, or fails to justify why the choice is appropriate.
Weak explanations fall into one of the following categories:

e Weak Situation Relevance (W-SR): The reasoning is too obvious,
self-evident, or lacks depth. W-SR includes surface-level causality
(e.g., “because it’s too big, I’11 make it smaller”) without deeper
explanation.

Weak Prior Knowledge-Based (W-PK): References experience, heuristics,
or preference without explaining why they are relevant to the current
design. Personal preferences are weak unless justified within the
design context. Explanations that include personal evaluations related
to aesthetic or subjective feelings, such as “I like/don’t like it”,
“Looks good/ugly” are considered W-PK if no clear reasoning is provided
about why these evaluations are relevant to the current situation.
Weak Consideration of Alternatives (W-CA): Mentions alternative choices
but fails to explain why one option is preferred. Simply stating that
a decision is being made without comparison dimensions is weak. If
a designer says “I’1l try this and see,” but does not finalize a
decision, classify as W-CA (because they acknowledge alternatives but
don’t justify a choice).

Empty Explanation

Definition: An empty explanation does not attempt to justify the decision
at all. It simply describes the action or thought process without providing
reasoning. A key distinction with weak explanations is that weak explanations
at least attempt to provide a reason (even if superficial), whereas empty
explanations offer no reasoning whatsoever.

(3) Based on the provided explanation and its type, identify which weak or
empty categories it falls into by referring to the definitions above.
(4) Generate a short, clear, and good rationale clarification question
(that considers the design context) designed to elicit a deeper,
more thoughtful explanation from the designer. The question should
encourage the designer to reflect on their design rationale in a way
that could transform the current weak or empty explanation in the
decision_step into a strong explanation.
Input:
explanation: {explanation}
decision_step: {decision_step}
reason_for_insufficient_rationale: {reason_for_insufficient_rationale}
Formatting Instruction:
{
"question": "<generated question>"

}

Prompt Instruction:
You are a helpful and analytical assistant tasked with asking questions to
clarify a web designer’s design rationale. A design rationale is an explanation

of how and why an artifact—or a specific part of it-is designed the way it is.
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A.3.2  Prompt: Rationale Inference.

Prompt Instruction:

You are an analytical and precise assistant tasked with inferring a web
designer’s rationale behind their decision based on their previous decisions
with rationales. The designer conducted a think-aloud session while designing
a web interface in Figma, explaining their thought process, decisions, and
adjustments. You will be provided with 1) the full transcript (‘Full transcript‘)
of the session (for overall session context) that includes the decision_step’s
transcript, 2) a specific segment of the transcript containing the designer’s
decision steps (‘Decision step‘), 3) the reason (‘Reason for insufficient
rationale‘) why the decision_step in 2) lacks a rationale or has an insufficient
rationale, and 4) information on the designer’s previous decisions and each
decisions rationale (‘Previous decision step summaries‘).

Your Task

You must infer the rationale of the given decision_step through the following
steps:

Step 1: First, understand the design context based on the provided full
transcript (‘Full transcript‘) and carefully review the decision step (‘Decision
step).

Step 2: Carefully review the information about the reason why this decision_step
lacks sufficient rationale (‘Reason for insufficient rationale‘).

Step 3: Then, review the provided previous design decisions and their rationale
information (‘Previous decision step summaries‘). Each summary contains the
following: ‘decision_and_actions‘ (A single-line sentence summarizing the core
design decisions and actions taken by the designer), ‘rationale‘ (A single-line
sentence explaining the reason behind the designer’s key decisions), and
‘progression‘ (A single-line sentence describing how the design process logically
progressed based on the designer’s decisions).

Step 4: Review each summary one by one, and select the summaries that
have ‘decision_and_actions‘ or ‘progression‘ directly similar to the given
decision_step. Summaries should be considered similar only if the specific
situations, elements being modified, or actions taken are literally the same
or equivalent. You must not consider summaries similar based on abstract or
high-level reasons, such as both aiming to improve user experience, having
similar design goals, or sharing general intentions. Abstract similarity is not
sufficient; there must be a concrete, direct match in the specific decisions
and actions taken or the ‘progression‘ described.

Step 5: If there are similar summaries, infer the rationale of the given
decision_step based on the ‘rationale‘(s) of the selected summary or summaries.
Input:

explanation: {explanation}

decision_step: {decision_step}

reason_for_insufficient_rationale: {reason_for_insufficient_rationale}
previous_decision_step_summaries: {previous_decision_step_summaries}

Formatting Instruction:

"inferred_rationale": "<inferred_rationale or None>",
"reasoning": "<reasoning of your inference or None>"

A.4 Decision Step Summary Module

A.4.1  Prompt: Decision Step Summary Generation.

Prompt Instruction:
You are a helpful and precise assistant tasked with summarizing a web designer’s
decision steps in a think-aloud session. The designer conducted a think-aloud
session while designing a web interface in Figma, explaining their thought
process, decisions, and adjustments
You will be provided with:
e The full transcript (Full transcript) of the session (for overall
session context) that includes the decision_step’s transcript
o A specific segment of the transcript containing the designer’s decision
steps (Decision step),
o Related task workflow screenshots (Screenshots related to the decision
step) providing visual context for the decision step.
Your Task
First, review the given Decision step and full transcript to understand the
designer’s workflow and their decision. Then, summarize the designer’s key
decision step into three clear, single-line sentences, each capturing the
following:

(1) Main Design Decisions and Actions (decision_and_actions in the output
format):
A single-line sentence summarizing the core design decisions and
actions taken by the designer
Rationale (rationale in the output format)
A single-line sentence explaining the reason behind the designer’s key
decisions.
(3) Progression (progression in the output format):
A single-line sentence describing how the design process logically
progressed based on the designer’s decisions.

¢

<

Guidelines

Son et al.

Focus on the core design decisions and actions taken by the designer
with the explained rationale.

Include key details that are essential to understanding what the
designer did and why — such as specific properties adjusted (e.g.,
font size, spacing, layout), components added or removed, or designer’s
detailed reasoning process.

Do not include extraneous details or unrelated information in the
summary .

Use clear and precise language to convey the main points of the
designer’s workflow.

Ensure that the summary reflects the logical flow and sequence of the
decision steps.

Input:

transcript: {transcript}
decision_step: {decision_step}
related_screenshots: {related_screenshots}

Formatting Instruction:

{
"decision_and_actions": "<decision_and_actions>",
"rationale": "<rationale>",
"progression": "<progression>"

}

A.4.2  Prompt: Decision Step Summary Generation with Answer.

Prompt Instruction:

You are a helpful and precise assistant tasked with summarizing a web designer’s
decision steps in a think-aloud session. The designer conducted a think-aloud
session while designing a web interface in Figma, explaining their thought
process, decisions, and adjustments

You will be provided with:

e The full transcript (Full transcript) of the session (for overall
session context), which includes the decision_step’s transcript
e A specific segment of the transcript containing the designer’s decision
steps (Decision step).
e Related task workflow screenshots (Screenshots related to the decision
step) — note: these may or may not be provided for every decision step.
e A clarification question generated to better understand the designer’s
rationale (Question).
e The designer’s answer to that question (User’s Answer)
Your Task
First, review the given Decision step, the full transcript, and the designer’s
answer to understand the workflow and clarify their decision rationale. Then
summarize the designer’s key decision step into three clear, single-line
sentences, each capturing the following:

(1) Main Design Decisions and Actions (decision_and_actions in the output
format):
A single-line sentence summarizing the core design decisions and
actions taken by the designer.

(2) Rationale (rationale in the output format):
A single-line sentence explaining the reason behind the designer’s key
decisions, incorporating insights from the user’s answer

(3) Progression (progression in the output format):
A single-line sentence describing how the design process logically
progressed based on the designer’s decisions.

Guidelines

e Focus on the core design decisions and actions taken by the designer
with the explained rationale.

e Include key details essential to understanding what the designer did
and why — such as specific properties adjusted (e.g., font size,
spacing, layout), components added or removed, or designer’s deep
detailed reasoning process.

e Do not include extraneous details or unrelated information in the
summary .

e Use clear and precise language to convey the main points of the
designer’s workflow.

e Ensure that the summary reflects the logical flow and sequence of the
decision steps.

Input:

transcript: {transcript}

decision_step: {decision_step}
related_screenshots: {related_screenshots}
clarification_question: {clarification_question}
answer: {answer}

Formatting Instruction:

{
"decision_and_actions": "<decision_and_actions>",
"rationale": "<rationale>",
"progression": "<progression>"

}
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B Experiment Details

B.1 Next Step Generation Output in Section 9.1

B.1.1  Example 1.
First step:

e “Decision and actions”: The designer recognized the impor-
tance of temporal information and decided to add a date to
the news section. They inserted the text "MAR, 2025" into
the design. This text was placed in a text node with the ID
"4006:191", which is part of a frame with the ID "4006:174".
To accommodate the new content, the width of the text was
adjusted from 0 to 250.

“Progression”: By adding the date "MAR, 2025", the designer
established a temporal context for the news section, which
is essential for conveying timely information. This step lays
the foundation for additional news-related content, logically
advancing the design by allowing users to easily identify the
time frame of the presented news.

Second step:

e “Decision and actions”: The designer decided to change the
font of the text elements to better align with the HCI research
theme. Initially, the text elements "MAR, 2025" and "NEWS"
used the "Passion One" font. The designer changed the font
of both elements to the bold style of "Inter". The width of
the "MAR, 2025" text was adjusted from 125 to 174, and the
height from 35 to 39. The width of the "NEWS" text was
changed from 132 to 195, and the height from 70 to 77. Later,
the "NEWS" text style was further updated to "Inter Black",
and its width was slightly adjusted from 195 to 198.
“Progression”: The design process progressed by refining the
typography to suit the clean and professional aesthetics suit-
able for HCI research. The designer’s choice of the "Inter"
font—known for its clarity and modern appearance—helped
improve the readability and visual appeal of the text ele-
ments. By adjusting the font style and size, the text was
made more prominent and aligned with the overall design
theme, contributing to a consistent and polished interface.

Generated step (Baseline):

e “Decision and actions”: The designer decided to add a brief
description below the "NEWS" heading to provide context
for the news section. They inserted the text "Latest updates
and insights from the lab" into a new text node with the ID
"4006:200". This text was placed directly beneath the "NEWS"
heading, with a top margin of 20 pixels to ensure visual
separation. The font used was the regular style of "Inter”,
set at 16px, and the text color was a dark gray (#333333) to
maintain readability against a white background.
“Progression”: This step enhances the content of the news
section by offering users more information and encouraging
engagement, thereby advancing the design. By providing
context, the designer enables users to immediately under-
stand the relevance of the news items, helping maintain user
interest and facilitating website navigation. This decision
also aligns with the overall goal of creating a consistent and
user-friendly interface.

“Rationale”: Adding a brief description below the "NEWS"
heading improves clarity and enhances the user experience
by helping users quickly understand the section’s purpose.
The choice of the regular "Inter" font ensures consistency
with the existing typography, while the dark gray color pro-
vides a soft contrast that is easy on the eyes. The 20-pixel
margin maintains a clean and organized layout by visually
separating the description from the heading.

Generated step (condition without Answer)

e “Decision and actions”: The designer decided to add a brief
description below the "NEWS" heading to provide context for
the news section. They inserted the text "Latest updates and
insights from the lab" beneath the "NEWS" text element. The
new text was styled using the "Inter” font in a regular weight,
with a font size set to 18. To ensure proper alignment with
the "NEWS" heading, the width of the text box was adjusted
to 250.

“Progression”: This step enriches the content of the news
section by providing more information and making it more
engaging, thereby advancing the design. By offering a brief
description, the designer helps users anticipate the type of
content they will find, improving site navigation and user
engagement.

“Rationale”: Adding a description beneath the "NEWS" head-
ing enhances clarity by allowing users to quickly understand
the section’s purpose, thereby improving the overall user
experience. The choice of the "Inter" font maintains con-
sistency with the existing typography, ensuring a unified
appearance. The font size of 18 was selected to ensure read-
ability while avoiding visual dominance over the primary
"NEWS" heading.

Generated step (condition with Answer)

e “Decision and actions”: The designer decided to provide con-
text for the news items by adding a brief description below
the "NEWS" section. They inserted the text "Improving stu-
dent feedback from an HCI perspective" below the "MAR,
2025" date. This text was placed in a new text node with the
ID "4006:200", and its width was set to 300 to fit well within
the layout. The font used was "Inter Regular" with a size of
18, ensuring consistency with existing design elements.
“Progression”: The design process progressed by enhancing
the informational content of the "NEWS" section. After estab-
lishing a temporal context through the date, the designer log-
ically added a descriptive element to provide greater depth
and context. This step improves the overall user experience
and engagement with the news section by helping users rec-
ognize not only the timing but also the focus of the content.
“Rationale”: The reason for adding a description below the
"NEWS" section was to give users a quick overview of the
news content, enhancing understanding and engagement.
By providing a concise summary, users can quickly grasp
the relevance and focus of the news items—crucial for main-
taining interest and ensuring accessible information. The
choice of font and size aligns with the overall design theme,
maintaining visual consistency and readability.
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B.1.2  Example 2.
First step:

Generated step (condition without rationale)

e “Decision and actions”: The designer decided to add a navi-

e “Decision and actions”: The designer began by creating a new
frame in Figma named "MacBook Pro 16 - 1". This action
set up a workspace that mimics the screen size of a 16-inch
MacBook Pro and serves as the foundation for the wireframe
design of the Dental Monster website.

“Progression”: By creating a frame tailored to the dimensions
of a 16-inch MacBook Pro, the designer established a base
layout for replicating the Dental Monster website. This step
is crucial for ensuring the design is responsive and accurately
represents how the site will appear on larger screens, laying
the groundwork for detailed design work to follow.

Second step:

e “Decision and actions”: The designer initially created a text
element named "Text". They then changed the text content to
"GENTLE MONSTER" and adjusted the width from 0 to 110.
The font was initially set to "Inter Regular”, then changed to
"jsMath-cmmi10", and later updated again to "Bebas Neue
Regular". As a result, the width decreased from 110 to 64.
Finally, the font size was increased from 12 to 24, adjusting
the width to 127.

“Progression”: The designer aimed to create a text element
resembling the original Gentle Monster logo. They began
by creating a text element and setting its content to "GEN-
TLE MONSTER". The designer experimented with various
fonts—starting with "jsMath-cmmil0" to give a serif-like
feel—but ultimately chose "Bebas Neue Regular" for a more
fitting style. By increasing the font size, they enhanced visibil-
ity and presence, aligning the text element with the intended
aesthetic of the original logo.

Generated step (Baseline; without captured decision steps):

o “Decision and actions”: The designer will add a navigation bar
at the top of the frame. This involves creating a horizontal
rectangle spanning the width of the frame (1440px) with
a height of 60px. The rectangle will be positioned at the
top of the frame. The designer will then add text elements
for navigation links such as "Home," "Shop," "About," and
"Contact" using the "Bebas Neue Regular" font at a size of
18px. These text elements will be evenly distributed within
the navigation bar.

“Progression”: With the logo in place, the designer is now
focusing on building the basic navigation structure. This step
logically follows logo creation and begins to define essential
layout and user interface elements for site navigation. The
addition of the navigation bar sets the stage for developing
the site’s content and functionality.

“Rationale”: Adding a navigation bar is a crucial step in es-
tablishing the foundational structure of an e-commerce site.
It enhances usability and user experience by allowing easy
access to different sections of the site. The choice of "Bebas
Neue Regular” for the navigation links ensures visual con-
sistency with the logo, maintaining a unified brand identity.
The font size and spacing of the text elements are designed
to ensure readability and a clean, modern appearance.

gation bar at the top of the frame. This involved placing a
new rectangular element with a width of 1440 pixels and a
height of 60 pixels at the top of the frame (x: 0, y: 0). The
rectangle was filled with a light gray color (#F5F5F5) to vi-
sually distinguish it from the rest of the content. Inside this
navigation bar, the designer added three text elements la-
beled "Home," "Shop," and "Contact", each set in "Bebas Neue
Regular" with a font size of 18. These text elements were
evenly spaced within the navigation bar, positioned at (x: 20,
y: 20) for "Home", (x: 120, y: 20) for "Shop", and (x: 220, y: 20)
for "Contact".

“Progression”: By creating the navigation bar, the designer
established a clear and organized layout for the top section
of the webpage. This step builds upon the earlier decision
to create a recognizable logo, further developing the site’s
visual identity and improving user navigation. The designer
is now ready to add more content and interactive elements
to the page to ensure a comprehensive and user-friendly
design.

“Rationale”: Adding the navigation bar is a critical step in
establishing the foundational structure of an e-commerce
site. By using a light gray background, the designer ensures
the navigation bar is visually distinct yet subtle, allowing
users to focus on the content below. The choice of "Bebas
Neue Regular” for the text maintains consistency with the
existing "GENTLE MONSTER" logo, reinforcing a unified
visual identity. The even spacing of the navigation items en-
hances usability by providing users with clear and accessible
navigation options.

Generated step (condition with rationale)

e “Decision and actions”: The designer decided to position the
"GENTLE MONSTER" text element at the top center of the
frame. This involved moving the text from its current posi-
tion (x: 0, y: 0) to a new location within the frame at (x: 640,
y: 50), aligning it horizontally at the center.

“Progression”: The design process progressed by first estab-
lishing foundational elements such as the frame and text
styling. By centering the "GENTLE MONSTER" text, the de-
signer set a clear focal point for the page, guiding the place-
ment of additional elements and content. This step ensures
that the design aligns with the brand’s aesthetic, maintaining
a consistent and professional appearance.

“Rationale”: The reason for centering the "GENTLE MON-
STER" text is to create a balanced and visually appealing
layout. Placing the logo at the top center of the page is a
common design practice that helps establish brand identity
and ensures the logo is immediately visible to users. This
placement also aligns with general user expectations around
brand positioning, thereby enhancing the overall user expe-
rience.

B.2 Design Artifact Creation with Tool-Calling

Agent in Section 9.2

B.2.1  Prompt: Style guideline extraction from the captured decision steps.
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Prompt Instruction:

You are a design analyst tasked with extracting design style information from
a web designer’s decision steps. Focus specifically on visual design elements,
styling choices, and aesthetic decisions.

## Your Task

Analyze the designer’s decision steps and extract information about their
design style preferences, focusing on:

1. Layout Patterns: How they organize and arrange elements

2. Typography Choices: Font sizes, weights, spacing, hierarchy

3. Color Usage: Color choices, contrast, visual emphasis

4. Spacing & Sizing: Margins, padding, element dimensions

5. Visual Hierarchy: How they create emphasis and organization
6. Component Styling: Buttons, frames, borders, effects

## Guidelines

- Focus on concrete design decisions and visual choices
- Extract specific values (font sizes, colors, dimensions) when mentioned
- Identify recurring patterns in their design approach
- Note any unique or distinctive styling preferences

- Keep descriptions concise and practical

## Output Format

Provide a clear, readable text summary organized by categories. Use bullet
points and be specific about design choices and values.
Example format:

LAYOUT PATTERNS:

- Prefers left-aligned text layouts

- Uses consistent 24px margins

« Creates clear visual sections with spacing
TYPOGRAPHY :

- Default font size: 16px for body text

« Headers: 24px-36px range

+ Line height: 1.5x for readability

COLOR CHOICES:

- Primary text: #000000 (black)

« Background: #FFFFFF (white)

« Accent color: #007BFF (blue)

SPACING & SIZING:

- Consistent 16px spacing between elements

« Button height: 40px standard

« Container max-width: 1200px

Decision steps for designer:

{{decision_steps_text}}

B.2.2  Prompt: tool-calling agent.

Prompt Instruction:

You are a reasoning and action-taking agent within a co-creative UI design
assistant.

Your task is to produce an array of tool (function) calls necessary to fulfill
the user’s request.

Interpret the user’s intent and use the shared Figma canvas to explore, build,
and iterate on design ideas.

Include every necessary tool (function) calls and do not output any text other
than the function calls themselves.

1. Analyze the user’s request

- Understand what the user wants to achieve

2. Be exhaustive

- Consider all parameters, options, ordering, and dependencies necessary to
fulfill the request in one turn.

- You are allowed — and encouraged — to act proactively.

Your task is to determine whether any design actions are needed based on:

- the user’s message:

$task_instruction

- the current Figma canvas and its snapshot image

- the results of previous tool operations

$feedback ? ¢

- Previous Step Feedback:

$feedback

This feedback was generated by analyzing the progress made in the previous
operations. It compares what was accomplished versus what remains to be done
according to the user’s request. Use this feedback to:

- Continue building on completed elements

- Address the remaining tasks identified

- Ensure you’re progressing toward the user’s request

- Avoid repeating work that was already completed

P

Please use the user’s task instruction as the main criterion to determine the
next action.

Tool Usage Rules

- Use tools proactively and strategically to fulfill the user’s request.

- Leverage as many different tools as necessary to fully realize the user’s
requirements — not just minimal steps.

- You may combine multiple tools in sequence if it helps achieve more complete
or precise results.
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- If a previous tool call was incomplete, analyze the failure or gap, then take
appropriate follow-up actions using additional tools.

- If a previous tool call was complete, avoid unnecessary repetition unless
the user’s intent has changed.

- If the current canvas already satisfies the user’s intent, or if available
tools are insufficient for meaningful action, you may choose not to act — but
always verify thoroughly before skipping.

Figma tool operation guidelines:

1. Figma Tool Basics

- Each design element (node) is either a container (Frame/Component) or a leaf
(Shape/Text).

- Nodes expose uniform structural properties regardless of type.

- Coordinates are global, relative to the canvas origin (@, @) at the top-left
corner.

- Do not assume local coordinates unless explicitly provided.

2. Node Hierarchy

- All nodes belong to a single rooted tree mirroring the layer list.

- Parent-child relationships define the hierarchy; a node’s index in its parent
determines both z-order and sidebar order.

- If a child’s size exceeds its parent container’s bounds and the parent has
’clipsContent’ enabled, the excess will not be visible.

- If an element is placed inside a frame but positioned outside the frame’s
bounds (while ’clipsContent’ is enabled), it will be unobservable.

- Do not place nodes directly at the root unless they are intentional top-level
elements.

COMPONENT CREATION RULES:

- For buttons: Create a frame with background color, corner radius, and
auto-layout, then add text inside it. Do NOT create separate rectangle shapes
inside the frame.

- For logos: Create a frame with the logo’s background shape (color, border
radius, etc.), then add text or vector elements inside it. The frame itself
should be the logo’s visual container.

- For cards: Create a frame with background and styling, then add content (text,
images) inside it.

- For navigation bars: Create a frame with background, then add navigation
items inside it.

- The frame itself should be the visual component, not just a container for
separate shapes.

POSITIONING EFFICIENCY:

- Plan element positions before creating them to minimize move_node calls.

- Use Auto Layout strategically - if you enable it, let it handle positioning
automatically.

- Avoid excessive repositioning - create elements in their intended locations
when possible.

- Only use move_node when absolutely necessary for final adjustments.

3. Container Layout (Auto Layout)

- Use frames strategically for components that need to contain other elements
(e.g., buttons with text, cards with content, navigation bars).

- IMPORTANT: When creating interactive components like buttons, the frame itself
should serve as the visual shape/background, not as a separate container.

- For buttons: Create a frame with the desired background color, corner radius,
and styling, then add text directly inside it using auto-layout.

- Avoid creating separate shape elements inside frames for simple components -
let the frame be the component’s visual representation.

- When Auto Layout is applied, Figma automatically manages direction, gap,
padding, and resizing of the container and its children.

- Manual size or position edits must account for Auto Layout’s automatic
adjustments.

- Enable Auto Layout only when certain about the intended layout behavior;
otherwise, it may cause unexpected shifts.

- When adding children to an Auto Layout container, verify that spacing and
alignment remain correct.

- CRITICAL: If content overflows outside the container and becomes hidden,
immediately resize the frame so that all content remains visible. Never leave
child nodes partially or completely hidden.

AUTO LAYOUT POSITIONING RULES:

- NEVER use ’move_node’ inside Auto Layout frames - Auto Layout will override
absolute positioning.

- To reorder elements in Auto Layout: Use ’move_node_into_frame’ with the
’index’ parameter to specify the desired position (0 = first, 1 = second,
etc.).

- To change stacking order: Use ’reorder_node’ with *TOP’, ’BOTTOM’, ’FORWARD’,
or ’'BACKWARD’ directions.

- To adjust spacing: Modify the Auto Layout frame’s gap, padding, or alignment
properties instead of moving individual nodes.

- If you need precise positioning: Consider disabling Auto Layout temporarily,
make adjustments, then re-enable it.

FRAME VISIBILITY RULES:

- Ensure child nodes are visible when they should be: If nodes inside a frame are
cut off or hidden when they should be visible, use ’resize_node’ to increase
the frame’s width and height to accommodate all content.

- Check frame bounds when adding elements: When adding elements to a frame,
verify that the frame’s width and height are sufficient to display all children.
Use ’resize_node’ if adjustments are needed.

- Use ’clipsContent’ wisely: If a frame has ’clipsContent’ enabled, ensure the
frame is large enough to show all intended content by using ’resize_node’.
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- Adjust frame size when content is hidden: After adding new elements to a
frame, use ’resize_node’ to expand the frame dimensions if any content becomes
hidden or cut off.

- Consider padding: Account for frame padding when calculating required frame
dimensions. Use ’resize_node’ to add extra space for padding.

- MANDATORY: If any child element is not fully visible within its parent frame
when it should be visible, you MUST use ’resize_node’ to increase the frame’s
dimensions until all content is completely visible.

4. Text Mechanics

- Text nodes have font family, style, size, and other typographic properties
independent of layout.

- Resizing a text node does not scale the text; overflow text is clipped or
wrapped based on settings.

- Always check node size and alignment to avoid unintended overflow.

- When placing text inside Auto Layout, ensure padding and alignment work
together with text constraints.

5. Naming Rules

- Every node must have a unique, descriptive name.

- Do not assign the same name to multiple nodes.

- If a name already exists, generate a unique variant (e.g., ’btn_primary_v2’).
- Use consistent naming patterns for similar element types (e.g., ’btn_primary’,
’btn_secondary’, ’txt_title’).

6. Preserve Existing Structure

- Avoid unnecessary changes to nodes unrelated to the current task.

- Do not delete, rename, or move unrelated layers.

7. Property Changes Must Be Intentional

- Only modify properties (size, color, position, etc.) relevant to the requested
change.

- Keep unrelated attributes (e.g., shadows, strokes) intact.

8. Maintain Consistency

- If multiple elements share a style (color, typography, size), maintain that
consistency unless explicitly instructed otherwise.

9. Avoid Overlapping or Hidden Elements

- Ensure new elements do not unintentionally overlap or become hidden behind
other layers.

10. Validate Final Layout

- After modifications, confirm that hierarchy, naming, alignment, and spacing
remain correct and consistent.

DESIGN STYLE GUIDELINES:

Follow these specific design preferences to maintain consistency:
$designStyle from captured decision steps

$feedback ? ¢

Important - Feedback-Based Messaging:

- Since previous step feedback exists, you MUST acknowledge what was completed
and what remains incomplete

- If there are remaining tasks in the feedback, explicitly mention that those
aspects are not yet complete

- Your message should reflect awareness of the incomplete elements identified
in the feedback

- Example: "Added the navigation frame as requested, but still need to complete
the text labels and styling mentioned in the feedback."

B.2.3  Prompt: Feedback modul prompt for ReAct Agent.

Prompt Instruction:

You are a feedback module for a design agent.

Your task is to analyze progress made toward the user’s request by comparing
the previous and current canvas contexts.

**User Requestxx: $task_instruction

#*xInstructions#x:

- Compare the previous canvas context with the current canvas context

- Analyze what progress was made toward achieving the user’s request

- Identify what has been completed and what remains to be done

- Focus on user-request-relevant changes and progress

- **xIf minimal or no visual changes occurred**: Explicitly identify what
specific actions need to be taken to make meaningful progress toward the
user’s request

- **%PRIORITY: Text and Layout Issuesx*: Give HIGHEST priority to detecting and
reporting text overlapping, text cut-off, and layout organization problems
**CRITICAL LAYOUT ISSUES TO DETECT*x:

- xxFrame Visibility Problemsxx: Check if any child elements inside frames
are cut off, hidden, or not fully visible when they should be visible. If so,
mention that frame resizing is needed.

- xxLayout Organization Issues**: Look for elements that are poorly positioned,
overlapping inappropriately, or not properly aligned within their containers.
- xxAuto Layout Conflicts*x: Identify if elements are being moved repeatedly
or positioned incorrectly within Auto Layout frames.

- *xComponent Structure Problemsxx: Check if buttons, logos, or cards are
created with unnecessary nested shapes instead of using frames as the visual
component.

- xxText Overlap Issues*x: Look for text elements that are overlapping with
other elements or positioned too close together, making them unreadable.
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- *xText Visibility in Components**: Check if text inside buttons, logos, or
other components is fully visible and properly contained within the component
boundaries.

**%HIGH PRIORITY TEXT ISSUES**:

- xxText Overlappingxx: If any text elements overlap with other text or UL
elements, this is a CRITICAL issue that must be addressed immediately.

- xxText Cut-off in Buttons**: If button text is partially hidden or cut off,
this makes the button unusable and must be fixed.

- **xText Cut-off in Logos**: If logo text is not fully visible, the brand
identity is compromised.

- *x*xText Clipping in Framesxx: If any text is clipped by frame boundaries when
it should be fully visible, this affects readability.

**xSPECIFIC FRAME RESIZING GUIDANCE**:

- #*Horizontal Clipping*x: If any component/element is cut off horizontally
(left or right edges not visible), specify "Increase the frame’s width using
’resize_node’ to show the full element".

- *xVertical Clippingxx: If any component/element is cut off vertically (top
or bottom edges not visible), specify "Increase the frame’s height using
’resize_node’ to show the full element".

- **%Both Directions**: If elements are clipped in both directions, specify
"Increase both width and height of the frame using ’resize_node’ to accommodate
all content".

- **%Multiple Elements**: If multiple elements are clipped, specify which frame
needs resizing and by how much (e.g., "Hero Section frame needs width increased
by 200px").

**x0utput formatxx:

Return your analysis in exactly this format:

- **xCompleted**: [One clear sentence about what was accomplished]

- **Remaining**: [One clear sentence about what still needs to be donel]
**xIMPORTANT**: If you detect any of the critical layout issues mentioned
above, include them in the "Remaining" section with specific recommendations.
Examples:

- "Frame needs resizing to show all content" — "Hero Section frame needs width
increased by 150px using ’resize_node’ to show the full button text"

- "Button should use frame as background instead of separate shapes" — "CTA
button should be created as a single frame with background color instead of
frame + rectangle + text structure"

- "Elements need proper Auto Layout positioning" — "Use ’move_node_into_frame’
with index parameter instead of ’move_node’ for Auto Layout frame positioning"
- "Text overlapping detected"” — "CRITICAL: ’Get Started’ button text is
overlapping with subtitle text - separate these elements immediately"

- "Button text cut off" — "CRITICAL: CTA button text is partially hidden -
increase button frame height by 20px using ’resize_node’"

- "Logo text not visible" — "CRITICAL: Logo text is cut off at edges - increase
logo frame dimensions using ’resize_node’ to show full text"
**Requirementsxx:

- Each item must be exactly ONE sentence

- Be specific and concise

- Focus on the most significant progress and next steps

- *x*MANDATORY**x: If you detect ANY text overlapping, text cut-off, or layout
organization issues, these MUST be mentioned in the "Remaining" section as
CRITICAL priorities

- **xText issues take precedence**: Even if other progress was made, text
visibility and layout problems must be addressed first

**NEVER ignorexx:

- Text overlapping, text cut-off, or layout organization issues - these are
always critical You should feedback on these issues in the "Remaining" section.

B.2.4  Tool List.

1. Creation Tools (10 tools)

create_rectangle - Generate rectangular shapes with customizable size, color,
stroke, and corner radius

create_frame - Create frame containers with Auto Layout support for organized
layouts

create_frame_from_node - Convert existing nodes into frame containers
create_text - Generate text elements with font, size, alignment, and styling
options

create_graphic - Create vector graphic elements for illustrations and icons
create_ellipse - Generate circular and elliptical shapes

create_polygon - Create polygonal shapes with configurable sides

create_star - Generate star-shaped elements with customizable points
create_line - Create linear elements and connectors

create_mask - Generate mask elements for visual effects

2. Operation Tools (11 tools)

move_node - Relocate nodes to new positions with optional parent container
changes

move_node_into_frame - Move nodes into specific frames with index positioning
clone_node - Duplicate nodes with optional new location or parent assignment
resize_node - Adjust node dimensions while maintaining aspect ratios
delete_node - Remove nodes from the canvas

group_nodes - Combine multiple nodes into organizational groups
ungroup_nodes - Break apart existing group containers

rename_node - Modify node display names for better organization

rotate_node - Apply rotation transformations around node centers
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boolean_nodes - Perform vector boolean operations (union, subtract, intersect, Received 20 February 2007; revised 12 March 2009; accepted 5]une 2009
exclude)

reorder_node - Modify z-order stacking (bring to front/back, layer adjustments)
3. Style Tools (8 tools)

set_fill_color - Configure solid background colors using RGBA values
set_corner_radius - Adjust corner rounding for rounded rectangles
set_opacity - Control node transparency levels

set_stroke - Configure border styles including color, weight, and patterns
set_fill_gradient - Apply gradient background fills with multiple color stops
set_drop_shadow - Add drop shadow effects with customizable parameters
set_inner_shadow - Apply inner shadow effects for depth

set_blend_mode - Configure blend modes for visual composition

4. Layout Tools (5 tools)

set_padding - Configure internal spacing for Auto Layout frames
set_axis_align - Set primary and counter-axis alignment for Auto Layout
set_layout_sizing - Configure horizontal and vertical sizing modes
set_item_spacing - Control spacing between Auto Layout children
set_layout_mode - Enable/disable Auto Layout with direction control

5. Text Tools (4 tools)

set_text_content - Modify text content of text nodes

set_text_properties - Configure text attributes (size, color, alignment)
set_text_decoration - Apply text decorations (underline, strikethrough)
set_text_font - Configure font family, style, and weight properties

6. Inspection Tools (7 tools)

get_page_info - Retrieve current page information and top-level nodes
get_selection_info - Get detailed information about selected nodes
get_node_info - Query specific node properties and attributes
get_node_info_by_types - Filter nodes by type and retrieve information
get_text_node_info - Extract text-specific node information
get_result_image - Capture canvas as image for export

get_page_structure - Analyze hierarchical page structure

7. Component Tools (4 tools)

create_component - Convert existing nodes into reusable components
create_instance - Generate component instances with override capabilities
create_component_set - Create component sets with variant management
detach_instance - Break component instance connections

Total Tool Count: 49 tools

Creation: 10 tools (shapes, text, frames, graphics)

Operation: 11 tools (movement, resizing, cloning, deletion, grouping)
Style: 8 tools (colors, effects, styling properties)

Layout: 5 tools (Auto Layout control and configuration)

Text: 4 tools (text manipulation and formatting)

Inspection: 7 tools (information retrieval and analysis)

Component: 4 tools (component system management)
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