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Transforming multimodal sources into condensed and structured media outputs can be fundamentally
conceptualized as a long-horizon agentic process centered on a model-harness system. While an ideal
harness system should align with human design priors and accumulate reusable experience through
empirical exploration to drive recursive self-improvement, existing paradigms remain static and fall
short of this capability. In this paper, we present AutoDesign, a framework that aligns with human
design priors, where a meta-harness optimizer guides a code agent to recursively improve harness
based on rollout feedback. To instantiate and evaluate this framework, we focus on the academic
paper-to-poster generation task and introduce PosterBench, comprising a 100-paper Main Track
spanning five disciplines and PosterBench-mini, a shared 10-paper subset for controlled evaluation.
On the PosterBench Main Track, AutoDesign achieves the highest score of 78.32, surpassing the
closed-source commercial system Claude Design by 7.45 points. Across seven controlled code agent–
model configurations, integrating the learned DesignHarness consistently improves performance,
increasing the average PosterBench Score from 54.99 to 67.39 (+12.4%). In a fully autonomous
long-horizon loop, it executes 253 tool calls and 11 editing turns within 40 minutes for under $3,
reaching average conference-poster quality in human evaluation. A system-blind human study further
demonstrates that AutoDesign achieves the highest human preference among evaluated systems.

ProjectWebsite https://autodesign.designanything.ai/
Code Repository https://github.com/Yaxin9Luo/AutoDesign
Demo Page https://designanything.ai/

Initial harness · 49.00
- ✗: Sparse source evidence 
- ✗: Fragmented reading flow
- ✗: Underfilled layout

Self-evolve plateau · 80.88
- ✓: Structured content flow
- ✓: Grounded tables
- ✗: Information sparse figures

Handcrafted 
workflow · 56.30

Final evaluation · 88.39
- ✓: Visual-rich composition
- ✓: Coherent contents
- ✓: Dense yet readable

Stage 1: Autonomous Optimization Stage 2: Human
-in-the-Loop

(a) Meta-harness optimization trace

0 20 40 60 80

Overall score

75.9 81.5 (+5.6)GPT-5.5
Codex

69.5 74.6 (+5.0)Claude 4.8
Claude Code

54.0 71.8 (+17.8)Seed 2.1 Pro
Claude Code

57.2 70.1 (+12.9)Kimi K2.7 Code
Claude Code

50.3 64.3 (+14.0)GLM 5.2
Claude Code

43.3 55.1 (+11.9)LongCat 2.0
Claude Code

34.7 54.3 (+19.6)DeepSeek V4 Pro
Claude Code

Original AutoDesign gain

(b) Performance gains from DesignHarness

Figure 1 AutoDesign progressively improves the design harness and the quality of the artifacts. (a) Score of the poster
generated by the design harness for one representative paper, tracked across meta-harness iterations. Autonomous
optimization improves the initial harness before reaching a plateau, after which human guidance redirects the search
and yields a further gain. (b) The optimized harness, DesignHarness, improves all Coding Agents on PosterBench by
5.0 to 19.6 points, achieving a best overall score of 81.5.
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1. The Motivation
Problem: Multimodal design needs persistent, human-aligned production capabilities rather than
isolated output edits. A useful system must preserve source evidence, communicate dense content,
and remain usable after rendering.
Gap: Existing paper-to-poster benchmarks often inspect isolated layout, extraction, faithfulness, or
visual quality; AutoDesign frames the task as joint evidence preservation, dense communication,
and rendered usability.

Output: The generated poster
remains editable for localized
revision instead of becoming a static
image.

Need: Design quality has to
combine source faithfulness, dense
communication, and reliable
execution.

Revision: Given a paper, DesignHarness selects relevant evidence, creates an editable artifact,
checks rule-based constraints and visual quality, then keeps the best valid candidate. The localized
revision path supports direct use without discarding the paper-linked structure.

2. Existing Methods

Structure: The inner loop revises artifacts; the outer loop revises the harness.

Update path: Across design tasks, the outer loop evaluates rollout outputs, proposes one
component change, and accepts or rejects the candidate update. Critic feedback drives artifact
revision inside the current harness before that system-level decision.

Contrast: TextGrad, DSPy, and GEPA optimize components or declarative systems, while STOP,
GPTSwarm, ADAS, and AFlow search code- or graph-represented workflows. AutoDesign instead
updates a reusable design harness from rollout records and evaluation outcomes.

Optimization unit Representative systems Scope
Components or
declarations

TextGrad, DSPy, GEPA Program-level optimization

Code or workflow graphs STOP, GPTSwarm, ADAS, AFlow Agent procedure search
Design harness AutoDesign Cross-task system evolution

3. The Method

Learning cycle: Rollout, evaluation, one-component update proposal, and acceptance define each
iteration; human guidance can redirect the search.
Acceptance gate: Promote updates only with training gain and preserved development
performance.
Bounded update: Rollout trajectories, evaluation scores, and the optimization record inform one
candidate harness change; that change remains inside one selected functional component.
Model boundary: The underlying model parameters remain fixed while the surrounding operating
system is optimized.

Control Paper-grounded policy
Update unit One selected component
Functional scope Five components
Promotion Training gain + development retention
Search control Optional human redirection

4. How It Works

Feedback: A designer revises an editable artifact using a rule-based validator and a model-based
visual critic, then finalizes the best valid candidate. Paper ingestion precedes localized revision and
selection of the best valid candidate.

Context: Metadata, section outlines, key passages, and paper visuals are selected once and retained
across refinement, enabling localized code edits rather than regeneration of the whole artifact.

5. PosterBench Evaluation

Benchmark comparison: AutoDesign with DesignHarness leads the Design Agent group with
78.32 using Claude Code / Claude 4.8 and 77.97 using Codex / GPT-5.5, ahead of Claude Design
and OpenDesign.
Dimension readout: The table reports the overall score together with faithfulness, coverage,
density, visual evidence, layout, readability, and aesthetics, making the gain traceable across
PosterBench criteria.
Benchmark scope: The comparison includes Design Agent, Coding Agent, and Human-Crafted
Workflow baselines under the same PosterBench evaluation protocol.

6. Future Directions

Output types: The 4x4 example
turns one paper into four finished
artifacts: conference posters, slide
decks, webpages, and conference
videos.

Format adaptation: Shared
evidence is retained while density
and sequencing change for scan-
first, narrated, self-paced, or
temporal reading.

Release gate: Each medium needs its own rendering and communication check before promotion.

Artifact type Presentation role
Paper poster Dense visual summary
Paper slides Narrated sequence
Paper webpage Scannable, self-paced reading
Conference video Temporal explanation

7. The Results

Trajectory: Autonomous optimization rises from 49.00 to an 80.88 plateau; redirected search
reaches 88.39.

Configuration gain: The optimized DesignHarness improves all seven configurations by 5.0 to
19.6 points, reaching a best overall score of 81.5. The trace shows autonomous improvement first,
then a further gain after human guidance redirects the search.

Finding PosterBench result Interpretation
Main track 78.32 7.45 points above Claude Design
Learned harness 54.99 to 67.39 Mean gain across seven controlled configurations

Human validation: In the system-blind study, eleven reviewers submitted 936 responses (933
ranking judgments and three skips); AutoDesign's probability of beating a randomly sampled
alternative was 64.0%.

8. Analysis

Scope: Seven configurations are compared on the fixed 10-paper subset.

Reading: Marker size gives median runtime; the dashed line marks the empirical Pareto frontier.

9. Takeaway & Limitations
Target: Optimize the harness, not model weights.
Promotion: Keep only updates with training gain and no development regression.
Scope: Update one selected component; PosterBench currently validates posters.
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Figure2 AutoDesign forAutoDesign. A poster generated by AutoDesign for its own paper, crafted through a long-horizon
agentic workflow that autonomously performs source ingestion, iterative generation and refinement, critic feedback
integration, and finalization, completing design process in approximately 40 minutes with negligible human intervention.

1 Introduction

Human communication often involves understanding, organizing, and presenting information from diverse
multimodal sources into human-facing artifacts, e.g., webpages, slides, posters, and videos (Fu et al., 2022;
Pang et al., 2025; Zheng et al., 2025; Chen et al., 2025; Zhu et al., 2025). Achieving such multimodal
input-to-output transformation (Wu et al., 2023; Chameleon Team, 2024; Kim et al., 2026; Meituan LongCat
Team et al., 2026) requires the ability to extract relevant evidence, reason over heterogeneous information,
plan intermediate steps, and iteratively improve outputs based on feedback (Choi et al., 2026; Liu et al.,
2026b), which naturally positions multimodal design as a suitable yet challenging long-horizon task for agentic
coding. However, developing such systems remains difficult due to the complexity of real-world workflows and
the reliance on extensive human feedback.

Current multimodal design systems seek human-aligned design priors through cycles of generation, critique,
and revision, often using visual references or design-specific feedback (Sun et al., 2026; Zheng et al., 2025;
Liu et al., 2026b). At the response level, feedback can revise the current output (Madaan et al., 2023), while
agentic systems can retain reflections, skills, or task experience across attempts (Shinn et al., 2023; Wang
et al., 2023; Zhao et al., 2024). However, unlike human creators who continuously accumulate knowledge from
successful revisions and failures, such systems treat individual human-aligned feedback as transient signals
rather than reusable design knowledge. The unresolved question for multimodal design is how to convert
multimodal evidence, structural constraints, feedback, and human preferences into persistent design-aligned
capabilities of the production system (Ren et al., 2026).

To close this gap, we propose AutoDesign, which frames human-aligned design generation as a meta-harness
optimization problem (Robeyns et al., 2025; Lee et al., 2026b,a; Zhang et al., 2026a; Lin et al., 2026; Ren
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Figure 3 Overview of AutoDesign. The design harness iteratively generates and revises an artifact using critic feedback,
thereby constituting the inner loop. The outer loop improves the design harness by running it on design tasks,
evaluating its outputs, proposing an update to one component, and accepting or rejecting the candidate update. This
process can run autonomously, with optional human guidance.

et al., 2026): an agentic system recursively optimizes the design harness itself, rather than an individual
artifact, based on an evaluation grounded in human preferences, e.g., annotated reference artifacts or natural
language guidance. As illustrated in Figure 3, AutoDesign operates through two nested loops. The inner
loop is the design harness, which transforms the source context into an editable output and iteratively revises
it under critic feedback. The outer loop is the meta-harness, which optimizes the design harness across tasks.
It first grounds human preferences by initializing an evaluator from annotated reference artifacts. Given this
human-aligned evaluator, the meta-harness aggregates rollouts and evaluation scores across tasks to identify
recurrent failures, and directs a coding agent as the optimizer to propose a bounded update to the current
design harness at each iteration. To prevent overfitting, the update is admitted through an acceptance gate,
which accepts it only when it improves performance on the training set without degrading performance on the
development set (Nguyen et al., 2026).

Accepted updates accumulate to DesignHarness, an executable system that autonomously ingests the source,
generates and iteratively refines the artifact under critic feedback, and finalizes it into a readable, visually
coherent artifact. We instantiate this system for academic paper-to-poster generation, a challenging design
task that must condense long, multimodal scientific sources into a single legible, visually coherent poster
while preserving traceable evidence (Jaisankar et al., 2025; Pang et al., 2025; Sun et al., 2026; Vinaykumar
et al., 2026). In this task, DesignHarness can produce ready-to-use conference posters that align closely with
human preferences while reducing the time and manual effort required for high-quality poster production.

Evaluating a design harness requires a benchmark and evaluation protocol that jointly measure source fidelity,
dense scientific communication, and rendered usability. Existing paper-to-poster benchmarks each cover
only part of these aspects, such as layout, extraction, faithfulness, or visual quality, and fall short of a
comprehensive, task-level protocol (Wang et al., 2024; Jaisankar et al., 2025; Pang et al., 2025; Sun et al.,
2026; Vinaykumar et al., 2026). PosterBench addresses this gap with a 100-paper spanning five disciplines,
together with PosterBench-mini, a 10-paper subset for rapid testing. Its seven-dimensional rubric combines
rule-based algorithm checks, rubric VLM judgments, and hybrid methods where both signals apply. One
main track evaluates the complete system, while three controlled tracks isolate component-level effects. A
system-blind human study independently validates the automatic protocol.

Across PosterBench-mini and PosterBench evaluations, the learned DesignHarness improves system quality
while remaining practical to deploy. On PosterBench-mini, attaching DesignHarness to each of seven Code
Agents raises the average PosterBench Score from 54.99 to 67.39 (+12.40 points). On the PosterBench Main
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Track, AutoDesign scores 78.32; under the same Claude Code and Claude 4.8 configuration, it outperforms the
closed-source commercial system Claude Design by 7.45 points. AutoDesign also makes strong paper-to-poster
generation accessible at low cost: with DesignHarness, LongCat-2.0 reaches 55.13 at approximately $0.27
per poster1. Finally, across 933 valid system-blind pairwise judgments, AutoDesign receives the highest
Bradley–Terry preference estimate, 64.0% (95% interval: 55.2–77.8%); for pairs separated by at least 20
PosterBench points, participants prefer the PosterBench-preferred poster in 74.4% of cases.

Our contributions are:

1. AutoDesign, a meta-harness optimization framework that turns a static design harness into a recursively
improving system for human-aligned multimodal design. Through 7 days of evolving traces, it invokes
224 subagents, records at least 123 recursive iterations, accumulating 54 harness updates that recursively
convert human-designed reference artifacts, rollout traces, rendering diagnostics, and evaluator feedback
into persistent design priors for a design harness.

2. DesignHarness, the executable academic paper-to-poster system evolved by AutoDesign. It grounds a
tool-using Designer in paper context and combines editable generation with rendering, rule-based validation,
and visual critic feedback for localized revision, producing source-grounded posters that remain directly
usable and editable.

3. PosterBench, a comprehensive evaluation protocol for paper-to-poster evaluation. It evaluates scientific
communication quality and executable-artifact reliability through a seven-dimensional rubric spanning
faithfulness, coverage, density, visual evidence, layout, readability, and aesthetics. On PosterBench, the
state-of-the-art coding agent Claude Code (Claude 4.8) achieves 70.01; attaching DesignHarness can
improve it by +8.31, also surpassing the best commercial design agent Claude Design by 7.45 points.

4. Under a fully autonomous long-horizon agentic loop, DesignHarness produces human-level academic
posters. In a poster generation run, it executes 253 tool calls and 11 editing turns within 40 minutes for
less than $3, with negligible human intervention. Demo is it available as a research-preview platform for
interactive use and localized revision of editable posters.

2 Meta-Harness Formulation

2.1 Design Harness Definition

Following recent work that treats harnesses as an optimization target distinct from model weights (Lee et al.,
2026b; Ren et al., 2026), we define a design harness H as the system surrounding a fixed model that turns a
multimodal source (e.g., an academic paper or report) into a human-facing artifact (e.g., a presentation slide,
poster, video, or web page):

y ∼ H(πθ, x, c), (1)

where πθ is an LLM or MLLM, x is the multimodal input, and c specifies the context including the target
medium and user constraints. The harness produces an artifact y through an execution trajectory τ , which
records the sequence of intermediate actions, states, and revisions leading to the final output.

To enable systematic meta-harness optimization and facilitate credit assignment, we decompose the design
harness H into five functional components:

• Context andMemory: source management, prompts, skills, reusable assets and persistent state.

• Tools and Specifications: tools and editable artifact specifications for layout, typography, and provenance.

• Execution Runtime: the workspace and runtime for authoring, rendering, validating, and exporting artifacts.

• Orchestration: task routing, attempt budgets, loop control, candidate selection, fallback, and finalization.

• Evaluation and Feedback: rule-based validation, model-based critique, and localized feedback for revision.

This decomposition specifies only the high-level abstraction of the design harness. The concrete implementation
of each component is instantiated and iteratively improved by the meta-harness.

1The reported cost reflects LongCat-2.0’s pricing policy at evaluation time: cached context incurs no charge on a cache hit.
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2.2 Meta-Harness Definition

We define a meta-harness as a system that operates on the design harness (Lee et al., 2026b; Zhang et al.,
2026a; Lin et al., 2026). Given a user specification q and an optional initial design harness H0, the meta-harness
instantiates or iteratively improves the concrete implementation of the design harness, yielding an optimized
harness HT . Unlike a design harness, which transforms multimodal sources into human-facing artifacts, the
meta-harness transforms harness requirements and implementations into an improved design harness.

The optimization target is the expected quality of the artifacts produced by the design harness. Let ptask
denote the task distribution. We define the performance of a design harness H as

J(H) = E(x,c)∼ptask, y∼H(πθ,x,c) [Rmeta(y, x, c)] , (2)

where Rmeta(y, x, c) denotes the evaluator used by the meta-harness to assess the quality of artifact y with
respect to its source x and design context c. Accordingly, the meta-harness optimization objective is

H⋆ = argmax
H

J(H). (3)

Throughout this process, the parameters θ of the underlying model πθ in the harness remain fixed. The
optimization therefore acts on the system surrounding the model rather than on the model itself, consistent
with the model-versus-scaffold distinction in recent self-improving-agent taxonomies (Ren et al., 2026).

3 Meta-Harness Learning Loop

AutoDesign organizes artifact generation (i.e., design harness) and harness optimization (i.e., meta-harness)
as two nested feedback loops, as illustrated in Figure 4. For each design task (x, c), the design harness
executes an inner loop that repeatedly generates and revises the current artifact. This loop operates on the
artifact y under a fixed design harness H and records the resulting execution trajectory τ . Across tasks, the
meta-harness executes an outer loop that analyzes these trajectories and their evaluation results to identify
recurrent failures and update the design harness H. Thus, the inner loop improves a single artifact without
changing H, whereas the outer loop improves H based on evidence collected from multiple generation runs.

3.1 Inner Loop

Meta-Harness

Designer

Critic

Inner Loop

Design Harness

artifactfeedback

Meta-Harness Optimizer

Outer Loop

trajectory update

Figure 4 The inner and outer loops of the Au-
toDesign Framework. The inner loop updates
the artifact according to the design harness,
while the outer loop updates the design harness.

We initialize the design harness with a minimal inner-loop
scaffold consisting of two abstract modules: a designer Mdesign

and a critic Mcritic. As shown in Figure 4, the designer
generates and revises the artifact, while the critic evaluates
its current state and provides feedback for the next revision.
At refinement step k, their interaction is defined as

yk = Mdesign(yk−1, fk−1;x, c),

fk = Mcritic(yk;x, c),
(4)

where yk is the artifact at step k and fk is the corresponding
feedback, with y0 and f0 left empty so that the first step
produces an initial draft from (x, c) alone. Repeated evalu-
ation and revision produce an execution trajectory τ under
the current design harness.

This formulation specifies only the roles of the two modules
and the information flow between them. It defines the basic
structure of the initial design harness while leaving its concrete
realization open. During outer-loop optimization, the meta-
harness may refine the two modules and their interaction,
including their prompts, tools, feedback mechanisms, and
loop-control policies, based on observed task performance.
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Outer Agent Loop

Human in the Loop24h Outer Agent Loops

Figure 5 AutoDesign outer loop. Each iteration proceeds through rollout, evaluation, update proposal, and acceptance.
The loop runs autonomously, with optional human guidance to redirect the evaluation and optimization.

3.2 Outer Loop

The outer loop improves the design harness across tasks, as illustrated in Figure 3. Each iteration proceeds in
four stages: rollout, evaluation, update proposal, and acceptance.

Rollout. At outer-loop iteration t, the current design harness Ht is executed on a training task set Dtrain =
{(xi, ci)}Ntrain

i=1 , where xi is a multimodal source and ci specifies the target medium and the corresponding
design requirements. Each execution produces an artifact yit and a corresponding trajectory τ it . We denote
the collection of trajectories by τt = {τ it}

Ntrain
i=1 .

Evaluation. Before outer-loop optimization, we provide an evaluator coding agent with reference artifacts
annotated by humans along seven quality dimensions: (i) Faithfulness, (ii) Coverage, (iii) Density, (iv) Visual
Evidence, (v) Layout, (vi) Readability, and (vii) Aesthetics. The agent uses these examples to implement the
evaluator Rmeta, combining rule-based checks for directly measurable properties with VLM-based judgments
for perceptual properties such as aesthetics. Once constructed, Rmeta remains fixed during autonomous
optimization. The resulting evaluator is then used to assess every generated artifact, sit = Rmeta(y

i
t, xi, ci),

and the resulting scores are collected into a batch denoted by st. This optimization-time evaluator is distinct
from the frozen PosterBench protocol used for final system comparison; the latter is specified in Section A.4.

Update proposal. We denote the meta-harness optimizer by P . In addition to the current design harness and
the evidence collected at the current iteration, the meta-harness maintains an optimization record L, serving
as persistent context across outer-loop iterations. At iteration t, the optimizer takes the current harness Ht,
the collected trajectories τt, their evaluation scores st, and the optimization record L as input, and produces
a candidate updated harness H ′

t+1:
H ′

t+1 = P (Ht, τt, st,L) . (5)

The prime indicates that H ′
t+1 is an update proposal, whose acceptance is determined by the subsequent

gating stage.

We instantiate P as a coding agent that sequentially assumes the roles of a planner and a code editor, as
illustrated in Figure 3. In the planner role, the agent analyzes the current trajectories and scores together
with the optimization history in L. It dispatches parallel subagents to inspect the trajectories and their scores,
synthesizes their findings into structured evidence of recurrent failures, and formulates a harness update
plan. The plan specifies the observed failure modes, the harness component to be modified, and the intended
changes. In the code-editor role, the agent implements these changes in the current design harness Ht, yielding
the candidate harness H ′

t+1.

Each outer-loop iteration is restricted to exactly one of the five harness components defined in Section 2.1.
An update may span multiple files within the selected component, but it cannot modify another component
in the same iteration. This restriction keeps credit assignment interpretable, as each gain or regression is
attributable to a single coherent intervention rather than to several simultaneous changes.

Acceptance gate. Once an update has been proposed, the meta-harness determines whether it should replace
the current harness through a separate acceptance gate. Let Jtrain and Jdev denote the objective in Equation (2)
evaluated on the training set Dtrain and on an independent development set Ddev, respectively. A candidate is

6



Algorithm 1 AutoDesign meta-harness optimization
Require: Fixed model πθ; initial design harness H0; evaluator Rmeta

Require: Training task set Dtrain; development task set Ddev; outer-loop iterations T
Ensure: Optimized design harness HT and optimization record L
1: Run H0 on Dtrain; collect execution trajectories τ0 and evaluator scores s0
2: Run H0 on Ddev and collect evaluator scores sdev0

3: for t = 0 to T − 1 do
4: The meta-harness optimizer P inspects τt, st, and L and proposes a candidate updated harness H ′

t+1

5: Run H ′
t+1 on Dtrain; collect execution trajectories τ ′

t+1 and evaluator scores s′t+1

6: Run H ′
t+1 on Ddev and collect evaluator scores s′devt+1

7: if Jtrain(H ′
t+1) > Jtrain(Ht) and Jdev(H

′
t+1) ≥ Jdev(Ht) then

8: dt ← Accept
9: (Ht+1, τt+1, st+1, s

dev
t+1)← (H ′

t+1, τ
′
t+1, s

′
t+1, s

′dev
t+1 )

10: else
11: dt ← Reject
12: (Ht+1, τt+1, st+1, s

dev
t+1)← (Ht, τt, st, s

dev
t )

13: end if
14: Append the harness checkpoint and iteration record to L
15: end for
16: return (HT ,L)

accepted only when its performance on Dtrain improves and its performance on Ddev does not decline:

Accept(H ′
t+1) ⇐⇒ Jtrain(H

′
t+1) > Jtrain(Ht) ∧ Jdev(H

′
t+1) ≥ Jdev(Ht). (6)

If the condition holds, the meta-harness promotes H ′
t+1 to Ht+1; otherwise Ht is retained. Results on the

development set are used exclusively by the acceptance gate and are never exposed to P when constructing
an update proposal. Therefore, Ddev serves as a guard against overfitting the harness to the training tasks.

After the acceptance decision, the meta-harness appends the completed iteration to the optimization record L.
For each iteration t, L stores the harness Ht, the trajectories and scores, the selected harness component, the
update plan and the corresponding code changes, and the acceptance decision, with a repository checkpoint
preserving the harness implementation at that iteration. Trajectories and scores from the development set are
not included in the record.

The updated L is supplied to P as persistent context in the next iteration. When a candidate is rejected,
the record allows the next iteration to propose a different update while retaining the evidence of what has
already been tried. L thus supports comparison, reproducibility, and rollback across iterations. Note that the
outer loop maintains a single active harness at each iteration and does not perform tree search over harness
variants. The complete meta-harness optimization procedure is summarized in Algorithm 1.

Human-in-the-Loop. AutoDesign also supports an optional human-in-the-loop mode, as illustrated in Figure 3.
Human intervention can operate through two channels. First, at iteration t, a user may provide directional
guidance gt in natural language, which is supplied to the planner alongside the trajectories and evaluation
scores, so that the update proposal becomes H ′

t+1 = P (Ht, τt, st,L, gt). We introduce this mechanism because
the coding agent acting as P may converge prematurely to a locally satisfactory harness configuration, at
which point outer-loop optimization stagnates. Guidance can inject task-specific heuristics or redirect the
search toward alternative improvements.

Second, human guidance may be provided to the coding agent responsible for implementing the evaluator
when visual inspection reveals a systematic artifact bias not captured by Rmeta. Such evaluator revision
requires explicit human input. Otherwise, Rmeta remains fixed because the meta-harness receives no external
signal with which to identify or correct evaluator bias.

In both cases, the human provides observations or high-level directions rather than directly editing the harness
or evaluator implementation. When no guidance is provided, the outer loop operates autonomously as defined
in Equation (5).
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Figure 6 Overview of DesignHarness, optimized for human-facing artifact generation. Given source materials, the
designer iteratively generates and revises an editable artifact using feedback from dual critics: a rule-based validator
and a model-based visual critic. DesignHarness then finalizes the best valid candidate.

4 The Optimized DesignHarness

The meta-harness optimization described in Section 3 yields DesignHarness. The resulting implementation
supports multiple output media, including academic posters, presentation slides, videos, and web pages. We
characterize its resulting architecture by examining the final implementation obtained through meta-harness
optimization. As summarized in Figure 6, our analysis identifies four main stages: source ingestion, iterative
artifact generation and revision by a designer module, feedback from a rule-based validator and a VLM-based
critic, and finalization that prepares the selected candidate for delivery.

4.1 Paper Ingestion

The ingestion stage transforms the input source x and the design context c into a structured, provenance-aware
context for subsequent generation and revision. It extracts the document metadata and section outline,
identifies key passages supporting the main claims, and records figures and tables together with their source
locations, reflecting the joint textual and visual evidence selection required in paper-to-poster generation
(Jaisankar et al., 2025; Pang et al., 2025; Sun et al., 2026). These materials are then organized into a content
brief and a medium-specific artifact plan, which specify the target output format, the claims to be conveyed,
and the visual evidence supporting each of them. Every extracted element retains a reference to its location
in x, so that source-derived statements and visual materials used in the artifact can be traced back to the
source and checked during revision. The resulting context is constructed once, retained across all inner-loop
refinement steps, and provided to the designer as source-grounded input.

4.2 Artifact Generation and Revision

The designer module is implemented as a coding agent that generates or revises the artifact from the ingested
source context using the tools and skills available in the harness. At refinement step k, it conditions on the
current artifact yk−1, the feedback fk−1, and the ingested context to produce the next candidate yk, thereby
instantiating Mdesign in Equation (4). Consistent with layer- and code-based design generation, the artifact
remains as editable HTML files throughout refinement (Qu et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2026b), allowing revisions
to be implemented as localized code edits without requiring regeneration of the entire output. For visual
critique, it can be rendered or exported as a medium-specific preview, such as PNG, PPTX, or MP4.

4.3 Validation and Finalization

At each refinement step k, the candidate artifact yk produced by the designer is examined by the rule-based
validator, which applies a set of deterministic blocking checks. At a high level, these checks determine whether
the candidate satisfies the requirements for terminating refinement and cover issues such as unsafe or missing
assets, broken provenance links between incorporated materials and their sources, severe overflow or overlap,
and violations of the required typographic and layout constraints. If the candidate passes all of them, the
inner loop terminates and the candidate proceeds directly to finalization. Otherwise, the validator returns
localized diagnostics for the detected violations, together with the results of non-blocking checks on properties
such as content coverage, information density, and numerical consistency with the source.
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When a candidate fails the blocking checks, it is also rendered into a medium-specific preview and inspected
by a critic VLM. The critic assesses rendered properties of the candidate, including compliance with the
design context, layout, readability, and aesthetics. The two sources of feedback are consolidated into the
repair signal fk and passed to the designer for the next attempt. This feedback-to-revision pattern is related
to recursive self-refinement and agent-as-a-judge approaches (Madaan et al., 2023; Zhuge et al., 2025). In the
notation of Equation (4), rule-based validation and visual critique jointly instantiate Mcritic.

The final implementation permits at most K = 12 refinement attempts. As soon as a candidate yk passes
all blocking checks, the attempt loop terminates and the candidate is passed to the finalization stage. This
stage applies the remaining post-processing, such as final rendering adjustments, mathematical typesetting,
and inlining of referenced assets, to produce a self-contained output. If the attempt budget is exhausted
without any candidate passing all blocking checks, the harness uses the retained attempt history and applies
a sequence of fallback mechanisms to identify a deliverable candidate while retaining essential safety and
integrity constraints. The selected candidate is then passed to the same finalization stage. The sequence of
candidate generation, validation, critique, and revision constitutes the execution trajectory τ in Section 3.1,
while the design harness H remains fixed throughout this process.

5 Evaluation Protocol

5.1 Benchmark: PosterBench

PosterBench contains a 100-paper Main Track and PosterBench-mini, a shared 10-paper subset reported in
Table 2. The papers span five disciplines: AI/ML, biomedicine and health, climate and earth environment,
economics and policy, and physics and astronomy. Every system receives the same source paper and associated
source assets, and its output is rendered to a common poster format before scoring. The shared paper-to-poster
generation interface and the exact fixed-versus-varied factors for every reported track are documented in
Section A.2 and Table 5.

For paper pi and candidate artifact Ai, the fixed PosterBench evaluator returns qi ∈ [0, 10]7, ordered as
Faithfulness, Coverage, Density, Visual Evidence, Layout, Readability, and Aesthetics. It forms the weighted
rubric score

Rrubric(pi, Ai) =

7∑
j=1

αjqi,j/10, α = (10, 10, 15, 10, 20, 25, 10). (7)

The final score applies the strictest active record-level ceiling before benchmark averaging:

Rposter(pi, Ai) = min
(
Rrubric(pi, Ai), C

layout
i ,

Cviability
i , Cfailure

i , Cgate
i

)
,

Overall =
1

N

N∑
i=1

Rposter(pi, Ai).

(8)

Here, C layout
i , Cviability

i , Cfailure
i , and Cgate

i bound severe layout damage, insufficient presentation viability,
confirmed visible failures, and protected render-integrity violations, respectively; inactive ceilings are 100.
A standard P0 gate caps a score at 40, and more severe gate types may set a lower cap. Thus, the metric
columns are dimension means, while Overall is the mean of capped poster scores and cannot generally be
recovered by reweighting those displayed means.

PosterBench is a frozen external evaluator, separate from the optimization-time evaluator Rmeta used in the
meta-harness outer loop (Section 3.2). Rmeta supplies feedback for updating DesignHarness; PosterBench
evaluates completed systems and is neither optimized nor modified by the outer loop. The complete operational
rubric, aggregation, protected gates, and per-case record schema are specified in Section A.4.

Figure 7 shows the evaluator’s evidence path on a rendered poster. Programmatic spatial and OCR audits
localize unused regions, text overflow or clipping, and source-inconsistent numeric claims. The source-
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Figure 7 PosterBench evaluation protocol. PosterBench combines rule-based algorithms for traceable spatial, OCR,
numeric-grounding, and render-integrity checks with rubric-guided VLM judges for source-grounded assessment of
visual evidence, layout, readability, and aesthetics.

conditioned VLM then assesses paper-grounded visual quality from the rendered artifact and paper brief.
These dimension-level signals are aggregated with fixed weights and record-level ceilings.

PosterBenchMain Track. Table 1 reports the 100-paper PosterBench Main Track, comparing design agents,
standalone coding agents, and task-specific handcrafted workflow under the fixed PosterBench evaluator.
AutoDesign attains the highest PosterBench Score at 78.32. Under the matched Claude Code and Claude 4.8
configuration, AutoDesign scores 78.32, exceeding Claude Design by 7.45 points and OpenDesign by 8.87
points. Curated qualitative comparisons, which are excluded from the aggregate PosterBench results, appear
in Figure 16.

PosterBench-mini Main Track. Table 2 reports results on PosterBench-mini, the original 10-paper subset used
for the controlled ablations.

On PosterBench-mini, AutoDesign reaches 81.46 with Codex, compared with 75.87 for the native Codex
baseline, and 74.56 with Claude Code, compared with 69.55 for the corresponding standalone baseline.

Design Harness Track. Table 3(a) isolates the design-harness contribution by holding Claude Code and
Claude 4.8 fixed. AutoDesign reaches 74.56, while Claude Design and OpenDesign score 66.83 and 70.36,
respectively, under the same configuration.

Coding Harness Track. Table 3(b) fixes AutoDesign and GLM 5.2, varying only the coding harness. Kimi
Code achieves the highest score at 82.31, followed by ZCode at 69.53.

Model Track. Table 3(c) fixes AutoDesign and Claude Code to separate model choice from harness variation.
Claude 4.8 achieves the highest score at 74.56, followed by Seed 2.1 Pro at 71.83 and Kimi K2.7 at 70.12.

5.2 Ablation Studies

5.2.1 Effect of the Design Harness

To isolate the design harness contribution, we hold the model and coding agent fixed and compare each
configuration before and after harness attachment in Table 4. Across the seven completed configurations, the
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Table 1 PosterBench Score and dimension scores for the PosterBench Main Track on the 100-paper evaluation set.
Systems are grouped by their primary design mechanism. “—” denotes a layer that a system does not use.

System Design Harness Coding Agent Model Score Faith. Cover. Density Vis. Ev. Layout Read. Aesth.

Design Agent

AutoDesign DesignHarness Claude Code Claude 4.8 78.32 9.35 9.40 8.41 5.97 8.55 8.17 5.59
AutoDesign DesignHarness Codex GPT 5.5 77.97 9.57 9.35 8.63 5.47 7.75 8.08 7.16
Claude Design Claude Design Claude Code Claude 4.8 70.87 9.22 9.90 6.48 7.62 8.08 5.96 7.36
OpenDesign OpenDesign Claude Code Claude 4.8 69.45 9.17 9.37 7.51 6.12 7.08 6.19 7.01
OpenDesign OpenDesign Codex GPT 5.5 62.17 9.24 8.49 6.91 5.05 7.24 5.76 6.00

Coding Agent

Codex — Codex GPT 5.5 73.37 9.64 9.71 7.69 7.43 8.03 6.08 6.60
Claude Code — Claude Code Claude 4.8 70.01 9.25 9.88 5.71 7.01 9.46 6.68 6.53
Doubao — Claude Code Seed 2.1 61.14 8.93 8.96 5.95 5.97 6.51 5.63 4.61
GLM — Claude Code GLM 5.2 52.22 8.60 7.44 5.23 5.29 7.03 4.90 5.15
Kimi — Claude Code Kimi K2.7 51.46 8.33 7.15 4.72 5.62 7.26 4.93 4.81
DeepSeek — Claude Code DeepSeekV4-Pro 46.01 8.23 6.68 4.10 3.82 6.95 4.41 3.38

Human-CraftedWorkflow

PosterGen — — Claude 4.8 56.71 8.84 8.25 4.31 5.62 8.61 5.36 5.28
Any2Poster — — Claude 4.8 49.09 8.26 5.44 4.18 3.65 9.59 4.47 3.10
Paper2Poster — — Claude 4.8 44.61 6.35 2.35 8.36 2.16 3.69 4.87 1.69

Table 2 PosterBench Score and dimension scores for the PosterBench-mini Main Track on the original 10-paper subset.

System Design Harness Coding Agent Model Score Faith. Cover. Density Vis. Ev. Layout Read. Aesth.

Design Agent

AutoDesign DesignHarness Codex GPT 5.5 81.46 9.88 9.90 8.64 6.20 8.01 7.96 7.45
AutoDesign DesignHarness Claude Code Claude 4.8 74.56 9.28 8.80 8.15 5.00 9.00 7.86 6.75
OpenDesign OpenDesign Claude Code Claude 4.8 70.36 9.10 9.00 7.39 6.15 7.13 6.38 7.31
Claude Design Claude Design Claude Code Claude 4.8 66.83 8.95 10.00 5.24 7.90 8.54 6.09 6.77
OpenDesign OpenDesign Codex GPT 5.5 60.58 9.03 9.20 6.13 5.45 7.68 5.75 5.75

Coding Agent

Codex — Codex GPT 5.5 75.87 9.47 9.40 7.88 7.55 8.44 6.00 7.00
Claude Code — Claude Code Claude 4.8 69.55 9.19 10.00 5.21 7.50 9.76 6.90 6.40
Kimi — Claude Code Kimi K2.7 57.20 8.20 8.20 4.91 6.40 7.91 5.60 5.95
Doubao — Claude Code Seed 2.1 54.01 7.99 8.20 6.30 5.55 6.01 5.52 6.15
GLM — Claude Code GLM5.2 50.32 8.83 7.80 3.79 3.85 8.21 5.11 5.45
DeepSeek — Claude Code DeepSeekV4-Pro 34.73 8.08 7.90 2.94 3.33 5.98 3.71 5.05

Human-CraftedWorkflow

PosterGen — — Claude 4.8 51.82 8.95 9.33 3.39 6.67 7.67 4.96 5.50
Any2Poster — — Claude 4.8 46.88 8.09 4.90 3.69 3.65 9.55 4.40 3.20
Paper2Poster — — Claude 4.8 42.06 6.16 2.10 8.25 2.30 2.76 4.82 1.80

harness improves the PosterBench Score by 5.01–19.56 points. Under the native Codex–GPT-5.5 configuration,
it raises the score from 75.87 to 81.46 (+5.59); with Claude Code and Kimi K2.7, it rises from 57.20 to 70.12
(+12.92). The largest gain is 19.56 points for DeepSeek V4 Pro with Claude Code. These improvements span
multiple model–code-agent pairs. MLLMs have an additional repair signal unavailable to text-only LLMs: at
each attempt, the rendered preview from the preceding attempt is supplied as visual context for the next
repair. This lets the model inspect the artifact it is editing and localize layout, clipping, or visual-evidence
failures that are not fully captured by textual diagnostics alone.

5.2.2 Cost–Performance Trade-off

Figure 8 compares PosterBench Score with a normalized designer-only API cost proxy across the seven
AutoDesign model configurations on PosterBench-mini, the fixed 10-paper subset. The observed Pareto
frontier runs from LongCat-2.02 (55.13 at $0.27 per poster), through Doubao Seed 2.1 Pro (71.83 at $2.75)
and Claude 4.8 (74.56 at $7.63), to GPT-5.5 (81.46 at $10.02). Doubao reaches 88% of the GPT-5.5 score at
27% of its cost, while GPT-5.5 provides the highest absolute performance.

2The reported cost reflects LongCat-2.0’s pricing policy at evaluation time: cached context incurs no charge on a cache hit.
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Table 3 Controlled track analysis on PosterBench-mini, the fixed 10-paper subset. (a) varies the design harness while
holding the coding harness and model fixed. (b) varies the coding harness while holding AutoDesign and GLM 5.2
fixed. (c) varies the model while holding AutoDesign and Claude Code fixed.

Variant Overall ↑ Faith. Cover. Density Vis. Ev. Layout Read. Aesth.

(a) Design Harness Track Coding Harness: Claude Code | Model: Claude 4.8

AutoDesign 74.56 9.28 8.80 8.15 5.00 9.00 7.86 6.75
OpenDesign 70.36 9.10 9.00 7.39 6.15 7.13 6.38 7.31
Claude Design 66.83 8.95 10.00 5.24 7.90 8.54 6.09 6.77

(b) Coding Harness Track Design Harness: AutoDesign | Model: GLM 5.2

Kimi Code 82.31 9.29 9.60 7.95 6.75 8.75 8.46 7.68
ZCode 69.53 9.42 8.90 7.04 5.10 7.23 6.93 6.77
OpenCode 67.87 9.32 8.20 7.28 6.90 7.84 7.21 6.47
Claude Code 64.33 8.81 7.30 7.38 4.50 7.74 6.30 5.68

(c) Model Track Design Harness: AutoDesign | Coding Harness: Claude Code

Claude 4.8 74.56 9.28 8.80 8.15 5.00 9.00 7.86 6.75
Seed 2.1 Pro 71.83 9.06 9.00 6.53 6.55 9.16 7.11 6.85
Kimi K2.7 70.12 8.54 7.00 8.30 6.27 7.81 6.82 6.00
GLM 5.2 64.33 8.81 7.30 7.38 4.50 7.74 6.30 5.68
LongCat 2.0 55.13 9.11 8.10 5.24 5.25 7.56 5.81 5.65
DeepSeek V4 Pro 54.29 9.47 9.60 4.32 5.50 8.38 5.62 6.00

Configuration Original AutoDesign Gain

GPT-5.5
Codex

75.87 81.46 +5.59

Claude 4.8
Claude Code

69.55 74.56 +5.01

Seed 2.1 Pro
Claude Code

54.01 71.83 +17.82

Kimi K2.7 Code
Claude Code

57.20 70.12 +12.92

GLM 5.2
Claude Code

50.32 64.33 +14.01

LongCat 2.0
Claude Code

43.26 55.13 +11.87

DeepSeek V4 Pro
Claude Code

34.73 54.29 +19.56

Table 4 Effect of attaching DesignHarness while keeping the model and coding agent fixed. Exact PosterBench Scores
for each completed configuration are ordered by final performance.

5.3 Human Evaluation

We recruited 11 volunteer reviewers for a fully system-blind pairwise evaluation of AutoDesign, Claude
Code, OpenDesign, and Claude Design on the 100 source papers of the PosterBench Main Track. For each
comparison, reviewers saw only two posters generated from the same paper; no method, system, or model
identity was disclosed. They selected the left poster, the right poster, approximate equality, or skip. We fit a
Bradley–Terry model (Bradley and Terry, 1952),

Pr(i ≻ j) =
exp(βi)

exp(βi) + exp(βj)
,

where βi is the latent preference strength of system i. Ties contribute one half-win to each system and skips
are excluded. We report the probability of beating a uniformly sampled alternative, with 95% intervals from
2,000 crossed bootstrap resamples of papers and reviewers. The complete task roster, decision schema, and
blind-review interface are documented in Section A.5 and Figure 15.

As shown in Figure 9, the volunteer reviewers submitted 936 responses: 933 ranking judgments and three
skips. AutoDesign has the highest Bradley–Terry point estimate at 64.0% (95% interval: 55.2–77.8%). Its
tie-adjusted empirical preference scores are 61.3% against Claude Code, 63.1% against OpenDesign, and
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Figure 8 Cost–performance trade-off across seven AutoDesign model configurations on PosterBench-mini, the fixed
10-paper subset; marker size denotes median runtime, and the dashed line denotes the empirical Pareto frontier.
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Figure 9 System-blind human evaluation. (a) Bradley–Terry probability of beating a uniformly sampled alternative,
with 95% intervals crossed by paper–reviewer bootstrap replicates. (b) AutoDesign head-to-head outcomes against
each baseline. Eleven volunteer reviewers submitted 936 responses, including 933 ranking judgments and three skips.

Benchmark–human alignment. The blind study also assesses whether PosterBench provides an informative
comparison signal at the poster level. Figure 10(a) compares each poster’s PosterBench Score with its tie-
adjusted human preference. Each human score aggregates the blind pairwise judgments involving that poster.
The two measurements have a positive, albeit imperfect, association (r = 0.34; a paper-cluster bootstrap gives
a 95% interval of [0.22, 0.44]). This is a useful property of the protocol rather than a requirement that it
duplicate human preference: PosterBench also evaluates Faithfulness, Coverage, Density, Visual Evidence,
Layout, Readability, and Aesthetics, whereas each blind judgment asks for an immediate pairwise choice.

More importantly, the PosterBench Score margin calibrates how informative an automatic comparison is.
Figure 10(b) uses 919 of the 933 non-skip judgments: the remaining 14 assign equal PosterBench Scores
to both posters and therefore have no benchmark-preferred direction. The probability that the benchmark-
preferred poster agrees with the human decision rises from 51.9% for 0–3-point gaps to 74.4% for gaps of
at least 20 points. The error bars are 95% intervals from 2,000 crossed paper–reviewer bootstrap replicates,
which resample both source papers and reviewers. Thus, the benchmark offers more than a global system
ranking: a large score gap identifies comparisons in which human preference is substantially more consistent.
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Figure 10 PosterBench Score alignment with system-blind human preference. (a) Poster-level score association. (b)
Human agreement increases with the PosterBench Score margin.

5.4 Qualitative Analysis of Designer’s Trajectory

Figure 11 traces one poster run across five attempts. The critic first identifies a clipped analysis lane at
A1 (0.36); the reallocation of the row removes the constraint at A3 (0.42), and later the refit of the header
and the scaling of evidence produce a more balanced hierarchy at A5/A6 (0.62). A9 preserves the repaired
composition and is accepted at 0.78. The trace illustrates the intended use of diagnostic feedback: edits stay
localized to the failing region while valid layout and source-derived content are retained across revisions.

Figure 11 Qualitative trajectory of a poster generation run. Five selected attempts show the local change associated
with each diagnostic or repair event. Colored boxes mark the implicated region: an analysis overflow at A1, its fit
restoration at A3, header refitting at A5, evidence scaling at A6, and the critic-accepted final at A9.

6 Future Directions

AutoDesign is presently validated for academic paper-to-poster generation, but the underlying agentic design
pattern is not tied to a single input or output medium. The pilot artifacts in Figure 13 show that the
current DesignHarness can also produce paper-to-slide, paper-to-webpage, and paper-to-conference-video
outputs. Figure 12 illustrates the long-term direction: a multimodal-in, multimodal-out agentic design
system that integrates papers, visual evidence, code, data, and human guidance, then iteratively creates
the medium-appropriate output for a target communication setting. Making this expansion reliable requires
more than exposing new output formats. Each medium needs source–output data, an evaluator, a rendering
and validation gate, and an objective tailored to its communication setting. PosterBench formally evaluates
academic posters only; the slide, webpage, and video artifacts therefore remain pilots. Shared context
construction, preference memories, and repair histories could nevertheless provide a substrate for reusing
experience across media, provided that the transfer is evaluated against medium-specific objectives. At meta-
harness level, better component selection and evaluator evolution remain open problems. A selector should
choose next bounded update from failure attribution, uncertainty, expected improvement, and component
interactions. Any adaptive evaluator must remain versioned and anchored by frozen reference tasks, adversarial
probes, and periodic human audits so optimization doesn’t reward-hack a moving target.
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Figure 12 Future direction: a multimodal-in, multimodal-out agentic design system that integrates diverse sources and
human guidance to iteratively create medium-specific outputs.

Figure 13 Future directions for AutoDesign. The initially optimized DesignHarness already extends paper-to-poster
generation to slide decks, webpages, and conference videos. Applying the same meta-harness optimization methodology
to these and other multimodal outputs offers a path toward a general multimodal-in & out agentic design system.

Finally, recent work has begun to connect continual harness adaptation, self-improving harnesses, and model–
harness co-evolution (Karten et al., 2026; Zhang et al., 2026a; Lee et al., 2026a). In this direction, harness
optimization can complement model post-training: long-horizon trajectories and repair outcomes provide
execution-time supervision, whereas the model supplies the reasoning and coding capabilities. Joint training
should preserve this division while evaluating both layers against shared held-out objectives.

7 RelatedWork

Systems for multimodal output generation transform heterogeneous sources into audience- and medium-specific
outputs. For academic posters, SciPostLayout and deep submodular extraction study layout data, source
coverage, and text–image alignment, while Paper2Poster, P2P, PosterGen, PosterForest, and Any2Poster

15



combine multimodal inputs with generation, specialized agents, and visual refinement (Wang et al., 2024;
Jaisankar et al., 2025; Pang et al., 2025; Sun et al., 2026; Zhang et al., 2025b; Choi et al., 2026; Vinaykumar et al.,
2026). Closely related systems generate slides, webpages, and narrated videos from papers or documents (Fu
et al., 2022; Zheng et al., 2025; Ge et al., 2025; Yang et al., 2025; Chen et al., 2025; Zhu et al., 2025).
Structured representations such as HTML/CSS and explicit layers further support editability, rendering, and
visual inspection (Qu et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2026b; Si et al., 2025; Wu et al., 2024). Together, these works
establish the input, output, and representation choices for multimodal output generation, but their run-time
feedback generally remains within a fixed production procedure.

Critics, render diagnostics, and regeneration policies can improve the current multimodal output without
changing the system that generated it. Self-Refine is the canonical response-level instance: feedback is
used to revise the current answer (Madaan et al., 2023). Other agent methods retain experience more
persistently: Reflexion stores verbal reflections, Voyager accumulates executable skills, and ExpeL extracts
reusable experience from solved tasks (Shinn et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2023; Zhao et al., 2024). These
mechanisms preserve useful information beyond a single attempt, but they typically do not update the harness
that repeatedly produces outputs. This system-level perspective has early roots in classical accounts of
autonomous agents, self-referential learning, and retaining policy changes according to long-term reward
effects (Wooldridge and Jennings, 1995; Schmidhuber, 1987; Schmidhuber et al., 1997). These works are
conceptual precedents rather than direct algorithms for AutoDesign. Recent work separates improvement
of model parameters from persistent improvement of the operational scaffold around a fixed model (Ren
et al., 2026). TextGrad, DSPy, and GEPA optimize components or declarative pipelines, whereas STOP,
GPTSwarm, ADAS, and AFlow search code- or graph-represented workflows (Yuksekgonul et al., 2024;
Khattab et al., 2024; Agrawal et al., 2026; Zelikman et al., 2024; Zhuge et al., 2024; Hu et al., 2025; Zhang
et al., 2025a). At the full-harness level, A Self-Improving Coding Agent and MOSS update agent source from
execution evidence; Meta-Harness, HarnessX, Self-Harness, and Agentic Harness Engineering study searchable
harness programs, composable primitives, bounded updates, and outcome attribution (Robeyns et al., 2025;
Cai et al., 2026; Lee et al., 2026b; Chen et al., 2026; Zhang et al., 2026a; Lin et al., 2026). HarnessX also
uses execution traces as signals for both harness evolution and future model training (Chen et al., 2026).
Recursive Harness Self-Improvement specializes a user-constructed, prompt-level multi-agent harness from
pairwise revision feedback (Lee et al., 2026a). Gödel Machines provide a proof-based ideal for self-rewriting,
while Darwin Gödel Machine and Huxley-Gödel Machine study empirical harness evolution and distinguish
immediate performance from future self-improvement potential (Schmidhuber, 2006; Zhang et al., 2026b;
Wang et al., 2025). AutoDesign instantiates this direction for academic design by evolving a DesignHarness
for source-grounded, editable artifacts.

Persistent system updates also differ in how they separate learning signals from final evaluation. RHI (Lee
et al., 2026a) keeps its evaluation prompt on the evaluator side of the update loop, yet the resulting pairwise
history remains a task-local learning signal. Recursive Self-Evolving Agents use an independent development
split to gate persistent updates, while Continual Harness, Adaptive Auto-Harness, and Live-SWE-agent study
related adaptation settings (Nguyen et al., 2026; Karten et al., 2026; Liu et al., 2026a; Xia et al., 2025). Agent-
as-a-Judge further highlights the value of process-level evidence alongside final-outcome assessment (Zhuge
et al., 2025). AutoDesign uses an independent development acceptance gate for harness updates and evaluates
the final DesignHarness with PosterBench and a system-blind human study.

8 Conclusion

AutoDesign turns recurring design failures into improvements to the system that generates future multimodal
outputs. Its MetaHarnessOptimizer aggregates trajectories, source and rendering diagnostics, evaluator
feedback, and reference posters to update one DesignHarness component at a time while keeping model
weights fixed. This makes paper-to-poster generation a persistent learning process that accumulates design
priors and produces editable outputs for direct use or local revision on the Demo Page. We also introduce
PosterBench, a unified evaluation protocol for academic posters. DesignHarness achieves the top score (78.32)
and, with Claude Code and Claude 4.8 fixed, surpasses Claude Design by 7.45 points. It also receives the
highest Bradley–Terry estimate in a system-blind human study.
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A Supplementary Experimental Materials

This appendix makes the experimental interface inspectable: it documents the controlled comparisons, shared
generation instruction, frozen scoring protocol, released records, and matched visual evidence that complement
the main paper.

Appendix guide

Jump to Contents

A.1 Benchmark Inputs and ComparisonMatrix Source packages, the factors held fixed in each comparison, and the
factor varied by every reported track.

A.2 AutoDesign Generation Interface The system-instruction excerpt and the shared task prompt used across
compared systems.

A.3 DesignHarness Evolution The staged capabilities accumulated in the optimized design harness
and their mapping to the five-component abstraction.

A.4 PosterBench Evaluation Interface The seven-dimension rubric, score aggregation, protected gates, and
per-case evaluation record.

A.5 Released Records and Human Evaluation The benchmark archive schema, blind-review interface, and system-
blind human-evaluation protocol.

Matched Qualitative Comparisons Curated three-system poster comparisons on identical source papers.
Additional Poster Demonstrations Four source-grounded, editable paper posters generated by AutoDesign.

A.1 Benchmark Inputs and ComparisonMatrix

Each case provides the source PDF and available paper assets. All systems in a matched row receive the same
package and produce one editable poster artifact; the source paper remains the authority for claims, numbers,
and visual evidence. Table 5 identifies the controlled factor for every reported track.

Track Papers Fixed across a row comparison Varied factor

PosterBench Main Track 100 Source paper, source assets, output contract, and
frozen PosterBench protocol

System configuration

PosterBench-mini Main
Track

10 Shared PosterBench-mini papers, output
contract, and frozen PosterBench protocol

System configuration

Design Harness Track 10 Claude Code and Claude 4.8; shared
PosterBench-mini papers and frozen
PosterBench protocol

Design harness

Coding Harness Track 10 AutoDesign, GLM 5.2, shared PosterBench-mini
papers, and frozen PosterBench protocol

Coding harness

Model Track 10 AutoDesign, Claude Code, shared
PosterBench-mini papers, and frozen
PosterBench protocol

Model

Harness-Attachment
Ablation

10 Model, code agent, shared PosterBench-mini
papers, and frozen PosterBench protocol

Presence of the
AutoDesign design harness

Table 5 Controlled comparison matrix. Main tracks compare complete systems; controlled tracks vary only the factor
named in the final column.

Runtime Versions and Reasoning Configuration. Under our controlled configurations, we used codex-
cli v0.142.3 for Codex and Claude Code v2.1.119 for Claude Code. Each model used its highest available
thinking-effort setting.
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A.2 AutoDesign Generation Interface

The AutoDesign system excerpt is shown first. The shared user prompt below fixes the target artifact,
source-grounding requirements, and visible quality constraints for every compared system. System-specific
orchestration, tools, and repair policies remain part of each system configuration.

AutoDesign SystemPrompt (excerpt)

You are the AutoDesign designer. Turn the supplied brief into editable visual artifacts. Keep final text native and editable.
Ground paper-derived claims in the supplied source; do not invent numbers, authors, venues, URLs, benchmark deltas,
compute, or citations. For an academic paper poster, use the source figures and tables as primary visual evidence, author
a complete editable artifact, render it, and repair objective layout or grounding defects before delivery.

Shared User Prompt (verbatim)

Generate a polished academic paper poster from the attached paper. The visible artifact must be the poster itself: a 3072
x 1536 px / 2:1 landscape academic conference poster, not a landing page, dashboard, marketing graphic, or slide
collage. Use browser-native authored HTML/CSS, CSS grid/flex/normal document flow, and native editable text.

Header requirements:
- Use a full-width top header band.
- The header is limited to exactly these three visible paper-identity lines: paper title, author list, and school/institution/

company names.
- Place those fields as three compact centered text rows only: title line, authors line, school/institution/company line.
- The school/institution/company line should contain only organization names grounded in the paper, rendered as plain

text only. Do not invent missing organizations.
- Do not add a fourth header/meta/subtitle row or side identity rail. Do not put any other visible content in the header:

no logos, image badges, icons, QR codes, venue/year text, conference names, arXiv/archive labels, citation/contact
text, project/code/resource links, topic badges, method slogans, contribution bullets, benchmark claims, source
figures/tables, or explanatory captions. If any of those fields are available, leave them out of the header; users can
add them after export.

Poster structure and density:
- Use three balanced vertical columns below the header.
- Use a compact editorial hierarchy: usually 7-10 numbered sections across the three columns, with 2-4 sections per

column.
- Prefer section titles such as Motivation, Method, Data/Benchmark, Results, Ablation/Analysis, Limitations, and

Takeaways. Keep titles literal and academic; do not use marketing headlines.
- Make the poster dense like a real conference poster, but avoid the AI-dashboard look: no repeated large cards, no grid of

generic metric tiles, no decorative badge rows, and no nested card-in-card panels.
- Do not add a horizontal metric/KPI/result band: a row of standalone big-number-plus-label tiles that highlights

headline numbers (e.g. Inception Score, FID). State those numbers inside the running results prose or a distilled
native table, never as a separate summary strip that duplicates figures already given elsewhere.

- Build visual evidence units in the DOM shape expected by validation. Each placed source figure/table/image must live
in its own direct child of the section panel root: ‘<section class="source-flow-unit figure-flow-unit" data-source-id="
ingest_fig_01" data-layer-id="ingest_fig_01"> ... </section>‘.

- Inside that source-flow unit, keep the source crop and its explanation as direct siblings. Use a bound ‘<figure class="
flow-asset source-asset float-right" data-source-id="..." data-layer-id="...">‘ with an ‘<img src="{{layer:...}}">‘,
plus direct sibling ‘p‘, ‘ul‘, ‘table‘, or ‘div‘ readout content in the same source-flow unit.

- The ‘.source-flow-unit‘ / ‘.figure-flow-unit‘ element itself must be normal flow: ‘display: flow-root‘ or ‘display: block‘, not
grid or flex. Do not wrap source crops and readouts in ‘.media-row‘, ‘.visual-shell‘, ‘.source-grid‘, ‘.evidence-grid‘, or
other grid/flex split wrappers. If side wrapping is useful, float the ‘.flow-asset‘ left or right with ‘shape-outside‘;

otherwise make the asset stacked/full-width with the readout directly below inside the same source-flow unit.
- Build visual evidence units deliberately. A paper figure/table crop may be stacked/full-width, or floated with a wrapped

readout only when the local readout meaningfully fills the side flow. If the side flow would be empty, stack the crop
and readout instead.

- Floated source-flow lists must reserve a marker gutter. If a direct sibling ‘ul‘/‘ol‘ wraps beside a floated source asset,
style it with ‘display: flow-root‘, ‘padding-inline-start: 1.25em‘ or more, ‘list-style-position: outside‘, and small ‘li‘
padding; do not use ‘padding: 0‘, negative text indents, or absolutely positioned pseudo bullets. If the side lane is
too narrow for the marker and readable wrapped text, use a stacked/full-width source-flow instead.

- Every section should earn its space with paper-specific content. If a section has obvious blank space, first add concise
paper facts, benchmark context, mechanism notes, ablation caveats, compact comparison table rows, source-
grounded bullets, or concise visual interpretation. If content still does not fit, shorten prose, rebalance section
heights, split a dense section, or remove low-value text.

- Do not enlarge figures, tables, cards, or body text just to fill space. Do not shrink text below readable poster scale to
force in extra content.
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Shared User Prompt (continued)

Evidence and content requirements:
- Use real figures, tables, charts, and diagrams from the paper whenever they support the story.
- Paper source figures and paper source tables must appear as original PDF crops when used as source evidence. Do not

replace a source paper table with a native reconstruction, selected-column subset, or re-rendered table image.
- Every source figure/table crop should appear near a concise local explanation of what it proves.
- Native authored tables are only for distilled poster summaries: compact benchmark readouts, method taxonomies,

training-stage summaries, ablation summaries, or limitation evidence. They must summarize rather than duplicate a
full paper source table, and must not degenerate into a horizontal strip of big-number metric tiles.

- Do not show the same paper table as both an original source crop and a full native reconstruction. If a source crop is
placed, any nearby native table must be clearly smaller and more distilled.

- All claims, numbers, benchmarks, dataset details, method descriptions, limitations, and takeaways must be grounded in
the attached paper.

- If a number or claim cannot be verified from the paper, omit it or rewrite it qualitatively.
- Results sections should include more than headline numbers. Add benchmark context: competing baselines, task families,

secondary metrics, and the claim those results support.
- Training, method, and analysis sections should use paper-specific details: stages, datasets, losses, sequence lengths,

modules, ablation results, assumptions, or future-work claims where available.
- Prefer concrete paper terms over generic filler. Avoid empty phrases such as "core thesis", "grounded poster

interpretation", "forward path", "evidence target", "benchmark signal", "what it supports", or "key insight" as
visible labels unless those exact terms are natural to the paper.

Visual and typography requirements:
- Use a formal academic poster visual system with a strong title header, clear section title bands, compact body text, thin

dividers, native tables, charts, and disciplined spacing.
- Use an academic serif typography system such as Times New Roman / Times / Georgia for the poster text. Body, local

readout, table-prose, caption, ordinary bullet, and table-cell parent text should stay at font-weight 400.
- Use short inline ‘<strong class="lead-key">...</strong>‘ emphasis as sentence-start lead phrases in motivation,

method, results, analysis, limitations, takeaways, and source readouts, for example ‘<strong class="lead-key">
Training signal:</strong> ...‘ or ‘<strong class="lead-key">Evidence:</strong> ...‘. Keep each lead phrase 2-5
words when possible; one-word academic labels such as ‘Problem:‘ or ‘Risk:‘ are fine when natural.

- Avoid large blocks of bold body copy, bold whole bullets/readouts/table rows, scattered bold keywords, all-caps labels,
negative letter spacing, and oversized display type inside dense sections. Use italics sparingly or not at all.

- Prefer concise bullets for explanatory text when they improve scanability.
- Prefer real paper visuals over decorative imagery. Do not use generated or stock imagery as scientific evidence.
- Preserve readable source figures and source table crops. Avoid oversized white wrappers around images. Crop only

obvious external white margins; never crop into axes, legends, labels, captions, diagrams, table rules, or meaningful
visual content.

- Use restrained academic color: neutral paper background, high-contrast dark ink, one disciplined muted accent, and at
most one subtle secondary accent. Use light section bands and thin rules rather than saturated fills.

- Avoid one-note blue/purple dashboard palettes, decorative gradients, orbs, stock-like backgrounds, heavy drop shadows,
and repeated pill/badge decoration.

Native academic table requirements:
- Poster-native summary/readout tables should use booktabs-style academic treatment: no full boxed grid, no heavy outer

frame, no vertical rules by default, no double rules, and no saturated dark header bars.
- Use a top rule, header/mid rule, optional light row separators, and a bottom rule. Headers should usually be white or

lightly tinted with dark text.
- Left-align every ‘th‘ and ‘td‘, including numeric values. Do not right-align or decimal-align numeric columns in ordinary

poster-native tables.
- Use all-center alignment only for short pure symbol/numeric matrices with no prose cells, no method/dataset row labels,

no sentence fragments, and uniformly short values.
- Keep native tables poster-readable: usually 3-7 body rows and 3-6 columns. Move paragraph explanations into a nearby

readout instead of stuffing long prose into cells.
- Use only one restrained emphasis mechanism per table: one focus row, one key column, or a small number of best cells.

Avoid zebra striping unless the table is unusually long or wide.

Do not:
- Do not create a web landing page, dashboard, marketing graphic, promotional poster, or grid of large repeated cards.
- Do not show process labels such as "source-backed", "authored HTML", "paper poster", "no generated evidence

imagery", "ingested", "retrieved", "grounded", "evidence pack", or "pipeline".
- Do not display source ids, layout notes, planning notes, or internal instructions.
- Do not bake final text into images; keep text native and editable.
- Do not invent logos, institutions, venues, links, benchmark numbers, dataset details, or paper limitations.

After rendering, visually inspect the full poster and iterate locally until it looks intentionally composed: no clipped figures,
overlapped text, unreadable tables, padded-looking sections, oversized wrappers, decorative filler, repeated generic
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Figure 14 DesignHarness architecture evolution for paper-to-poster. An implementation-level summary of accumulated
capabilities, not a second harness taxonomy or a chronological outer-loop trace. The diagonal path highlights additions
in this architectural view; it does not denote individual meta-harness iterations. The final harness combines source
grounding, specialist support, quality gates, image-native evaluation, controlled promotion, and operations for editable
HTML artifacts.

Shared User Prompt (continued)

cards, or obvious blank panel bottoms.

A.3 DesignHarness Evolution

Figure 14 provides an implementation-level architecture summary for the paper-to-poster instantiation of
DesignHarness. It is neither a second taxonomy nor a record of individual outer-loop iterations: its stages
collectively instantiate the five functional components of H in Section 2.1. The illustration moves from a
planning-and-critique loop to a coding-agent designer that authors editable HTML, while source grounding,
specialist prompt and vision support, repair and validation gates, image-native evaluation, candidate promotion,
and recovery operations accumulate around that core.

The figure shows why the optimized result is more than a static prompt or a single repair loop: it accumulates
a coherent system around the fixed model. In the five-component abstraction, grounding supplies context
and memory; specialist support and editable HTML define tools and specifications; the workspace, browser,
renderer, and export environment support the coding-agent authoring path as the execution runtime; direct
control and operations implement orchestration; and quality gates together with image-native evaluation
provide feedback for revision. The image-native evaluator shown here belongs to evaluation and feedback
inside the design harness. It is distinct from the outer-loop evaluator Rmeta and from the frozen PosterBench
protocol used for final comparison (Sections A.4 and 3.2).

A.4 PosterBench Evaluation Interface

PosterBench evaluates a rendered artifact against its source paper with seven scores qj ∈ [0, 10]. Its rubric,
weights, and protected gates are manually specified and frozen before comparative evaluation. The seven
dimensions use the same quality vocabulary as the outer-loop evaluator Rmeta in Section 3.2, but serve a
different role: PosterBench reports completed-system quality, whereas an evaluator coding agent constructs
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Rmeta from annotated reference artifacts to provide update feedback during harness optimization. Rmeta is
then fixed within each optimization run.

Dimension Wt. Scoremode Operational definition

Faithfulness 10 Programmatic +
VLM

Checks numeric and source grounding, then judges whether claims,
entities, and visual evidence remain consistent with the paper.

Coverage 10 VLM Assesses whether the poster preserves the paper’s problem, method,
evidence, and takeaway against a compact source brief.

Density 15 Programmatic Measures information occupancy, OCR text coverage, blank interiors, and
pasted paper-body screenshots.

Visual Evidence 10 Programmatic +
VLM

Judges whether figures and tables are relevant, readable, and explained
locally; guards reject raw paper-body crops.

Layout 20 Programmatic Audits render size and aspect, OCR fallback, clipping, overlap,
export-edge damage, and visible placeholders.

Readability 25 Programmatic +
VLM

Combines poster-scale text and spatial checks with hierarchy, scan-path,
balance, and crowding judgments.

Aesthetics 10 VLM Rates academic visual craft, including typography, palette discipline, and
compositional coherence.

Table 6 PosterBench scoring protocol. “Programmatic” denotes image-native and source-grounded checks; “VLM”
denotes a dimension-specific judgment conditioned on the rendered poster and compact source context. The weights
sum to 100.

For record i, PosterBench first forms the fixed weighted score from the seven dimension scores, applies the
record-level ceiling Ci, and finally averages capped poster scores across the benchmark. Its ceiling families
address severe layout damage, insufficient presentation viability, confirmed visible failures, and protected
render-integrity gates; inactive ceiling families take value 100. A standard P0 gate has a ceiling of 40, while
more severe gate types may impose a lower ceiling. Thus, if q = N−1

∑
i qi is the vector displayed by a table

row, 1
10α

⊤q does not generally equal Overall: the ceiling is applied before the benchmark average. For batches
of at least 20 readable posters, a blinded style-homogeneity check may only reduce the professional-aesthetics
score; it is not applied to PosterBench-mini, whose 10-poster scale is below that threshold.

The released benchmark rows score rendered poster images. Programmatic signals cover render integrity,
occupancy, OCR readability, and source grounding. Each VLM judgment receives the rendered image, a
compact paper brief, and selected grounding signals, but no system identity or generation prompt.

Per-case evaluation record (schema excerpt)

{
"case_id": "2017-attention-is-all-you-need",
"system": "AutoDesign + Claude Code + Claude 4.8",
"overall_score": "<aggregate-score>",
"dimension_scores": { "faithfulness": "<0–10>", . . . },
"evaluation_status": "scored"

}

Released records identify the system configuration, source case, evaluation status, aggregate score, and
dimension scores, enabling each reported row to be audited and reaggregated.

A.5 Released Records and Human Evaluation

The released score archive records system identity, source case and discipline, evaluation status, aggregate
score, and per-dimension scores. It distinguishes fresh evaluations from reaggregated records and supports
independent auditing of the reported tables.

Released benchmark record fields

Configuration System, design harness, coding harness, and model.
Source case Paper identifier and discipline.
Evaluation Status, aggregate score, and seven dimension scores.
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Figure 15 System-blind Poster Arena interface. Each task presents two anonymous posters for the same paper, with
the abstract and PDF as common context. Reviewers select a preference, approximate equality, or skip, and can flag a
critical failure. The “0/600” counter denotes the complete roster, rather than a requirement to submit 600 judgments.

Human-evaluation record

Included reviewer accounts 11
Submitted responses 936 (933 rankings; 3 skips)
Judgment design System-blind pairwise comparison on a shared paper
Complete task roster 600 tasks per reviewer, covering all paper–system pairs
Ranking analysis Bradley–Terry; ties contribute one half-win
Uncertainty 2,000 crossed paper–reviewer bootstrap resamples
Agreement diagnostic Nominal Krippendorff coefficient: 0.101

Blind-review interface and complete task roster. Figure 15 shows the website used for the system-blind study.
It presents two anonymous posters for the same source paper with a shared title, abstract, and PDF; system,
model, and harness identities are withheld. The complete roster balances left–right presentation and records
Poster A, about equal, Poster B, skip, and an optional critical-failure flag.

The roster visible to each reviewer contains every paper–system-pair task:

|T | = Npapers

(
Nsystems

2

)
= 100

(
4

2

)
= 600.

It evaluates each of the six unordered system pairs on every paper, providing equal paper coverage and a
connected graph for Bradley–Terry estimation. The “0/600” counter denotes this complete roster; submitted
non-skip decisions are retained and uncompleted assignments are not imputed.

Human review decision record (schema excerpt)

{
"paper_id": "2017-attention-is-all-you-need",
"poster_a_id": "anonymous-artifact-a",
"poster_b_id": "anonymous-artifact-b",
"choice": "A | B | approximately-equal | skip",
"severe_a": false, "severe_b": false, "skip_reason": null

}

The released decision record preserves each anonymous comparison and critical-failure flag. The coefficient is
a nominal agreement diagnostic over paper–system-pair items, not the ranking estimator; Figure 10 reports a
separate paper-cluster bootstrap for benchmark–human alignment.
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Figure 16 Additional matched qualitative comparisons across Design Agents with the same generation prompt; each
row shows three independently generated posters for one source paper, at a common scale.
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A.6 Additional AutoDesign Poster Demonstrations

Figure 17 Additional AutoDesign poster demonstrations. LongCat-Next and NeRF are rendered from their respective
source papers.
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Figure 18 Additional AutoDesign poster demonstrations (continued). Attention Is All You Need and DDPM are rendered
from their respective source papers.
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