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ABSTRACT 
 
Multi-purpose Large Language Models (LLMs), a subset of generative Artificial Intelligence (AI), 
have recently made significant progress. While expectations for LLMs to assist systems 
engineering (SE) tasks are paramount; the interdisciplinary and complex nature of systems, along 
with the need to synthesize deep-domain knowledge and operational context, raise questions 
regarding the efficacy of LLMs to generate SE artifacts, particularly given that they are trained 
using data that is broadly available on the internet. To that end, we present results from an 
empirical exploration, where a human expert-generated SE artifact was taken as a benchmark, 
parsed, and fed into various LLMs through prompt engineering to generate segments of typical 
SE artifacts. This procedure was applied without any fine-tuning or calibration to document 
baseline LLM performance. We then adopted a two-fold mixed-methods approach to compare 
AI generated artifacts against the benchmark. First, we quantitatively compare the artifacts using 
natural language processing algorithms and find that when prompted carefully, the state-of-the-
art algorithms cannot differentiate AI-generated artifacts from the human-expert benchmark. 
Second, we conduct a qualitative deep dive to investigate how they differ in terms of quality. We 
document that while the two-material appear very similar, AI generated artifacts exhibit serious 
failure modes that could be difficult to detect. We characterize these as: premature requirements 
definition, unsubstantiated numerical estimates, and propensity to overspecify. We contend that 
this study tells a cautionary tale about why the SE community must be more cautious adopting 
AI suggested feedback, at least when generated by multi-purpose LLMs.  
 
Keywords: systems engineering; generative artificial intelligence (AI); large language models (LLMs); 
human-AI collaboration; problem formulation. 
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1. Introduction  

The old saga of complex system development continues as the vast majority of government 
and industry programs continue to result in cost and schedule overruns 1–7. While numerous 
researchers and government reports attribute this trend to the ever increasing complexity of the 
systems being developed 8,9, future systems will only need to be more interoperable10 and 
intelligent11; which could exacerbate the typical shortcomings of development programs. 
Additionally, the interdisciplinary nature of these development tasks exceed the information 
processing capability of any individual designer or disciplinary engineering team12,13. Thus, 
effective and efficient management of the collaborative development effort will continue to lie 
at the crux of the problem.  

 
Given this context, the discipline of Systems Engineering (SE) relies on diverse teams of 

subject matter experts 14,15 that iteratively exchange design information and domain knowledge 
over extended periods of time16. The challenge of the systems engineer is to govern the activities 
of these large interdisciplinary teams by employing an array of sociotechnical skills17,18 through 
effective problem formulation19, solving20, verification21,22, and validation23. This necessitates 
tacit knowledge from multiple domains to be synthesized24,25, along with high familiarity with the 
specific context of the system of interest26.  

 
Reliance on large number of experts from multiple disciplines causes an inherent disconnect 

among design artifacts created along the process. To elaborate, individual experts capture their 
design information in mutually exclusive models (or languages) such as CAD drawings, multi-
physics models, various simulations, or SysML models. These collectively convey the necessary 
design information; however, individually, only some aspect of the whole13. This creates a natural 
gap between collaborators. Furthermore, as new design information becomes available in one of 
these interrelated development artifacts, changes need to be propagated to others27. This in 
return leads to additional communication workload28, rework29, and ultimately, schedule and 
cost overruns30. While digital transformation31 (DT) aims to synergistically integrate these 
“siloed” models in a digital ecosystem to bridge the gap between collaborators30 and ultimately 
expedite the SE process32, roughly 90% of DT efforts are documented to result in failures33,34. 
There is a pressing need for rapid, data-friendly, and efficient methods for both improving SE 
outcomes and facilitating DT11,35.  

 
To that end, generative Artificial Intelligence (AI), such as large language models (LLMs), bear 

great promise as they have the potential to dramatically alter the way design information is 
represented, managed, and created36. SE literature has been exploring the use of broader AI 
applications for assisting designers; however, the focus is on formulation of knowledge databases 
37,38, virtual assistants 39–41, and design evaluators 42,43. These are documented to be helpful for 
improving designer performance and learning 44–46; however, these are mostly custom-built 
applications instead of multi-purpose LLMs that are trained on data that is broadly available on 
the internet. Research on the efficacy of LLM methods to assist SE tasks, not only in terms of 
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providing a proof of concept but achieving a desired quality threshold that would be expected of 
a human SE expert, is nascent47.  

 
This study addresses two time-sensitive objectives in pursuit of the aforementioned 

overarching goal. First, we extend our earlier work and provide the existence proof for the ability 
of multi-purpose LLMs that are trained on broadly available internet data to generate human 
expert-like SE artifacts48. We achieve this by picking a text-rich and relatively complete human-
expert generated SE case study as a benchmark, and then select a set of LLMs to experiment with 
different prompting strategies to generate SE artifacts for the system of interest in the 
benchmark. We then adopt a mixed-methods approach, and compare the AI generated artifacts 
against the benchmark through both quantitative and qualitative methods. Here, the 
quantitative perspective pertains to comparing AI generated vs. human-expert benchmark by 
using a semantic natural language processing algorithm that measures similarity49. From this lens, 
we find that LLMs can generate SE artifacts that closely resemble those generated by human-
experts; however, the prompting approach has a significant influence over the quality of outputs.  

 
Second, we complement this analysis with a qualitative analysis of the AI generated results, 

to (i) explain how AI generated artifacts differ from the human-expert benchmark in terms of 
quality and (ii) document in which aspects they are comparable. We find that even the most 
similar AI generated artifacts exhibit serious deficiencies, which we characterize around three 
failure modes. Namely, these are: premature requirements definition, unsubstantiated numerical 
estimates, and propensity to overspecify. While we observe these failure modes in the context of 
the system of interest used in the benchmark, the rich comparison against the human-expert 
benchmark and the characteristic their patterns of emergence suggest that these failure modes 
may be generalizable to other LLM use cases regarding SE tasks.  
 

Collectively, findings of this paper should be taken as a conservative estimate of AI capabilities 
for SE, while also telling a cautionary tale of how misleading these artifacts could be particularly 
when relying on models that are trained on the broader internet instead of a proprietary 
database or expert knowledge. AI generated artifacts that appear well constructed, or even 
unintelligible from the lens of a novice or from a language processing perspective, may be 
seriously misleading and could lead to catastrophic design decisions with cascading effects. This 
calls for additional research into verification and validation of AI generated artifacts for SE, along 
with an increased attention on development of customized AI that is contextualized for specific 
SE tasks50–52. That being said, this is a field that is advancing rapidly, as such, LLMs examined in 
this study have already been replaced with newer, more capable ones. To that end, this paper 
should be treated as a benchmark of the state of the art at the time, and it remains to be seen to 
which extent these findings will remain relevant.  

 
The rest of this article is organized as the following. Section 2 provides an overview of the 

relevant literature. Section 3 outlines the methodology. Section 4 presents the findings from 
quantitative and qualitative perspectives. Section 5 provides a discussion of the findings along 
with implications for the field, and concludes.  
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2. RELATED LITERATURE   

2.1. Large Language Models 
2.1.1. A Short History  

In this section, we provide a brief history and an overview of LLMs by describing how they 
function. LLMs originate from the field of Natural Language Processing (NLP), an interdisciplinary 
field that lies on the intersection of computer science and linguistics that aims to render natural 
human language palatable to computers. NLP achieves this through executing a combination of 
tasks such as information retrieval, text classification, and language generation53. Earliest 
versions of NLP were predominantly rule-based54. These lacked contextual awareness but were 
highly-domain specific55. Rule-based models were followed by a transition towards learning-
based methods that rely on statistical inference56 to predict the sequence of words, such as n-
gram models57, which were later followed by hidden Markov models58,59. These models were 
powerful in terms of speech recognition and information retrieval, yet struggled with the 
ambiguity, particularly for handling long range dependencies.  

 
The new era of NLPs was enabled through the use of deep learning methods. Initially, artificial 

neural networks provided significant benefits in terms of flexibility. However, these struggled in 
terms of handling sequential data60 and were later replaced by recurrent neural networks that 
are successful in capturing sequences over time through backpropagation methods 61. Later, a 
special instance of recurrent neural networks, long-term short-term memory (LSTM) models 
were developed. These achieved a significant breakthrough in NLP performance by selectively 
retaining information for longer periods of time62,63 . Nevertheless, it wasn’t until the 
introduction of transformer models that NLPs exhibited a significant performance leap 64. These 
fundamentally differ from recurrent network-based approaches as they rely on self-attention 
mechanisms, that allow them to process sequences of information in parallel, as opposed to the 
sequential approach of neural networks. 

 
Multi-purpose LLMs have dramatically changed the landscape of NLP capabilities in the last 

two years65. While the development of LLMs have been a work in progress for years by companies 
such as OpenAI, Anthropic, and Google, it wasn’t until the release of GPT-3 (Generative Pre-
trained Transformer) by OpenAI in 2022 and the subsequent release of “ChatGPT” or GPT-3.5 in 
November 2023 that LLMs became commonplace names and tooling. Briefly, LLMs follow a 
three-step process: 

 

• Step 1: Pre-training: the model is exposed to enormous text-based information and uses 
self-supervised learning to understand the role of words in context. Specifically, the LLM 
takes a snippet of text and masks a random word or token (i.e., a subset of a word), then 
attempts to predict that word given the context of the preceding words. Examples of 
publicly available pre-training datasets include CommonCrawl (12 years of web crawling), 
WebText (8M documents from Reddit), Wikipedia, and arXiv.  
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• Step 2: Supervised fine-tuning (SFT): the model is fine-tuned by providing it with a series 
of prompts and human-generated responses to complete specific tasks, such as 
summarization, entity extraction, sentiment analysis, translation, and text generation - 
i.e., prompt-response pairs can be thought of as feature-label pairs, using a classical 
machine learning analogy. These “prompt-response” pairs are typically generated from 
data labelling companies (e.g., Scale AI, Surge AI) or can also be boot-strapped using LLM 
responses to a series of prompts. 

 

• Step 3: Reinforcement learning (RL): model responses are ranked by a series of experts, 
this is commonly referred to as “reinforcement learning with human feedback”66. These 
rankings are then used to train a reward model to learn implicit human preferences and 
encourage the model to generate responses aligned with these preferences. These 
preferences can either be subjective (e.g., moral, political, ethical) or objective (e.g., 
accuracy, length of response, quality and diversity of response).  

 
2.1.2. A Simplified Demonstration 

 
Understanding how LLMs are formulated and the training datasets used in each step is critical 

for the purpose of generating SE artifacts, particularly for Government entities such as the 
Department of Defense (DoD). Due to the massive and broad scope of the pre-training datasets, 
LLMs exhibit strong performance at reasoning over a spectrum of different domains thus can 
yield “off-the-shelf” value across many use cases prior to any domain-specific supervised fine-
tuning model. To illustrate, Figure 1 presents a LLM-generated response to a basic SE question.  
While one could reasonably consider the response provided in Figure 1 as appropriate and 
perhaps high-quality, there is clearly room for improvement and an opportunity to “tailor” it for 
a given end-user. 

 

Fig. 1. Example of LLM inference on a SE use case 
 

Thus, to tailor the LLM response, at least for ones that are trained on the public data on the 
internet, the missing piece is the concept of “prompt engineering”67. Prompt engineering is a relic 
of the massive corpus of pre-training data and alludes to an extremely high degree of sensitivity 
the model has to the provided inputs. By providing an LLM with a more specific prompt, either 
stylistically (e.g., specifying the length and style of the response) or contextually (e.g., specifying 
a particular domain or persona for whom to tailor the response), LLMs can provide higher quality 
responses. For example, Figure 2 revisits the same question, prompted for a DoD specific 
persona. Note that the response has improved in quality by using domain-specific vernacular, 
supplies helpful use cases for the artifact, and even adheres well to the syntactic requirement 
imposed in the prompt. Here, the contrast between Figures 1 and 2 illustrate how the LLM can 
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tailor its response based on given prompts, while providing general SE related information that 
could be useful for SEs that may not be familiar with US DODAF framework.  

 
 

 
Fig. 2. How prompt engineering aligns the response to a user-specific domain and use case 

 

The case illustrated in this subsection uses an open access LLM that is trained on publicly 
available data. Given that many organizations that have significant amount of proprietary and 
context specific data, created by domain-experts, it should be considered only a conservative 
demonstration of potential benefits. Thus, we contend that LLMs can play a significant role in 
cost-effective generation of SE artifacts due to their extensive pre-training, and largely as a 
function of clever prompt engineering, even in the absence of domain-specific fine-tuning.  

 

2.2. Generative Artificial Intelligence for Systems Engineering 
 

There is a growing body of literature in the broader engineering design and SE community on 
the use of generative AI for various aspects of the system lifecycle36. These could be categorized 
in requirements engineering, concept generation & tradespace exploration, and human-AI 
collaboration during decision-making in design. We consider it useful to provide a brief overview. 

 
Requirements engineering has been the pioneering use case in SE for NLPs, and later LLMs, 

given the wide-spread availability of text based data68,69. Nevertheless, this thrust also 
accelerated significantly with the advancement of LLMs and currently pursues a plethora of 
objectives. These include defining specifications70, classification and extraction of requirements 
types from other engineering documents71,72, establishing traceability73,74, identification of user 
needs75, and knowledge extraction51. Recent research in this area benchmarked multi-modal 
LLMs for understanding reference engineering documentation, textual requirements, and CAD 
drawings76; but has also documented that there are significant shortcomings in terms of 
reliability and performance.  

 
Concept generation and tradespace exploration is one of the rapidly advancing use-cases77. 

Sarica and Luo use large semantic networks for mining patent databases to aid the ideation 
process and illuminate novel design concepts78. Others experimented with generative networks 
for design space exploration, illustrating that both design novelty and quality could be increased 
concurrently by enabling access to a larger portion of the design space79,80. Some generative 
models developed in the mechanical design community pursue generation of concepts79,81 and 
assisting ideation82. Within the SE literature, there are examples like Selva’s work in the 

Input: What is an OV-1 diagram? Focus your response on relevance to a Defense-specific audience 

and keep your response to one concise but comprehensive paragraph. 

 

Output: An OV-1 diagram, or Operational View-1 diagram, is a high-level graphical representation 

used in the Department of Defense Architecture Framework (DoDAF) to depict the strategic mission, 

vision, and capabilities of an organization or a military operation. It provides a broad overview 

of the operational concept, including the relationships among key mission areas, organizational 

structures, and external interfaces. The OV-1 diagram is crucial for defense 

-specific audiences as it helps in understanding the operational needs, identifying potential 

risks, and planning strategic actions in a military context. It serves as a communication tool for 

conveying complex operational scenarios to a wide range of stakeholders, including military leaders, 

defense planners, and system developers. 
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development of virtual assistants for assisting system architecture articulation for spacecraft 
missions39,40,83,50.  

 

Another research thrust is on decision-making in design, particularly on human-AI 
collaboration; documenting nuanced findings. Here, research is being conducted on both human-
AI pairs and teams of humans with AI advisors84,45. There is evidence suggesting that AI assistance 
can concurrently improve design performance and designer learning, particularly if collaboration 
continued for extended periods of time85. However, there are also studies from a similar setting 
indicating AI assistance could be detrimental to designer learning83. Others investigated AI-
assistance during design decision-making and found that designer self-confidence plays a critical 
role in their trust in AI, error attribution, and eventual adoption of AI guidelines86. Nevertheless, 
human trust in AI guidance is documented to depend on an array of factors, including but not 
limited to the accuracy of AI recommendations, transparency, fairness, and robustness87. Others 
document that AI recommendations may improve the performance of low performing teams or 
individuals; however, it may also hinder the performance of high performers88,89. At least for now, 
AI is not a panacea for design problem-solving88.  

 
2.3. The Gap  
 

While there is significant research in the broader engineering design and SE literature on use 
of AI, there are only few examples on the use of multi-purpose LLMs that leverage historical SE 
artifacts to better inform the design of a new system. The most relevant to this paper is 
Daphne39,40, an intelligent assistant to support preliminary system design and tradespace analysis 
of Earth-facing satellite systems. However, as opposed to this study, the novelty of Daphne is 
rooted in the purposefully trained rule-based knowledge repository and the integration of the 
natural language interface, instead of communication schema or protocol, which enables the 
ability to scale and track existing knowledge, while adjusting to new incoming data. Nevertheless, 
these are purposefully built models for a specific context or objective that are challenging to 
develop and sustain. Thus, these do not address queries regarding the efficacy of multi-purpose 
LLMs (e.g., Chat-GPT 4, Claude 3.5, Gemini 2.0) to generate expert-like SE artifacts, particularly 
without any specific fine-tuning, additional training, or customization; and when guided by a 
human engineer through iterative prompting.  

 
Although this decision to not conduct any-fine tuning may seem like an odd choice, we 

contend that this is becoming an increasingly important query as both SE practitioners, students, 
and researchers are experimenting with multi-purpose LLMs as-is, without any customization or 
fine-tuning, to alleviate some of their workload; often with little consideration to its potential 
risks. Furthermore, more often than not, there is a tendency to accept these LLM outputs without 
further verification. We deem that this is a concerning trend and so far, there are no published 
studies in the SE community that have documented its potential consequences. Here, we delve 
into to which extent these multi-purpose LLMs can be effective in assisting SE tasks, and 
characterize how they fail. Thus, our aim is not to document how the best possible quality LLM 
outputs could be obtained, but to characterize what are the downside risks even with LLM 
generated artifacts that closely resemble those produced by human-experts. 
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3. METHODOLOGY 

The objective of this paper is to empirically investigate if multi-purpose LLMs can generate SE 
artifacts that resemble those created by experts and to document if and how they may be 
misleading. We pursue this objective by adopting a human-expert generated SE artifact as a 
benchmark. We then provide various LLMs with chunks of curated data taken from this 
benchmark and evaluate their ability to generate SE artifacts. We evaluate AI generated artifacts 
through a mixed-methods approach. First, we adopt a quantitative approach and ask a machine, 
more specifically a specialized NLP algorithm, to test if AI generated artifacts are passable and 
are similar to benchmark artifacts generated by human-experts. We use this step to filter AI 
Generated responses in terms of similarity. Second, to compare the quality of these artifacts, we 
adopt a human-expert perspective and dig through AI generated artifacts through a qualitative 
approach to identify which extent they are similar, and where and how they diverge. Figure 3 
presents the overview of our research methodology. We elaborate each of the steps below.  

  
 

 
 

Fig. 3. Overview of the Research Approach 
 
 

3.1. LLM Selection, Human-Expert Benchmark Selection and Data Processing  
3.1.1. LLM Selection 
We are interested in evaluating publicly available LLM capabilities; however, we don’t have 
access to their design. Therefore, we choose a representative set of models to run our empirical 
exploration. We choose to work with exclusively closed-source models as they have the broadest 
performance, were trained on the most tokens, and have a large enough context window to allow 
a well-sized prompt. Thus, focus on the use of three closed-source models (e.g., available only 
via API, with no direct access to model weights): GPT-3.5 Turbo, GPT-4, and Claude. Next, we 
proceed to selection of the data and its pre-processing. 

 
3.1.2. Selection of the Sample Dataset and its Pre-processing 
 

The primary technical approach is to attempt to use a series of LLMs to generate SE artifacts using 
materials from the Bulldog Unmanned Ground Vehicle (UGV) dataset92 corresponding to a 
hypothetical ACAT II program. Bulldog was conceived by the Defense Acquisition University 
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(DAU) faculty to teach SE and is a notional UGV that is required to detect and neutralize threats 
(e.g., landmines). The mission set, to which Bulldog belongs, includes interfaces with command 
& control (C&C) through a satellite network and with an unmanned air system (UAS) that acts to 
detect and notify C&C of a threat presence. The UAS also acts as risk mitigation to potential loss 
of satellite network capability, in which case the UAS will directly notify and task the Bulldog UGV. 
We visualize the mission set in Figure 4 using a descriptive image, traditionally referred to as an 
operational view 1 (OV-1).  

 

Fig. 4 Bulldog Case Study Mission Description (OV-1) 

 

The Bull Dog case study provides a rich and partially complete dataset. It is composed of a set of 
multi-page pre-Milestone B artifacts including a Capability Description Document (CDD), a 
System Performance Specification from a Technology Maturation and Risk Reduction (TMRR) 
Phase, an Initial Capabilities Document (ICD), a Systems Engineering Plan, a series of Operational 
Scenario Descriptions, and a Preliminary Market Research Report of Platform Requirements and 
Characteristics. We use this textual data and curate it for LLM processing. Therefore, our sample 
size for the human-expert benchmark is only equal to one; however, it has been created by a 
team of SEs instead of an individual. While no SE artifact is perfect, and there could possibly be 
other acceptable answers to a SE problem formulation question; given that this artifact was 
specifically developed by a team of DoD tasked SE experts, and was later independently approved 
for education of DoD personnel, we deem it appropriate to serve as the ground-truth for the 
purposes of this paper. This research choice also allows us to decouple our analysis from artifact 
generation; therefore, helps prevent potential biases. 
 
3.1.3. Data Curation 
Next is the curation of representative artifacts. For this research, we are focused on generation 
of full-text artifacts, as opposed to JSON objects that would be stored in a MBSE tool. The Bulldog 
dataset is ideal here as it contains several multi-page documents. Thus, we apply data 
engineering to prepare the data for ML consumption. The strategy is to chunk the 7-8 documents 
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available in the Bulldog dataset in a series of 50 “instances,” where each instance is roughly 1-2 
paragraphs of text.  
 

There are several reasons why this approach is needed. First, the context window of most LLMs 
is constrained to only a few thousand tokens thus require input text to be synthesized. This also 
helps augment the dataset to allow for greater test fidelity. Second, the MAUVE framework itself 
– which we use to measure similarity - requires a minimum of 50 instances to make a 
representative assessment. In other words, our data engineering process is shaped by our 
method of evaluation. In short, we distill Bulldog artifacts into a series of roughly 52 prompt-
response pairs, which are then used to evaluate LLMs. 

 
3.2. SE Artifact Generation Using LLMs 

For each SE artifact chunk generated in this study, we start-off with a general system-prompt 
that is followed by a specific user-prompt to generate the desired artifact segment. Here it is 
useful to emphasize the distinction between the “system” prompt and the “user” prompt. The 
system prompt, shown in Figure 5, provides the model context about the domain (i.e., SE and 
acquisition of ACAT programs) and the system of interest (i.e., Bulldog, conveyed by a system 
description and several operational descriptions). Hence the system-prompt’s role is to set the 
context for the LLM prior to any request for a particular SE artifact to be generated.  
 

 
Fig. 5 The system-prompt used in this study 

 

System Prompt: You are a highly skilled Systems Engineer with over 30 years of experience supporting 

large-scale Department of Defense acquisitions (including ACAT I, II, and III). In this particular 

situation, you are helping write systems engineering (SE) artifacts for the Bull Dog program.  

 

The Bull Dog Unmanned Ground Vehicle (UGV) System will be used in a variety of critical, high-risk 

warfighting situations requiring an integrated suite of unmanned air and ground vehicles across 

the spectrum of conflict. The Bull Dog UGV System will be integral to the successful 

outcome of Reconnaissance, Surveillance, and Target Acquisition (RSTA), mine detection, vehicle 

recovery, maneuver, and indirect and direct fire missions, reducing the risk of injury and loss of 

life for manned units. Capable of independent operations, the Bull Dog UGV will 

carry onboard weapons with the capacity to destroy fixed and mobile targets. The UGV System will 

also be capable of line-of-sight (LOS) remote control from the Joint Command and Control System 

(JCCS) and non-LOS (NLOS) control via relay using participating UAV assets. 

 

Provided are some operational descriptions: 

 

Interoperability: The Bull Dog must locate and destroy a mobile enemy armored vehicle by using a 

laser designator to identify the target so that an AC-130 can conduct the attack. The laser 

designator needs to remain on the enemy vehicle for 5-10 seconds to allow communication with the 

AC-130 so it can set up the attack. 

 

Mine Detection: The Bull Dog successfully transits an enemy mine field by locating and maneuvering 

around the mines. The transit will be unopposed by the enemy. 

 

Seek and Destroy: The Bull Dog must locate and destroy a mobile enemy armored vehicle using only 

its onboard weapon systems. The enemy vehicle is hostile and will attack the Bulldog vehicle if it 

is detected. 

 

Your task is to support with the generation of systems engineering artifacts. Do not include any 

AI-specific language such as "as an AI language model...". Make sure to use DoD-specific language 

and terminology to the extent possible. Be verbose in your response in the typical manner of a DoD 

systems engineering artifact. 

 

Begin: 

 

Input: {{ Prompt }} 

Output: 
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The system-prompt is then followed by the user-prompt, that is specifically formulated to 
guide the LLM to generate the expected chunk of the SE artifact. In classical ML terms, this would 
be the feature engineering requirement required to predict a label (the full text chunk). The user-
prompt follows up the system level prompt and is tied to a request for a specific segment of a SE 
artifact to be generated. Figure 6 presents a user prompt example, generated from the provided 
capability description document, using a lead question for a particular segment of an SE artifact. 
The expected output here is a full-text LLM response for each prompt. 

 

 
Fig. 6 Example of user-level prompt and the LLM generated output for the given prompt 

 
The final step of our artifact generation approach is the iterative refinement of the user-

prompts. We adopt an iterative prompting approach, where we observe the LLM generated 
response for a given user-level prompt, take it as feedback, and modify our prompt to improve 
the accuracy of the obtained response. This results in three prompting configurations (for each 
user-prompt) that increase in terms of their specificity and contextualization. Examples to these 
prompt configurations are provided in Section 4.1.  

 
Finally, for each SE artifact chunk, we use the system-prompt followed by the 52 user-level 

prompt pairs (each executed separately) to create responses on the selected LLMs: OpenAI’s 
GPT-4, GPT-3.5 Turbo, and Anthropic Claude93. We then proceed into evaluation of these 
artifacts. Here our goal is not to include all multi-purpose LLMs that are available on the market, 
but to pick a representative set from the most competent ones that complement our research 
objective.  

 
Before we proceed to our method for analyzing results, we should remind the reader that 

this study explores LLM capabilities without the use of explicit fine-tuning or customization. This 
is a purposeful research choice as there is an ongoing trend in the SE community to use them as 
such. However, our research design choice also introduces a risk of obtaining over-generalized 
outputs94. To elaborate, given that multi-purpose LLMs are trained using data that is broadly 
available in the internet; when they are used without fine-tuning, there is a risk of not having 
enough relevant material in its training corpus, particularly when used for a specialized objective. 
Hence, its outputs may not be as robust, or well-aligned with the task at hand or user 
preferences95,96.  

 

Input: Based on the information provided, please write me a one paragraph Operational Context 

statement for a Capability Description Document. Make sure to mention how it impacts the Joint 

Force Commander and what the Bull Dog/UGV System could support in future battlespaces. 

 

Output: The complexity and uncertainty of the current and future Operational Environment (OE) 

requires the Joint Force Commander (JFC) to extend the reach of their situational understanding to 

continuously adapt to a changing environment across the full spectrum of conflict, while facing 

hybrid threats. This extended battlespace awareness requires the collection of information into 

the integrated battle command systems network to enable informed decision-making. UGV Systems can 

support future forces and expanded battlespace concepts by serving as economy of force assets and 

enhancing force protection by providing standoff operational capabilities for many warfighter 

functions. UGV Systems must be expeditionary with lethal and non-lethal capabilities that are 

versatile, agile, sustainable, survivable, and capable to transition across the spectrum of 

operations. UGV Systems must provide persistent surveillance for situational awareness and can 

provide force application, including targeting, lethal fires, and non-lethal effects, while 

protecting the force through standoff from threat capabilities. 
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To that end, fine-tuning methods such as full-model tuning97 and parameter-efficient 
tuning98,99 are documented to improve LLM’ ability to answer queries regarding domain-specific 
tasks. However, these methods also have some inherent risks. The former requires extensive 
storage space, and the latter are influenced by both pretraining and fine-tuning conditions94. 
Additionally, all fine-tuning methods requires sufficient amount of the “right” material to learn 
from, and could in return, introduce a risk of overfitting100. Thus, a practitioner may not be able 
to spare the resources to garner this increased capability, nor simply be deterred by the 
associated challenges. Nevertheless, it remains to be seen what is the best approach for 
generating SE artifacts using LLMs, particularly for open-ended exercises such as problem 
formulation. This paper takes a step towards that objective, by documenting LLM capabilities for 
problem formulation tasks without any fine-tuning. 
 
3.3. Evaluation of LLM Generated Artifacts  
3.3.1. Quantitative Perspective: Comparison of Text through Natural Language Processing  
 

The challenge on the evaluation side is the selection of an evaluation framework for 
comparing a model-generated response to a particular prompt against the human-generated 
artifact. There are several options at our disposal. BLEU (Bilingual Evaluation Understudy) 101 is 
typically used for language translation tasks by using n-grams. Recall-Oriented Understudy for 
Gisting Evaluation (ROUGE) 102 is used for text summarization tasks by comparing the LLM’s 
summary and a reference, human-generated summary. While these evaluation frameworks work 
well on tasks that have a generally fixed and “correct” output, they are brittle in the context of 
SE as it is focused on the specific sequences of words that are present, which is a proxy for the 
actual content of the response. Another alternative is sentence embedding methods such as 
cosine distances that are commonly used in text analysis particularly in the context of engineering 
design103. These are useful in terms of documenting similarity; however, prioritize frequencies of 
words and phrases; and could be misleading due to a lack of compositionality in their assessment 
of a sentence 104. 

 

The third alternative, the MAUVE49 evaluation aims to “measure the gap between [machine-
generated] text and human text” by using Kullback-Leibler (K-L) divergences. A K-L divergence 
can be thought of calculating the entropy between two probability distributions. In this case, we 
would produce a distribution of generated text over the “labels” for a given SE artifact (e.g., a 
natural language conversion of the tabular information), and compare those against the text 
distribution of what the model generated. Details of the algorithm are described elsewhere49; 
however, in Figure 7 we present a visual representation of how MAUVE proceeds and 
differentiates Type I and II errors.  
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Fig.7 MAUVE comparison of machine and human text distribution (Image adopted from Pillutla et.al. 49).  

   

In Figure 7, on the left, MAUVE compares LLM generated distribution Q to human generated 
human text P. The right-hand side of Figure 7 visualizes how MAUVE compares Type I and Type II 
errors. Here Type I errors refer to a LLM producing degenerative and repetitive text that would 
be considered unlikely for human generated text. Whereas Type II errors represent expected text 
segments that cannot be produced by LLM due text due to truncation heuristics105. The output 
of the MAUVE evaluation is a scalar value that ranges between 0 to 1, with 1 meaning that the 
two distributions are identical (e.g., the LLM was able to output synthetic SE artifacts that directly 
lined up with what is in Bull Dog). The challenge with the MAUVE is that it requires a significant 
amount of data, with a minimum of 50 instances and preferably well over 100, but the advantage 
is it can capture both Type I and Type II errors; and aggregate them for a scalar measure of 
similarity. Thus, for our evaluation, we will use the MAUVE algorithm to measure the similarities 
of human vs. AI generated text.  

 

3.3.2. Qualitative Perspective: Human-Expert Evaluation of AI Generated vs. Human Expert 
Generated Artifacts  

 
While quantitative measures provide some insight regarding similarity of two text artifacts, 

they do not explain how these two artifact bodies differ. This is critical for the SE community as 
artifacts that may appear similar could be missing critical pieces of information or including 
misleading ones that have to be omitted from further engineering activities. Therefore, we 
supplemented our investigation with a qualitative analysis of how AI generated and human-
expert generated SE artifacts differ 106–108. More specifically, we picked the AI generated SE 
artifact with the highest MAUVE similarity score, and then contrasted them against the human-
expert generated benchmark to understand the nature of deviations. We coded the information 
based on its informational character and whether it was traceable back to the problem statement 
conveyed in the prompts.  

 
To ensure consistency of our findings, we followed standard qualitative analysis techniques 

109, where we iteratively examined the resulting qualitative codes to extract general features of 
deviations from the ground truth. More specifically, we had four built-in mechanisms to avoid 
confirmation bias in our work. First, we decoupled our human-expert benchmark selection from 
LLM data generation by picking an independently generated SE artifact (Bulldog). This helped to 
prevent any possible issues regarding what is level of quality would be considered appropriate 
for the human-expert ground truth. Here, it is useful to note that Bulldog case study was created 
by a team of SEs, and was controlled by an independent SE team that contracted the associated 
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research project. Therefore, this case selection also allows to control for variability that may 
originate from an individual human conducting the SE work. Second, we decoupled LLM data-
generation process from the qualitative analysis of LLM generated artifacts. The analyzer that 
created these outputs did not participate in the rest of the data analysis. Third, we used two 
independent coders for qualitative analysis. Here, while these coders knew they were studying 
AI generated artifact-prompt pairs, they did not know what other coders were generating. These 
two coders had diverse educational and professional backgrounds to mitigate any domain 
specific bias. This information was later synthesized by a third analyzer. Finally, once themes were 
synthesized, an additional screening was done to seek any counterexamples to these themes. 
Only the mechanisms that passes this process was labeled and reported in this paper. As 
discussed further in Section 4.2., this led to identification of mechanisms we label as failure 
modes that characterize how LLM generated artifacts diverge from the human-expert 
benchmark.  
 
4. Findings 

We present two main findings through a mixed-methods approach that complements 
quantitative methods with qualitative ones. First, the ability of multi-purpose LLMs to generate 
SE artifacts that closely resemble those generated by human-experts. Second, we provide a 
qualitative explanation of how the LLM generated artifacts actually differ from human-expert 
generated artifacts. In Section 4.1. we present the results of the similarity analysis by using 
MAUVE, a natural-language processing algorithm. This subsection compares SE artifacts 
generated by three different LLMs using three prompting configurations that vary in terms of 
their specificity; against the human-expert generated benchmark. While this analysis enables 
comparison of large amounts of data, it relies on textual similarities instead of an in-depth quality 
analysis that necessitates domain-expertise in SE. Therefore, in Section 4.2., we provide the 
findings from our qualitative analysis, that picks the best LLM generated artifact set, and 
compares it manually against the human-expert generated benchmark, in search of how they 
differ. This leads to three failure modes through which LLM generated artifacts diverge from 
human-expert created ones: premature requirements definition, unsubstantiated estimates, and 
propensity to overspecify.  
 
4.1. Quantitative Perspective: Evaluation of Artifact Similarity Using MAUVE 

We start our discussion with an evaluation of MAUVE comparisons for LLM generated and 
human-expert generated artifacts, for all three LLMs included in our study. To recall, MAUVE 
scores range between 0-1. In this context 1 indicates expert-like and 0 indicates machine 
generated. Table 1 suggests that results are fairly skewed, and the similarity performance of LLMs 
to generate expert-like SE artifacts is strongly influenced by prompt engineering. To elaborate, 
Prompt configurations 1-3 represent user-prompts that range in terms of their specificity; where 
configuration one is more generic and three requests more specific questions to be answered 
following certain syntactic requirements. In our case, increasing prompt specificity yielded scores 
that corresponded to a greater semantic similarity to the expert-generated ground truth. We 
elaborate these prompt configurations below.  

Table 1 MAUVE Results across 3 LLMs and 3 prompt configurations. 
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Model Prompt Configuration 1 Prompt Configuration 2 Prompt Configuration 3 

GPT-4 0.0000 0.0000 0.9137 

GPT-3.5 Turbo 0.0000 0.0001 0.9749 

Claude 0.0000 0.0003 0.9932 

 

In Prompt Configuration 1, we assigned LLMs a very challenging task of generating a particular 
SE artifact segment with little direction on the type of content to cover and the suggested length 
of the response. This led to extremely poor performance – no model was able to generate useful 
responses and the length of the responses varied wildly. Consider Figure 8 as an example: 
 

 
Fig. 8 Example of a User Prompt Configuration 1 

 

This led us to a refinement of our prompting, which provided an indication of improvement 
in the positive direction, albeit faint. In the Prompt Configuration 2, we edited the user prompts 
to add more specificity to each instance with regards to the content the LLM would need to 
generate. Figure 9 presents an example of how the user prompt changed in Configuration 2, for 
the same SE task. The slight risk with adding specificity is over-generalizing on the provided labels. 
However, given the low similarity score on the initial run of prompts, this was a risk worth 
accepting. Nevertheless, we still did not see much change in the MAUVE similarity scores for the 
LLMs as a result of Prompt Configuration 2, as shown in Table 1.  

 

 
Fig.9 Example of a User Prompt Configuration 2 for the same SE task in Fig 8. 

 

It was not until the third user prompt configuration that the MAUVE scores significantly 
escalated. Most surprisingly, the most significant change here was not further refinement of the 
domain-specific output of each instance, but rather bounding the length of the response. In other 
words, there was inconsistent language used across the 52 prompt-response instances with 
regards to the specific length of the expected response. In fact, in one isolated dataset instance, 
it was observed that the original language asked for a “brief” response, but in absence of more 
specific criteria (e.g., specific number of sentences or paragraphs), the LLM generated a five-
paragraph response. Upon appending each prompt with a specific fixed length based on the 
associated label/response, the MAUVE scores increased considerably. Figure 10 presents an 
example of Prompt Configuration 3: 
 

 
Fig. 10 Example of a User Prompt Configuration 3 for the same SE tasks in Figs 8 and 9. 

 

To recap, the introduction of a priori direction in the prompt, which can be proximally treated 
as having an expert rather than a novice drive the LLM through the generation of SE content, was 

Input: Based on the information provided, write me the Additional Performance Attribute (APA) for 

Rail Transportability including a specific Development Threshold and Development Objective. Please 

include a very brief rationale on how this requirement benefits the warfighter. Remember you are 

writing this for a Capability Description Document. 

Input: Based on the information provided, write me the Additional Performance Attribute (APA) for 

Rail Transportability including a specific Development Threshold and Development Objective. Please 

include a very brief rationale on how this requirement benefits the warfighter. Remember you are 

writing this for a Capability Description Document. Keep the overall response to no more than four 

sentences. 
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the key to generating content that most closely resembled the style of the human-expert 
generated artifacts. What can be inferred here is that LLMs only generate similar answers for 
those who can evaluate the similarity of the response. A novice SE might ask generic, non-specific 
questions to an LLM in the course of generating an LLM artifact, which will yield generic, non-
specific answers. Only an expert behind the console of an LLM, who has an a priori notion of what 
the artifact should, and should not, cover in content and in style, would be able to direct the LLM 
to answer these components. Nevertheless, MAUVE evaluations are only a measure of similarity 
and do not dictate much on the quality of the content. Thus, we proceed to qualitative evaluation 
of content.  
 
4.2. Qualitative Findings: How LLM Generated Artifacts Differ from the Human-Expert 

Benchmark  
 

As discussed in Section 4.1, our exercise resulted in nine (3 LLMs and 3 prompt configurations) 
LLM generated SE artifact sets with 52 user-prompt response pairs in each set. Given the large 
amount of data, we only picked the LLM generated artifact set with the highest MAUVE score to 
proceed with the qualitative analysis. In this case it was the Claude generated responses 
following prompt configuration 3. We present two findings in this subsection. First, we 
characterized 3 failure modes described below along with some supporting examples. These 
mechanisms do not always manifest themselves in isolation and are often observed in 
conjunction with the other failure modes. Nevertheless, we consider it useful to discuss each 
individually as they may lead to contrasting issues for the rest of the SE activities to follow.  
Second, we highlight some of the tasks that we observed LLM generated artifacts to closely 
compare those generated by a human-expert. Although LLMs were not equally consistently good 
in these tasks, we consider them important to discuss given that they hint at the kind of tasks 
multi-purpose LLMs might be useful.  
 
4.2.1. Failure Mode I: Premature Requirement Definition 
 
 This failure mode refers to the inability of multi-purpose LLMs to differentiate needs from 
requirements, and proceed into a premature and often over-specified definition of requirements, 
particularly when asked to bound a problem. This failure mode also hints at LLMs struggling to 
identify the role of the document under consideration in the grand scheme of development 
activities along with the specific role of the tasks that it is asked to perform; illustrating a lack of 
SE domain expertise.  
 
 For instance, Table 2 shows the results for a prompt-response pair that asks for 
environmental attributes to be included in a Capability Description Document (CDD). CDDs are 
created during problem formulation, with the goal to identifying desired system capabilities, and 
fundamentally includes statements regarding stakeholder needs and objectives110. The purpose 
of a CDD is to serve as an input to definition of system requirements, from which a tradespace 
analysis and concept exploration will be conducted to identify feasible design solutions. Hence, 
the role and expectation for CDD is to bound the problem, and not to specify requirements. Our 
response set included 35 questions similar to this, and we observed in over half of the LLM 
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generated responses, an array of requirement with “shall” statements were returned, without 
legitimate bounding and support.  
 

Table 2 Example of Failure Mode I: Premature Requirement Definition 

User Prompt Based on the information provided, write me a very brief Other System Attribute (OSA) for 
Environmental. Remember you are writing this for a Capability Description Document. 

Human-Expert 
Benchmark 

The system must comply with all U.S. environmental regulations and with all international 
environmental protocols and treaties to which the U.S. is a signatory. 

LLM Generated 
Artifact Chunk 

The UGV system shall be operable in extreme environmental conditions including 
temperatures ranging from -20 to +60 degrees Celsius, sand and dust including the ability to 
withstand sandstorms, as well as conditions of rain, snow, fog and adverse weather. 

 
 Furthermore, we noted three particular issues with this failure mode. First, it usually captured 
only a subset of relevant factors to consider (in this case temperature, dust etc., among a broader 
set of relevant environmental factors) without any basis, justification, or traceability. While some 
of these factors are clearly relevant, it is not an exhaustive list of relevant factors. This is 
problematic because factor identification at this stage of problem formulation either has to be 
generally bounded (as it is in the expert benchmark) or has to be exhaustive without any 
exceptions. Hence, a downstream risk with this failure mode is that if these statements are 
accepted as-is, they may lead to omission of other environmental attributes that may be relevant. 
Second, identified variables were stated in an inconsistent level of abstraction. For instance, 
temperature bounds included precise numerical bounds that were generated without reference 
to a specific standard, an engineering analysis, or a ConOps. Others factors (e.g., sand, dust, fog) 
were mentioned without bounds and no information was provided regarding where these 
bounds could possibly be obtained. Third and finally, some statements included qualitative and 
vague statements, such as “adverse weather” without specifying what it actually means. In that 
sense these findings were reminiscent of behavior that would be expected of a novice systems 
engineer instead of an expert. 
 
 On a positive note, we also observed that although the user prompt in Table 2 was fairly 
vague – as we asked for “Other System Attributes for Environmental”, LLM was accurately able 
to pull information that is in line with the Department of Defense Architectural Framework 
(DODAF) description that is consistent with the guidance in its system-level prompt. DODAF 
defines these attributes a category of factors within the operational context that can impact a 
system's functionality, including geographical location, weather conditions, terrain, 
electromagnetic interference, and potential environmental threats, all of which need to be 
considered when designing and deploying a system within a specific environment111. Here, 
although LLM outputs are not identical to the ground truth, it is returning statements that fall 
into the category of DODAF’s definition. We think LLM is actually performing well in terms of 
accurately sourcing the “right kind” of information; however, it is erroneously executing the 
prompted task. 
 

 In Table 3, we provide another example of premature requirement definition with a different 
nuance. The LLM is asked to declare a KPP for “Joint Capability”, referring to the use case 
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statement in the system prompt regarding collaboration with the A130 system. This is a KPP 
referring to a conjoined function, which necessitates coordination of interdependent activities, 
and the ability to relay the information during operations. Hence the expert-benchmark defines 
two KPPs for this task, one decomposing the target data statement and its bounds in the system-
prompt and the second adding an availability KPP referring to collaboration with another 
supporting system to enable this data transfer. Here, several interesting insights emerge from 
the LLM response.  
 

Table 3 Premature Requirement Definition: Example of Over-constraining 

User Prompt Based on the information provided, write me the KPPs for the Net-Centric Joint Capability, 
including a specific Development Threshold and Development Objective. Please also provide a 
very brief rationale. Remember you are writing this for a Capability Description Document. 

Human-
Expert 
Benchmark 

The Key Performance Parameters (KPP) are "dissemination of target data," with a 
development threshold of <10 seconds and a development objective of <5 seconds; time to 
establish communications with AC-130 gunship, with a development threshold of <10 seconds 
and a development objective of <3 seconds, and continuous network connectivity with the 
Operator Control Unit (OCU), with a development threshold of >0.98 uptime and a 
development objective of >0.99 uptime. Rationale: Timely and consistent communications and 
dissemination of target data maximize mission effectiveness and reduce the possibility of 
fratricide or collateral damage. 

LLM 
Generated 
Artifact Chunk 

The KPP for the Net-Centric Joint Capability Area is: The UGV System shall provide a robust 
net-centric data sharing capability between distributed unmanned platforms to enhance 
operational battlespace awareness (OBSA) and enable networked force coordination. The 
Development Threshold is: The UGV System net-centric data sharing capability shall enable 
two-way exchange of geo-referenced target data, sensor feeds, and situational awareness 
between a minimum of two unmanned platforms (one ground, one air) operating within line-
of-sight (LOS) at a range of 10 km.  The Development Objective is: The UGV System net-centric 
data sharing capability shall enable two-way exchange of geo-referenced target data, sensor 
feeds, and situational awareness between multiple unmanned platforms (ground and air) 
operating beyond line-of-sight (BLOS) at a minimum range of 50 km.  The rationale is: Net-
centric data sharing between distributed unmanned platforms is critical to enhancing OBSA 
and enabling networked coordinated operations in complex operational environments. 

 
In Table 3, the first sentence of the response reads like the LLM accurately identifies this task; 

however, the LLM then proceeds to define a KPP that is reminiscent of a physical boundary, that 
makes little sense in the scope of the prompt. Although the prompt is asking for a KPP for a “Joint 
Capability”, the response refers to some form of physical distance measured in kilometers that 
defines an operational boundary. In that aspect, it seems the LLM is echoing another segment of 
the system-prompt, that is not directly related to this specific prompt. Additionally, LLM exhibits 
an effort to specify “what” this KPP will entail - by using terms such as “geo-referenced target 
data, sensor feeds” - without articulating “how” this KPP will be measured. Which is a typical 
premature solution defining behavior. Notice the expert benchmark uses terms purposefully 
representing inputs and outputs such as “target data”; but does not specify what these 
interaction terms are going to be composed of. This generic bounding is desirable at the early 
design phase when a CDD is created, as specifics will be defined at a later stage of development 
as a function of the solution concept. Finally, the human-expert benchmark includes an explicit 
consideration of collaborating systems of systems (e.g., A130) and attempts to bound KPPs 
including this context. This helps establish the boundary of external interfaces and capture 
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directionality of inputs and outputs. Although information about these collaborating systems 
have been provided to the LLM in the system level prompt (recall Figure 6), there is no 
information about these operational collaborators in the LLM’s response. There were multiple 
other instances of this failure mode, yet we deem these examples as sufficient and proceed into 
the next. 
 

4.2.2. Failure Mode 2: Unsubstantiated Estimates 

The second failure mode is unsubstantiated estimates, where the LLM is asked to provide a 
bound on some system attributes, and in return provides numerical values that are either 
completely absurd or possibly conflated with some other characteristic contained in the prompt. 
Here, similar to the premature requirement definition tendencies, there seems to be a 
mechanism that seeks information from documents in the training set that is found to be relevant 
to the topic at hand; and simple values found in these documents are pulled in the response. This 
is problematic because it completely overhauls the engineering analysis aspect of SE. Thus, the 
main characteristic of this failure mode is that while LLM does not have the appropriate analytical 
capabilities at its disposal to be able to generate any of these numerical estimates, it still proceeds 
to provide some numbers in a palatable form. While we did not expect the LLM to run a lifecycle 
analysis and calculate what an appropriate unit cost would be; we find it concerning that the LLM 
readily suggests some numbers instead of arguing it would not be able to execute this task; or at 
least warn the user about the possible inaccuracies these numbers might exhibit.  
 

Consider the example shown in Table 4, where the LLM is asked to estimate the unit cost for 
the proposed system of interest, an unmanned ground vehicle. We observe two mechanisms 
here. First, when the LLM is asked for a unit cost, it returns an exorbitant amount without any 
support or justification that is more reminiscent of a total system development cost. In fact, the 
provided unit cost estimate is so significantly off, it dwarfs the most expensive ground vehicles in 
US Army inventory such as a M1 Abrahams tank (~$15M) or a M104 Paladin ($17.2M)112. As such, 
the provided unit cost estimates even exceed the unit cost of F-35 joint strike fighter113. Second, 
the attribution for rationale is questionable and disregards lifecycle costs on the fleet level114,115. 
Instead of highlighting relevant lifecycle considerations such as total operational costs or 
replacement costs; and looking for a “right” number of systems to be deployed for desired 
mission effectiveness, the LLM suggests the proposed unit costs would allow for maximum 
procurement of the system of interest. Hence although it is not reflected in numbers, there 
seems to be an underlying cost minimizing argument.  

 
Table 4 Failure Mode 2: Unsubstantiated Estimates 

 
User Prompt Based on the information provided, write me the Key System Attribute (KSA) for System Unit 

Cost including a specific Development Threshold and Development Objective. Please include a 
very brief rationale. Remember you are writing this for a Capability Description Document. 

Human-Expert 
Benchmark 

The UGV System shall have a System Unit Cost of $0.60 M (Threshold)/$0.50 M (Objective). 
Rationale: System Unit Costs are a key constituent component in reducing TOC and reflect the 
cost to procure and replace one system. 
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LLM Generated 
Artifact Chunk 

The KSA for System Unit Cost for this program is: 
Development Threshold: $ 383M USD (FY20) 
Development Objective: $ 351M USD (FY20) 
  
Rationale: Achieving the Development Objective for System Unit Cost will allow maximum 
procurement of UGV platforms within budgetary constraints to meet warfighter mission needs. 

 

Another concerning angle of this failure mode is observed when the LLM is asked a mutually 
exclusive yet relevant follow-on question and the answers are evaluated in conjunction with each 
other. In Table 5, the LLM is prompted to provide an estimate on total ownership costs for the 
system of interest (for the fleet, including acquisition, and operations). In contrast to the unit 
costs that the LLM provided in Table 4, the LLM significantly underestimates the total ownership 
cost and even suggests a value that is a fraction of the unit development objective estimate. 
Numerical estimates in these two examples are not only objectively poor, they also “don’t add 
up” within the given context and are in conflict with one another. Additionally, an aspect of this 
failure mode we found particularly misleading is the formatting and verbiage in which these 
numerical estimates are provided. Disregarding the numbers, statements represent the domain 
jargon and include details that would be expected from an expert, such as specifying fiscal years 
for time value adjustment or providing threshold and objective values as demanded by the 
prompt. To summarize, the numerical estimate statements are reasonable in appearance; 
however, the statements lack the necessary content and coherence.  
 

Table 5 Unsubstantiated Estimates - Disregard for System Lifecycle 

 
User Prompt Based on the information provided, write me the Key System Attribute (KSA) for Total 

Ownership Cost, including a specific Development Threshold and Development Objective. 
Please include a very brief rationale. Remember you are writing this for a Capability 
Description Document. 

Human-Expert 
Benchmark 

The UGV System shall have a Total Ownership Cost (TOC) of $3,500.00 M (Threshold)/ 
$3,000.00M (Objective).  
 
Rationale: Total Ownership Cost (TOC) plays a key role in the ability to efficiently field, sustain, 
and upgrade the portfolio of DoD weapons systems. The requirement reflects the TOC over a 
15- year useful life operating in a peacetime scenario. 

LLM 
Generated 

Artifact Chunk 

The Total Ownership Cost (TOC) KSA for the UGV System shall have a Development Threshold 
of $25M (Then-Year dollars) and a Development Objective of $15M (Then-Year dollars) in 
acquisition and sustainment costs from FY2021 to FY2026.  
 
Minimizing costs through affordable, sustainable, and efficient system design will allow for 
increased procurement quantity within cost constraints, enabling a broader deployment of 
this critical warfighting capability. 

 

4.2.3. Failure Mode 3: Propensity to Overspecify  
 

The third failure mode is the propensity to overspecify. While this failure mode appears 
similar to the first, there are significant differences. Here, the tendency is to introduce additional 
expectations regarding the system of interest that are often broadly relevant, yet are not needed 
given the specific context. In other words, the LLM exaggerates the “useful” traits that it thinks 
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the system of interest should exhibit; however, when generating its statements, it loses the 
anchoring and traceability back to the information provided in the prompts. These 
overspecifications are not always unreasonable; however, they are rarely correct or necessary, 
as they are not requested as part of the system or the user prompt. Furthermore, these 
unjustified statements are often declared with improper bounds that are either unattainable or 
impossible to verify and validate. Finally, there are issues regarding conciseness, as prompts are 
often returned as multiple statements packed in one, rather than being decoupled and captured 
in standalone statements. We illustrate this failure mode with two examples. 
 

In Table 6, the LLM is asked to articulate KPPs for logistics, specifically focusing on 
deployment, distribution, and maintenance capability, again with threshold and development 
objectives. Here, we observe that the LLM generated response provides a requirement-like 
statement that picks an arbitrary “hours of operation without replenishment” metric, for which 
all logistics characteristics should be built around. The LLM attempts to rationalize the need for 
this statement, but in doing so, also points out the metrics it should be measured by without 
establishing a direct link between relevant parameters. It seems the LLM has an understanding 
of how this system-level metric should be decomposed, yet does not operationalize this general 
knowledge. This highlights that the LLM does not necessarily “know” the subject when 
information is linked and presented to the requester; rather, the LLM simply presents knowledge 
that the LLM deems relevant in a conversational way. 
 
  Table 6 Failure Mode 3: Propensity to Overspecify – Introduction of Unjustified Variables 

 

User Prompt Based on the information provided, write me the KPP for the Logistics (Deployment and 
Distribution, and Maintain) Joint Capability Area, including a specific Development Threshold 
and Development Objective. Please also provide a one paragraph rationale. Remember you are 
writing this for a Capability Description Document. 

Human-
Expert 

Benchmark 

The Key Performance Parameter (KPP) is the operational availability, with a development 
threshold of >0.80 uptime and a development objective of >0.95 uptime.  
 
Rationale: The UGV shall be employed in various terrains and environments. The UGV will be 
supported over its life cycle by replacing individual parts as they wear out. The system is 
expected to be in service for a period of 15 years and shall be designed for a minimum service 
life of 15 years. It can be calculated using logistics parameters that consider the effect of 
reliability, maintainability, and availability.  
 
The attributes to calculate are the Mean Time Between Failure (MTBF), Mean Time To Repair 
(MTTR) and the Mean Logistics Delay Time (MLDT). Operational Availability = MTBF/(MTBF+ 
MTTR + MLDT). It is the quantitative link between readiness objectives and supportability. 

LLM 
Generated 

Artifact 
Chunk 

The UGV system shall be capable of deploying, distributing itself for operation, and sustaining 
operations at a threshold minimum of 96 hours without replenishment and an objective 
minimum of 336 hours without replenishment. 
 
Rationale: To meet operational requirements across a dispersed operational environment, the 
UGV system must have a high mean time between failure (MTBF), low mean time to repair 
(MTTR), and low mean logistical downtime (MLDT). A 336-hour sustainment capability without 
replenishment at the Development Objective will ensure that the system can operate for 
extended periods across a range of operational tempos in austere and contested environments 
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without reliance on vulnerable logistical supply lines. The 96-hour threshold will provide for a 
minimum self-sustaining capability to meet critical missions while balancing cost and technical 
risk at incrementally increasing capability over time. 

 
Another example is provided in Table 7, where the LLM is requested to generate a KPP for 

force protection, which in this context corresponds to detection of landmines, the primary 
functionality of the system of interest. Here, the LLM not only provides somewhat of an irrelevant 
statement, but has also sets forth a KPP that is impossible to verify or attain. In this particular 
case, this is reflected in two aspects. First, inclusion of an array of stakeholders, some of which 
are unrelated to the information passed to the LLM in prompts. Second, expression of an 
unattainable development objective as a KPP, that is captured with the statement “shall mitigate 
loss of all…”; another overly ambitious and un-verifiable objective.  
 
  Table 7 Propensity to Overspecify – Introduction of Unattainable or Verifiable Bounds 

 
User Prompt Based on the information provided, write me the KPP for the Force Protection (Prevent and 

Mitigate) Joint Capability Area, including a specific Development Threshold and Development 
Objective. Please also provide a very brief rationale. Remember you are writing this for a 
Capability Description Document. 

Human-Expert 
Benchmark 

The Key Performance Parameter (KPP) is the probability of detection for mines, with a 
development threshold of >0.95 likelihood and a development objective of >0.99 likelihood.  
 
Rationale: The capability for the UGV System to detect mines and disseminate mine location 
data enhances mission effectiveness and reduces injury/loss of life and damage to equipment. 

LLM 
Generated 

Artifact Chunk 

KPP for Force Protection (Prevent and Mitigate): The UGV System shall provide scalable levels 
of force protection for personnel, systems, infrastructure, and critical assets to prevent and 
mitigate loss of Soldiers, civilians, infrastructure, materiel, and critical information through 
enemy attack, terrorism, accidents, natural disasters, disease, and exposure. 
 
Development Threshold (Min): The UGV System shall mitigate loss of all protected items to a 
level commensurate with CONPLAN standards. 
 
Development Objective (Optimal): The UGV System shall prevent and mitigate loss of all 
protected items to a level that enables continuance of operations and continuity of 
government and services. 
 
Rationale: This KPP establishes the force protection, prevent and mitigate capability UGV 
System performance requirements to ensure protected items are suitably secure from loss, 
with the aim of achieving successful continuance of operations and continuity of government. 

 
A plausible explanation to why this failure mode might be occurring could be based on the 

mechanism the LLM gathers and generates this information. To elaborate, recall that the LLM is 
provided with a system level-prompt that provides the general context and a user-level prompt 
that asks for a specific task. It seems the LLM processes the user-prompt and then seeks some 
anchoring segments of text in the system prompt. These anchors might be used to search within 
its pre-training corpus to find similar artifacts that contain similar statements, from which 
plausibly relevant terms are scraped, converted, and provided as a response. These often include 
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arguments about the given prompt, yet are irrelevant in terms of the context and mission of the 
system of interest as summarized in the prompts. We more frequently observed this failure mode 
for performance related questions; however, it was manifested in other user-prompts as well.  
 
4.2.4. Satisfactory Traits  
 

We discovered some positive trending traits of the LLM that we highlight in this section. 
Nevertheless, these were not as consistently revealed in our exploratory analysis. Thus, we urge 
the readers to consider these as sporadic indicators of some cases in which multi-purpose LLMs 
could prove useful for generating SE artifacts, and not in terms of generalizable patterns. These 
could be summarized with: (i) the ability to follow guidance, particularly in terms of formatting, 
such as in providing development thresholds and objectives; (ii) adjustment of information as it 
would be expected from expert, such as in the case of Tables 4 and 5 with the adjustment for 
fiscal year dollars; and (iii) successfully summarizing context related statements.  
 

The responses do not seem to be stemming from a common aspect in the prompted text from 
either the style of prompt or specific content that is attempting to be ascertained.  Consider Table 
8, where the LLM provides a potentially viable answer for a context description task that only 
slightly differs from the human-expert benchmark in terms of the focus of the response. Here, 
the human-expert benchmark focuses on general purpose of the system of interest while the 
LLM focuses on its autonomous nature, and implicitly, how that relates to the purpose. 
Nevertheless, they are not identical or arguably on the same level of quality. For instance, the 
LLM response focuses on emphasizing “how” the system of interest will be providing some of 
these mission level capabilities (e.g., “with onboard sensors and weapons…”). Beyond this 
difference of perspective both SE artifacts in Table 8 arguably provide similar information and 
could be considered as passable. Variable content tends towards the LLM response reading like 
a human-expert writer with different preferences. 
 
Table 8 Example of a similar LLM generated response in comparison to the Human-Expert Benchmark: Perspective 

Shifts 

 
User 

Prompt 
Based on the information provided, please write me a one paragraph Operational Context 
statement for a Capability Description Document. Make sure to mention how it impacts the Joint 
Force Commander and what the Bull Dog/UGV System could support in future battlespaces. 

Human-
Expert 

Benchmark 

The complexity and uncertainty of the current and future Operational Environment (OE) requires 
the Joint Force Commander (JFC) to extend the reach of their situational understanding to 
continuously adapt to a changing environment across the full spectrum of conflict, while facing 
hybrid threats. This extended battlespace awareness requires the collection of information into 
the integrated battle command systems network to enable informed decision-making. UGV 
Systems can support future forces and expanded battlespace concepts by serving as economy of 
force assets and enhancing force protection by providing standoff operational capabilities for 
many warfighter functions. UGV Systems must be expeditionary with lethal and non-lethal 
capabilities that are versatile, agile, sustainable, survivable, and capable to transition across the 
spectrum of operations. UGV Systems must provide persistent surveillance for situational 
awareness and can provide force application, including targeting, lethal fires, and non-lethal 
effects, while protecting the force through standoff from threat capabilities. 
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LLM 
Generated 

Artifact 
Chunk 

The UGV system will provide capability to the Joint Force Commander enabling the extended 
battlespace awareness and freedom of maneuver necessary to decisively defeat adversaries 
across the spectrum of conflict. By reducing force structure requirements for critical yet high-risk 
warfighting functions, the UGV system allows the Joint Force Commander to employ a smaller 
force footprint while retaining operational dominance. Specifically, the UGV system can support 
economy of force RSTA, maneuver, fire support, and force protection missions, allowing the Joint 
Force Commander to allocate a higher percentage of manned forces to decisive operations. With 
onboard sensors and weapons, the UGV system provides 24/7 persistent stare and precision 
engagement to detect, identify, and defeat threats within the extended battlespace. The UGV 
system's ability to conduct autonomous lethal and non-lethal effects and seamlessly interface 
with manned and unmanned systems empower the Joint Force Commander with flexible, 
scalable, and layered options for shaping the extended battlespace.   

 

There were other examples where we found the content of LLM generated artifacts to be 
acceptable; however, these were often accompanied by an unnecessary level of detail that may 
or may not be essential given the level of analysis. In Table 9, the task is to define attributes for 
transportation to the theater. Here the human-expert benchmark states the external boundary 
and the transportation mode, by declaring the system should be packed inside a standard 
shipping container. Instead, the LLM response focuses on modes of transportation (e.g., air, rail) 
and sets to articulate what kinds of supporting systems may be conducting these tasks. While, 
inclusion of these external systems may be considered undesirable and over constraining for a 
CDD; we found the manner in which LLM provided this information useful, which reads more as 
a suggestion and not as a premature requirement. Identification of these external collaborating 
systems may potentially allow the designers to more explicitly consider relevant performance 
and functional characteristics that originate from these choices, such as vibration profiles and 
shocks116. Upfront consideration of boundary conditions may enable more proactive decision-
making in earlier stages of design.  
 

Table 9 Example of a similar LLM generated response in comparison to the Human-Expert Benchmark 

 
User 

Prompt 
Based on the information provided, write me a very brief Other System Attribute (OSA) for 
Transportation to the theater. Remember you are writing this for a Capability Description 
Document. 

Human-
Expert 

Benchmark 

The UGV System shall be capable of transportation to the theater of operation in standard 
shipping containers. These containers shall be selected from the existing government inventory. 
Once in theater, the UGV System shall be capable of rapid deployment to forward operating 
areas. 

LLM 
Generated 

Artifact 
Chunk 

The UGV System must be capable of being transported by sea (via high-speed sealift), air (C-17 
Globemaster III or larger aircraft), road (via heavy equipment transporter) or rail to a forward 
operating base, then transported via UGV transporter or sling loaded under a heavy lift helicopter 
(CH-53K or larger) over extended ranges/distances to reach its operational area. 

 
5. Discussion  
 

Advancing capabilities in generative AI, particularly evidence from multi-purpose LLMs 
passing domain-expertise exams in the fields of law117 and medicine118,119; is encouraging the SE 



26 

 

community. However, SE problems are interdisciplinary, complex, and highly context dependent. 
Translating ill-defined SE problems to well-defined ones that are tractable for solving13,19,20 
requires knowledge from multiple complementary domains to be synthesized within the specific 
context of the given system of interest. To that end, this study adopted a mixed-methods 
approach to investigate the extent to which multi-purpose LLMs can generate expert-like SE 
artifacts; and documented differences and similarities. As illustrated in this study, while multi-
purpose LLMs can generate segments of SE artifacts that closely resemble those generated by 
human experts an in-depth evaluation of these artifacts reveals concerning trends regarding 
content. As a preface to this discussion, we would like to remind the reader that between the 
time this study was conducted and published, LLMs investigated here have already been replaced 
by more capable ones in terms of general performance.  Nevertheless, these findings document 
the state of the art at the time for a SE problem formulation task, and this paper could serve as 
a benchmark for future work. This study makes three important contributions.  

 
First, although exploratory in its nature given that we only worked with a very limited set of 

benchmark SE artifacts and prompting approaches, findings reported in this study provide the 
existence proof for the ability of multi-purpose LLMs to assist with SE tasks, at least for a series 
of problem formulation use cases. While we documented that LLMs can generate expert-like SE 
artifacts without any explicit fine-tuning, this closeness refers to semantic similarity rather than 
quality. We found no significant difference between different LLMs explored in this study 
regarding this aspect. However, Claude performed marginally better in terms of similarity, 
possibly due to its relatively high input token limit, followed by GPT-3.5 Turbo and GPT-4. Here, 
we should remind the audience that this relative ranking pertains to semantic similarity for this 
particular case study, and does not suggest a general ranking of quality. Nevertheless, prompt 
engineering plays an influential role in the closeness of artifacts, at least when using the MAUVE 
framework for measurement. The low similarity scores observed in earlier prompt configurations 
were due to the MAUVE evaluation framework was detecting large Type II discrepancies between 
human-generated and LLM generated responses due to high variability. As soon as that was 
controlled for by refinement of the prompts, LLMs fared far more capable. To that end, while 
prompt engineering may not be the future for how generative AI could be best utilized for SE, it 
could help save the day67. Related to this finding, we anticipate that newer, more capable LLMs 
will perform significantly better.  

 
Second, through an in-depth qualitative inductive approach, we documented three failure 

modes that explain how AI generated SE artifacts may differ from human-expert generated ones. 
We labeled these failure modes as premature requirements definition, unsubstantiated 
estimates, and propensity to overspecify. Each of these bear the risk of introducing significantly 
misleading information into the design process or omitting essential ones. If taken for granted 
and not examined rigorously, these failure modes could introduce cascading errors into the 
design process that may lead to over-design, omission of relevant information, and ultimately 
improper bounding of design problems, particularly for the problem formulation use-case we 
explored. What is more concerning is that these statements are often posed in a semantic format 
that “looks good”, resembling information that would be expected from an expert.  
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What can be said about the shared patterns between these failure modes? In terms of 
generalizability, although specifics of these failure modes originate within the context of the 
system of interest, resulting insights are generic and likely transferable to similar LLM 
applications regarding SE and other similar disciplines where domain-relevant knowledge may 
not be available in the training corpus. Related to this point, identified failure modes are 
reminiscent of those that would be expected from a novice systems engineer or a disciplinary 
engineer trying to serve as a SE. One could argue conflating user needs and system requirements, 
over-constraining a design space, or providing poor numerical estimates, are indeed not unique 
to LLMs and are frequently committed errors by humans. Nevertheless, these are novice 
mistakes that are not expected of experts – as accurately reflected in the benchmark used in this 
study. Regardless, nature of the tasks explored in this study exploited the lack of engineering 
analysis capability of LLMs, along with the lack of deep contextual knowledge, suggesting that 
multi-purpose LLMs could continue to struggle with SE relevant tasks.  

 
In terms of style, overall, LLMs provided more verbose responses than the benchmark, where 

the line between useful and useless arguments are hard to navigate. The lengthy response can 
likely be attributed to the LLM presenting broad information of similar sources for the narrow 
scope of the specific prompt. In some cases, this leads to irrelevant responses for the system of 
interest and in others sweeping sets of arguments that attempt to cover irrelevant 
characteristics. Thus, these observations support our claims of an inability to infuse expert 
judgement, and “echoing back themes” that LLM finds plausible. Similarly, we found that vague 
prompts or prompts that might require deep domain knowledge, were challenging LLMs given 
their lack of intuition for the knowledge. A potential remedy to this problem could be leveraging 
rule and knowledge based approaches39,40,83,50, or LLMs that are fine-tuned on proprietary 
datasets that somewhat capture desired quality threshold44,50. There are an array fine tuning 
methods discussed in Section 3.2 could be leveraged for this purpose in future work. Ultimately 
these responses suggested a continued need for the guidance of a subject matter expert when 
working with AI88,86.  

 
Third, we documented certain tasks for which LLMs fared relatively well. These can be 

summarized with the ability to follow guidance on formatting, presentation of information as it 
would be expected from an expert, and efficient summarization of broadly relevant concepts 
regarding the context. Neither of these tasks require SE expertise and at best should be 
considered as an assistant reminding useful information. This is illustrated not only in the overlap 
between the responses but for the model’s ability to disambiguate acronyms when placed in a 
specific domain or context. Nevertheless, our findings should only be treated as a very 
conservative demonstration of what multi-purpose LLMs can achieve for SE; and a potential path 
forward should arguably make use of both more relevant training material and expert 
knowledge. Given that many SE organizations have access to enormous domain-specific datasets, 
generating and utilizing similar generative models in their own repositories may prove more 
effective. There are limited examples to this50, but they should be considered as trailblazers of a 
new era.  
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An important aspect to emphasize before we conclude this paper is that the task of problem 
formulation may not be a very good application of LLMs, particularly without fine-tuning for a 
very specialized domain like SE for defense systems and perhaps for specialized product such as 
a CDD. Here, we do not intend to claim that many SE organizations are expecting to use LLMs for 
this kind of open-ended exercises. More suitable applications, particularly without the availability 
of a large fine-tuning corpus of relevant domain-specific data may include text summarization, 
text evaluation against specific quality or content criteria, reframing of requirements into 
structured requirement patterns, editorial cleanup, consistency checking, etc. We discuss some 
of recent research in Section 2.2.; however, this is not an exhaustive list and there is plenty of 
room for future research. Additionally, if a specific sector (e.g., US Department of Defense, civil 
aviation, space agencies) aims to leverage these technologies more broadly, it would be 
worthwhile to invest in specializing the LLM for the specific sector through methods such as fine-
tuning based on creation of a large corpus of training material. This could propel a new era of 
LLMs; however, it remains to be seen how such data could be shared without compromising any 
sensitive information. Below, we delve deeper into how far we expect these findings to hold, 
limitations of this work, and some suggestions for future research. 

 

5.1. Expectations Regarding Future Relevance of Findings  
 

LLMs are evolving at an astonishing pace. As such, between the time this study was conducted 
and published, the LLMs examined in this study have been already replaced by newer versions 
with considerable general performance improvements. While this paper does not intend to 
provide an evaluation of the limits of LLM technology in general, we contend that it is useful to 
discuss how far we anticipate our findings, particularly those that refer to the ability of future 
LLMs to address the identified failure modes, will hold. 
  

We expect that unsubstantiated estimates and propensity to overspecify might be difficult to 
counter, at least in terms of providing high quality answers. This is because problem formulation 
is a challenging SE activity that requires substantial domain-expertise given the open-ended 
nature of translating an ill-defined problem120,19,20, often-unique contextual environment, and 
the need to cater to the counterbalancing objectives of the system of interest. Thus, unless there 
is a fundamental change in how LLMs operate, looking across other document bodies to identify 
relevant information may not be a viable approach for SE problems, at least for systems with 
sufficient complexity or uniqueness. This may be less true for more standardized and relatively 
incremental products such as basic consumer products and automobiles, compared to one-of a 
kind, cutting-edge systems such as the James Webb Telescope5. Alternatively, expanding LLMs 
with dedicated engineering knowledge-based expert models, such as expert systems or its 
hybrids, could be help navigate these failure modes. 

 
Finally, while we have reasonable evidence to suspect premature requirements definition will 

persist for a foreseeable future similar to the previous two failure modes, it may be marginally 
easier to counter by future LLMs; if they could correctly recognize that the query is not to define 
a requirement but is to bound the problem. This is often an elusive challenge for novice SEs and 
that may also be the case for LLMs. Here a viable improvement could be guiding the user towards 
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relative mission and context information, or synthesizing some of this information to inform their 
work. In other words, even if future LLMs could be trained to declare “what they don’t know” it 
would be a significant improvement.  

 
5.2. Limitations 

We should also highlight some of the limitations of this study. An important research design 
decision we made was to structure every prompt as a silo supported by a system-prompt. Thus, 
generated chunks of SE artifacts did not refer to itself. This was a purposeful decision to balance 
the token limits of each LLM and to avoid “cascading hallucinations” that may originate from the 
human-in-the-loop attempting to push the LLM to explain and link things back to its previous 
responses that may or may not be directly relevant. Possibly as a consequence of this, identified 
failure modes didn’t necessarily reflect much of hallucinating121,122. This could also be partially a 
result of basing our qualitative analysis on Claude, which are documented to be relatively better 
in terms of lack of hallucination, compared to other LLMs.  

 
Another research choice that is important to note was that our experimental procedure was 

not blinded, meaning that while two independent coders were employed to execute the 
qualitative coding and they knew they were analyzing LLM outputs. Here, the possibility of 
introducing confirmation bias in the findings was countered by relying on a third coder to 
aggregate the qualitative coding into the failure modes. Thus, while we believe it is not a threat 
to validity, it is useful to note for replicability of results.  

 
Additionally, we should note that LLMs are not deterministic tools, and every instance of LLM 

usage with identical inputs may lead to different results. This study did not aim to measure the 
stability or variance of LLM generated responses, and rather assumed LLMs would behave in a 
rather deterministic manner. This is a strong assumption that may be explored later, perhaps in 
a simulated experiment123. Related to these challenges, future research could explore how the 
multi-purpose LLMs fare for various SE tasks, how much variability is contained within the AI 
generated response, and may test the sensitivity of documented failure modes following 
different prompting approaches. 

 

5.3. Some Future Research Opportunities 
Our study also illuminates some research opportunities for improving the effectiveness of 

LLMs in the context of SE. The most pressing are:  

• Limits of available training data: while some SE relics are available in the public pre-
training corpus, most Defense-specific acquisition information is not publicly released and 
is stored in either classified or proprietary networks. This means that multi-purpose pre-
trained LLMs such as the ones we investigated in this study are fundamentally handicapped 
to producing content that resembles what is commercially available. Prompt engineering 
can make up some of the gap but is not a replacement for an enterprise-grade fine-tuning 
strategy. Nevertheless, this does not prevent organizations from developing their own 
tools, that can utilize both publicly available information and their own organizational 
knowledge bases, which could help alleviate this limitation.  
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• Risk of over-engineering model outputs: we saw that the model outputs are significantly 
more valuable when the prompt is engineered towards specific responses. However, this 
concurrently introduces a risk that model responses will produce content exactly like 
previous acquisitions were designed, which may be undesirable compared to a situation 
where the model is producing useful and novel ideas on system design. As an extreme 
example, it is not desirable for SE artifacts to be produced on the basis of the original B-52 
aircraft when the new system capability is expected to resemble that of the F-35 aircraft 
and, vice versa, it is not desirable for SE artifacts to be produced on the basis of an F-35 
when the need can be met with the simplicity of the original B-52. 

• Trust and reliability: LLMs are known to be susceptible to vulnerabilities either due to the 
nature of their training (e.g., as discussed in 90) or with biases inadvertently introduced 
during the SFT or RL phases. Thus, at least for a foreseeable future, there should be a 
human expert-in-the-loop to audit model responses to ensure quality. This leads to the 
corollary that there is significant room for research on human-AI collaboration on both 
development and verification of trustworthy LLMs. 

• Performance gaps between open- and closed-source models and the inherent security 
risks associated with using them: it is observed that closed-source models, generally 
created by larger, well-funded corporations who can pay for larger datasets and very 
expensive SFT datasets, generally perform larger than open-source models. For most 
enterprise applications, closed-source models are infeasible as sensitive data would have 
to hit commercial servers to allow for model inference. While the results presented in this 
article suggest value in closed-source models for generation of SE artifacts, a more 
comprehensive evaluation should be completed across the full ecosystem of LLMs. 
Nevertheless, to the best of our knowledge, research on the possible scale, and 
implications of, associated security risks is nascent.  

• Consistency and Stochastic Nature of LLMs: Although we ignored this fact in this study, 
LLMs are not deterministic tools. Meaning that for open-ended exercises, such as SE 
problem formulation tasks, they may provide different answers in each run. Research is 
needed to test and monitor consistency of these tools, with an explicit understanding of 
the quality of their outputs. Natural language processing techniques could be leveraged to 
analyze these results in batch; however, it is still a significant research challenge. We 
contend that applicability of LLMs for SE purposes will hinge on their ability to navigate this 
challenge.  

 
6. Conclusions 

To conclude, LLMs are remarkable tools, having become adopted across government and 
commercial sectors in a matter of months and become global household names. It is highly likely 
that in a matter of years, they will be adopted as a co-pilot tool to either generate artifacts, 
provide some level of critiquing on existing information, support information retrieval from MBSE 
tooling, apply new technical frameworks to existing or on-going program acquisition, etc. 
Nevertheless, this paper illustrates that “commercial-off-the-shelf” value of LLMs for SE tasks is 
rather limited at this stage, with engrained failure modes that may lead to poor SE decisions. 
There is significant room for research on methods and techniques to improve both infusion of 
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expert knowledge and utilization of multi-modal design information to make it a true enterprise-
grade solution.  
 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
An earlier version of this research was first discussed at Conference on Systems Engineering 
Research (CSER) 2024 in Tucson, AZ and was the recipient of the Best Paper Award48. This article 
significantly differs from the conference version with the addition of a more elaborate literature 
review, the qualitative analysis, and the categorization of LLM failure modes. 
 
This material is based upon work supported, in part, by the U.S. Department of Navy, Navy 
Engineering Education Consortium (NEEC), under Contract [N00174‐22‐1‐0021]. Any views, 
opinions, findings and conclusions or recommendations expressed in this material are those of 
the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the United States Department of Navy.  
 
CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT 
The authors have no conflicts of interest to declare. 
 
  



32 

 

REFERENCES 
1. Government Accountability Office US. Defense Acquisitions: Assessments of Selected 

Weapon Programs. GAO; 2011. 

2. Government Accountability Office US. Navy Shipbuilding: Past Performance Provides 

Valuable Lessons for Future Investments.; 2018. Accessed February 25, 2021. 

https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-18-238SP 

3. Government Accountability Office US. F-35 Joint Strike Fighter: Development Is Nearly 

Complete, but Deficiencies Found in Testing Need to Be Resolved [Reissued with Revisions 

Jun. 13, 2018].; 2018. Accessed February 25, 2021. https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-18-

321 

4. Government Accountability Office US. NASA: Assessments of Major Projects.; 2019. 

Accessed February 25, 2021. https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-19-262SP 

5. U. S. Government Accountability Office. James Webb Space Telescope: Technical 

Challenges Have Caused Schedule Strain and May Increase Costs. 2020;(GAO-20-224). 

Accessed February 25, 2021. https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-20-224 

6. Government Accountability Office US. F-35 Joint Strike Fighter: More Actions Needed to 

Explain Cost Growth and Support Engine Modernization Decision.; 2023. Accessed June 27, 

2023. https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-23-106047 

7. Locatelli G. Why are megaprojects, including nuclear power plants, delivered overbudget 

and late? reasons and remedies. arXiv preprint arXiv:180207312. Published online 2018. 

8. Hennig A, Topcu TG, Szajnfarber Z. Complexity Is in the Eye of the Beholder: How 

Representative Complexity Measures Respond to the Commonly-Held Beliefs of the 

Literature. In: Proceeding of the ASME 2020 International Design Engineering Technical 

Conferences and Computers and Information Engineering Conference. ; 2021. 

9. Törngren M, Grogan PT. How to deal with the complexity of future cyber-physical systems? 

Designs. 2018;2(4):40. 

10. Hoehn JR. Joint All Domain Command and Control: Background and Issues for Congress. 

Published online 2021. 

11. McDermott T, DeLaurentis D, Beling P, Blackburn M, Bone M. AI4SE and SE4AI: A 

Research Roadmap. INSIGHT. 2020;23(1):8-14. doi:10.1002/inst.12278 

12. Miller GA. The magical number seven, plus or minus two: some limits on our capacity for 

processing information. Psychological review. 1956;63(2):81. 

13. Simon HA. The Architecture of Complexity. Proceedings of the American Philosophical 

Society. 1962;106:468-482. 



33 

 

14. Vincenti WG. What Engineers Know and How They Know It: Analytical Studies from 

Aeronautical History. Johns Hopkins University Press; 1990. 

15. Topcu TG, Zhang L “Lydia”, Szajnfarber Z. Does Open Innovation Open Doors for 

Underrepresented Groups to Contribute to Technology Innovation?: Evidence from a Space 

Robotics Challenge. Space Policy. 2023;64:101550. doi:10.1016/j.spacepol.2023.101550 

16. Szajnfarber Z, Grogan PT, Panchal JH, Gralla EL. A call for consensus on the use of 

representative model worlds in systems engineering and design. Systems Engineering. 

2020;23(4):436-442. doi:https://doi.org/10.1002/sys.21536 

17. Jones BF. The Burden of Knowledge and the “Death of the Renaissance Man”: Is Innovation 

Getting Harder? The Review of Economic Studies. 2009;76(1):283-317. doi:10.1111/j.1467-

937X.2008.00531.x 

18. Sheard SA. TWELVE SYSTEMS ENGINEERING ROLES. INCOSE International Symp. 

1996;6(1):478-485. doi:10.1002/j.2334-5837.1996.tb02042.x 

19. Simon HA. The structure of ill structured problems. Artificial Intelligence. 1973;4(3):181-

201. doi:10.1016/0004-3702(73)90011-8 

20. Simon HA. Problem forming, problem finding and problem solving in design. Design & 

systems. Published online 1995:245-257. 

21. Salado A, Kannan H. Elemental patterns of verification strategies. Systems Engineering. 

2019;22(5):370-388. doi:10.1002/sys.21481 

22. Sage AP, Lynch CL. Systems integration and architecting: An overview of principles, 

practices, and perspectives. Syst Engin. 1998;1(3):176-227. doi:10.1002/(SICI)1520-

6858(1998)1:3<176::AID-SYS3>3.0.CO;2-L 

23. Bahill AT, Henderson SJ. Requirements development, verification, and validation exhibited 

in famous failures. Systems Engineering. 2005;8(1):1-14. doi:10.1002/sys.20017 

24. Nonaka I. A Dynamic Theory of Organizational Knowledge Creation. Organization Science. 

1994;5(1):14-37. 

25. Argote L, Miron-Spektor E. Organizational Learning: From Experience to Knowledge. 

Organization Science. 2011;22(5):1123-1137. doi:10.1287/orsc.1100.0621 

26. Carlile PR. Transferring, translating, and transforming: An integrative framework for 

managing knowledge across boundaries. Organization science. 2004;15(5):555-568. 

27. Fricke E, Gebhard B, Negele H, Igenbergs E. Coping with changes: Causes, findings, and 

strategies. Syst Engin. 2000;3(4):169-179. doi:10.1002/1520-6858(2000)3:4<169::AID-

SYS1>3.0.CO;2-W 



34 

 

28. Tang DB, Yin LL, Wang Q, Ullah I, Zhu HH, Leng S. Workload-based change propagation 

analysis in engineering design. Concurrent Engineering. 2016;24(1):17-34. 

doi:10.1177/1063293X15608510 

29. Yassine A, Joglekar N, Braha D, Eppinger S, Whitney D. Information hiding in product 

development: the design churn effect. Res Eng Design. 2003;14(3):145-161. 

doi:10.1007/s00163-003-0036-2 

30. Henderson K, McDermott T, Van Aken E, Salado A. Towards Developing Metrics to 

Evaluate Digital Engineering. Systems Engineering. 2023;26(1):3-31. doi:10.1002/sys.21640 

31. Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Systems Engineering. DoD Digital 

Engineering Strategy.; 2018:36. 

32. Zimmerman P, Gilbert T, Salvatore F. Digital engineering transformation across the 

Department of Defense. The Journal of Defense Modeling and Simulation. 2019;16(4):325-

338. 

33. Saldanha T. Why Digital Transformations Fail: The Surprising Disciplines of How to Take 

Off and Stay Ahead. Berrett-Koehler Publishers; 2019. 

34. Ramesh N, Delen D. Digital Transformation: How to Beat the 90% Failure Rate? IEEE 

Engineering Management Review. 2021;49(3):22-25. doi:10.1109/EMR.2021.3070139 

35. McDermott TA, Blackburn MR, Beling PA. Artificial Intelligence and Future of Systems 

Engineering. In: Lawless WF, Mittu R, Sofge DA, Shortell T, McDermott TA, eds. Systems  

Engineering and Artificial Intelligence. Springer International Publishing; 2021:47-59. 

doi:10.1007/978-3-030-77283-3_3 

36. Allison JT, Cardin MA, McComb C, et al., eds. Special Issue: Artificial Intelligence and 

Engineering Design. Journal of Mechanical Design. 2022;144(2). doi:10.1115/1.4053111 

37. Hirtz J, Stone RB, McAdams DA, Szykman S, Wood KL. A functional basis for engineering 

design: reconciling and evolving previous efforts. Research in engineering Design. 

2002;13:65-82. 

38. Kitamura Y, Kashiwase M, Fuse M, Mizoguchi R. Deployment of an ontological framework 

of functional design knowledge. Advanced Engineering Informatics. 2004;18(2):115-127. 

39. Bang H, Virós Martin A, Prat A, Selva D. Daphne: An intelligent assistant for architecting 

earth observing satellite systems. In: 2018 AIAA Information Systems-AIAA Infotech@ 

Aerospace. ; 2018:1366. 

40. i Martin AV, Selva D. Daphne: A virtual assistant for designing earth observation distributed 

spacecraft missions. IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in Applied Earth Observations and 

Remote Sensing. 2019;13:30-48. 



35 

 

41. Islas-Cota E, Gutierrez-Garcia JO, Acosta CO, Rodríguez LF. A systematic review of 

intelligent assistants. Future Generation Computer Systems. 2022;128:45-62. 

42. Guerlain SA, Smith PJ, Obradovich JH, et al. Interactive critiquing as a form of decision 

support: An empirical evaluation. Human factors. 1999;41(1):72-89. 

43. Fu MC, Hayes CC, East EW. SEDAR: expert critiquing system for flat and low-slope roof 

design and review. Journal of Computing in Civil Engineering. 1997;11(1):60-68. 

44. Song B, Soria Zurita NF, Nolte H, Singh H, Cagan J, McComb C. When faced with 

increasing complexity: the effectiveness of artificial intelligence assistance for drone design. 

Journal of Mechanical Design. 2022;144(2). 

45. Song B, Gyory JT, Zhang G, et al. Decoding the agility of artificial intelligence-assisted 

human design teams. Design Studies. 2022;79:101094. 

46. Chaudhari AM, Selva D. Evaluating Designer Learning and Performance in Interactive Deep 

Generative Design. Journal of Mechanical Design. 2023;145(5):051403. 

47. Memmert L, Bittner EA. Complex Problem Solving through Human-AI Collaboration: 

Literature Review on Research Contexts. In: HICSS. ; 2022:1-10. 

48. Husain M, Wach P, Topcu TG. Can Large Language Models Accelerate Digital 

Transformation by Generating Expert-Like Systems Engineering Artifacts? Insights from an 

Empirical Exploration. In: Conference on Systems Engineering Research. Springer; 

2024:371-385. Accessed August 21, 2024. https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-

031-62554-1_23 

49. Pillutla K, Swayamdipta S, Zellers R, et al. Mauve: Measuring the gap between neural text 

and human text using divergence frontiers. Advances in Neural Information Processing 

Systems. 2021;34:4816-4828. 

50. Apaza G, Selva D. Leveraging Large Language Models for Tradespace Exploration. Journal 

of Spacecraft and Rockets. Published online May 8, 2024:1-19. doi:10.2514/1.A35834 

51. Berquand A, Darm P, Riccardi A. Spacetransformers: Language modeling for space systems. 

IEEE Access. 2021;9:133111-133122. 

52. Andrade SR, Walsh HS. SafeAeroBERT: Towards a Safety-Informed Aerospace-Specific 

Language Model. In: AIAA AVIATION 2023 Forum. American Institute of Aeronautics and 

Astronautics; 2023. doi:10.2514/6.2023-3437 

53. Daniel Jurafsky, James H. Martin. Speech and Language Processing: An Introduction to 

Natural Language Processing, Computational Linguistics, and Speech Recognition. Prentice 

Hall; 2008. Accessed May 14, 2024. 

https://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=view_citation&hl=en&user=uZg9l58AAAAJ

&citation_for_view=uZg9l58AAAAJ:2osOgNQ5qMEC 



36 

 

54. Hayes-Roth F. Rule-based systems. Commun ACM. 1985;28(9):921-932. 

doi:10.1145/4284.4286 

55. Weizenbaum J. ELIZA—a computer program for the study of natural language 

communication between man and machine. Commun ACM. 1966;9(1):36-45. 

doi:10.1145/365153.365168 

56. Manning C, Schutze H. Foundations of Statistical Natural Language Processing. MIT press; 

1999. Accessed May 14, 2024. 

https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=YiFDxbEX3SUC&oi=fnd&pg=PR16&dq=

%5B4%5D+Manning,+Christopher,+and+Hinrich+Schutze.+Foundations+of+statistical+nat

ural+language+processing.+MIT+press,+1999.&ots=v0rkttiLRJ&sig=OJ9H2N6-

RfoN2Jy0ErMiILrEgls 

57. Shannon CE. Prediction and Entropy of Printed English. Bell System Technical Journal. 

1951;30(1):50-64. doi:10.1002/j.1538-7305.1951.tb01366.x 

58. Baker J. The DRAGON system–An overview. IEEE Transactions on Acoustics, speech, and 

signal Processing. 1975;23(1):24-29. 

59. Jelinek F, Mercer RL, Bahl LR, Baker JK. Perplexity—a measure of the difficulty of speech 

recognition tasks. The Journal of the Acoustical Society of America. 1977;62(S1):S63-S63. 

60. Rumelhart DE, Hinton GE, Williams RJ. Learning representations by back-propagating 

errors. nature. 1986;323(6088):533-536. 

61. Elman JL. Finding Structure in Time. Cognitive Science. 1990;14(2):179-211. 

doi:10.1207/s15516709cog1402_1 

62. Hochreiter S, Schmidhuber J. Long short-term memory. Neural computation. 

1997;9(8):1735-1780. 

63. Sutskever I, Vinyals O, Le QV. Sequence to sequence learning with neural networks. 

Advances in neural information processing systems. 2014;27. Accessed May 14, 2024. 

https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2014/hash/a14ac55a4f27472c5d894ec1c3c743d2-

Abstract.html 

64. Ashish V. Attention is All you Need. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems. 

2017;30:I. 

65. Wei J, Tay Y, Bommasani R, et al. Emergent Abilities of Large Language Models. Published 

online October 26, 2022. Accessed November 15, 2023. http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.07682 

66. Griffith S, Subramanian K, Scholz J, Isbell CL, Thomaz AL. Policy shaping: Integrating 

human feedback with reinforcement learning. Advances in neural information processing 

systems. 2013;26. Accessed November 15, 2023. 

https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2013/hash/e034fb6b66aacc1d48f445ddfb08

da98-Abstract.html 



37 

 

67. Acar OA. AI Prompt Engineering Isn’t the Future. HARVARD BUSINESS REVIEW. 

Published online 2023. 

68. Ryan K. The role of natural language in requirements engineering. In: [1993] Proceedings of 

the IEEE International Symposium on Requirements Engineering. IEEE; 1993:240-242. 

Accessed August 8, 2024. https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/abstract/document/324852/ 

69. Kassab M, Neill C, Laplante P. State of practice in requirements engineering: contemporary 

data. Innovations Syst Softw Eng. 2014;10(4):235-241. doi:10.1007/s11334-014-0232-4 

70. Dalpiaz F, Ferrari A, Franch X, Palomares C. Natural language processing for requirements 

engineering: The best is yet to come. IEEE software. 2018;35(5):115-119. 

71. Hey T, Keim J, Koziolek A, Tichy WF. Norbert: Transfer learning for requirements 

classification. In: 2020 IEEE 28th International Requirements Engineering Conference (RE). 

IEEE; 2020:169-179. Accessed August 8, 2024. 

https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/abstract/document/9218141/ 

72. Sainani A, Anish PR, Joshi V, Ghaisas S. Extracting and classifying requirements from 

software engineering contracts. In: 2020 IEEE 28th International Requirements Engineering 

Conference (RE). IEEE; 2020:147-157. Accessed August 8, 2024. 

https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/abstract/document/9218214/ 

73. Guo J, Cheng J, Cleland-Huang J. Semantically enhanced software traceability using deep 

learning techniques. In: 2017 IEEE/ACM 39th International Conference on Software 

Engineering (ICSE). IEEE; 2017:3-14. Accessed August 8, 2024. 

https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/abstract/document/7985645/ 

74. Lin J, Liu Y, Zeng Q, Jiang M, Cleland-Huang J. Traceability transformed: Generating more 

accurate links with pre-trained bert models. In: 2021 IEEE/ACM 43rd International 

Conference on Software Engineering (ICSE). IEEE; 2021:324-335. Accessed August 8, 

2024. https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/abstract/document/9402118/ 

75. Han Y, Moghaddam M. Eliciting attribute-level user needs from online reviews with deep 

language models and information extraction. Journal of Mechanical Design. 

2021;143(6):061403. 

76. Doris AC, Grandi D, Tomich R, et al. DesignQA: A Multimodal Benchmark for Evaluating 

Large Language Models’ Understanding of Engineering Documentation. Published online 

August 23, 2024. Accessed September 2, 2024. http://arxiv.org/abs/2404.07917 

77. Regenwetter L, Nobari AH, Ahmed F. Deep Generative Models in Engineering Design: A 

Review. Journal of Mechanical Design. 2022;144(071704). doi:10.1115/1.4053859 

78. Sarica S, Song B, Luo J, Wood KL. Idea generation with Technology Semantic Network. 

Artificial Intelligence for Engineering Design, Analysis and Manufacturing : AI EDAM. 

2021;35(3):265-283. doi:10.1017/S0890060421000020 



38 

 

79. Chen W, Ahmed F. PaDGAN: Learning to Generate High-Quality Novel Designs. Journal of 

Mechanical Design. 2021;143(3):031703. doi:10.1115/1.4048626 

80. Ma K, Grandi D, McComb C, Goucher-Lambert K. Conceptual design generation using 

large language models. In: International Design Engineering Technical Conferences and 

Computers and Information in Engineering Conference. Vol 87349. American Society of 

Mechanical Engineers; 2023:V006T06A021. Accessed August 9, 2024. 

https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/IDETC-CIE/proceedings-abstract/IDETC-

CIE2023/87349/1170650 

81. Li X, Sun Y, Sha Z. LLM4CAD: Multi-Modal Large Language Models For 3D Computer-

Aided Design Generation. In: ASME IDETC-DTM. ; 2024. Accessed September 2, 2024. 

https://sidilab.net/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/idetc2024_llm4cad_final.pdf 

82. Jiang S, Luo J. AutoTRIZ: Artificial Ideation with TRIZ and Large Language Models. 

Published online May 22, 2024. Accessed September 2, 2024. 

http://arxiv.org/abs/2403.13002 

83. Martin AVI, Selva D. Daphne: A Virtual Assistant for Designing Earth Observation 

Distributed Spacecraft Missions. IEEE J Sel Top Appl Earth Observations Remote Sensing. 

2020;13:30-48. doi:10.1109/JSTARS.2019.2948921 

84. Gyory JT, Soria Zurita NF, Martin J, et al. Human Versus Artificial Intelligence: A Data-

Driven Approach to Real-Time Process Management During Complex Engineering Design. 

Journal of Mechanical Design. 2021;144(2). doi:10.1115/1.4052488 

85. Viros I Martin A, Selva D. Learning Comes from Experience: The Effects on Human 

Learning and Performance of a Virtual Assistant for Design Space Exploration. In: Gero JS, 

ed. Design Computing and Cognition’20. Springer International Publishing; 2022:655-665. 

doi:10.1007/978-3-030-90625-2_39 

86. Chong L, Zhang G, Goucher-Lambert K, Kotovsky K, Cagan J. Human confidence in 

artificial intelligence and in themselves: The evolution and impact of confidence on adoption 

of AI advice. Computers in Human Behavior. 2022;127:107018. 

doi:10.1016/j.chb.2021.107018 

87. Lotfalian Saremi M, Ziv I, Asan O, Bayrak AE. Trust, Workload, and Performance in 

Human–Artificial Intelligence Partnering: The Role of Artificial Intelligence Attributes in 

Solving Classification Problems. Journal of Mechanical Design. 2025;147(1). Accessed 

August 9, 2024. 

https://asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/mechanicaldesign/article/147/1/011702/1201404 

88. Zhang G, Raina A, Cagan J, McComb C. A cautionary tale about the impact of AI on human 

design teams. Design Studies. 2021;72:100990. 

89. Bayrak AE, McComb C, Cagan J, Kotovsky K. A strategic decision-making architecture 

toward hybrid teams for dynamic competitive problems. Decision Support Systems. 

2021;144:113490. doi:10.1016/j.dss.2020.113490 



39 

 

90. Pan S, Luo L, Wang Y, Chen C, Wang J, Wu X. Unifying Large Language Models and 

Knowledge Graphs: A Roadmap. Published online June 20, 2023. Accessed November 15, 

2023. http://arxiv.org/abs/2306.08302 

91. Luo J. Data-Driven Innovation: What is it? IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management. 

Published online 2022:1-7. doi:10.1109/TEM.2022.3145231 

92. Wach P, Clark D, Geoff K, et al. Advancing Education on Digital Artifacts. In: Verma D, 

Madni AM, Hoffenson S, Xiao L, eds. The Proceedings of the 2023 Conference on Systems 

Engineering Research. Conference on Systems Engineering Research Series. Springer 

Nature Switzerland; 2024:117-130. doi:10.1007/978-3-031-49179-5_8 

93. Best Practices for LLM Evaluation of RAG Applications. Databricks. September 12, 2023. 

Accessed August 14, 2024. https://www.databricks.com/blog/LLM-auto-eval-best-practices-

RAG 

94. Zhang B, Liu Z, Cherry C, Firat O. When Scaling Meets LLM Finetuning: The Effect of 

Data, Model and Finetuning Method. Published online February 27, 2024. Accessed 

November 20, 2024. http://arxiv.org/abs/2402.17193 

95. Ouyang L, Wu J, Jiang X, et al. Training language models to follow instructions with human 

feedback. Advances in neural information processing systems. 2022;35:27730-27744. 

96. Yang W, Li C, Zhang J, Zong C. BigTranslate: Augmenting Large Language Models with 

Multilingual Translation Capability over 100 Languages. Published online November 21, 

2023. Accessed November 20, 2024. http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.18098 

97. Dosovitskiy A. An image is worth 16x16 words: Transformers for image recognition at 

scale. arXiv preprint arXiv:201011929. Published online 2020. 

98. Lester B, Al-Rfou R, Constant N. The Power of Scale for Parameter-Efficient Prompt 

Tuning. Published online September 2, 2021. Accessed November 20, 2024. 

http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.08691 

99. Hernandez D, Kaplan J, Henighan T, McCandlish S. Scaling Laws for Transfer. Published 

online February 2, 2021. Accessed November 20, 2024. http://arxiv.org/abs/2102.01293 

100. Xia Y, Kim J, Chen Y, et al. Understanding the Performance and Estimating the Cost of 

LLM Fine-Tuning. Published online August 8, 2024. Accessed October 31, 2024. 

http://arxiv.org/abs/2408.04693 

101. Papineni K, Roukos S, Ward T, Zhu WJ. Bleu: a method for automatic evaluation of 

machine translation. In: Proceedings of the 40th Annual Meeting of the Association for 

Computational Linguistics. ; 2002:311-318. Accessed November 15, 2023. 

https://aclanthology.org/P02-1040.pdf 



40 

 

102. Lin CY. Rouge: A package for automatic evaluation of summaries. In: Text 

Summarization Branches Out. ; 2004:74-81. Accessed November 15, 2023. 

https://aclanthology.org/W04-1013.pdf 

103. Nandy A, Dong A, Goucher-Lambert K. Evaluating quantitative measures for assessing 

functional similarity in engineering design. Journal of Mechanical Design. 

2022;144(3):031401. 

104. Dasgupta I, Guo D, Stuhlmüller A, Gershman SJ, Goodman ND. Evaluating 

Compositionality in Sentence Embeddings. Published online May 17, 2018. Accessed 

October 31, 2024. http://arxiv.org/abs/1802.04302 

105. Holtzman A, Buys J, Du L, Forbes M, Choi Y. The Curious Case of Neural Text 

Degeneration. Published online February 14, 2020. Accessed August 11, 2024. 

http://arxiv.org/abs/1904.09751 

106. Yin RK. Case Study Research: Design and Methods. SAGE; 2003. 

107. Eisenhardt KM. Building Theories from Case Study Research. The Academy of 

Management Review. 1989;14(4):532-550. doi:10.2307/258557 

108. Szajnfarber Z, Gralla E. Qualitative methods for engineering systems: Why we need them 

and how to use them. Systems Engineering. 2017;20(6):497-511. 

doi:https://doi.org/10.1002/sys.21412 

109. Miles MB, Huberman AM. Qualitative Data Analysis: An Expanded Sourcebook. SAGE; 

1994. 

110. Larson W, Kirkpatrick D, Sellers J, Thomas L, Verma D. Applied Space Systems 

Engineering. McGraw-Hill Education; 2009. 

111. US DoD. DoDAF Architecture Framework Version 2.02.; 2010. 

https://dodcio.defense.gov/Library/DoD-Architecture-Framework/ 

112. Congressional Budget Office (CBO). Projected Acquisition Costs for the Army’s Ground 

Combat Vehicles.; 2021:17. www.cbo.gov/publication/57085 

113. U. S. Government Accountability Office (GAO). F-35 Sustainment: Costs Continue to 

Rise While Planned Use and Availability Have Decreased | U.S. GAO.; 2024. Accessed 

August 12, 2024. https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-24-106703 

114. Sapol S, Szajnfarber Z. Flexibility “of” vs. “in” Systems: A Complementary Strategy for 

Designing Fleet-Based Systems for Uncertainty. Journal of Mechanical Design. Published 

online December 3, 2021:1-19. doi:10.1115/1.4053157 

115. OUSD(R&E). Mission Engineering Guide. Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for 

Research and Engineering; 2020. https://ac.cto.mil/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/MEG-

v40_20201130_shm.pdf 



41 

 

116. US DoD. MIL-STD 810G Department of Defense Test Method Standard: Environmental 

Engineering Coniderations and Laboratory Tests. Published online 2008. 

117. Katz DM, Bommarito MJ, Gao S, Arredondo P. GPT-4 passes the bar exam. Phil Trans R 

Soc A. 2024;382(2270):20230254. doi:10.1098/rsta.2023.0254 

118. Takagi S, Watari T, Erabi A, Sakaguchi K. Performance of GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 on the 

Japanese medical licensing examination: comparison study. JMIR Medical Education. 

2023;9(1):e48002. 

119. Mbakwe AB, Lourentzou I, Celi LA, Mechanic OJ, Dagan A. ChatGPT passing USMLE 

shines a spotlight on the flaws of medical education. PLOS Digit Health. 

2023;2(2):e0000205. doi:10.1371/journal.pdig.0000205 

120. Newell A, Simon HA. Human Problem Solving. Vol 104. Prentice-Hall Englewood 

Cliffs, NJ; 1972. 

121. Yao JY, Ning KP, Liu ZH, Ning MN, Liu YY, Yuan L. LLM Lies: Hallucinations are not 

Bugs, but Features as Adversarial Examples. Published online August 4, 2024. Accessed 

August 24, 2024. http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.01469 

122. Galitsky BA. Truth-o-meter: Collaborating with llm in fighting its hallucinations. 

Published online 2023. Accessed August 24, 2024. 

https://www.preprints.org/manuscript/202307.1723 

123. Ofsa M, Topcu TG. An Empirical Exploration of ChatGPT’s Ability to Support Problem 

Formulation Tasks for Mission Engineering and a Documentation of its Performance 

Variability. Published online February 5, 2025. doi:10.48550/arXiv.2502.03511 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 


