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Abstract

Millions of users prompt large language models (LLMs) for various
tasks, but how good are people at prompt engineering? Do users ac-
tually get closer to their desired outcome over multiple iterations of
their prompts? These questions are crucial when no gold-standard
labels are available to measure progress. This paper investigates a
scenario in LLM-powered data labeling, “prompting in the dark,”
where users iteratively prompt LLMs to label data without using
manually-labeled benchmarks. We developed PromptingSheet, a
Google Sheets add-on that enables users to compose, revise, and
iteratively label data through spreadsheets. Through a study with
20 participants, we found that prompting in the dark was highly
unreliable—only 9 participants improved labeling accuracy after
four or more iterations. Automated prompt optimization tools like
DSPy also struggled when few gold labels were available. Our find-
ings highlight the importance of gold labels and the needs, as well
as the risks, of automated support in human prompt engineering,
providing insights for future tool design.

CCS Concepts

•Human-centered computing→ Empirical studies in HCI;
User studies; User interface management systems; User in-
terface programming; • Applied computing → Annotation; •
Computing methodologies→ Natural language processing.
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1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) have empowered millions, if not
billions, to perform a wide range of programming and data science
tasks, even without formal technical backgrounds. People can ask
LLMs to teach them step-by-step how to build a web app from
scratch [96], have LLMs analyze data and generate insights [51, 60],
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or instruct LLMs to label thousands of data items [33, 34, 37]. All
these were made possible by LLMs’ ability to converse in nat-
ural language and to follow users’ instructions, also known as
“prompts.” The practice of “prompt engineering” has emerged to
describe the process of developing and optimizing prompts to use
LLMs efficiently [11, 27, 100]. Tools like LangChain1 and Chain-
Forge [6] were developed to facilitate complex chaining of prompts;
technologies such as DSPy [43] were also created to automate
prompt optimization. However, how effective are people at

prompt engineering in practice? Do users really get closer

to their desired outcome over multiple iterations of their

prompts? These questions are especially important when gold-
standard labels are unavailable. Decades of research indicates that
gold-standard labels—data inputs paired with known correct pre-
dictions or ideal outputs (also referred to as “gold labels” or simply
“gold” [3, 45, 81, 84, 85, 104, 106]—are critical for evaluating an-
notation quality [25, 31, 64] and system performance [15, 21, 30].
However, in real-world scenarios, gold labels can be absent, expen-
sive to obtain at scale, or difficult to use. Millions of users iterate on
prompts daily using ChatGPT’s text-based chat interface [13, 63],
which does not provide any way to upload or evaluate against
gold labels. Researchers conducting qualitative coding with LLMs
often do not begin with stabilized gold codes [14, 16, 26, 71, 115].
Many automated data annotation efforts face insufficient gold la-
bels due to the high cost of gathering labels [56, 101], difficulty
recruiting experts for large-scale annotation tasks [10, 69, 107],
privacy restrictions [32, 110], or the lack of universally agreed stan-
dards [68, 102]. In such cases, without reliable benchmarks to track
prompting progress, users can only rely on their own prompting
ability to drive toward desired outcomes. Yet, this ability is difficult
to measure and thus remains understudied. Without understanding
how well users can prompt LLMs through iterations, it is hard to
determine how much support users need—and when they need
it—to improve their prompt engineering efforts effectively.

This paper investigates a particular scenario in LLM-powered
data labeling, which we refer to as “prompting in the dark.” In
these scenarios, users’ understanding of the data and their

desired labeling scheme evolves through their interactions

with the LLM and its outputs rather than through manual

labeling. The process typically unfolds as follows: Users begin by
writing a prompt to instruct the LLM to label unannotated text
data. They then observe the outcomes, sometimes reviewing the
LLM’s explanations for its labels, and iteratively refine their prompt
until satisfied with the results. This iterative refinement process is a
common practice in research contexts, where “the prompt provided

1LangChain: https://www.langchain.com/
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Figure 1: PromptingSheet is a Google Sheets add-on that allows users to compose prompts (Step 1), use those prompts to

instruct LLMs to label data (Steps 2 and 3), review the resulting labels and optional explanations, and iteratively revise and

relabel data (Step 4)—all within the same Google Sheets document. The process does not begin with users manually labeling

data; instead, users’ understanding of the data and labeling scheme evolves as they interact with the LLM and review its outputs.

to the LLM is iteratively revised” to analyze or label data [77]. Al-
though this prompt refinement process is often undocumented [77],
we have observed a growing trend of bypassing manual labeling
entirely in favor of starting directly with LLM prompting. This
approach, admittedly, has some usability advantages: it eliminates
the upfront effort of manual labeling, as the LLM takes on the task,
leaving users to focus on reviewing and validating the results. Fur-
thermore, at any point in the process, users have an up-to-date
prompt that reflects their evolving understanding of the task and
the data, which can be immediately used for additional data label-
ing. However, despite these seemingly appealing benefits, the core
assumption underlying this prompting-in-the-dark approach—with
each iteration, the LLM’s performance improves, gradually converg-
ing on an outcome that aligns with the user’s expectations—has yet
to be rigorously validated.

To study users’ prompt engineering practices for data label-
ing, we developed PromptingSheet, a spreadsheet-based end-

user programming tool for prompt engineering in text data

labeling tasks. PromptingSheet was built as a Google Sheets
add-on that allows users to compose prompts, use those prompts to
instruct LLMs to label data, review the resulting labels and optional
explanations, and iteratively revise and relabel data—all within the
same Google Sheets document. Figure 1 shows PromptingSheet’s
workflow. Equipped with the system, we conducted an in-lab user
study with 20 participants, who used the system to perform a 5-
point sentiment labeling task on a tweet dataset. We found that
“prompting in the dark” was often unreliable and, at times, counter-
productive. Of the 20 participants, only 9 improved their labeling
accuracy when compared to the labels they manually annotated at

the end of the session. Even though providing a larger data sample
for users to review sometimes helped, many participants ended the
session with worse labeling outcomes. We also investigated the
effectiveness of an automated prompt optimization tool, DSPy [43],
and found that although it helped in some cases, it struggled to
reliably optimize prompts with the small number of user-validated
labels generated during the process.

This paper contributes to the rapidly evolving discourse on
human-LLM interaction, specifically focusing on measuring hu-
man performance in prompt engineering. Our findings highlight
the necessity of starting with at least a small set of manually labeled
data, which can act as a critical beacon when prompting in the dark,
as well as the need for more automated support, such as typo checks
and rule suggestions, while ensuring designs that mitigate potential
overreliance on LLMs’ predictions. These insights can inform the
development of future tools, enabling a wider range of users to
prompt LLMs more effectively.

1.1 Research Questions

The central research question guiding our study is:

• RQ 1-1: How effective are people at prompt engineer-

ing in the “prompting in the dark” scenario?

In addition to examining prompt engineering effectiveness, we
aim to understand how key factors influence human performance
when prompting in the dark. Among the many variables that could
impact outcomes [50], two stand out: (1) the size of the sample data
in each iteration, and (2) whether the LLM’s explanations for its
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labels are shown to users. Accordingly, we address the following
additional research questions:

• RQ 1-2: How does sample size affect human perfor-

mance in prompt engineering?

• RQ 1-3: How does displaying LLM explanations impact

human performance in prompt engineering?

We acknowledge that many variables could influence the qual-
ity of labels in LLM-powered data annotation. These include vari-
ables studied in crowdsourced data labeling research, such as task
type [35, 117], task difficulty [116, 118], instruction quality [112,
114], label diversity [42], and label aggregation methods [19, 55].2
We focus on these two key variables because they are widely appli-
cable to any iterative prompting process with LLMs. Prior research
shows that sample size significantly impacts human-AI workflows,
while explanations are a primary means for LLMs to convey their
reasoning to users. Below, we provide additional context for these
variables:

• Data Sample Size in Each Iteration. In iterative label-
ing research [53], particularly within active learning [8],
a recurring challenge is the trade-off between the limited
time, attention, and effort of human annotators and the need
for AI models to learn effectively from human-labeled in-
stances [70, 99]. This trade-off is a fundamental issue in
many human-AI collaboration scenarios. In iterative prompt
refinement, larger sample sizes give users more data to in-
form prompt revisions, potentially improving performance.
However, reviewing large datasets in every iteration is labor-
intensive and time-consuming. Striking a balance between
providing sufficient data for effective prompt improvement
and minimizing user effort is critical. Given the universal
relevance of this variable in human-AI collaboration, we
examine it as a key factor in this study.

• LLMExplanations for Predictions. Bi-directional commu-
nication between users and LLMs—where users receive feed-
back from the model rather than only giving instructions—is
essential for effective collaboration [79]. When prompting
in the dark, gold labels and metrics like accuracy are un-
available, LLM-generated explanations become one of the
few ways the model can provide feedback to users [49, 89].
However, prior studies show mixed results regarding the ef-
fectiveness of AI-generated explanations in human-AI collab-
oration. Some studies suggest that explanations may hinder
human understanding [78, 91], while others indicate they
can enhance decision-making [82, 93]. A cost-benefit frame-
work has been proposed to make sense of these mixed results,
suggesting that explanations fail to help in some cases be-
cause they do not reduce the cognitive cost of verifying AI
predictions [93]. In most text data labeling tasks, except for
cases with highly complex text, we hypothesize that reading
the entire text and then reviewing explanations to validate
the AI label generally requires more effort than carefully
reading the text and deciding the label directly. Based on this
framework, LLM explanations may offer limited utility. To
evaluate whether this applies to iterative prompt refinement

2Some variables in crowdsourced data annotation, such as workers’ financial or intrin-
sic incentives, do not apply to LLM-powered data annotation.

for text labeling and to contribute to the broader discourse
on human-AI collaboration, we studied explanations as a
key variable.

Lastly, we are interested in how much automatic prompt opti-
mization tools, such as DSPy [43], can enhance human performance
in prompting-in-the-dark scenarios. This investigation is important
because, even when users struggle with effective prompting, tools
like DSPy might still be able to refine human-crafted prompts and
achieve satisfactory results. However, the main challenge is that
prompting in the dark typically provides too few labeled data points
for optimization tools to learn effectively, even with a few sanity-
check labels from users. To address this, we pose the following
research question:

• RQ 2: Can automatic prompt optimization tools like

DSPy improve human performance in “prompting in

the dark” scenarios?

2 Related Work

2.1 Ways of Optimizing Prompts for LLMs

Prompts are the primarymeans by which users interact with, utilize,
and instruct LLMs. Since the emergence of thesemodels, researchers
and developers have invested significant effort into understanding
how to craft better prompts for more effective use.

Automatic Prompt Optimization. Much of the prior work has
focused on automatically optimizing prompts. A common theme
across these studies is the use of gold-standard labels to guide the
optimization process. For example, Pryzant et al. [72] introduced
an automatic prompt optimization method inspired by gradient
descent; Mañas et al. [61] presented an approach that begins with a
user prompt and iteratively generates revised prompts to maximize
consistency between the generated image and prompt, without
human intervention; Wan et al. [97] explored two types of prompt
optimization, instruction and exemplar, and suggested that combin-
ing both can yield optimal results; Sun et al. [87] combined zero-shot
and few-shot learning to optimize prompts automatically; and Levi
et al. [54] improved prompt optimization through synthetic data
generation and iterative refinement, focusing on aligning prompts
with user intent by creating challenging boundary cases for itera-
tive prompt refinement. While these studies were interesting and
relevant, they generally assumed the availability of gold-standard
labels and did not address situations where labels are absent or
where standards are constantly evolving.

User-Driven Prompt Optimization. In addition to automatic prompt
optimization, some research has focused on human capabilities in
optimizing prompts. Zhou et al. [119] found that manual prompt-
ing often outperforms automated methods in various scenarios;
Zamfirescu-Pereira et al. [113] discovered that people tend to de-
sign prompts opportunistically rather than systematically, which
often leads to lower success rates. To the best of our knowledge, the
most relevant prior work is by Wang et al. [102], who developed
an iterative refinement system that enables users to prompt LLMs
to build a personalized classifier for social media content. Their
study explored three user strategies for improving prompts and
measured their effectiveness. While conceptually related to our
work, their focus was not on how users evolve their understanding
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and expectations when interacting with LLMs. Instead, participants
labeled ground truth at the beginning of the study, prior to using
the system.

2.2 Tools for Prompt Engineering

With the advances in LLMs, numerous tools have been developed
to assist with prompt engineering. Most of these tools follow a
software-engineering paradigm, where testing (such as unit tests
or integration tests) is a central concept, and thus often assume
the existence of gold-standard labels. For example, PromptIDE is
an interactive tool that helps experts iteratively refine prompts by
providing various inputs, visualizing their performance on small
validation datasets, and optimizing them based on quantitative feed-
back [86]; PromptAid is a visual analytics system for interactively
creating, refining, testing, and iterating prompts while tracking
accuracy changes [62]; ChainForge is an open-source visual toolkit
for prompt engineering and on-demand hypothesis testing of text-
generation LLMs [6]; and, promptfoo applies a test-driven approach
to LLM development, producing matrix views that enable quick
evaluation of outputs across multiple prompts [105]. While these
tools are inspiring and valuable, the scenarios we focus on do not
rely on the constant availability of gold labels.

2.3 Human-LLM Collaborative Data Annotation

Beyond simply treating LLMs as automatic labelers—common in
countless NLP projects [88]—a growing body of work explores how
to combine human and LLM efforts to achieve better annotation
outcomes, such as improved accuracy or speed. Even as LLMs out-
perform humans in many labeling tasks, human-AI collaboration
often produces better results than either alone [92]. For example,
Kim et al. [46] introduced a human-LLM collaborative annotation
system where LLMs handle bulk annotation tasks, while humans
selectively verify and refine the annotations. Goel et al. [29] pro-
posed an approach that combines LLMs with human expertise to
efficiently generate ground truth labels for medical text annotation.
Additionally, He et al. [34] demonstrated how aggregating crowd
workers’ labels with GPT-4’s output can achieve higher labeling
accuracy than either source alone. These studies generally aim to
split the workflow of data labeling between humans and LLMs in a
smart way, making the task more effective or efficient.

In contrast, our work does not focus on dividing or combining the
workload, but on how humans can teach LLMs—through prompt
refinement—to better label the specific type of data. Few prior stud-
ies have emphasized iterative prompt refinement in human-LLM
collaborative data annotation. For example, Liu et al. [57] developed
a workflow for video content analysis, refining prompts to improve
LLM-generated annotations and align them with human judgment.
Additionally, Zhang et al. [114] proposed LLMAAA, which uses
LLMs as annotators in a feedback loop to label data efficiently.
Their study shows that poorly designed prompts result in subpar
performance, especially in complex tasks. Our work advances this
relatively understudied area of human-LLM collaborative annota-
tion research.

2.4 Gold-Standard Labels in Annotation Tasks

Decades of research have shown that gold-standard labels play a
critical role in quality control for data annotation pipelines [17, 25,
31, 36, 52]. Embedding items with known labels into the data anno-
tation process allows requesters to reliably capture quality signals,
such as workers’ level of expertise [2, 4, 109] or attentiveness to
tasks [36, 66]. These insights enable requesters to take appropriate
actions, such as retraining annotators [17, 36, 52], removing low-
performing workers [18, 34, 52, 84], or identifying potential issues
in the annotation interfaces [34, 48, 73, 90]. Gold labels are also
beneficial for requesters during post-annotation data processing.
They can be used to weight labels from different workers in label
aggregation [1, 2], improve label aggregation strategies [44, 84], or
exclude unreliable workers’ outputs entirely [2]. Beyond requesters,
gold labels are also beneficial for data labelers like crowd workers.
Gold labels can be used to train workers [17, 25, 31, 52], provide
real-time feedback to help them recalibrate their understanding of
the task [36, 52], or remind them to pay more attention [36, 66].

While gold labels are useful for quality control, as stated in the
Introduction (Section 1), they are not always available in real-world
scenarios due to constraints such as data privacy or the cost of
gathering gold labels [58, 65, 83, 108]. To address these challenges,
researchers have developed methods to generate (approximations
of) quality signals without gold labels. In the realm of LLM-powered
data annotation, for instance, CoPrompter evaluates how well an
LLM’s output aligns with user-specified requirements as a feedback
mechanism [41]. Other studies also leverage the stability [12] or
confidence [28] of LLM outputs to infer quality signals. Our re-
search examines how effectively humans can refine prompts to
guide LLMs in labeling data without gold-standard labels, provid-
ing insights into human prompting capabilities in the absence of
reliable guidance signals.

3 PromptingSheet: A Spreadsheet-Based

End-User Prompt Engineering Tool

In this paper, we present PromptingSheet, a Google Sheets add-
on that allows users to load a dataset into a Dataset spreadsheet,
manually compose each part of a prompt within Task Context,
Labeling Rules, and Shots sheets, and use the composed prompt
to instruct an LLM to annotate data—all within the same Google
Sheets document. Motivated by the need to enable general users to
prompt LLMs without installing and configuring professional tools
like integrated development environments (IDEs) or Jupyter Note-
books, we decided to build a tool based on spreadsheets, which most
computer users are already familiar with. This section overviews
PromptingSheet’s design and workflows.

3.1 Design Goals

Adapting to Evolving Labeling Goals. The goal of PromptingSheet
is to enable general users to create and refine prompts iteratively
for LLM-powered data labeling, particularly in situations where
they start without any labeled gold data or manual labeling, i.e., the
“prompting in the dark” scenario. In these cases, users’ understand-
ing of the data and desired labeling scheme evolves through their
interactions with the LLM, based on its predicted labels and expla-
nations, rather than through their own manual efforts. The lack of
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gold labels (or sufficient labeled data) introduces the core challenge
of the prompt-in-the-dark process: aside from users’ observations
and judgments about the labeling results, there is no concrete way
to provide quick and comprehensive feedback on the progress of
prompting. We view this as a trade-off between two user needs in
prompt engineering: (i) allowing users’ understanding of the data
and labeling goals to evolve, and (ii) providing clear guidance and
reliable feedback to assess progress toward a defined annotation
goal. Previously, supervised learning-based classifiers required la-
beled data, so users focused heavily on the second need, as manual
labeling was always needed and assumed to finalize the coding
scheme. The rise of LLMs has reduced the need for pre-labeled data,
allowing users to put more focus on their first needs. The growing
popularity of the prompting-in-the-dark approach reflects users’
need for evolving and dynamic labeling practices [7, 103, 115]. Our
design goal for PromptingSheet is to offer users greater flexibility
and freedom in defining how their data should be labeled.

Supporting a Wide Range of “Newcomers” Brought in By LLMs.
Our second design goal for PromptingSheet is to develop a tool
for users with little to no experience in large-scale text data

labeling, including but not limited to those with limited or no
programming skills. The rationale behind this goal is two-fold.
On a practical level, people new to large-scale data annotation—
empowered by LLMs to undertake such tasks with greater ease—are
more likely to adopt approaches that diverge from conventional
practices. In the crowdsourcing literature, many papers emphasize
best practices for data annotation [20, 38, 75, 95, 98], such as ethical
pay rates [23, 80], usable worker interfaces [34, 48, 73, 90], and
gold labels for quality control [17, 25, 31, 36, 52]. However, these
practices are often neglected in real-world scenarios. For instance,
many tasks on MTurk still offer very low pay [22] or rely on poorly
designed interfaces [24]. Newcomers to large-scale data annotation
are even less likely to be familiar with these best practices, includ-
ing carefully establishing gold labels before prompting LLMs. The
bigger picture is that LLMs are adding many “new members” to
the world of programming and data science. This group brings new
practices, user needs, challenges, and research questions to HCI,
requiring more focused attention.

Based on these two design goals, we decided to build
PromptingSheet based on spreadsheets, a format that most com-
puter users are already familiar with. We distinguish our goals
from existing efforts in two significant ways. First, while projects
like LangChain or ChainForge focus on developers or those with
programming backgrounds, requiring software installations or con-
figurations, we aim to focus on general users who do not necessarily
have such expertise. Second, some projects explore new interactions
enabled by LLMs [47], but our project is concerned with under-
standing how effectively users can use familiar interfaces, such as
spreadsheets, to interact with LLMs.

3.2 User Interface and Pre-Defined Sheets

PromptingSheet is a Google Sheets add-on that enables users
to load data, sample a subset for labeling, compose and edit
prompts, use these prompts to request LLMs for data labeling,
and iteratively revise the prompts. Figure 2 shows the interface of
PromptingSheet.

Sidebar. Following Google Sheets’ design constraints, all func-
tions are presented asmanuals and buttonswithin the sidebar on the
right. The sidebar remains consistent across all sheets, regardless of
which sheet is in use. At the top of the sidebar, PromptingSheet
provides a real-time notification that keeps users informed about
its ongoing processes, such as “Data Indexing,” “Data Sampling,”
“Generating the Instructional Prompt,” or “Annotating.”

Pre-Defined Sheets. PromptingSheet includes a set of prede-
fined spreadsheets, each with a set of pre-defined columns. At the
bottom of the interface, a series of tabs allows users to switch be-
tween sheets, with each sheet dedicated to a different part of the
data labeling process. The following describes each sheet in detail.
(To help readers easily identify which sheet we are referring to, we
indexed each sheet as A, B, C, ..., and G in all the figures. These
indexes were not present in the actual system to users.)

• Dataset (Sheet A): This spreadsheet stores the full dataset.
Users can copy and paste the dataset into this sheet or use
any supported Google Sheets import method (in Step 0). The
sheet includes three key predefined columns: (1) Data ID,
(2) Group ID, and (3) Data Instance. Each data instance is
uniquely indexed by its corresponding Data ID, which users
can generate by clicking the “Index Data ID” function in
the sidebar. The Group ID is used for annotating sequential
data, such as when each sentence in an article is treated as
a separate data instance, but all sentences from the same
article share the same Group ID. In our design, this sheet is
intended to serve as a static data source, and we anticipate
that users will not modify it after loading the data.

• Task Context (Sheet B): This spreadsheet stores the meta-
information and context for the labeling task, which will
later be incorporated into the prompt. The sheet includes
predefined questions that characterize the task, such as
the purpose of the data labeling, how the labels will be
used, the source of the data, and the size of each data in-
stance. Table 5 in Appendix A shows all the questions. Users
provide answers to these questions (in Step 1 or 4), and
PromptingSheet automatically incorporates both the ques-
tions and their answers into the prompt used for LLMs to
label the data.

• Rule Book (Sheet C): This spreadsheet contains the labeling
rules that the LLMwill follow. It includes two key predefined
columns: (1) Label Name and (2) Rules for the Label. Users
manually define the criteria and descriptions for each label
in free text (in Step 1 or 4), detailing the guidelines for the
annotation process. Multiple rules can be added for a single
label, providing flexibility in defining the labeling criteria.

• Shots (Sheet D): This spreadsheet stores all the high-quality
examples, including data instances and their corresponding
labels, which will be included in the prompt to guide the LLM
in labeling the data. These examples, commonly referred to
as “shots” in prompts, follow the same predefined column
structure, with an additional “Gold-Standard Label” column.
Users can add these examples manually (in Step 1) or use
PromptingSheet’s function to do so (in Step 4).

• Working Data Sample (Sheet E): This spreadsheet stores
the current subset of data selected from the full dataset, ready
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Figure 2: The user interface and all the predefined sheets of PromptingSheet, where each sheet has a set of pre-defined

columns. PromptingSheet allows users to load a dataset into a Dataset (A) sheet, manually compose each part of a prompt

within Task Context (B), Labeling Rules (C), and Shots (D) sheets, and use the composed prompt to instruct an LLM to annotate

data and store the labeling results in a separate task sheet (G). All functions are presented as manuals and buttons within the

sidebar on the right.

for the LLM to label. Users can sample data from the Dataset
sheet by clicking the corresponding buttons in the sidebar;
users can choose between random sampling or selecting a
specific range (Step 2). During the annotation process, only
the data instances in the Working Data Sample sheet will be
labeled. PromptingSheet will copy the entire data sample
from the Working Data Sample sheet to create a new sheet
to label (Step 3).

• TaskDashboard (Sheet F): This spreadsheet tracks all label-
ing tasks performed so far.When the user clicks the “Start An-
notation” button in the sidebar (in Step 3), PromptingSheet
creates a new sheet for the task (e.g., Task 1 sheet) and adds
a new row in the Task Dashboard to record the labeling ac-
tivities. Task Dashboard sheet (Figure 16) logs task details
such as task number, timestamp, the prompt used, and total
costs.

• Task 1 (Sheet G), Task 2, ..., Task N: Each of these sheets
stores the annotation results for each labeling request, in-
cluding data samples, LLM-generated labels, and LLM expla-
nations (optional). These sheets also include columns that
allow users to validate or correct the LLM labels and option-
ally add them to the Shots sheet (in Step 4). When the user
clicks the “Start Annotation” button in the sidebar (in Step
3), PromptingSheet generates a new task sheet to handle
the specific labeling task.

Notably, while users must follow our guidelines for using the
predefined columns in each sheet and inputting data correctly, they
are free to add more columns or even additional sheets, just as
they would in a regular Google Sheets document. For instance,
when pasting a dataset into the Dataset sheet, it is common for the
dataset to include its own IDs or additional information for each
data entry. Users can easily store this extra information by creating
new columns within the Dataset sheet.
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3.3 User Workflow

Users interact with PromptingSheet to craft a prompt, use it to
instruct the LLM in labeling data, review the results, and then revise
the prompt through an iterative process. To demonstrate the users’
workflow, we present a scenario where a user wants to employ
PromptingSheet to label a collection of tweets related to COVID
with a 5-point sentiment scale, ranging from Very Negative (1) to
Very Positive (5). The goal is to analyze the sentiment of Twitter
(now X) users toward COVID, with an emphasis on ensuring that
the classification of each tweet reflects the user’s own judgment. In
this case, the LLM’s labels should align with the user’s assessment
of what is positive or negative, as well as the intensity of sentiment,
rather than following an “objective” standard.

• Step 0: Load and Index the Dataset. To begin using
PromptingSheet, the user opens a new Google Sheets doc-
ument and activates the PromptingSheet add-on. The sys-
tem automatically sets up the necessary tabs, and the add-
on interface appears on the right side of the spreadsheet
(Figure 2). The user then imports their data instances into
the Dataset sheet, with the text of each tweet placed in the
Data Instance column. The user must specify a Group ID
for each instance. If the data are not sequential or grouped,
they can assign unique Group IDs using Google Sheets’ au-
tomatic numbering function.3 Once the data is entered, the
user clicks the “Index Data ID” button in the sidebar, and
PromptingSheet automatically assigns unique data IDs to
each instance in the “Data ID” column.

• Step 1: Compose/Refine the Prompt (Figure 3). This is
the most critical step, where the user composes and refines
prompts for the LLM to label the data. In PromptingSheet,
the prompt consists of three parts, each corresponding to
a separate sheet: (1) Context, (2) Rule Book, and (3) Shots.
Figure 3 provides an overview of each sheet.

(1) In the Context sheet, the user answers questions that
describe the context of the data annotation task, such as
the purpose of the annotation and the source of the data,
to provide task-specific context for the LLM.

(2) In the Rule Book sheet, the user adds annotation labels
along with their definitions. Providing content for both
the Context and Rule Book sheets is mandatory, as the
LLM requires this information in the prompt to function
effectively.

(3) In the Shots sheet, the user adds data instances along
with their corresponding gold labels, which serve as ex-
amples to help the LLM learn. While adding examples to
the Shots sheet is optional during the first iteration—since
the user may not yet have a well-defined gold standard
for labeling—more examples can be identified as the user
reviews data. These examples can be manually added or
generated using PromptingSheet’s function (see Step 4).

3PromptingSheet is designed to accommodate single and grouped data instances
within a Group ID. For tasks like sentiment analysis, each data instance is treated
separately under its unique Group ID. For tasks that require contextual informa-
tion, such as annotating text segments in an academic abstract (e.g., CODA-19 [40]),
PromptingSheet can combine all data instances under the same Group ID into a
single request to the LLM model. This flexibility allows the system to support different
data instance formats based on user requirements.

It is important to note that at the beginning of this label-
ing process, the user has only a vague idea of what they
want to label and will continuously refine that idea. Each
time the prompt is revised, it reflects an evolution of their
understanding and approach to the labeling task.

• Step 2: Sample/Resample a Subset (Figure 4). Next, the
user employs PromptingSheet to sample a subset of data
for labeling. Labeling only a subset, rather than the entire
dataset, is necessary because the full dataset is too large
for the user to thoroughly review the LLM’s results. Ad-
ditionally, labeling the entire dataset iteratively would be
prohibitively expensive. In this step, the user can (1) ran-
domly or (2) sequentially sample data from the Dataset sheet
into the Working Data Sample sheet:
– For aRandomSample, the user enters anywhole number
between 1 and the total number of group IDs in the dataset.
PromptingSheet will then randomly select that number
of groups and copy them into the Working Data Sample
sheet.

– In Sequential Sample, the user specifies a range of group
IDs from the Dataset sheet, and PromptingSheet will
import the data instances from the selected range into
the Working Data Sample sheet. This feature allows users
to process their data instances sequentially in batches,
which is especially useful when the data instances have a
sequential relationship, such as sentences within the same
document.

Once sampling begins, all previously existing data in the
Working Data Sample sheet will be removed, except for in-
stances marked as “Keep it in the next data sample” (Figure 4).
Only the data in the Working Data Sample sheet will be la-
beled by the LLM when the “Start Annotation” button is
clicked in Step 3.

• Step 3: Use the Prompt to Instruct the LLM to Label the

Data Sample (Figure 5). After finalizing the three prompt
sheets—Context, Rule Book, and Shots—in Step 1 and sam-
pling data instances in Step 2, the user clicks the “Start An-
notation” button in the sidebar to annotate all instances in
theWorking Data Sample sheet (Figure 5). PromptingSheet
creates a new sheet, Task 1 (Figure 5), to store the data and
labels of this labeling task, and also creates a new row for
Task 1 in the Task Dashboard sheet.
In the background, PromptingSheet first combines the in-
formation in Context, Rule Book, and Shots sheets into a
prompt (see Section 3.4 for details). For each data group (i.e.,
data instances with the same Group ID), PromptingSheet
sends a request to the LLM using this prompt for annota-
tion. After receiving the LLM’s output, the system parses
the results and updates the Task 1 sheet with the annotated
outcome for each instance. In our implementation, the LLM
is always asked to provide explanations for its labels, though
the user can decide whether to display these explanations in
the annotation results.

• Step 4: Observe, then Revise the Prompt (Figure 5). The
labeling results are saved to the Task 1 sheet (Figure 5), where
the user can manually verify the LLM’s labels. The user
can review as many or as few data instances as they wish
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Figure 3: The overview of step 1 of the data labeling process, compose or refine the prompt. This is the most critical step, where

the user composes and refines prompts for the LLM to label the data. In PromptingSheet, the prompt consists of three parts,

each corresponding to a separate sheet: Context (B), Rule Book (C), and Shots (D). At the beginning of this labeling process, the

user has only a vague idea of what they want to label and will continuously refine that idea. Each time the prompt is revised, it

reflects an evolution of their understanding and approach to the labeling task.

to develop a better understanding of the labeling task and
the dataset. Based on this evolving understanding, they can
refine the prompt by modifying the Context, Rule Book, and
Shots sheets accordingly.
If the user disagrees with any of the labels, they can assign
a new label to the data instance under the “Human Label”
column. If the user identifies good examples, they can check
the “Gold Shot” checkboxes. After selecting enough good
examples, the user can click the “Add Shots” button in the
sidebar to add these examples to the Shots sheet (Figure 5).
Like in other sheets, if the user wants certain data instances
to be re-annotated in the next round, they can check the

“Keep it in the next data sample” checkboxes. This will en-
sure that those instances are not removed during the next
sampling process, allowing the user to observe whether the
LLM’s behavior changes over iterations.

When using PromptingSheet, the user moves through Steps 1,
2, 3, and 4, and then returns to step 1 in an iterative process until
they are satisfied with the LLM’s labels.

3.4 Implementation Details

Developing Google Sheets Add-On. PromptingSheet utilized
Google Sheets as its main platform, leveraging the convenience
and functionality of its spreadsheet capability. The Google Sheets
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Figure 4: The overview of step 2 of the data labeling process, sample or resample a subset. The full dataset is often too large for

the user to thoroughly review, so sampling a subset is necessary. In this step, the user can (1) randomly or (2) sequentially

sample data from the Dataset (A) sheet.

add-on was implemented in Google App Script, with Google Cloud
Service serving as a back-end to store all action logging files. User-
specific data, such as OpenAI information, was securely stored in
user properties tied to individual email accounts, ensuring privacy
protection.

Converting a Spreadsheet’s Content into a Prompt. Once users
click on the “Start Annotation” button (Figure 5), PromptingSheet
will first collect all questions and answers from the “Context” tab
and send a request to GPT-4o to generate an instructional prompt
(Table 7). Next, PromptingSheetwill merge this generated prompt
with rules and definitions from “Rule Book” and available gold
standard labels from the “Shots” tab to create an annotation prompt
(Table 8 and Table 9). Finally, PromptingSheetwill use this prompt
to annotate all data instances.

Interacting with the LLM through an API. In this paper, we utilized
OpenAI’s gpt-4o-2024-05-13 model for our study [67]. Techni-
cally, this LLM can be replaced by any other model that offers an
API compatible with the ChatGPT-4 specification. In our implemen-
tation, we group all data instances with the same Group ID and
send them in a single API request.

4 User Study

Our goal is to investigate how effective people are at prompt en-
gineering when gold labels are absent, namely, “prompting in the
dark”. To study this, we conducted an in-lab user study in which
participants used PromptingSheet to perform a 5-point sentiment
labeling task on a tweet dataset. This section overviews the details
of this study. This study has been approved by the IRB office of the
authors’ institute.

4.1 Study Procedure

4.1.1 Pilot Study. Three participants were recruited through the
authors’ network for the pilot study. In the first pilot, we used
CODA-19 [40] as the data annotation task, where participants la-
beled text segments from academic abstracts into categories such
as background, purpose, and findings. We observed that the par-
ticipant consistently agreed with nearly all the labels and did not
suggest further refinements. This may have been due to the highly
specialized nature of the abstracts, which made it difficult for a
broader audience to fully understand and evaluate the labels. As a
result, we decided to switch to a Twitter Sentiment task for the sec-
ond pilot. In this second pilot, we found that our guidelines were too
flexible, leading to participant confusion and uncertainty about how
to proceed. We made adjustments to provide more structure, such
as requiring participants to complete at least four iterations, with
each iteration involving the annotation of 10 out of 50 instances.
After verification, participants were instructed to refine their rules
and add gold standard labels. Based on the results of the two pilot
studies, we extended the study duration from 60 to 90 minutes to
give participants enough time to learn the system and complete
the tasks. Compensation was also adjusted to $20. We tested these
revised settings with the third participant and confirmed that the
procedure worked effectively.

4.1.2 Participants Recruitment, Backgrounds, and Grouping. For
our main study, we focused on recruiting individuals with reason-
able familiarity with LLMs but relatively new to large-scale text
data annotation. While PromptingSheet is designed as an end-
user prompting tool, in this study, we prioritized participants likely
to represent the first wave of “newcomers” (as noted in our Design
Goals in Section 3.1) entering LLM-powered data annotation. This
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Figure 5: The overview of steps 3 and 4 of the data labeling process. After finalizing the prompt (Step 1) and sampling data

instances (Step 2), in Step 3, the user clicks the “Start Annotation” button in the sidebar to annotate all instances in the Working

Data Sample sheet. PromptingSheet creates a new sheet, Task 1 (G), to store the data and labels of this labeling task, and also

creates a new row for Task 1 in the Task Dashboard sheet. Then, in Step 4, the user can review the outcomes and refine the

prompt accordingly (Step 1).

focus allowed us to avoid the need to teach participants the basics
of LLMs, prompting, or text data annotation. We recruited 20 partic-
ipants from diverse educational backgrounds through the authors’
networks, social media posts, and mailing lists within the authors’
institute. The group included 1 Post-doctoral Researcher, 9 Ph.D.
students, 9 Master’s students, and 1 Undergraduate student. As
part of the recruitment process, we specifically sought participants
who met the criteria of possessing prior experience using LLMs.

Participants were compensated $20 for their participation, and in
our analysis, they are denoted as P1 to P20.

Participants were randomly and evenly assigned to four groups
based on two variables: (1) whether they had access to 50 instances
per iteration or 10 instances per iteration, and (2) whether or not
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they could view the LLM’s explanations for its labels4. Further
details are provided in the study procedure section (Section 4.1.4).

Survey on Participants’ LLM Familiarity and Usage. To assess par-
ticipants’ familiarity with using LLMs, we conducted an optional
post-study survey, offering an additional $5 compensation for com-
pletion. (The full set of survey questions is provided in Table 10 in
Appendix F.) All participants responded. Most participants reported
being familiar with LLMs, with an average familiarity score of 4.20
(SD=0.77) on a 5-point scale. 15 participants had over one year of
experience using LLMs, while 4 reported more than four months of
experience, and 1 reported between one and three months. In terms
of usage frequency, 16 participants used LLMs daily, 3 used them
weekly, and 1 used them monthly. While most participants used
LLMs for general tasks such as Q&A, research, writing assistance,
and programming/debugging, only 5 participants had experience
using LLMs for data labeling. Participants rated their confidence
in crafting prompts and their proficiency in interacting with LLMs
similarly, with average scores of 3.75 (SD=0.85) and 3.85 (SD=0.88),
respectively. Overall, the participants represented individuals fa-
miliar with LLMs but relatively inexperienced with large-scale data
annotation.

4.1.3 Labeling Task, Scheme, and Data. We selected the Coron-
avirus Tweet NLP Text Classification task, which categorizes tweets
into five sentiment categories: Extremely Positive, Positive, Neu-
tral, Negative, and Extremely Negative, using the dataset hosted
on Kaggle.5 The dataset contains tweets from December 30, 2019,
to September 7, 2020. For our study, we randomly sampled 1,060
tweets: 10 tweets were used for the tutorial task, 1,000 for the main
study, and 50 for the final evaluation set (see Section 4.1.4).

This task was chosen, partially informed by our pilot study (Sec-
tion 4.1.1), for several reasons. First, it strikes a balance in diffi-
culty, being challenging enough to require iterative prompting
efforts from LLMs, as a 5-class sentiment task is more complex than
typical 2-class (positive, negative) or 3-class (positive, negative,
neutral) sentiment classification tasks. Second, it avoids requiring
specialized knowledge, ensuring a broad pool of potential partic-
ipants. Tasks demanding domain-specific expertise would have
significantly restricted recruitment; sentiment labeling for general
COVID-related tweets is sufficiently accessible for this purpose.
Finally, the task incorporates a subjective element, as it lacks uni-
versally agreed-upon gold labels. This aligns with our focus on
“prompting in the dark,” where participants’ understanding of the
data, as well as labeling goals, evolve through iterations. The sub-
jective nature of the task allows participants to arrive at differing
gold standards by the end of the process. Considering these factors,
we selected this task for our study.

4.1.4 Study Procedure. For our main user study, most sessions
were conducted remotely via Zoom or Microsoft Teams, with each
session lasting between 87 and 127 minutes. Participants who at-
tended in person used one of the author’s laptops, while remote

4Since one participant chose to disable the LLM explanations after the first iteration
and another participant decided not to use the LLM explanations throughout the entire
study, we grouped them with the no LLM explanation participants, resulting in 8
participants with access to LLM explanations and 12 participants without access.
5Coronavirus tweets NLP - Text Classification:
https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/datatattle/covid-19-nlp-text-classification/

participants used their own computers. Since PromptingSheet
was a Google Add-on in a development version, it was installed on
one of the author’s laptops. Remote participants were given control
of this laptop to conduct the experiment. Each session was recorded,
capturing the screen, audio, and video for further analysis.

The study followed these steps:

(1) Onboarding: Participants were first introduced to the
study’s objectives and procedures, and their informed con-
sent was obtained.

(2) Tutorial Task: Participants were then presented with a tuto-
rial on the system’s workflow and features, either delivered
by one of the authors or via a prerecorded video, depend-
ing on their preference. Afterward, they completed a short
tutorial task, identical to the main study task but involving
only 10 data instances, to ensure their understanding of the
system.

(3) Main Study: Participants were then asked to use
PromptingSheet to iteratively compose a prompt to label
the sentiment of COVID-related tweets in alignment with
their personal judgment of sentiment scores. Each partici-
pant was asked to complete at least four iterations (i.e., going
through Steps 1 to 4 four or more times). Participants were
free to do additional iterations beyond the required four; on
average, participants completed 4.75 iterations.
Depending on their assigned group, participants used
PromptingSheet to annotate either 50 or 10 instances per
iteration and then review the results. For participants work-
ing with 50 instances per iteration, we advised that it was not
necessary to manually verify all labels, as that would take
too much time. Participants in the group with access to LLM
explanations were explicitly informed that they could man-
ually turn on the explanations if they felt that they needed
reasoning for each label. Most participants turned on the
LLM explanations in the first iteration; however, one partic-
ipant chose to disable the LLM explanations after the first
iteration and another participant decided not to use the LLM
explanations throughout the entire study.

(4) Manual Labeling of the Gold Set: Upon completing the
iterative process, participants manually labeled 50 tweets
based on their own sentiment judgments. These labels re-
flected the participants’ understanding of the data and the
final labeling they aimed to achieve by the end of the study
session. These manually labeled tweets were used as an eval-
uation dataset to assess the performance of the participants’
prompts; they were not used to train or fine-tune any AI
models.

(5) Post-Study Survey and Feedback Collection: At the end
of the session, participants completed a questionnaire to rate
the system’s effectiveness, performance, and accessibility.
They were also asked the following questions: (1) Without
this tool, how would you typically approach prompt engi-
neering? (2) How does your prompt engineering process
compare before and after using this tool? (3) Did the system
help you complete the tasks more efficiently? If yes, please
explain how. (4) What features did you find most useful? (5)
Would you be interested in using this annotation system in
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your regular work or study? If no, please explain why. (6)
Do you have any suggestions for making the system more
suitable for your needs?
Upon completing the questionnaire, we verbally asked par-
ticipants to provide some last comments about the workflow,
labeling task, and our system.

5 Findings

In this section, we organize our findings under each research ques-
tion (RQs) mentioned in Section 1.1.

5.1 RQ 1-1: How effective are people at prompt

engineering in the “prompting in the dark”

scenario?

We evaluated each prompt iteration by comparing the labels gener-
ated by the LLM (GPT-4o) to the gold labels participants manually
annotated for a set of 50 tweets at the end of their study session.
Performance was measured using accuracy (ACC) and Mean Square
Error (MSE), two commonly used metrics in sentiment analysis [76].
In the main study, each participant provided at least five prompts
(with some offering more), and our evaluation focuses primarily on
these five prompts, which were shared across all participants. The
ACC and MSE were calculated by comparing the annotation results
from participant-provided prompts with the manually generated
gold-standard labels. Each label was treated as a distinct category,
and accuracy was then calculated accordingly.

5.1.1 5-Point sentiment rating is a highly subjective task. The
premise of our study is that users bring their own personal per-
spectives and judgments to seemingly identical labeling tasks. To
validate this assumption, we calculated both Cohen’s kappa be-
tween participants’ manual ratings—the labels collected at the end
of the study—and the “gold-standard” labels from the dataset, as well
as the agreement between participants themselves. Participants’
labels show a poor alignment with the labels from the original
dataset, with an average Kappa of 0.114 (SD=0.070). The average
Kappa value between participants was only slightly higher, with
an average Kappa of 0.249 (SD=0.059). The low Kappa score indi-
cated the Twitter Sentiment task we used in our study was a highly
subjective task. Namely, each participant’s gold labels were highly
influenced by their personal interpretations and preferences.

5.1.2 Prompting in the dark is ineffective. Table 1 and Figure 6 show
the average ACC and MSE for the first prompt and the four sub-
sequent revisions. Our analysis, as captured in PromptingSheet,
indicates that prompting in the dark is not particularly effective.
Among the 20 participants, average labeling accuracy (where higher
is better) only slightly improved from 0.542 to 0.553 after four it-
erations (Figure 6a). Some participants went through more than
four iterations. The average labeling accuracy at the end of their
sessions—the final iteration for all participants—was improved to
0.546. Meanwhile, the average MSE (where lower is better) fluctu-
ated, ultimately increasing from 0.782 to 0.810 by the fourth revision
(Figure 6b). The average MSE for the end-of-session increased to
0.815. It is important to note that, since this is a 5-scale rating task,
ACC is a more harsh metric, awarding credit only for exact matches,

while MSE considers the distance between the predicted rating and
the user-specified rating.

5.1.3 Prompting in the dark is unreliable. To further illustrate how
the process unfolded for each participant, we present individual
ACC and MSE charts in Figure 7 and Figure 8. The results show that
the process is highly unreliable. Labeling accuracy improved for
9 participants after four iterations, declined for 10, and remained
unchanged for 1. Similarly, MSE improved (i.e., decreased) for 8
participants, worsened for 10, and stayed the same for 2. Overall,
the practice of “prompting in the dark”—iterating prompts without
reference to gold labels—proved unreliable, with over half of the
participants experiencing a decline in performance by the end of
the study.

5.2 RQ 1-2: How does sample size affect human

performance in prompt engineering?

5.2.1 Reviewing 50 instances per iteration leads to more frequent

and consistent improvements compared to reviewing 10 instances.

Table 2 and Figure 9 present a comparison of participants who
reviewed 50 instances per iteration against those who reviewed
10 instances per iteration. The detailed breakdown is shown in
Figure 17. In terms of accuracy, at the end of the session (i.e., four
or more revisions), 6 out of 10 participants in the 50-instance group
showed improvement, while only 3 out of 10 participants in the
10-instance group improved. On average, every iteration in the 50-
instance group resulted in better accuracy compared to the initial
prompt, though the improvement was not strictly increasing with
each iteration.

For MSE, participants in the 50-instance group improved across
three iterations, while those in the 10-instance group showed no
improvement over the initial prompt in any round.

We also note that participants in the 10-instance group began
with higher initial performance, but this was before they viewed
the labeling results and occurred by chance, unrelated to the experi-
mental conditions. Our analysis focuses on performance differences
between iterations across both groups.

Significant Tests. We conducted eight linear mixed-effects models
to examine the effect of iteration across four different conditions.
The dependent variables were ACC and MSE, and participants
were treated as random effects. In the condition where participants
reviewed only 10 instances per iteration, we found a significant
increasing trend in MSE as the iterations progressed (𝛽=0.019, p-
value=0.043*).

5.3 RQ 1-3: How does displaying LLM

explanations impact human performance in

prompt engineering?

5.3.1 Participants without access to LLM explanations improved

their accuracy over multiple revisions, while those with access did not.

Table 3 and Figure 10 show a comparison between participants with
and without access to the LLM’s explanations during the labeling
process. The detailed breakdown is shown in Figure 18. At the end
of the session (i.e., four or more revisions), 7 out of 12 participants
without access to explanations improved their accuracy, while only
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(a) The average ACC of the first prompt and the four revisions. (b) The average MSE of the first prompt and the four revisions.

Figure 6: The average ACC and MSE of the first prompt and the four subsequent revisions. These results show that prompting

in the dark is not particularly effective. Average labeling accuracy only slightly improved after four iterations; the average MSE

fluctuated, ultimately increasing only marginally by the fourth revision.

ACC↑ MSE↓

Avg.(SD)

%Participant

Improved

Over Initial

Avg.(SD)

%Participant

Improved

Over Initial

Initial Prompt .542 (.099) - .782 (.482) -
1st Revision .536 (.088) 35% .795 (.546) 40%
2nd Revision .542 (.073) 40% .833 (.514) 45%
3rd Revision .549 (.082) 50% .823 (.579) 50%
4th Revision .553 (.085) 45% .810 (.566) 40%
End of Session

(Avg #Iter = 4.75)

.546 (.084) 45% .815 (.489) 45%

Table 1: The average ACC andMSE of the first prompt, the four subsequent revisions, and at the end of the session. Improvements

over the initial prompt are bolded and underlined.

2 out of 8 participants with access to explanations showed improve-
ment. On average, the group without access saw improved accuracy
over the initial prompt with each of the four revisions, whereas the
group with access to explanations experienced a decline in accuracy
across all revisions.

In terms of MSE, there was no significant difference between the
two groups in the number of individuals who showed improvement.
In fact, both groups saw an increase in MSE during the revision
process.

As with the results related to data sample size (Section 5.2), we
are aware that participants with access to LLM explanations started

with higher initial performance; this initial advantage occurred be-
fore the participants reviewed the labeling results and explanations.
Our analysis focuses on performance changes across iterations
rather than the absolute performances.

Significant Tests. We conducted eight linear mixed-effects mod-
els to examine the effect of iteration across four different conditions.
The dependent variables were ACC and MSE, and participants were
treated as random effects. Under conditions where participants
did not have access to LLM explanations, we observed a sig-
nificant increasing trend in accuracy with each iteration (𝛽=0.010,
p-value=0.027*).
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Figure 7: Accuracy Plots for all participants. The results show that the process is highly unreliable. Labeling accuracy improved

for 9 participants after four iterations, declined for 10, and remained unchanged for 1.

50 Samples/Round (N=10) 10 Samples/Round (N=10)

ACC↑ MSE↓ ACC↑ MSE↓

Avg.(SD)

%Participant

Improved

Over Initial

Avg.(SD)

%Participant

Improved

Over Initial

Avg.(SD)

%Participant

Improved

Over Initial

Avg.(SD)

%Participant

Improved

Over Initial

Initial Prompt .520 (.075) - .742 (.242) - .564 (.117) - .822 (.654) -

1st Revision .530 (.094) 50% .720 (.285) 40% .542 (.086) 20% .870 (.733) 40%
2nd Revision .528 (.050) 50% .780 (.268) 50% .556 (.091) 30% .886 (.692) 40%
3rd Revision .546 (.083) 70% .722 (.308) 60% .552 (.085) 30% .924 (.768) 40%
4th Revision .536 (.095) 60% .730 (.310) 40% .570 (.074) 30% .890 (.753) 40%

End of Session

(Avg #Iter=4.75)
.536 (.095) 60% .736 (.303) 40% .556 (.075) 30% .894 (.632) 50%

Table 2: Comparison of participants who reviewed 50 instances per iteration versus those who reviewed 10 instances per

iteration. Reviewing 50 instances per iteration resulted in more frequent and consistent improvements compared to reviewing

10 instances. Improvements over the initial prompt are bolded and underlined.

5.3.2 Showing LLM explanations reduced labeling variation. We ob-
served that providing LLM explanations to participants led to more
consistent labeling, as participants’ labels became more similar to
each other. Those with access to the LLM explanations had a higher
Cohen’s Kappa (0.333, SD=0.039), as well as higher Spearman (0.556,
SD=0.053) and Kendall (0.504, SD=0.049) correlations compared to
the groupwithout access, whose Kappa was 0.193 (SD=0.047), Spear-
man 0.492 (SD=0.094), and Kendall 0.433 (SD=0.084). Additionally,
Table 3 shows that the standard deviations (SD) of both ACC and

MSE were systematically lower in the group with access to LLM
explanations.

This suggests that rather than users tailoring the LLM’s

behavior to their individual preferences, the LLM—through

its explanations—encouraged users to align with its behavior.
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Figure 8: MSE Plots for all participants. The results show that the process is highly unreliable. MSE improved (i.e., decreased)
for 8 participants, worsened for 10, and stayed the same for 2.

LLM Explanations Shown (N=8) No LLM Explanations Shown (N=12)

ACC↑ MSE↓ ACC↑ MSE↓

Avg. (SD)

%Participant

Improved

Over Initial

Avg. (SD)

%Participant

Improved

Over Initial

Avg. (SD)

%Participant

Improved

Over Initial

Avg.(SD)

%Participant

Improved

Over Initial

Initial Prompt .590 (.063) - .608 (.259) - .510 (.107) - .898 (.566) -

1st Revision .558 (.074) 12.5% .633 (.292) 37.5% .522 (.096) 50% .903 (.655) 41.7%
2nd Revision .568 (.070) 12.5% .640 (.221) 50% .525 (.072) 58.3% .962 (.616) 41.7%
3rd Revision .555 (.082) 25% .660 (.349) 50% .545 (.085) 66.7% .932 (.685) 50%
4th Revision .563 (.084) 25% .645 (.333) 50% .547 (.088) 58.3% .920 (.671) 33.3%

End of Session

(Avg #Iter=4.75)
.563 (.087) 25% .680 (.311) 50% .535 (.083) 58.3% .905 (.574) 41.7%

Table 3: Comparison of ACC and MSE between participants with and without access to LLM explanations during the labeling

process. Participants without access to LLM explanations showed improvement in accuracy over multiple revisions, while those

with access did not exhibit the same level of improvement. Improvements over the initial prompt are bolded and underlined.

5.4 Additional Analysis: How Does Each

Variable Influence Rule Editing?

Building on the impact of the two variables on prompting outcomes
(RQ 1-2 and 1-3), a key follow-up question is why these variables af-
fect the outcomes differently. To explore this, we examined how the
sample size per iteration and the presentation of LLM explanations
influence how users edit the labeling rules—one of the main compo-
nents of the final prompt—in PromptingSheet. For each prompt
collected, we compiled all rules written by participants in the Rule

Book sheet into a single string. We then calculated the sentence-
level similarity between prompts from consecutive iterations for
each session (e.g., between the initial prompt and iteration 1, itera-
tion 1 and iteration 2, and so on). Using Huang et al. [39]’s analysis
method, we measured similarity in two ways: (1) Normalized Edit

Similarity: Calculated as (1 − 𝑁𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑧𝑒𝑑 𝐸𝑑𝑖𝑡 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒), where
higher scores indicate greater similarity [59, 111]. (2) Semantic

Similarity: Measured as the cosine similarity between semantic
representations generated with Sentence-BERT [74]. Each partici-
pant yielded eight similarity scores (2 similarity metrics × 4 pairs).
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Figure 9: Comparison of improvement (difference) in ACC and MSE over the initial prompt between the 50-instance and

10-instance groups. Bars with red borders indicate positive improvements over the initial prompt’s outcome. Reviewing 50

instances per iteration results in more consistent improvements in ACC compared to reviewing 10 instances.

Figure 10: Comparison of improvement (difference) in ACC and MSE over the initial prompt between the Explanation and

No-Explanation groups. Bars with red borders indicate positive improvements over the initial prompt’s outcome. Participants

without access to LLM explanations improved their accuracy over multiple revisions, while those with access did not.
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(a) Data Sample Similarity Metrics (b) Explanation Similarity Metrics

Figure 11: Comparison of Rule Similarity Metrics for Data Samples and Explanations. Overall, participants in the 50-instance

group or those without access to LLM explanations were more likely to modify their rules.

We used Kernel Density Estimation (KDE) to visualize the distri-
bution of similarity between rules across consecutive iterations, as
shown in Figure 11. A similarity score of 1.0 indicates no changes,
while 0.0 represents substantial modifications. Each chart compares
participants in the 10-instance group to the 50-instance group or
those with versus without access to LLM explanations.

5.4.1 Larger rule changes were linked to better prompting outcomes.

Our analysis revealed an interesting pattern: conditions that had
better prompting outcomes—showing more data items, or not dis-
playing LLM explanations—tended to have lower similarity be-
tween labeling rules across consecutive iterations. In Figure 11,
the KDE curves for the 50-instance group (Figure 11a) and the no-
explanation group (Figure 11b) skew further left compared to their
counterpart conditions, regardless of the similarity metric. This in-
dicates that participants in these settings—when seeing more data
items, or when not having access to LLM explanations—made larger
changes to the rule books. Using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS)
test, only one significant difference was found in the normalized
edit similarity between the group with LLM explanation access
and the group without (p-value=0.031*). Specifically, participants
without access to LLM explanations made significantly more

frequent and substantial revisions to their rules than partici-
pants who had access to LLM explanations. This finding suggests
an intriguing implication for human-LLM interaction: proactive
and frequent revisions during iterative prompt refinement lead to
better outcomes compared to making fewer revisions. Encouraging
meaningful revisions in prompting-in-the-dark scenarios—where
no gold labels are available to guide or “reward” users—presents an
interesting challenge for HCI research.

5.5 RQ 2: Can automatic prompt optimization

tools like DSPy improve human

performance in “prompting in the dark”

scenarios?

The previous section demonstrated that only a few settings were
effective in helping participants improve prompt performance. This
raises the question of how automatic prompt optimization tools
might assist with refining prompts. In our study, we explored
DSPy [43], a framework designed to algorithmically optimize LLM
prompts, to enhance the prompt at each stage of revision by par-
ticipants. DSPy is particularly effective at working with small sets
of labeled data and abstract, generic initial prompts, making it
well-suited for the “prompting in the dark” scenario.

Study Setups. We experimented with the following four ap-
proaches offered by DSPy:

• Simple Prompt (Baseline): This approach uses the abstract
prompts constructed by DSPy and employs DSPy’s simplest
teleprompter, BootstrapFewShots, to generate optimized ex-
amples based on all the few-shot examples labeled by partic-
ipants throughout the study session. It is a simple method
that does not account for differences between iterations or
the user’s initial prompt, making it a baseline approach for
using DSPy.

• BootstrapFewShots: This approach uses the task context
(from Context sheet in PromptingSheet), label definitions
(Rule Book sheet), and few-shot examples (Shots sheet) pro-
vided by participants in each iteration, and applies DSPy’s
simplest teleprompter, BootstrapFewShots, for optimization.
The BootstrapFewShots teleprompter automatically gener-
ates optimized examples to be included in the user-defined
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Human

DSPy

Simple

Prompt

Bootstrap-

FewShots

COPRO MIPRO

Avg.

#Shot

ACC↑ MSE↓ ACC↑ MSE↓ ACC↑ MSE↓ ACC↑ MSE↓ ACC↑ MSE↓

Initial 0.00 .542 .782 - - - - - - - -
1st Revision 2.52 .536 .795 .533 .864 .526 .915 .565 .822 .527 .973
2nd Revision 4.80 .542 .833 .533 .864 .534 .934 .538 .873 .536 .862
3rd Revision 7.29 .549 .823 .533 .864 .550 .850 .544 .801 .547 .873
4th Revision 10.04 .553 .810 .533 .864 .526 .889 .554 .809 .536 .874
End of Session

(Avg #Iter=4.75)

11.14 .546 .815 .533 .864 .535 .873 .528 .817 .528 .868

Table 4: Comparison of ACC and MSE between users’ original prompts and prompts improved by four DSPy approaches. DSPy

showed limited effectiveness in enhancing ACC or MSE, potentially due to the small number of gold shots. Improvements over

the initial prompt are bolded and underlined.

(a) Average ACC of participants’ prompts (Original) compared to

prompts improved by DSPy’s four approaches across each iteration.

(b) Average MSE of participants’ prompts (Original) compared to

prompts improved by DSPy’s four approaches across each iteration.

Figure 12: Average performance comparison between participants’ prompts (Original) and those improved by DSPy’s four

approaches. DSPy was not effective in enhancing ACC or MSE, potentially due to the small number of gold shots.

prompt based on the provided few-shot examples. Boot-
strapFewShots is recommended when only a small amount
of labeled data is available, such as 10 examples.6

• COPRO: This approach is identical to the BootstrapFew-
Shots setup but uses the COPRO teleprompter instead. The
COPRO teleprompter focuses on optimizing the prompt in-
structions while keeping the few-shot examples constant.
This enables the generation of more refined prompt instruc-
tions, even when labeled examples are limited or absent.

• MIPRO:This approach is identical to the BootstrapFewShots
setup but uses the MIPRO teleprompter instead. MIPRO com-
bines the features of both COPRO and BootstrapFewShots,

6The recommended amount of data is based on DSPy’s documentation: https://dspy-
docs.vercel.app/docs/building-blocks/optimizers

refining the prompt instructions while also generating opti-
mized examples using the provided few-shot data. MIPRO is
recommended when a slightly larger amount of labeled data
is available, such as 300 examples or more.

All the prompts were optimized with the goal of maximizing
accuracy (ACC).

5.5.1 DSPy was not effective in improving ACC or MSE, possibly

due to the small number of gold shots. As shown in Table 4 and
Figure 12, none of the DSPy algorithms consistently improved ACC
or MSE. This may be attributed to the limited number of gold labels
generated in our study, which was insufficient for DSPy to operate
effectively, especially given the difficulty of a 5-class classification
task. Table 4 details the average number of gold shots used for DSPy
in each revision.
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Figure 13: ACC of all participants compared to DSPy’s BootstrapFewShots approach in each iteration. DSPy was not reliable in

providing consistent improvements. (Some DSPy dots are missing because participants did not provide examples required for

generating augmented samples in those iterations.)

5.5.2 DSPy was not reliable in delivering consistent improvements.

Figure 13 and Figure 14 display the performance of DSPy’s Boot-
strapFewShots (red dots) alongside human performance (blue line,
which is the same as in Figure 6 for RQ1.) These results indicate
that DSPy’s performance was unreliable across participants, as
none of the DSPy algorithms consistently improved accuracy or
MSE. We chose to plot the results for BootstrapFewShots because
there was no significant difference across the four DSPy approaches
we tested, and BootstrapFewShots was specifically recommended
by DSPy’s documentation when working with only 10 examples.
Some DSPy dots were missing because participants did not provide
examples prior to those iterations, which was necessary for the
DSPy algorithm to generate new augmented samples for prompt
optimization.

6 User Feedback

In addition to addressing the main research questions, a post-study
survey (Appendex B) consisted of twenty-two questions, includ-
ing seven Likert scale ratings and fifteen free-text responses from
participants provided valuable insights on both “prompting in the
dark” practices and our system. We summarize these insights in
this section.

6.1 Two Variables Impacting Participant

Ratings

Figure 15 displayed the seven Likert scale rating responses by par-
ticipants. The seven survey questions can be categorized into seven
different categories. Appendix G shows the survey questions and
the accompanying categories were rated on a seven-point Likert
scale.

6.1.1 Participants reviewing 10 instances reported higher satisfac-

tion ratings. Figure 15a compares participants who reviewed 10
instances per iteration with those who reviewed 50. Both groups
provided similar ratings for system ease of use, system intuitiveness,
and efficiency in processing prompt engineering, with compara-
ble variation. However, participants who reviewed 10 instances
found the annotation tasks more difficult to understand compared
to those who reviewed 50. Comparatively, participants who re-
viewed 10 instances reported higher levels of satisfaction with their
performance, a stronger sense of prompt improvement, and better
task completion rating. This could be attributed to their minimal
modifications to the rule. It is noteworthy that we performed a
Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) test on all rating categories, and no sig-
nificant difference was found between the two groups, indicating
that the observed difference did not reach statistical significance.
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Figure 14: MSE of all participants compared to DSPy’s BootstrapFewShots approach in each iteration. DSPy was not reliable in

providing consistent improvements. (Some DSPy dots are missing because participants did not provide examples required for

generating augmented samples in those iterations.)

6.1.2 Participants without LLM explanations rated the system as

more intuitive, effective, and satisfying. Figure 15b shows the com-
parison of ratings between participants with and without LLM
explanations. Participants with LLM explanations found the anno-
tation tasks more challenging, rated the system as less intuitive and
harder to use, and viewed it as less effective in improving prompts,
also with greater variation in their ratings. In contrast, participants
without LLM explanations expressed higher level of satisfaction
with the system performance, believing the tool improved prompt
engineering efficiency and task completion effectiveness. Notably,
we conducted a Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) test on all participants’
ratings, and no significant difference was found between the two
groups, suggesting that the observed differences were not statisti-
cally significant.

6.2 Is PromptingSheet Useful?

6.2.1 Participants considered PromptingSheet helpful and efficient.

In the post-study survey, we asked participants to rate the (Q5) per-
formance satisfaction, (Q6) helpfulness of the tool, and (Q7) its
efficiency on a seven-point Likert scale. Participants expressed high
satisfaction, with an average rating of 6.350 (SD=0.745), and found
the system helpful for improving prompts (6.400, SD=0.883) and
making prompt engineering more efficient (6.600, SD=0.598). P4
noted, “I really like this tool instead of traditional prompt engineering
on ChatGPT and Copilot.” P15 mentioned, “I would be interested

in using this annotation system in my regular work or study, be-
cause I really like the idea [of] improving annotation performance
by considering iteration annotation process between human and the
GPT.”

6.2.2 PromptingSheet is easy to use but less intuitive and with a

steep learning curve. We asked participants to rate whether “(Q1)
The annotation task was easy to understand,” “(Q2) The annotation
tool is easy to use,” and “(Q4) The interface of the annotation system
is intuitive” on a seven-point Likert scale from “Strongly Disagree”
(1) to “Strongly Agree”(7). The average score for the “easy to under-
stand annotation task” was 5.812, for the “easy to use annotation
tool” was 5.375, and for the “system is intuitive” was 5.250. Suggest-
ing that while the task and tool itself are not hard to understand and
use, learning to properly use the tool can be harder for participants
and required some learning. For example, it was noted that the need
to switch between tabs during the task can cause confusion.

6.2.3 Participants found the Shots and Rule Book useful. We asked
participants, in a free-text format, “(Q10) What features did you
find most useful?” Fourteen participants specifically mentioned that
‘Gold Shots’ were particularly valuable, as they provided explicit
examples to guide LLMs. Additionally, six participants highlighted
the usefulness of the Rule Book. These two features stood out among
the responses, demonstrating their importance in enhancing the
user experience. Participants noted that the flexibility to structure



Prompting in the Dark CHI ’25, April 26-May 1, 2025, Yokohama, Japan

(a) Participants’ ratings of the system and the annotation task, com-

paring those who accessed 10 instances per iteration to those who

accessed 50 instances.

(b) Participants’ ratings of the system and the annotation task, com-

paring those who utilized LLM explanations to those who did not.

Figure 15: Participants’ rating of the system and the annotation task. Each rating category refers to one question in the

post-study survey. (Q1) Understandable: The annotation task was easy to understand; (Q2) Ease of Use: The annotation tool is

easy to use; (Q4) Intuitive System: The interface of the annotation system is intuitive; (Q5) Performance Satisfaction: How

satisfied are you with the performance of the system? (Q6) Prompt Improvement: This tool was helpful in improving my

prompt; (Q7) Process Efficiency: Using this tool made the process of prompt engineering more efficient; (Q19) Task Completion:

I completed the annotation tasks efficiently.

tasks freely and make on-the-fly adjustments—such as modifying
the Gold Shots or Rule Book—eases the burden of the traditional
iterative labeling process.

6.2.4 Dilemma of showing LLM explanations. Although our study
found that providing LLM explanations can sometimes lead par-
ticipants to generate labels more aligned with those produced by
the LLM, participants still expressed a strong desire to have them
included. P8 explicitly recommended incorporating LLM explana-
tions, noting that participants were interested in understanding the
reasoning behind potential discrepancies between their own labels
and those generated by the LLM. P15 also emphasized the value
of these explanations, stating, “The explanation from GPT gave me
some insights to modify my rules,” and, “I think GPT’s explanation of
the tweets is very helpful and it may help me to improve the accuracy
of human annotation.”

6.3 About “Prompting in the Dark”

6.3.1 Prompting in the dark without any tool is common. We also
asked participants, “Without this tool, how would you typically ap-
proach prompt engineering?” We found that many participants com-
monly rely on iterative, trial and error strategies. Specifically, they
start with prompts from scratch, test them on data points, adjust
based on incorrect labels, and re-test until they are satisfied with
the results.

P1 said, ‘I need to start with a prompt from scratch; then I will test
it on real data points; I will observe those wrongly labeled data points

and adjust my prompt accordingly. After the adjustment, I will rerun
the testing on the real data points. The whole process is trail-and-error,
which is really time-consuming and labor-consuming.” P3 stated,
“Give an initial prompt, if the answer is not meeting expectation, then
change the prompt.” P6 reflected, “Normally, if I do not get the desired
output from the LLM, I will try to give more specific instruction maybe
some examples.” P17 said, “I re-write my prompts several times (3-5
times) until I got an output that I like.”

6.3.2 Prompting in the dark is hard, as participants lacked confi-

dence in their labels. Without a comprehensive understanding of
the entire dataset, participants found it challenging to generate suit-
able labels. P19 mentioned, “I am not confident about the label”. P12
pointed out that, “When I need to express sentiment, I tend to be more
reserved and avoid extremes. So, when labeling data, I usually prefer to
choose negative/[positive] rather than extremely negative/[extremely
positive]”

6.4 Users’ Suggested Features

6.4.1 More automated supports for rule creation. Participants ex-
pressed concerns about creating rules that effectively suit the label-
ing task at hand. As a result, support for Rule Book creation is a
welcome addition. P2 remarked, “It was hard to set the right rules,”
while P3 suggested providing initialized instructions for labels and
rules to ease the process. Additionally, participants (P1, P3) pro-
posed that new rules could be automatically generated based on
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Gold Shots, existing rule books, and human explanations, stream-
lining the rule creation process.

6.4.2 Shorter LLM explanations for easier consumption. Although
LLM-generated explanations received positive feedback from par-
ticipants, there was concern about the length of these explanations.
Many felt that the explanations were too long and could be difficult
to consume. P1 recommended, “It would be better if the LLM ex-
planation could be shorter.” emphasizing the need for more concise
outputs to improve user experience.

7 Discussion

7.1 Design Suggestions

Our study shows that “prompting in the dark”—where users gradu-
ally refine their expectations and understanding of data characteris-
tics while iteratively prompting LLMs—is indeed a challenging task.
Using PromptingSheet, we quantitatively assessed the difficulty
of this process and the unreliability of the progress. Many strate-
gies we tested proved ineffective, and the few that showed promise
offered only weak signals. So, what should be designed in response?
From the study, we derived insights that we believe are valuable for
shaping future systems intended to support iterative LLM-powered
labeling, which we summarize into three design suggestions.

• Gold Labels as a Necessary Evil. The key premise of
“prompting in the dark” is to avoid assuming a stabilized
gold standard from the outset. This practice embraces the
potential for the so-called “gold standard” in data labeling
to evolve and remain dynamic, realizing this through the
interactive nature of LLMs. Our system, PromptingSheet,
embodies this practice, using a spreadsheet format. That
being said, throughout our user studies, many participants
faced struggles, frustrations, and errors due to the lack of
direction or guidance during the exploratory labeling pro-
cess. The elephant in the room—as highlighted by decades of
research on the importance of gold labels in crowdsourced
data annotation pipelines (Section 2.4)—is that much of this
lack of guidance stemmed from the absence of sufficient gold
labels. To clarify, we mean “sufficient” as in 100 to 200 labeled
text items before starting to use the system, not just the 10
examples users provided via the “add gold shot” function.
With no gold labels or fewer than 10, we could not calculate
metrics like similarity, accuracy, or error rates to give users
meaningful feedback, nor could we track LLMs’ behavioral
shifts. These challenges arose as part of our effort to ensure
that no substantial labeled items would anchor users’ ex-
ploration, allowing them to freely evolve their goals. Our
first design suggestion is that this cost might be too high.
Based on our observations, having some form of guidance
in the “prompting in the dark” scenario is likely worth it.
We propose that users manually label at least a small set
of data (e.g., 50-100 items), and that the system be inten-
tionally designed to minimize the impact of these labels on
constraining exploration. For example, the system could hide
the labeled items from the user (even the ones they just la-
beled), show only signals such as accuracy, or periodically
invite users to relabel data. One example worth highlighting

is PromptAid [62], which dedicates most of its interface to
higher-level signals, abstracting away from low-level data
details. Manually labeling some “gold” data to start with,
when carefully managed, should be considered a reasonable
trade-off to balance reliability in the process and the freedom
to explore.

• Automated Support to Reduce Distractions. Our second
design suggestion is to incorporate automation to help re-
duce users’ distractions during the “prompting in the dark”
process. Even with some gold labels—as we suggested—
iterating on prompts with an LLM and reviewing tens or
hundreds of text items and labels remains exhausting. In our
study, only a few participants were able to steadily improve
labeling accuracy over time. We believe the root of this men-
tal strain stems from at least two causes. First, the behavior
of LLMs is a mystery. Even with carefully crafted prompts,
users are still navigating an intangible and unpredictable
fog, trying to guess how the LLM will respond. Second, real-
world data is inherently noisy. Even when using a strong
classifier, users must still contend with numerous edge cases
and ambiguous linguistic nuances. These challenges are in-
herently difficult and clash with established human-AI de-
sign guidelines [5]. In the “prompting in the dark” scenario,
there is no efficient way to recover from incorrect labels
(Guideline G9 in [5]), LLMs can not reliably explain their
labeling decisions (Guideline G11), users lack mechanisms to
provide granular feedback to LLMs (Guideline G15), and the
consequences of each revision are unclear (Guideline G16).
Given the complexity of these challenges, systems should
aim to adhere to all other feasible design guidelines to mit-
igate user strain. Throughout our study, we observed that
some confusion arose from the workflow or tools. Issues
such as how to sample a subset from the full dataset, or how
to add gold short from validated data, added unnecessary
complexity. Our recommendation is to design systems that
reduce these unnecessary distractions. For example, the sys-
tem could default to randomly sampling a subset for the user,
or automatically add validated gold labels into the prompt
and manage the number of shots in the background.

• Design to Prevent Overreliance on LLMs. Our final and
most critical design suggestion is to create systems that
reduce the human tendency to overly trust and accept out-
puts from AI, particularly LLMs. Overreliance on AI is a
well-documented phenomenon where people are influenced
by AI decisions and often accept them without verification,
even when they are incorrect [94]. Overreliance is particu-
larly problematic in exploratory labeling because the core
idea—central to “prompting in the dark”—is that users should
own the exploration process and have strong control over
which direction to pursue next. Users choose to prompt in
the dark because they do not want to be guided by someone
else’s light. However, introducing AI, such as LLMs, can lead
users to fixate on or anchor to the LLMs’ suggestions. If
this results in everyone’s labels becoming more similar, it
undermines the very spirit of exploratory labeling. In our
study, participants who saw LLMs’ explanations tended to
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agree more with the LLMs’ labels, leading to higher inner-
annotator agreement among those exposed to LLM explana-
tions compared to participants who were not (Section 5.3).
To address this, we advocate designing systems that actively
mitigate overreliance on AI. While explainable AI has been
proposed as a solution to overreliance by helping users better
judge when to trust AI predictions, empirical evidence shows
mixed results. Explanations do not always reduce cognitive
effort for verifying AI predictions, leading users to ignore
them (Section 1.1). A cost-benefit framework interprets that
explanations are less effective when the cognitive cost of
verification outweighs the perceived benefits [94]. Text data
labeling often falls into this category, as reading and verify-
ing text-based explanations is cognitively expensive. This
leaves scaffolds, such as cognitive forcing functions, as a vi-
able solution. These functions require users to engage more
thoughtfully with AI explanations and have been shown to
effectively reduce overreliance [9].

7.2 Limitations

We acknowledge several limitations in our work. First, we focused
solely on the “prompting in the dark” practice for data labeling
tasks, while many other scenarios, such as text generation or con-
versational agents, are also widely used when working with LLMs.
Second, for RQ2, we only studied one automatic prompt optimiza-
tion technique, DSPy. It is possible that othermethodsmight achieve
better performance. Third, we recognize that, aside from the in-
herent challenges of the open-ended and exploratory nature of
“prompting in the dark,” the workflow of our system is somewhat
complex. This complexity may have contributed to some of the
reliability issues observed in our study, though we believe similar
challenges would apply to any system supporting newly emerged
user practices. Fourth, since PromptingSheet is a Google Sheets
Add-on, it inherits limitations and design constraints typical of
spreadsheets, such as limited support for images or videos. Fifth, it
was difficult to track how thoroughly participants reviewed samples.
Some may have directly modified rules or added gold shots without
careful consideration. Sixth, we lack a clear understanding for how
sensitive LLMs are to prompt revisions. Tools like DSPy [43] and
related experiments show that prompt revisions can systematically
influence LLM prediction performance, but the degree of sensitiv-
ity remains unclear. This limited understanding of LLM behavior
impacts the generalizability of our findings. Finally, our user study,
though already 1-2 hours long, only captures a single session’s
worth of behavior. A longitudinal study that observes how users
interact with PromptingSheet over months or even years might
offer different insights.

8 Conclusion and Future Work

This paper studies a scenario in LLM-powered data labeling called
“prompting in the dark,” where users iteratively prompt LLMs to
label data without relying on a stabilized, pre-labeled gold-standard
dataset for benchmarking. We developed PromptingSheet, a
Google Sheets add-on that allows users to compose, revise, and iter-
atively label data within spreadsheets. Our user study revealed that
prompting in the dark was highly ineffective and unreliable, and

automated prompt optimization tools like DSPy struggled when
few gold labels were available. We concluded the paper with a set
of design recommendations. Based on these insights, our next step
is to explore automation technologies, such as automatic rule cre-
ation, to further support users. Simultaneously, we will investigate
methods to track system performance under evolving standards
with minimal labeling effort. Additionally, we aim to better cap-
ture users’ understanding and use this information to monitor and
improve LLMs, fostering more effective human-AI collaboration.
Finally, we plan to enhance and deploy PromptingSheet for more
users to observe how people prompt LLMs to label data they truly
care about in real-world scenarios.
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# Questionnaire Question

Q1 What is the purpose of annotating this data? Common answers include gaining insight about something, wanting to compare something,
wanting to create prompts, etc. Try to give us more details about your higher-level goal.

Q2 How do you want to use the annotated data? Common answers include further analysis, training an AI model, presenting it to people,
or using it in some downstream tasks inside some computer system. Try to give us more details about the use cases of the annotated data.

Q3

What are these data? Please tell us more about the source and the characteristics of the data. For example, “These are real-world product
reviews written by Amazon users. We obtained this dataset by downloading it from Kaggle.” or “This is the transcript of interviews of our
participants. Each interview is about 30 minutes long. The interview is about their experience in creative writing.” or “These are tweets
posted on Twitter between Jan 2024 to March 2024.”

Q4 What is the size of each data instance (each row)? For example, “Each instance is a tweet.”, “Each instance is one Amazon product review.”,
or “Each instance is one sentence from the interview transcript.”

Q5 Is there anything particular you want us to mention in the prompt? We will add all the context you mentioned in this tab to the prompt
for LLMs. Please mention anything you want the LLMs to be aware of.

Table 5: Questions for PromptingSheet Task Context.

# Aspect Post-Study Survey Question

Q1 Task Experience The annotation task was easy to understand.
(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Somewhat Disagree (4) Neutral (5) Somewhat Agree (6) Agree (7) Strongly Agree

Q2 Task Experience The annotation tool is easy to use.
(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Somewhat Disagree (4) Neutral (5) Somewhat Agree (6) Agree (7) Strongly Agree

Q3 Task Experience Did you encounter any difficulties while using the system? If yes, please describe the difficulties.

Q4 Task Experience The interface of the annotation system was intuitive.
(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Somewhat Disagree (4) Neutral (5) Somewhat Agree (6) Agree (7) Strongly Agree

Q5 Task Experience How satisfied are you with the performance of the system?
(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Somewhat Disagree (4) Neutral (5) Somewhat Agree (6) Agree (7) Strongly Agree

Q6 Practice Prompting This tool was helpful in improving my prompt.
(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Somewhat Disagree (4) Neutral (5) Somewhat Agree (6) Agree (7) Strongly Agree

Q7 Practice Prompting Using this tool made the process of prompt engineering more efficient.
(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Somewhat Disagree (4) Neutral (5) Somewhat Agree (6) Agree (7) Strongly Agree

Q8 Practice Prompting Without this tool, how would you typically approach prompt engineering?

Q9 Practice Prompting How would you compare your prompt engineering process before and after using this tool?

Q10 System Usability What features did you find most useful?

Q11 System Usability What features did you find least useful or problematic?

Q12 System Usability Did you feel the need for any additional features or improvements? If yes, please describe them.

Q13 Overall Feedback What did you like most about the annotation system?

Q14 Overall Feedback What did you like least about the annotation system?

Q15 Overall Feedback Any additional comments or suggestions?

Q16 User Interaction and Behavior Did you find the system responsive to your actions? If yes, please describe them.

Q17 User Interaction and Behavior Were there any delays or lags while performing the tasks? If yes, please describe them

Q18 User Interaction and Behavior Did you use any help or support features provided by the system? If yes, were they helpful?

Q19 Efficiency and Effectiveness I completed the annotation tasks efficiently.
(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Somewhat Disagree (4) Neutral (5) Somewhat Agree (6) Agree (7) Strongly Agree

Q20 Efficiency and Effectiveness Did the system help you complete the tasks more efficiently? If yes, please explain how.

Q21 Future Use Would you be interested in using this annotation system in your regular work or study? If no, please explain why.

Q22 Future Use Do you have any suggestions for making the system more suitable for your needs?

Table 6: Post-Study Survey questions used for PromptingSheet. The survey is consisted of twenty-two questions, including

seven Likert scale ratings and fifteen free-text responses.

• (Q2) Ease of Use: The annotation tool is easy to use.
• (Q4) Intuitive System: The interface of the annotation sys-
tem is intuitive.

• (Q5) Performance Satisfaction: How satisfied are youwith
the performance of the system?

• (Q6) Prompt Improvement: This tool was helpful in im-
proving my prompt.

• (Q7) Process Efficiency: Using this tool made the process
of prompt engineering more efficient.
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Instructional Prompt Creation Prompt

Here are questions and corresponding answers for a task description.

“‘
Question: [What is the purpose of annotating this data? Common answers include gaining insight about something, wanting to compare
something, wanting to create prompts, etc. Try to give us more details about your higher-level goal.] Answer: [Answer 1...]
Question: [How do you want to use the annotated data? Common answers include further analysis, training an AI model, presenting it to
people, or using it in some downstream tasks inside some computer system. Try to give us more details about the use cases of the annotated
data.] Answer: [Answer 2...]
Question: [What are these data? Please tell us more about the source and the characteristics of the data. For example, “These are real-world
product reviews written by Amazon users. We obtained this dataset by downloading it from Kaggle.” or “This is the transcript of interviews
of our participants. Each interview is about 30 minutes long. The interview is about their experience in creative writing.” or “These are
tweets posted on Twitter between Jan 2024 to March 2024.”] Answer: [Answer 3...]
Question: [What is the size of each data instance (each row)? For example, “Each instance is a tweet.”, “Each instance is one Amazon product
review.”, or “Each instance is one sentence from the interview transcript.”] Answer: [Answer 4...]
Question: [Is there anything particular you want us to mention in the prompt? We will add all the context you mentioned in this tab to the
prompt for LLMs. Please mention anything you want the LLMs to be aware of.] Answer: [Answer 5...]
Question: [Is it a single-class or multi-class labeling task? [required]] Answer: [single-class] ......
”’

Based on task questions and answers, help me generate a concrete DETAILED task instruction.
Provide Instruction ONLY!
DO NOT ADD ANY ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NOT INCLUDE IN THE PREVIOUS Q and A!!!
This Instruction is generated for LLM!
Table 7: Prompt to generate instructional prompts in PromptingSheet. Participants are required to answer the first five

questions to provide context for the task. The last question and its answer were intentionally fixed, as our study focuses on a

single-class labeling task. In the future, participants will be allowed to answer this question.

Figure 16: The Task Dashboard tab provides an overview of all labeling tasks. This spreadsheet records key details, including

the Task ID, Task Tab, Task Creation Time, Prompt Used for the Task, and Total Label Cost. Users can click the hyperlink in

the Task Tab column to access the corresponding task tab for more detailed information.

• (Q19) Task Completion: I completed the annotation tasks
efficiently.
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Prompt for Annotation Process

{$Instructional_Prompt}

Please ensure each label adheres to its following rules and regulations.

Below are the descriptions of various labels. Please assign the most appropriate label to each description provided.
Label ‘{$label_1}’: Assign this label if the tweet meets any of the following criteria:
{$rule_1}
Label ‘{$label_2}’: Assign this label if the tweet meets any of the following criteria:
{$rule_2}
Label ‘{$label_3}’: Assign this label if the tweet meets any of the following criteria:
{$rule_3}
Label ‘{$label_4}’: Assign this label if the tweet meets any of the following criteria:
{$rule_4}
Label ‘{$label_5}’: Assign this label if the tweet meets any of the following criteria:
{$rule_5}
......

Please refer to the following Shots (Examples for LLMs to Learn) for annotation tasks, where each instance is corresponded with a label.
Example:“‘$instance_1”’ => Label:“‘$label_x”’
Example:“‘$instance_2”’ => Label:“‘$label_x”’
Example:“‘$instance_3”’ => Label:“‘$label_x”’
......

Output Format
Your output should consist of two sections: ANSWER and EXPLANATION.
ANSWER: Label: []
EXPLANATION: Provide a brief explanation for your label choice.
The following is the data instance need to be annotated:
data-instance: {$data_instance}

Table 8: Prompt for the annotation process in PromptingSheet for groups which have only one data instance.



CHI ’25, April 26-May 1, 2025, Yokohama, Japan He et al.

Prompt for Annotation Process

{$Instructional_Prompt}

Please ensure each label adheres to its following rules and regulations.

Below are the descriptions of various labels. Please assign the most appropriate label to each description provided.
Label ‘{$label_1}’: Assign this label if the tweet meets any of the following criteria:
{$rule_1}
Label ‘{$label_2}’: Assign this label if the tweet meets any of the following criteria:
{$rule_2}
Label ‘{$label_3}’: Assign this label if the tweet meets any of the following criteria:
{$rule_3}
Label ‘{$label_4}’: Assign this label if the tweet meets any of the following criteria:
{$rule_4}
Label ‘{$label_5}’: Assign this label if the tweet meets any of the following criteria:
{$rule_5}
......

Please refer to the following Shots (Examples for LLMs to Learn) for annotation tasks, where each instance is corresponded with a label.
Example:“‘$instance_1”’ => Label:“‘$label_x”’
Example:“‘$instance_2”’ => Label:“‘$label_x”’
Example:“‘$instance_3”’ => Label:“‘$label_x”’
......

Output Format
For each labeled data instance, your output should consist of two sections: ANSWER and EXPLANATION, with the data instance id. Each
label fragment should be divided by “======”
ANSWER: Label: []
EXPLANATION: Provide a brief explanation for your label choice.
The following are data instances from a group that need to be annotated:
data-instance-1: {$data_instance_1}
data-instance-2: {$data_instance_2}
data-instance-3: {$data_instance_3}
......

Table 9: Prompt for the annotation process in PromptingSheet for groups which have multiple data instances.
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(a) ACC with 10 instances. (b) ACC with 50 instances.

(c) MSE with 10 instances. (d) MSE with 50 instances.

Figure 17: The average ACC and MSE for participants reviewing 10 or 50 instances per iteration are presented in four subfigures,

comparing ACC and MSE between the two conditions.
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(a) ACC without LLM Explanation. (b) ACC with LLM Explanation.

(c) MSE without LLM Explanation. (d) MSE with LLM Explanation.

Figure 18: The average ACC and MSE for participants with or without LLM Explanation are presented in four subfigures,

comparing ACC and MSE between the two conditions.
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# Questionnaire Question

Q1 How would you rate your familiarity with using LLMs on a scale from 1 (not familiar) to 5 (very familiar)?

Q2

Which of the following best describes your understanding of how LLMs work?
(1) I don’t understand at all.
(2) I have a basic understanding (e.g., they generate text based on input).
(3) I understand the general principles (e.g., machine learning, large datasets).
(4) I have a detailed understanding (e.g., specific architectures, training methods).

Q3

What are your years of experience in using LLMs?
(1) Less than a month
(2) 1-3 months
(3) 4 months to 1 year
(4) More than 1 year

Q4

How often do you use LLMs?
(1) Daily
(2) Weekly
(3) Bi-Weekly
(4) Monthly
(5) Never

Q5

How much time do you typically spend interacting with LLMs in a single session?
(1) Less than 5 minutes
(2) 5–15 minutes
(3) 15–30 minutes
(4) More than 30 minutes

Q6

In which contexts have you used LLMs? (Select all that apply)
(1) Academic research
(2) Professional work
(3) Personal projects
(4) Entertainment
(5) Other

Q7

For which tasks do you use LLMs? (Select all that apply)
(1) Data Labeling
(2) General Q&A or research
(3) Writing assistance (e.g., drafting emails, reports)
(4) Programming or debugging
(5) Data analysis or visualization
(6) Creative tasks (e.g., storytelling, idea generation)
(7) Other

Q8 How confident are you in your ability to craft effective prompts for LLMs on a scale from 1 (beginner) to 5 (expert)?

Q9 How proficient do you feel in troubleshooting when an LLM generates incorrect or irrelevant responses on a scale from 1 (not proficient) to 5
(extremely proficient)?

Q10 Do you use any advanced techniques like prompt engineering or API integration with LLMs? If yes, please describe.

Table 10: Questionnaire questions used for participants’ LLM background.
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