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Conducting usability testing like cognitive walkthrough (CW) can be costly. Recent developments in large language models (LLMs),
with visual reasoning and Ul navigation capabilities, present opportunities to automate CW. We explored whether LLMs (GPT-4 and
Gemini-2.5-pro) can simulate human behavior in CW by comparing their walkthroughs with human participants. While LLMs could
navigate interfaces and provide reasonable rationales, their behavior differed from humans. LLM-prompted CW achieved higher task
completion rates than humans and followed more optimal navigation paths, while identifying fewer potential failure points. However,
follow-up studies demonstrated that with additional prompting, LLMs can predict human-identified failure points, aligning their
performance with human participants. Our work highlights that while LLMs may not replicate human behaviors exactly, they can be

leveraged for scaling usability walkthroughs and providing Ul insights, offering a valuable complement to traditional usability testing.
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1 Introduction

The advent of Large Language Models (LLMs) with advanced reasoning capabilities has opened new possibilities for
automated user interface (UI) evaluation. Instead of conducting user evaluation studies with people, LLMs, having
been trained on a large corpus of human-generated data, may be able to provide sufficiently good approximations of
human usage and feedback to obviate the need for human involvement in identifying potential interface issues. This is
a potentially transformative change to usability testing. Despite the many benefits of user evaluation and its prevalence
in industry, recruiting, scheduling, working with, and compensating participants often require significant time and
resources. If Ul evaluation can be automated, this could reduce cost, enable more agile design and evaluation processes,
and allow for more design iterations.

A growing body of research has been published demonstrating that LLM-powered agents, especially those with
more Ul training data, can have a sufficiently good understanding of the consequences of their UI actions [18, 23, 43].
However, what remains unclear is whether this can be effectively translated to support Ul evaluation. Just because
an agent can plan specific actions and navigate through interfaces does not mean it is doing so in the same way a

human user would. Potential differences may matter in the user evaluation context, since the goal is not to have the Al
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identify optimal paths through the Ul and perform tasks, but rather to simulate human experiences so that designers
can identify potential usability issues that a user may experience. What is missing, therefore, are rigorous comparative
studies exploring whether and how LLMs’ navigation of interfaces differs from humans’.

To address this gap, we explore the use of LLMs for cognitive walkthroughs (CW). CW is a commonly used usability
method to help evaluate a system’s learnability and ease of use [28]. Unlike other usability inspection methods, such as
heuristic evaluation that uses heuristics to identify general interface problems, CW is specifically focused on how users
navigate the system and accomplish tasks [21]. Thus, to demonstrate the efficacy of using LLMs to automate CW, we
must first show that the LLMs’ action sequences, or navigation steps, are comparable to those of human evaluators.
This would then allow user researchers to use LLMs to assess the learnability of the interface: whether potential human
users would notice that the correct action is accessible on a given screen, and whether the users would understand that
the desired subtask outcome can be achieved by the action, etc.

We begin by iterating on prompts and workflows for using LLMs for CW. Specifically, we crafted the prompt so that
the LLM could reasonably navigate the interface and articulate the rationale behind its actions. We then conducted a
comparative study contrasting the CW results between LLMs (GPT-4 and Gemini-2.5-pro) and 10 human evaluators
on two mobile apps on these key dimensions of CW: task completion rate, path navigation alignment, and number of
potential failure points. We found that LLM-prompted CW achieved higher task completion rates (100% for GPT-4 and
97.2% for Gemini-2.5-pro) than humans (88.2%). LLMs took fewer steps to achieve the tasks, and their paths were more
aligned with the correct paths. Further, all humans identified 10 potential failure points, but all LLM runs aggregatedly
identified 3. This demonstrates that the LLM outperformed humans in navigating the apps, but did not simulate humans’
behavior. Analyses of navigation paths and think-aloud further suggest the following behavioral differences between
humans and LLM: 1) human evaluators were more likely to take a breadth-first search when they were uncertain about
the next steps, 2) humans were more prone to making mistakes due to memory issues.

To further explore whether the LLM can be prompted to predict the potential navigational failure points (given that
is one of the key objectives of CW), we conducted a follow-up study, exploring two approaches. One is to explicitly
prompt the LLM to identify potential failure points as it navigates through the interface during CW. Another approach,
dubbed the without context approach, is where we simply ask the LLMs the same question, but only with individual
screens, without having it perform walkthroughs. We found that the without-context approach was less effective and
less consistent at predicting the human-identified potential failure points. In contrast, the with-context approach was
able to consistently predict these failure points across our runs. Overall, our work reveals that the LLM does not conduct
CW in a similar way to humans. However, as LLMs walk through the screens, they can be prompted to identify potential
failure points that humans would have identified and offer think-aloud insights on interface design issues, suggesting
an opportunity to use LLMs to support the objectives of CW.

Our research makes the following contributions:

e Empirical demonstration that current reasoning models can correctly infer action steps and perform tasks, at a
level that is comparable to or even better than human users.
e Comparative qualitative insights into how LLMs and humans differ in conducting UI walkthroughs.

e An LLM-powered approach that can help identify potential failure points in CW.
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2 Related Work

Here, we outline two areas of prior work that we build on: 1) cognitive walkthrough and automated user evaluation, 2)

UI understanding, navigation, and user simulations.

2.1 Cognitive Walkthrough and Automated User Evaluation

Cognitive walkthrough (CW) is a commonly used usability method, focused on exploring the overall user journey
through the interface and assessing whether a new user can easily accomplish the intended tasks [28]. CW evaluators
(either real users or other domain experts) are asked to “walkthrough” the interface to accomplish tasks. Evaluators are
encouraged to think-aloud to make their actions visible through words. Throughout each step, evaluators’ behaviors
are used to answer four key questions [14]: (1) Will users try to achieve the right result?; (2) Will users notice that
the correct action is available?; (3) Will users associate the correct action with the result they’re trying to achieve?;
and (4) After the action is performed, will users see that progress is made toward the goal? With the data collected,
researchers can uncover the following dimensions and ultimately understand how users conceptualize the design: 1)
task completion success rate, 2) whether the users’ paths taken are aligned with the correct paths, and 3) the potential
failure points that reflect potential usability issues. Among the three dimensions, the potential failure points contribute
significantly to the evaluation result, as they directly point to potential breakdowns in the learnability of Uls, which
is the key purpose of CW. As a formative evaluation strategy, CW can be conducted with early prototypes such as
screenshots of the interface, using a wizard-of-oz approach, where the facilitator presents the appropriate screenshots
given evaluators’ interactions.

As CW and other usability methods become increasingly utilized in human-centered design processes, many have
explored strategies and tools to reduce the time and human resources needed to perform these usability methods. In
their 2001 review of the then state-of-the-art automated usability methods [17], Ivory and Hearst found that automation
in general is greatly underexplored. Of about 110 usability evaluation methods they surveyed, only 33% had some sort
of automation support. Within those, the level of automated support is also limited. For example, specific to CW, the
only tool that had been developed was a software to simply assist with the documentation of the walkthrough [33], and
it still requires formal interface use — far from an automated CW that can significantly reduce evaluation costs.

One inherent challenge with fully automating the evaluator’s walkthrough of an interface is that the automated
tool must have a good understanding of a given interface and be able to approximate human behaviors. This resulted
in earlier work on developing formal grammar to represent the UI design, and the use of Model Human Processor to
simulate human behaviors to predict task performance [19, 31]. However, for interfaces with complex interactions,

these models are time-intensive to build and maintain, and have resulted in limited uptake in these approaches.

2.2 Ul Understanding, Navigation, and User Simulation

The rise of machine learning has contributed to significant advances in overcoming the problem of UI understanding.
Using various deep learning techniques and different annotated datasets, researchers have demonstrated the feasibility of
determining user interface elements and their interactivity for mobile and web interfaces [11, 24, 25, 35, 39]. In addition
to approaches that rely on structural and spatial data from the interface directly for UI understanding, research has also
explored the use of only pixel-based information [8, 22, 34, 45], paving the way for a more generalizable approach for

automated Ul understanding using images of the interface directly. More recently, LLMs and multimodal LLMs (MLLMs)
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have further advanced UI understanding tasks. Research on MLLMs specifically trained for user interfaces shows that
they can identify the existence of UI elements, determine Ul element types, and assess Ul element purpose [18, 23, 43].

Concurrently, researchers have also been examining the problem of Ul navigation, particularly for the goal of
task automation. Using deep learning, researchers have developed corpus pairing natural language commands to
web [30] and mobile UI action sequences [25]. Li et al. [25] showed that their models can achieved 70.59% accuracy on
predicting ground-truth action sequences. Subsequent research showed that using few-shot prompting with GPT-3 is
able to achieve 45% accuracy [38]. ResponsibleTA uses LLM-based coordinators and executors and is able to verify the
completeness of the commands with an accuracy of 84%, outperforming GPT-4 (63%) and ChatGPT/GPT-3.5 (61%) [46].
AutoDroid also showed that using commonsense knowledge of LLMs and domain-specific knowledge of apps, it is able
to generate actions with an accuracy of 90.9%, and complete tasks with a success rate of 71.3%. Further, they showed
that their system outperforms the GPT-4-powered baselines by 36.4% and 39.7% [40].

This prior research has provided the foundation for recent applications in using Al-powered agents for usability
testing and evaluation. This includes work showing that agents can be used to test the GUI [13], and inspect UI to
examine heuristic violations [12, 16, 47]. Most related to our work, research has also explored the use of Al to simulate
user flow for user evaluation purposes. This includes SimUser, which uses an LLM-powered user agent to navigate the
interface, simulating users’ thoughts and reasons along the process. They found that 20 rounds of SimUser feedback
covered 70% of the usage scenarios explored by 48 human participants, and identified 80% of the usability issues
uncovered by humans [41]. UXAgent also uses LLM to simulate Usability Testing of web pages [27]. It does so by
generating thousands of simulated users (with different personas) to test the website. UXAgent provides action and
reasoning traces to the researchers to help them assess potential usability breakdowns. While participants appreciated
the potential of a tool like UXAgent to support early feedback collection for iteration of the study design, participants
did find that the reasoning traces produced are hard to read and interpret. Finally, research has also examined the use of
GPT-4 to conduct walkthroughs of an "upload a photo" task, and showed its ability to determine appropriate subtasks
and actions to complete the tasks, and provide feedback about usability [7].

In summary, these prior works suggest that we now have the technology to automatically understand Uls and to
automate Ul tasks. However, there are several important unanswered research questions if the goal is to use it to
automate CW. First, prior prediction models focused on maximizing accuracy in task completion. However, in the
context of CW, where the goal is to evaluate interface learnability, what we need is for LLMs to have comparable task
completion rates as humans. If the agents are too unsuccessful (or even too successful) at navigating the interface,
they might not help uncover the same set of issues that human users may face. Second, the evaluation focused on task
completion also overlooks navigation path differences between Al agents and humans. Finally, practitioners are unlikely
to train or fine-tune their own LLM or MLLM. With the advances in frontier reasoning models, there is insufficient
empirical data on just how well current off-the-shelf models can perform these evaluation tasks. Thus, in this work,
we conducted a comparative study comparing LLMs against human participants to answer these important research

questions and to advance our understanding of LLMs for UI evaluation.

3 Cognitive Walkthrough Prompt Design

To automate CW, we designed two Al agents, one performing the role of the facilitator and one performing the role
of the evaluator (participant), mimicking the roles typical of CW sessions. In addition to leading the session, the
facilitator-agent also helps select the appropriate screenshots to present to evaluators depending on their actions. The

evaluator performs the role of the user and performs the think-aloud as it navigates through the interface.
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In this section, we describe how we iteratively designed the prompts for each component of the pipeline and provide

the finalized prompts.

3.1 Pipeline Setup

3.1.1 Facilitator. The facilitator acts as a researcher, guiding the evaluator through the CW session. This ensures the
evaluator provides formatted output and receives instructions to address specific issues. It provides guidance when the
evaluator is stuck in one place, conducts repeated action, or feels uncertain about next steps.

To design the prompt for this component, we first attempted a naive version where we instructed the LLM to “act as
a facilitator in a CW and provide guidance to users as needed.” However, this was not effective because it just provided
simple instructions such as “I’m the facilitator of this session. Let’s start with this screenshot and let me know what you
think.” When the evaluator did not provide enough explanations, the facilitator was not able to provide additional
guidance to elicit more insight. Therefore, we crafted a more detailed prompt, specifying that when the evaluator
responses are not clear, the facilitator should “prompt them to think further, ask them ‘why and how questions.” We then
encountered an issue where the facilitator again could not provide enough guidance when the evaluator performed
looping behavior (e.g., the evaluator continually goes from screen A -> B -> C -> B -> C, etc.). To address this, we
implemented a fail-safe mechanism, which is similar to how a human facilitator would handle this situation. Essentially,
when a loop is detected, our facilitator automatically sends the following message to the evaluator: “The action you
provided/identified is not available on the screen. Consider trying a different action here. Please revise your action.” This
instruction was able to help the responder break out of the loop and made the LLM facilitator better simulate how a
human facilitator would guide a CW session. The finalized prompt for the facilitator is shown in subsubsection A.1.1.

In addition, the facilitator also presents the appropriate next screen to the evaluator as it navigates through the
interface with the think-aloud. When the LLM evaluator articulates that it wants to click on a component to navigate
to the next screen, the facilitator helps pull out that next screen accordingly from a pre-compiled image database
(containing all the screens and transitions between the screens) for the tested app, and uses it to move along the CW

session.

3.1.2  Evaluator. The evaluator plays the role of the potential interface user in a CW session. It is given screens of an
app and a user task, and asked to analyze and determine where it would like to interact with next to complete the user
task and provide a rationale for it.

To design the prompt for this component, we again started with a basic version where we asked the LLM to “describe
where you would like to interact next to complete the task, and provide the rationale for that action.” But the evaluator
outputs indicate that its path navigation patterns were generally random and without a concrete explanation of why
the specific choice would help achieve the task. For example, when prompted to find a lesson to order food and drink in
a language learning app (Figure 1a), the evaluator clicked on the unlock all German courses, which was not directly
related to this task and actually was an advertisement. Additionally, when prompted the LLM to run this task multiple
times, the LLM sometimes chose the profile icon, and sometimes navigated to review, neither of which was closely
relevant to the user task. Therefore, a naive version of the prompt could not ensure that the evaluator would reliably
navigate the apps. To address this, we added instructions in the evaluator prompt that it should first identify all the
plausible next steps from the current screen that could help achieve the task, then rate the likelihood of each option.
Then, the evaluator would make a decision based on this analysis. With this mechanism of instructing the LLM to
think through all possibilities before making a decision, we observed a great improvement in performance. But then we
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noticed another issue. When the evaluator gets confused about a specific screen, it gets stuck there or starts looping in
the same place. To address this, in addition to having the facilitator provide more guidance (as specified above with
the fail-safe), we also added instructions in the evaluator prompt, noting that if it is seeing the same sets of screens, it
means that it is looping and should consider other options. With this modification, we observed stable and reasonable
performance by the evaluator as it navigates the apps and provides CW-related insights. The finalized prompt can be

found in subsubsection A.1.2.

3.1.3  Pipeline Process. The CW begins with the user inputting the following to our system: the description of the user
task, a start screen for that task, and a database containing all images in the tested app, along with the navigation logic.
Using this information, the facilitator presents the task and the start screen to the evaluator, providing guidance about
how to conduct a CW. The evaluator responds to the facilitator with how it wants to navigate the screen to achieve the
task and why. Then, the facilitator selects the next screen based on the evaluator’s response and asks the evaluator to
continue with the CW. This process repeats until the task is completed, or if the facilitator identifies that the evaluator

is stuck (i.e., in a loop) for more than 5 times.

4 Study 1: Comparing LLM and Human Conducted Cognitive Walkthrough

In this first study, we tested and compared outcomes between the LLM-powered walkthroughs against walkthroughs
by human participants.
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4.1 Procedure

To understand the performance of LLMs in conducting CW, we selected two mobile applications: a language learning
app and a trip booking app. These two apps are representative of two commonly used categories of mobile apps:
Lifestyle and Education [36]. For each app, we curated a total of 6 user tasks for the CW session, varying in difficulty
and complexity. The number of steps required to complete each task ranges from 1 to 38, with an average of 7.4 across
the two apps. To design these tasks, the authors closely investigated the apps to identify potential failure points and
then designed user tasks around them. This helps ensure that users will encounter these potential failure points when
completing the tasks, which will help us collect a robust and diverse dataset. During this process, the authors also
curated a correct path set, containing all possible optimal pathways that users could take to accomplish the tasks. This
will be used as the reference to compare humans’ and LLMs’ performances.

In our study, we generated two sets of evaluation results of the aforementioned user tasks for both apps: an LLM set
and a user evaluator set. The LLM and the users had access to the same apps and completed the same user tasks. Our

study protocol was approved by the IRB.

4.1.1  Synthetic Cognitive Walkthrough (LLM Set). Using the pipeline shared in Section 3, we asked the LLM to complete
the user tasks for both apps. We tested our approach with both GPT-4 by OpenAl [5] and Gemini-2.5-pro by Google [9],
which are two commonly used state-of-the-art models. In total, for each of the two apps, we asked GPT-4 to evaluate 5
times, and asked Gemini-2.5-pro to evaluate 3 times. This resulted in a total of 16 runs with the LLMs. Next, we refer to

them as GPT runs and Gemini runs.

4.1.2  Human Set. We recruited our participants on social media to complete the CW of the two apps. No prior
experience with CW was required. During the session, participants first completed a survey about their general
demographics and prior experience with the type of app they were testing.

In total, we recruited 10 participants; 5 were randomly assigned to evaluate the language learning app, and 5 were
assigned to the booking app. The majority (8/10) of the participants were in the age range of 18-23. 4 participants
identified as men, 5 as women, and one as gender nonconforming. Most of the participants (8/10) reported their
frequency of use of language learning apps and booking apps was at least 2-5 times a month, indicating some experience
with similar apps. None of the participants had interacted with the tested apps before.

During the study, the facilitator first explains the goal of CW and outlines the general process. Then, the participants
were given the user tasks for one of the two apps. We provided the participants with the same instructions as those

used to prompt the LLM. The following is an example instruction for a task in the booking app:

Given the following mobile app and the user task (You would like to find an outdoor day trip
in Amsterdam and save it to view later), please conduct a CW. Describe what you would do,
which component you would interact with to achieve this task. Please use the “think-aloud”
protocol to describe your thought process. Please describe if the current screen contains
anything that may confuse you or prevent you from completing the task. Describe why it is

confusing.

The participant was asked to complete the user task by thinking out loud. The facilitator screenshares the app. And
based on the participants’ articulation of where they would like to click on/interact with next, the researcher carried
out the actions accordingly. Participants also articulated their thought processes and rationales throughout the session.
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If their explanation was unclear or if it did not fully address the purpose of a CW, the researcher would prompt them to
provide a more detailed explanation.
On average, each session took 55 minutes. All sessions were conducted and recorded via Zoom and later transcribed

using OtterAl [2]. Upon completing the study, each participant was provided with a compensation of $25.

4.2 Measures

Our analysis focused on comparing LLMs’ and humans’ performances along the three key outcome measures of CW
mentioned in section 2. For task completion rates, we calculated the percentage of tasks completed per app. To understand
the path navigation pattern differences, we explored two measures. First is the number of steps taken to complete each
user task. It reflects the efficiency of completing the task. Second is the Jensen-Shannon Divergence (JS Divergence),
which measures the similarity between two distributions [29]. It is based on Kullback-Leibler divergence [20] and, in
this case, it calculates the distance between two navigation pathways. In our study, we used the correct path set as the
reference and calculated the JS divergence score of the LLM set and the human set against the correct set. The results
illustrate how much LLMs’ and humans’ path choices differ from the correct paths. The higher the score, the greater
the divergence, indicating more differences in the paths. Finally, to understand the number of potential failure points,
we qualitatively coded both LLMs’ and humans’ rationale for taking an action. If the rationale indicates any confusion

or uncertainty, we coded it as a potential failure point.

4.3 Analyses

To compare task completion, we conducted an ANOVA test on the average completion rate with post-hoc pairwise
t-tests, contrasting between the Al conditions and the human conditions. For the number of steps and JS scores, because
there was more variability across tasks, we analyzed the data at the task level. We built mixed-effect models, using
the number of steps and JS scores as outcome variables, task id and condition-type (human, GPT, or Gemini) as fixed
variables, and participant id as a random effect to account for repeated measures.

Additionally, to understand why LLMs and humans took the actions they did and to contrast their explanations
against each other, the first author conducted thematic analysis on the rationale extracted from both the LLM set
and the human set. Initially, the first author extracted key themes from 3 LLM set runs and 5 participant transcripts
and discussed the emerging codes with the research team. The team iteratively discussed and refined the codes until
deciding on a final codebook [37]. The first author then used the finalized codebook to analyze all transcripts and all
LLM set runs.

4.4 Results

As shown in Figure 3, regarding completion rate, we found that all but one of the 16 LLM runs was able to navigate
the screens and complete all user tasks. Whereas 6 out of 10 human participants encountered some difficulties. On
average, humans achieved a lower completion rate (M = 88.20%) than both GPT (M = 100%,¢t = 3.33,p < 0.01)
and Gemini (M = 97.20%,t = 2.19,p = 0.04). We also found that comparing those who did complete the tasks,
humans had to take more steps (M = 10.37) than GPT (M = 7.56,SE = 2.11,(15.24) = 8.22,p < .001) and Gemini
(M = 7.50,SE = 2.23,t(13.05) = 7.49,p < .001) did. When compared to the optimal path, we also found that the
the LLMs’” walkthroughs were closer to the optimal path than humans, with the humans (M = 0.28) achieving a
statistically significantly higher JS score than both GPT (M = 0.05, SE = 0.03,¢(13.27) = 7.25,p < .0001) and Gemini
(M =0.10, SE = 0.04, £(12.06) = 4.70, p < .001).
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Fig. 3. This figure presents the study 1 results, comparing human, GPT, and Gemini runs on task completion rate, number of steps to
complete a task, and JS score.

We also found that LLMs noted fewer issues in their think-aloud when navigating the interfaces. On average, human
evaluators identified 7.5, whereas GPT runs identified 0.6, and Gemini runs identified 0.5. In total, all human users
identified 10 potential failure points, whereas all GPT and Gemini runs aggregated only found 3. This illustrates that
LLM achieved a much lower coverage of the potential failure points in contrast to the human users, which again
confirms LLMs’ ability to navigate the interfaces more successfully and optimally, as it fails to identify the potential
breakdowns. For instance, when prompted to find a lesson about food and drink on Figure 1b, a human participant’s
(P5’s) thought process was: “the course option or the everyday conversation both seem to be reasonable to contain info
about food and drink, though probably the everyday conversation may have more conversational content and the other
one may have more targeted words and phrases content related. I'm not sure what to do here.” P5 explicitly pointed out a
potential failure point. However, though LLM similarly observed that the two options — tap on course blocks or tap on
everyday conversation — could both serve the purpose here, it did not explicitly mention that this would be confusing.
Instead, it was able to prioritize one of the options. LLM shared that tap on course blocks is more likely to be the next
step than tap on everyday conversation because the courses section might offer “a structured way to locate and select a
specific lesson about ordering food and drink.”

However, despite differences in the quantitative measures showing that humans and LLMs navigated the interfaces
differently, we did observe that LLMs were capable of providing rationales for their navigation decisions comparable
to our human responses. For example, for the task to change the currency from USD to Euro in the booking app, P8
described that he would navigate to the profile (which is the correct path) because “that is where I expect where any
account setting will be, and that I think for a currency setting, it’s usually under account setting.” Similarly, the LLM also
chose to click on profile because “currency settings are typically found in user settings or account preferences, which are
usually housed within the profile section of mobile apps.” This shows that, similar to humans, the LLM is drawing on its
knowledge of similar apps. Another example is with the find a podcast about German task for the language learning app.
On Figure 1b, the correct path is to scroll down, and the app would reveal the podcast functionality. P4 explained that
she chose to scroll down because “well it’s not immediately clear, but looks like there’s some more content on this page.
Let’s scroll down to see.” LLM provided a similar rationale to scroll down as well: “There may be additional content types
(like podcasts) not currently visible on the screen. The illustration implies there’s more content below.” The LLM appeared
to be analyzing the problem and making a decision about the next steps, similar to how a human would.

There were also situations where both LLM and human users were confused about what to do next. When prompted
to change the current course level in the language learning app (Figure 1a), P4 expressed concerns that ‘T don’t see how
any one of this would be relevant, maybe it’s the profile icon because there might be settings related to that in my account?
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Though, I think learning plan might also be possible, like that seems to be a course-related feature.” Similarly, LLM also
expressed that “Users often find account and level settings under their profile icon. This may lead to a settings or preferences
page to change the course level. But this is not clearly labeled as related to the course level change. It is possible that other
options like explore, review, or learning plan may also have content related to classes and possibly difficulty level.” Here,
LLM is capturing details from the Uls, reporting on challenges with identifying the next step, similar to a human’s CW
outputs, which illustrates the potential usefulness of LLM’s walkthrough think-aloud.

Given the performance differences between LLM and humans, we further analyzed the qualitative data to explore

how their navigation differed and why.

4.4.1  Human participants were more likely to take a breadth-first search approach when unclear about the possible next
actions. As discussed, the LLM achieved a higher completion rate than our human participants, fewer steps to complete
the user tasks and a lower divergence score from the correct paths. This indicates that the LLM was more efficient than
the human participants. One possible reason is that the human participants took breadth-first search approach when
they were uncertain about the next steps.

For instance, to perform the task find a podcast related to German from the homescreen (Figure 1a), the correct path
is to go to explore, where there is a podcast module. The LLM followed this path exactly and provided the following
rationale for choosing to interact with the explore icon: “Explore’ is likely to lead to a broader set of content types. Podcasts
may fall under this category.” It also explicitly pointed out that “Explore’ is the best candidate for discovering broader
content like audio programs or podcasts.” While it also considered other possibilities such as the live icon, it articulated
that this option is less likely because “The ‘Live’ section might include live sessions or events. It’s not clear if these are
related to podcasts.” This indicates the LLM was analyzing each potential option in detail and choosing the most likely
option, which corresponds to our observation that the LLM’s paths were more aligned with those of the correct paths.
This could likely be because of how we prompted the LLM as shown in Section 3, where we explicitly instructed it to
consider all possibilities and provide rationale so that it could complete the CW.

In contrast, when uncertain about next steps, human users shared a more open and exploratory attitude. In the
same setting as the LLM, P4 said “well, there seems to be multiple things that are relevant here, ‘live’ and ‘explore’ both
seem reasonable, I might just try them out first. Or maybe also ‘review’ as well, it might have some review of info on
German maybe.” When further prompted to explain why trying them both out, P4 said, “as a new user, I just want to be
exploratory here, get to know an app, and see what might be the most likely option. So it’s not like I have to pick anything,
it’s more I just want to see what’s in which options and explore around.” In this encounter, P4 expressed a preference to be
exploratory and try all options first before committing to a specific path. And P4 did actually first explored the live
icon in the bottom navigation bar, explaining that “this could be where all the audio-related things are.” Then when the
information presented did not match her expectation, she said “then let’s try ‘review’ now because it’s a broader term and
might have the podcasts.” And finally, she decided to go to explore and found the podcast module. When asked why
she tried out the options in the order she did, P4 explicitly said that there was no specific ordering and again it is all
“exploratory because I would want to know what’s in each option any ways.”

In another example, on the homescreen (Figure 2a), the user should move to the search bar to navigate to complete
the task “find a top-rated nature activity in Amsterdam” based on the correct path. P7 did a breadth-first search approach
as well when he felt like there are multiple possibilities: “looks like there’s a search bar so I could go there, but also this
nature tab on the homescreen seems relevant.” When asked about the preferences for the next step, P7 said that T would
Jjust try out everything. It’s about being exploratory and knowing what’s going on.” Thus, P7 first attempted to click on the
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nature tab. When no information about Amsterdam was found in that tab, he then used the search bar. Again, during
this encounter, the human users’ intent was to be more exploratory instead of having to prioritize one option over
another. In contrast, the LLM analyzed the situation and decided to choose the search bar over the nature tab because:
“This action [clicking on the search bar] allows me to directly enter my criteria (‘nature related activity in Amsterdam’),
which gives the most control over the search results, avoiding the potential detour.” While it did mention that “nature
activities are likely to be listed under ‘Nature’” it also acknowledged that this option is not the most direct option to
achieve the task and thus decided to prioritize the other possibility. Therefore, the LLM chose the more obvious or the
most likely option.

Overall, when human users encounter confusion points, they may choose to take a breadth-first-search approach,
exploring all possible paths instead of having to decide on one option. They did not force themselves to choose one for
the next step. This was different from the LLM’s more rational behavior of always trying to take the most plausible
option. This is likely because the LLM was instructed to make a path selection and specify the next action, whereas

human participants did not fully anticipate that they had to make a clear distinction across the different paths.

4.4.2  Human memory faults influence overall performance. Another potential reason for the LLM’s navigation paths
being more aligned with the correct path is that humans sometimes misremembered their previous encounters in the
apps, leading to a path choice based on faulty recall. For example, for the task set weekly goal in the language learning
app (starting from Figure 1a), the correct path is to click on profile icon. Yet, P3 decided to click on learning plan because
she falsely recalled that she saw this functionality in that option when she was performing another task: ‘T think I saw
it someplace. I don’t remember exactly where. I think when we clicked on learning plan?” After the first failed attempt, P1
then interacted with the limited offer button and the streak icon before remembering that the functionality is associated
with the profile icon. This memory issue was the main reason why P1 was unable to follow the correct path to complete
the task. Similarly, for the task “find a lesson about food and drink” (Figure 1a) the correct path is to navigate to learning
plan where there is a relevant course module. P5 initially wanted to click on the learning plan since she saw that as
more relevant, but then she claimed to remember that she has seen something related to the task from a previous
encounter with the review icon at the bottom and decided to click on that instead: “T remember there was this option on
the review tab. Let me go and check that.” Thus, she made a path navigation decision based on her reflection of previous
encounters. Yet it was mistaken, and it led her away from the correct path.

In contrast, in both aforementioned cases and across the entire synthetic CW set (LLM set), we did not observe this
behavior from the LLM. This is likely because we provided the LLM with the saved history of all the previous steps in
a CW. We provided both the screenshots encountered and the LLM’s previous decision to move from one screen to
another, and the corresponding rationale for that decision, as discussed in section 3. Thus, it is likely that since we
provided context information to the LLM, it was able to “retain a correct memory” and therefore behaved differently
from the users.

Overall, we observed differences between how LLM and human users conducted a CW, where LLM achieved a higher
task completion rate and navigated more optimal paths. Additionally, we found that the LLM identified fewer potential
failure points. Next, we discuss a second study in which we specifically prompted the LLM to identify potential failure

points, exploring whether it could predict the human identified potential failure points.
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5 Study 2: Aligning LLM Performance with Human Performance by Introducing a Separate Confusion

Rating Mechanism

We showed in study 1 that LLMs “walkthrough” interfaces differently from humans. However, given that LLMs were
able to identify possible paths and provide insights about their decisions, we wondered if we can modify our CW design
to help identify screens where human users would face navigation challenges, even if LLMs do navigate differently
from humans. It may be possible that LLMs, despite being more successful at picking the right paths, can still be used to
report on whether some screens are more challenging to navigate. If possible, this would still be a valuable use of LLMs
for user researchers in the context of CW.

Thus, in this study, we sought to explore whether we can prompt LLMs to help identify potential failure points. As
an additional exploration, we also explored if we could do so by simply presenting LLMs with one screen at a time,
without having it walk through the full set of screens (i.e., without context). If possible, this could be a simpler and

cheaper way of using LLMs to gain insights about interface learnability.

5.1 Updated Prompts with Potential Failure Points Detection

In this study, we repeatedly ran the with- and without-context versions three times each for both GPT-4 and Gemini-
2.5-pro, using the same apps and screens as study 1. Here, we explain the details of the with- and without-context

approaches.

5.1.1 LLM With-Context Set. We added instructions in our evaluator so that, for each screen as it walks through the
interface, it also identifies whether there is a potential failure point by providing a rating for a screen on a three-level
scale (not at all confusing, slightly confusing, and very confusing), and the rationale for that rating. Like our evalautor
presented in section 3, when the LLM determines the potentially failure points, it has access to all the interaction history
in the CW session, including previous screens visited, all previous transitions, and the rationale for that transition. The

updated prompt is shown in subsubsection A.2.1 with the changes highlighted.

5.1.2  LLM Without-Context Set. For the without-context version, we had a different setup. The evaluator is presented
with all of the human-navigated screens from study 1 and the respective tasks (one screen at a time), and is asked to
identify potential failure points and provide a rationale. The without-context version is not conducting a walkthrough
of the interface, and thus does not have access and is not asked to consider other screens and prior interactions. The

prompt for without-context is shown in subsubsection A.2.2.

5.2 Measures

In our prompt, the LLM failure point rating was reported as a three-level scale (not confusing at all, slightly confusing,
and very confusing). However, after initial analysis, we found that on average, the LLM only made 2 “very confusing”
ratings out of the 70 screens it experienced in the GPT runs. Thus, we combined the “slightly confusing” and “very

confusing” levels together, treating it as a binary measure.

5.3 Analyses

To test whether LLM’s rating was able to predict the potential failure points identified by humans, we built a mixed-effect
binomial logistic regression model, using the human potential failure point rating as outcome variable, the LLM potential
failure point rating as fixed variable, and task id and participant id together as nested random effect to account for
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repeated measures. To understand if the with- and without-context LLMs were consistently predicting the potential

failure points by humans, we also calculated pairwise Cohen’s Kappa scores for all GPT and Gemini runs [15].

5.4 Results

For the with-context approach, all GPT runs and Gemini ones were able to predict human failure points (Table 1).
For the GPT runs, the odds ratios ranged between 5.45 and 7.5 (p < 0.01), meaning that when the LLM identified a
potential failure point, the human was 5.45 to 7.5 times more likely to also consider it as a potential failure point. For
the Gemini runs, the odds ratios were between 2.22 and 4.72 (p < 0.05). Additionally, when examining average pairwise
comparisons of Cohen’s Kappa inter-rater reliability score, both the GPT runs (M = 0.64,SD = 0.06) and Gemini runs
(M =0.63,SD = 0.13) were moderately consistent in their predictions (Table 2).

Table 1. This table provides the effect size of the mixed-effect binomial logistic regression for both with- and without-context LLM
runs (both GPT and Gemini runs). The * demonstrates the statistical significant level, * represents p < 0.05, ** represents p < 0.01,
*** represents p < 0.001. If there is no * for an entry, it indicates the model was not statistically significant.

GPT GPT GPT Gemini | Gemini | Gemini
Runl Run2 Run3 Runi Run2 Run3
With Context 5.48 *** | 7.50 ** | 5.45*** | 4.72*** | 548 *** | 2.22*
Without Context | 1.97 * 1.71 1.65 1.30 1.55 2.19*

For the without-context approach, we observed lower predictability and higher inconsistencies. The log odds for the
GPT’s predictions were between 1.65 and 1.97, with only the highest run reaching statistical significance in predicting
human failure points. The log odds for Gemini’s predictions were between 1.30 and 2.19, and again, with only one of
the ones significantly predicting human failure points. When examining the average pairwise Cohen’s Kappa score
(Table 2), we also found that the predictions were more dispersed, for both within GPT runs and within Gemini runs.

This points out that the without-context was not only less predictive, but also more inconsistent across runs.

Table 2. Pairwise Cohen’s Kappa scores for GPT and Gemini runs.

With-context LLM Without-context LLM
GPT| GPT| GPT|Gemini|Gemini GPT| GPT| GPT|Gemini|Gemini
Run 1| Run2| Run3| Run 1| Run 2 Run1| Run2| Run3| Run 1| Run2
GPT 0.65 GPT 0.62
Run 2 Run 2
GPT 0.64 0.53 GPT| -0.09| -0.02
Run 3 Run 3
Gemini 0.44 0.40 0.43 Gemini 0.26 0.10| -0.04
Run 1 Run 1
Gemini| 0.38 0.51 0.43 0.51 Gemini|  0.28 0.11| -0.03 0.39
Run 2 Run 2
Gemini 0.45 0.50 0.56 0.77 0.62 Gemini 0.10, -0.05| -0.04 0.38 0.24
Run 3 Run 3
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5.4.1  With-context LLM more consistently predicted the potential failure points. As discussed, LLM was making a more
inconsistent prediction when it did not have enough context about the prior screens it had visited in a CW session.
Without context, it was difficult for the LLM to infer its current state and decide its next action. For instance, when asked
to find an outdoor day trip in Amsterdam and save it to view later, on the search screen Figure 2b, the without-context
LLM identified this as a failure point and reported that: “This screen appears to be a location selection page, which is a
necessary step in narrowing results to activities in a specific city. I do see Amsterdam listed, so I could tap on it and expect to
go to the next screen where I can browse activities. However, at this point, there’s no indication that selecting Amsterdam
will lead me to filters like ‘outdoor’ or ‘day trip,’ or options to save a result for later. ... While this screen is logically part of
the task flow, the lack of visible guidance toward the full goal creates mild uncertainty.” This confusion seems to stem
from a lack of knowledge of its subtask, what it needs to be doing specifically on a screen, relative to the task, and an
assumption that it should be conducting filtering even though it is on a search screen. In contrast, the with-context LLM
demonstrated a clear understanding of where it is in conducting the task and thus did not identify this as a potential
failure point: “The purpose of this screen is clear — I can either search manually or select a city from the list.” This contrast
highlights the context information’s impact on the LLM’s performance, and thus explains why the with-context LLM

predicted potential failure points more consistently than the without-context LLM.

6 Discussion

Recently, there has been growing attention towards the use of LLM to scale usability testing. While existing works have
tested the competency of LLM in navigating through mobile apps [12, 13, 16, 47], there remains an open question of
whether LLM could simulate human behavior in performing usability testing such as CW. Our work provides empirical
data showing that LLM does not fully simulate human behavior — and the differences are meaningful for usability
evaluation purposes. In fact, LLM outperformed humans in both task completion rate and path navigation patterns,
and reported fewer issues with navigation. This shows that the LLM excelled at navigating apps, but not so much in
simulating human behavior in conducting CW. Traditionally, people have designed and trained LLMs to optimize for
the best performances (e.g., high task completion rate, optimal path navigation, etc.) [4, 26, 32, 44]. However, in usability
testing, especially for CW where the purpose is to understand how to best design Uls, it is more important that the
LLM be able to simulate human behavior. It is not about perfect performances, but rather about identifying usability
breakdowns regarding learnability of an interface. As we have shown, the LLM is still lacking from this perspective.
There were two qualitative insights that illustrated the differences between LLM and humans. The first one is humans
took a more breadth-first search approach when uncertain about next steps, whereas LLM acted more rationally, only
choosing the most likely option. Usually, as people navigate an app, they would analyze different signals from different
components on screen, and make a decision based on which signal they believe is most likely to lead to completing
the task. When the Uls are clear and no potential failure points are present, as we showed in our results, both LLMs
and humans are able to behave rationally and pick out the most possible path. However, when the Uls have multiple
competing components with similar probabilities to lead to task completion (and thus potential failure points), we
observed differences. Humans presented a more exploratory behavior, explaining that they would want to know what
each path actually contains before making a decision. LLM maintained its completely rational behavior, always choosing
one of the more probable options, despite the fact that when it analyzed the screens, it also acknowledged that there
were multiple options with similar probability leading to task completion. This observation raises the question of why

LLM is performing so rationally.
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One possibility is that this was due to the prompting we did. Recall that in our prompt (section 3), to address the
issue that the LLM behaved randomly with a naive prompt, we explicitly instructed the LLM to consider all possible
next steps, and explain why each possibility is relevant to the task before making a path selection. It is possible that
while this prompt improved LLM’s performances in navigating the apps, it also made the LLM behave more rationally
(i-e., always pick the next step with the highest likelihood to help it achieve the task) and thus less likely to explore
the interface and simulate human behavior. This raises the question of whether this is inherent to how LLM works or
if it is related to how we designed our prompt. The important question is whether and how LLM could be prompted
to simulate human behavior. Given that LLM is trained on human data, it might be possible to prompt it to “make
mistakes” or “be more exploratory” like humans do. One potential exploration could be finetuning the LLM with more
targeted samples about how humans behave less rationally using a one-shot or few-shot approach [10].

Another observation we made was that the humans sometimes misremembered where a feature was nested and/or
misremembered information on a specific screen, which led them to explore the wrong path or repeatedly move back and
forth on the same path. The LLM did not experience this issue because we provided it with all the history information
within a CW session (including prior screens visited). This context is very important because it essentially serves as an
accurate mental map of the app, representing all the screens explored. If the human users had access to all the previous
screens visited and all the previous actions performed, it is highly likely that they may not have experienced memory
issues either. But this does raise an interesting question of whether LLM should be designed to actively simulate this
type of memorization behavior in CW. Future work could design prompts and/or mechanisms to simulate this behavior,
and test how designers respond to this type of LLM output, leveraging it to quickly iterate on UI design.

Despite these performance differences, our work did reveal that when prompted specifically during CW, LLM can be
used to help predict where the human identified potential failure points are within the Uls. We also found that this
held true consistently for the with-context version and not as consistently for the without-context version. There are
two implications for this. First, though LLM may not be fully simulating human behavior in completing the tasks and
navigating the apps, designers could still use it to identify potential failure points, which is an important measure of
CW outcome. Thus, in some sense, LLM-supported CW is still useful. The key is how designers analyze the LLM output
to inform design changes. Second, the with-context LLM performed more consistently than the without-context LLM.
This indicates that for the LLM to perform CW effectively, keeping track of the navigation history (including previous
screens visited, transition between screens) is important. It helps LLM assess what subtask it is performing at any given

time, which then helps LLM better assess the learnability of an interface.

7 Limitations

In our studies, as mentioned in section 3, for the apps tested, we manually set up a dataset containing all the screens
and transitions across screens to help facilitate the walkthrough. While our approach is well-suited for early prototypes,
with recent tools like the Claude computer use [6] and LLM supported navigation tools [1, 3, 32, 42], there is a possibility
to build out an end-to-end system that automatically captures screens as a separate navigator agent performs the
navigation action. Future work could build this tool and leverage it to support fully automated CW.

Additionally, we only tested our approach on mobile interfaces. LLMs may exhibit different behavior with web
interfaces, given the design differences across mobile and web interfaces. Future research could test the adaptability of

our approach to web Uls and further explore behavioral differences between human and LLM.
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8 Conclusion

Our study conducted a comparative study, contrasting LLMs” and human’s behavior in conducting CW. We found that
while LLM does not simulate human’s behavor in doing CW (as it outperforms humans in path completion rate and
path navigation), it could be additionally prompted to predict the potential failure points identified by humans. This
indicates that LLM could still be leveraged for scaling usability testing such as CW, as long as designers are aware of

how they behave differently and use it only for where it could align with humans.
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You are a facilitator for a cognitive walkthrough. You will provide the users with
a screenshot of a mobile application and a text description of the user task: [Task
description]. You will ask the users to discuss which component they will interact
with next and why they would like to do so to complete the given user task. If the user
discusses more than one possible action, ask them to provide a rating of how confident
they believe the next action will be to complete the task, on a scale of low, medium,
and high. Tell them they may be exploratory and unsure. If the user cannot decide what
to do next, do not analyze or provide your own opinion at any point in the simulation.
Simply ask them to rethink. Remain neutral and prompt them to think further—ask them
why and how questions. If the users’ responses lack detail or the rationale does not
make sense, prompt them for refinement. You can remind the users of the “think aloud”
protocol. Make sure the users only discuss the next possible action, while thinking
through the general direction of their actions. If the users repeatedly provide the
same action, remind them they are repeating and that they can scroll and/or exit the
current screens to go back to the main screen. If they are still stuck in a specific
place, prompt them to rethink their actions. Ask the user whether they have completed
the task. If so, terminate the walkthrough. Remind the user to provide reasoning in
JSON format. Do not provide example outputs, and do not remind them of the current
screen information—keep your instruction simple. As the facilitator, do not describe
the current screen at all. If the user has already attempted a task with no effect but
tries to go down the same path again, stop them from doing so and ask them to rethink
their actions. If the user is stuck on the same screen, ask them to consider whether

a specific icon or button is already activated.

A.1.2  Evaluator Prompt.

You are helping with a cognitive walkthrough. You are given a screenshot of
a mobile app and a user task: [Task description]. Your job is to explain what
you would do next, considering options you see. Describe if the current screen
is confusing in any way that may prevent you from achieving the task, provide
rationale. Use the think aloud protocol. Be exploratory with your choices. You must
respond in the following JSON format: {current_state: <string>, possible_actions:
{action: <string>, rationale: <string>, confidence: <low|medium|high>, next_action:
<string>, next_action_rationle: <string>, } If you see the same screen as before,
it means that the action did not have any impact on the app. Consider trying other
actions. If you plan to go back to a previous screen (for example, by clicking a
tab or back arrow), clearly indicate this in next_action. Likewise, if you plan
to stay on the same screen, describe that explicitly too. If you are stuck on
one screen, you can always exit and find other paths— especially by going back to
the main screen or scrolling down to see more options. If one type of interaction
doesn’t work out, consider trying other interactions such as clicking, swiping,
or selecting another possible element. If you see the same screen as before, it
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means that the action did not have any impact on the app. Consider trying other
actions. If you plan to go back to a previous screen (e.g., by clicking a tab or
back arrow), clearly indicate this in next_action. Note that if you are stuck on
one screen, you can always exit and find other paths, especially by going back to
main, or scroll down to see more options. If one type of interaction doesn’t work
out, consider trying other interactions such as clicking, swiping, etc., or click

on another possible element.

A.2 Study 2: With- and Without- Context LLM Prompts
A.2.1  With-context Prompt.

You are helping with a cognitive walkthrough. You are given a screenshot of
a mobile app and a user task [Task description]. Your job is to explain what
you would do next, considering options you see. Use the think aloud protocol.
Be exploratory with your choices. You must respond in the following JSON format:
Describe if the current screen is confusing in any way that may prevent you from
achieving the task, provide rationale. Provide the confusion rating on the fol
lowing scale: not at all confusing, slightly confusing, very confusing. You must
respond in the following JSON format: current state: <string>; possible actions:
action: <string>,rationale: <string>,confidence: <low|medium|high>; next action:
<string>; next action rationale: <string>; confusing or not: <string>; confusing
or not rationale: <string> For the confusing or not rationale, more than just the
layout of the screen, think about how this screen may or may not contribute to
the final outcome, whether it is anticipated that this screen will lead to other
reasonable screens, whether it is within the process of accomplishing a task. If
you see the same screen as before, it means that the action did not have any
impact on the app. Consider trying other actions. If you plan to go back to a
previous screen (for example, by clicking a tab or back arrow), clearly indicate
this in next_action. Likewise, if you plan to stay on the same screen, describe
that explicitly too. If you are stuck on one screen, you can always exit and find
other paths— especially by going back to the main screen or scrolling down to see
more options. If one type of interaction doesn’t work out, consider trying other
interactions such as clicking, swiping, or selecting another possible element. If
you see the same screen as before, it means that the action did not have any
impact on the app. Consider trying other actions. If you plan to go back to a
previous screen (e.g., by clicking a tab or back arrow), clearly indicate this in
next_action. Note that if you are stuck on one screen, you can always exit and find
other paths, especially by going back to main, or scroll down to see more options.
If one type of interaction doesn’t work out, consider trying other interactions

such as clicking, swiping, etc., or click on another possible element.

A.2.2 Without-Context Prompt.
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You are helping with a cognitive walkthrough. You are given a screenshot of a
mobile app and a user task [Task description]. Your job is to explain based on
the user task and the current screen you see, describe if the current screen is
confusing in any way that may prevent you from achieving the task, provide rationale.
Provide the confusion rating on the following scale: not at all confusing, slightly
confusing, very confusing. Use the ‘think aloud’ protocol. You have to provide a
rationale for why you provide such a rating. You must respond in the following
JSON format:confusing or not: <string>, confusing or not rationale: <string> For
the confusing or not rationale, more than just the layout of the screen, think
about how this screen may or may not contribute to the final outcome, whether it
is anticipated that this screen will lead to other reasonable screens, whether it
is within the process of accomplishing a task.
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