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ABSTRACT

As the volume of peer-reviewed research surges, scholars increasingly rely on social
platforms for discovery, while authors invest considerable effort in promoting their
work to ensure visibility and citations. To streamline this process and reduce
the reliance on human effort, we introduce Automatic Promotion (AutoPR), a
novel task that transforms research papers into accurate, engaging, and timely
public content. To enable rigorous evaluation, we release PRBench, a multimodal
benchmark that links 512 peer-reviewed articles to high-quality promotional posts,
assessing systems along three axes: Fidelity (accuracy and tone), Engagement
(audience targeting and appeal), and Alignment (timing and channel optimization).
We also introduce PRAgent, a multi-agent framework that automates AutoPR
in three stages: content extraction with multimodal preparation, collaborative
synthesis for polished outputs, and platform-specific adaptation to optimize norms,
tone, and tagging for maximum reach. When compared to direct LLM pipelines
on PRBench, PRAgent demonstrates substantial improvements, including a 604%
increase in total watch time, a 438% rise in likes, and at least a 2.9x boost in
overall engagement. Ablation studies show that platform modeling and targeted
promotion contribute the most to these gains. Our results position AutoPR as
a tractable, measurable research problem and provide a roadmap for scalable,
impactful automated scholarly communication.

1 INTRODUCTION

Large-scale pretrained AI models have recently advanced automated reasoning in academic settings,
fueling AI4Research applications and a marked rise in scholarly assistant (Chen et al., 2025a;b; Eger
et al., 2025; Zhou et al., 2025). Therefore, as shown in Figure 1 (a), the number of accepted conference
papers has increased sharply (White, 2019; Azad & Banu, 2024). With this surge, researchers cannot
feasibly track all relevant papers across conferences (Murayama et al., 2016; Ferguson & Fenner,
2021). To obtain information more efficiently, readers increasingly rely on social media and digital
platforms to keep up with current developments (Kulczycki, 2013; Jucan & Jucan, 2014; Davies &
Hara, 2017). Meanwhile, authors proactively promote their work to expand visibility, attract citations,
and increase influence (Collins et al., 2016; Gudi & Basker, 2019; Mulimani, 2024). However, as
shown in Figure 1 (b), without promotion (PR), both influence and citations decline (Betz et al., 2023;
Weissburg et al., 2024), yet producing high-quality promotion materials still depends on manual
effort and substantial time and cost (see Figure 1 (c)) (Earlham Institute, 2023; Maron et al., 2016).

Recently, intelligent agent systems, which make autonomous decisions and adapt actions, have shown
promise in academic contexts (Hu et al., 2024; Gridach et al., 2025; Wei et al., 2025). By automating
research-promotion tasks such as generating concise summaries, designing visual abstracts, and
conducting targeted promotion, these agents can increase the visibility and impact of scholarly work
while reducing human effort (Lu et al., 2024; Sun et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2025). However, a
systematic benchmark for automated academic promotion on social platforms is still lacking. Current
research offers neither a comprehensive evaluation of LLMs on end-to-end promotion tasks nor
complete pipelines for transforming academic papers into effective multimodal promotion materials.

To fill this research gap, as illustrated in Figure 1 (d), we first introduce a novel task, AutoPR,
which automatically generates academic promotion content. To support evaluation, we construct
the Academic Promotion Benchmark (PRBench), which links 512 peer-reviewed articles across
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Figure 1: Overview of our study: Automatic Promotion (AutoPR) task, its benchmark PRBench, and
the associated method PRAgent. The details of citation trend analysis are shown in Appendix C.

disciplines with curated multimodal promotion materials. We systematically assess agent performance
along three dimensions: (i) Fidelity: producing accurate, persuasive content with proper tone and
length; (ii) Engagement: identifying and involving stakeholders such as academic peers, journalists,
and policymakers; and (iii) Alignment: timing dissemination based on audience behavior and channel
dynamics. Our analysis of current agent frameworks reveals persistent limitations in contextual
understanding and targeting precision for these tasks.

To overcome these challenges and provide an end-to-end pipeline, as shown in Figure 1 (e), we
further present PRAgent, a three-stage framework for scholarly promotion: (1) Content Extraction
applies hierarchical summarization and multimodal processing to create concise paper summaries,
social media posts, and graphical abstracts. (2) Multi-Agent Content Synthesis uses a collaborative
agent system to refine extracted information into polished outputs, transforming structured materials
into coherent promotion-ready content. (3) Platform-Specific Adaptation models platform-specific
preferences, allowing PRAgent to adjust tone and tagging to maximize user engagement. We evaluate
PRAgent on the PRBench against standard LLM pipelines, showing much optimized content accuracy,
engagement, and platform alignment. In real-world application, it shows a 604% increase in total
watch time and a 438% increase in likes on real social media. These findings demonstrate PRAgent’s
effectiveness and chart a path toward automated scholarly communication.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

• Novel AutoPR Task: We first formalize automatic academic PR (AutoPR) as a distinct research
task with systematic evaluation metrics. We scope it as translating peer-reviewed research into
tailored promotional materials, specifying inputs (manuscripts, figures, key findings) and outputs
(press releases, social media posts, visual abstracts).

• PRBench Dataset: We present PRBench, a publicly released dataset of 512 paired multimodal
samples linking peer-reviewed papers to their manually created PR posts across three AI-related
fields, enabling rigorous end-to-end study of scholarly promotion.

• PRAgent Framework: We introduce PRAgent, a three-stage framework integrating Content
Extraction, Multi-Agent Content Synthesis, and Platform-Specific Adaptation. Experiments
on PRBench show PRAgent outperforms traditional LLM pipelines aross almost all LLMs. In
real-world tests, it yields up to a 6x increase in total watch time, a 4x increase in likes.

2 TASK: AUTOPR

Here, we provide formal definition for Automatic Promotion (AutoPR) task. As shown in
Figure 2, the objective is to automatically generate promotional content from a research doc-
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Figure 2: The definition and overview of Automatic Promotion (AutoPR) Task.

ument, optimized for a specific audience and dissemination platform. Formally, a source re-
search document D = (DT , DV , DS) consists of the full text content DT ; a set of visual content
DV = {(v1, c1), (v2, c2), . . . , (vn, cn)}, where each pair (vi, ci) consists of a visual (e.g., figure,
table) and its corresponding caption; any supplementary materials DS .

The dissemination target consists of two components: TP is the target dissemination platform (e.g.,
Twitter, RedNote) and TA is the intended audience (e.g., academic peers, general public). The task is
to generate a promotional post P , which is a composition of text and visual elements tailored to the
dissemination target. The generation process can be modeled as:

P̂ = argmax
P

Pr(P | D,TP ,TA). (1)

The goal of this task is to find an optimal post P̂ by simultaneously maximizing multiple objectives.
This is a multi-objective optimization problem, as the core objectives are often in tension with one
another. We define the objective function F⃗ (P ) as:

max
P̂

F⃗ (P ) = max
P̂

{
α1SFidelity(P̂ | D) + α2SAlign(P̂ | TP ) + α3SEngage(P̂ | TA)

}
(2)

where the SFidelity(P | D) measures the factual accuracy and completeness of the post P with respect
to the source research document D; SAlign(P | TP ) evaluates how well the style, tone, and format
of the post P align with the norms and best practices of the target platform TP ; SEngage(P | TA)
assesses the potential engagement of the post P to capture the attention of and resonate with the
target audience TA. αi is a non-negative weight that controls the trade-offs between these objectives.

3 BENCHMARK: PRBENCH

This section introduces the Academic Promotion Benchmark (PRBench), a novel benchmark for
evaluating intelligent agents on the task of automated academic promotion. In this section, we detail
its construction, the evaluation protocol used, and the specific metrics derived from this protocol.

3.1 BENCHMARK CONSTRUCTION

The dataset was constructed through a three-stage process to ensure data quality, relevance, and utility
for evaluating promotional agents. Detailed statistics are reported in Table 1 and Figure 3.

Step 1: Data Collection We first collected a corpus of papers from the arXiv repository submitted
between June 2024 and June 2025, focusing on computer science subfields such as Computation &
Language, Machine Learning, and Artificial Intelligence. In parallel, we retrieved related promotion
posts for these articles from two major social media platforms: Twitter (X) and RedNote.

Step 2: Data Pairing and Curation To ensure all posts were human-authored, we first estimated
their proportion of AI-generated content and excluded those with high AI likelihood. Next, we
uniformly sampled 512 parallel pairs drawn from diverse sources and accounts. Each pair links a
formal scientific artifact with its corresponding public-facing promotional material. The curation
process required manual verification to ensure that each social media post directly promoted the
associated arXiv paper. Each final pair includes both the research manuscript (PDF and metadata)
and the promotional post (text and images).

3
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Statistic Value
Avg. tokens per paper 24,077.48
Avg. figures/tables per paper 20.91
Avg. tokens per post 543.30
Avg. figures/tables per post 5.37

Table 1: PRBench corpus statistics.
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19.10%
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Figure 3: PRBench topic distribution.

Step 3: Human Annotation and Quality Control To construct a reliable gold-standard ground
truth, we implemented two expert-driven processes, with the full protocol detailed in Appendix D.
(1) Annotation for Fidelity Evaluation: For each source paper, Gemini 2.5 Pro first generated
a draft checklist of key factual points. A human expert then refined this checklist through cor-
rections, additions, and deletions. Subsequently, three additional experts independently assigned
importance weights from 1 (least critical) to 5 (most critical) to each fact. This procedure ensured
both completeness and accurate representation of the paper’s core contributions. (2) Annotation for
Engagement and Alignment Evaluation: A panel of three experts independently annotated 512
authentic human-authored promotional posts. Each post was rated on a 0–5 scale according to the
multi-dimensional criteria specified in Section 3.2. Small discrepancies (≤ 1) were resolved through
averaging, while larger discrepancies were settled by consensus deliberation. The resulting scores
provide the ground truth for comparing LLM and human assessments of content quality.

3.2 EVALUATION METRICS

To systematically evaluate the numerous subjective attributes of social media posts, we assess the
intrinsic quality of the post itself using a scoring system, and evaluate external human interests via
preference scores(see Appendix E for the specific evaluation prompts).

LLM-as-Judge Calibration. For more realistic evaluation metrics, following Tan et al. (2024);
Thakur et al. (2025), we calibrate human annotators and LLM evaluators with a shared 0–5 rubric
across all Fidelity, Engagement and Alignment sub-metrics. The same rubric trains experts (Step 3
in Section 3.1) and conditions LLM prompts (Appendix E), ensuring that humans and models
apply identical criteria. We select the judge model by correlating candidate LLM scores with these
human ratings on 512 human-authored posts; Qwen-2.5-VL-72B-Ins shows the strongest and most
consistent agreement and is used as the primary evaluator (see Section 5 and Appendix G). To reduce
randomness and positional bias, we fix the LLM temperature at 0.01, a setting that gave the best
human alignment, average three runs for each scalar score, and query each pairwise comparison twice
with swapped order, treating disagreements as ties.

Fidelity Evaluation. Inspired by Sun et al. (2025); Wu et al. (2025), the fidelity score is an average
of two sub-metrics to measure factual accuracy and completeness: (1) Authorship and Title Accuracy,
which assesses whether the post accurately and prominently presents the authorship and title. (2)
Factual Checklist Score. For a post P and source research document D, we create a weighted factual
checklist C = {(c1, w1), . . . , (cn, wn) | D}. This checklist includes both fine-grained scientific
claims and fundamental attribution facts. The Factual Checklist Score is calculated as:

SChecklist(P | D) =
∑n

i=1 wi · v(P | ci,D)∑n
i=1 wi

, (3)

where v(P | ci,D) is the verdict from the LLM judge, a numerical score between 0 and 1.

Alignment Evaluation. Informed by the theory of platform affordances which highlights the need
for platform-specific strategies (Marabelli et al., 2018), alignment evaluation measures how well
the generated content conforms to the norms and expectations of specific social media platforms
TP . The sample’s intrinsic alignment quality score is defined as the average rating across three
criteria: (1) Contextual Relevance assesses the extent to which style, tone, and language align with
platform norms and audience expectations. (2) Visual–Text Integration evaluates the effectiveness
of coordination between textual and visual elements for the specific platform. These two metrics
are constructed under the influence of P2P (Sun et al., 2025). (3) Hashtag and Mention Strategy
examines the use of platform-specific hashtags and mentions to enhance reach and discoverability.
The subjective preference alignment quality score is derived from the Platform Interest, in which the
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Figure 4: overview of PRAgent, including: (1) Content extraction for preparing multimodal research
material; (2) Multi-agent synthesis to transform structured data from Stage 1 into refined drafts; (3)
Platform-specific adaptation to finalize the draft for publication.

post P is evaluated against a reference post Pref . This comparison simulates audience preferences to
determine which post is more effective for platform-specific promotion and engagement.

Engagement Evaluation. Drawing from communication studies that define social media success
through user engagement (Barger et al., 2016), this evaluation assesses the potential of the generated
content to attract and interact with target audience TA. The sample’s intrinsic engagement score is
the average rating across four criteria: (1) Engagement Hook Strength evaluates the effectiveness
of the opening in capturing attention and generating interest. (2) Logical Attractiveness assesses
the clarity and coherence of the narrative in conveying the core message. (3) Visual Attractiveness
scrutinizes the originality, aesthetic value, and informational contribution of visual elements. (4)
Call-To-Action (CTA) Score measures the effectiveness of guiding the audience toward a desired
next deeper action (e.g., reading the paper). The subjective preference engagement score is defined
as the average win rate in pairwise comparisons under two perspectives: (1) Professional Interest
evaluates the effectiveness in conveying scientific novelty and value to peers. (2) Broader Interest
assesses clarity and appeal to a scientifically literate wider audience.

4 METHODOLOGY: PRAGENT

PRAgent is a multi-agent framework for the autonomous transformation of academic papers into
platform-specific social media posts. As illustrated in Figure 4, the PRAgent workflow employs
specialized agents across three stages: (1) Content Extraction and Structuring, (2) Multi-Agent
Content Synthesis, and (3) Platform-Specific Adaptation and Orchestration. The detailed prompts for
each agent are provided in Appendix F.

4.1 STAGE 1: CONTENT EXTRACTION

The initial stage converts unstructured PDF research documents (D) into structured, machine-readable
formats via parallel textual and visual content pipelines.

4.1.1 TEXTUAL CONTENT EXTRACTION AGENT

Due to frequent LLM context limitations, a structure-aware summarization strategy is applied by
the Textual Content Extraction Agent: (1) Structural Parsing: The document D is first converted
into intermediate HTML via PyMuPDF. Non-textual elements are then removed, and paragraph
content is extracted, yielding the raw text Draw

T . (2) Hierarchical Summarization: It condenses
the body text by adaptive hierarchical summarization. Content within the LLM’s context window
undergoes a single-pass summary. Longer texts are processed hierarchically by section: each chunk
is independently summarized and recursively combined layer-by-layer. This method is formalized as:

Dsum
T = Summarize(Parse(Draw

T )), (4)

5
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where Summarize and Parse denotes the structural parsing and hierarchical summarization process
described above, respectively.

4.1.2 VISUAL CONTENT PREPARATION AGENT

The Visual Content Preparation Agent manages the visual pipeline, identifying and pairing figures
and tables with their captions. (1) Image Conversion (PDF2Img): First, we render each source
PDF page into a high-resolution (250 DPI) PNG image. (2) Layout Segmentation (LayoutSeg): We
utilize DocLayout-YOLO (Zhao et al., 2024) to perform layout analysis on each page image. This
model detects bounding boxes for visual components (e.g., figure, table) and their captions. Detected
components are subsequently cropped and saved. (3) Component Pairing (Pair): Then, we utilize a
nearest-neighbor algorithm to associate visual elements with their captions and descriptions based on
vertical proximity and a distance threshold. It yields a set of paired visual units, expressed as:

Vpaired = Pair(LayoutSeg(PDF2Img(D))), (5)
where Vpaired = {(v1, c1), (v2, c2), . . . , (vn, cn)}, with vi being an extracted visual element and ci
its corresponding caption and description.

4.2 STAGE 2: MULTI-AGENT CONTENT SYNTHESIS

The core of our framework is a collaborative multi-agent system that synthesizes and adapts content,
transforming structured data from Stage 1 into polished drafts. This system comprises four distinct
agents: Logical Draft Agent, Visual Analysis Agent, Textual Enriching Agent, and Visual-Text-
Interleaved Combination Agent.

4.2.1 LOGICAL DRAFT AGENT

The Logical Draft Agent initiates content generation, converting summarized academic text (Dsum
T )

into a structured, factually accurate, and style-agnostic draft (Ddraft
T ). Its operation is defined as:

D̂draft
T = Mtext(D

draft
T |πdraft,Dsum

T ), (6)
where Mtext is a textual generation LLM and πdraft is the drafting prompt that enforces a strict
output schema based on key analytical modules: (1) The Research Question, (2) Core Contributions,
(3) The Key Method, and (4) Key Results & Implications. This prompt ensures the output is dense
with expert-level insights by precluding generic, conversational language. The output, Ddraft

T , serves
as the definitive textual foundation for subsequent generation agents.

4.2.2 VISUAL ANALYSIS AGENT

Operating in parallel, the Visual Analysis Agent is prompted as a multimodal expert responsible for
interpreting visual elements extracted in Stage 1. For each paired visual unit (vi, ci) ∈ Vpaired, it
uses a Multimodal LLM (Mvision) to produce a comprehensive analysis (Ai), formalized as:

Vanaly = {(vi, ci,Mvision(Ai|πfig, vi, ci)) | (vi, ci) ∈ Vpaired}, (7)
where πfig prompts the agent to act as an expert academic analyst. The model receives the figure
image (vi) in high resolution and the relevant description (ci) in low resolution, integrating both to
explain the figure’s content, main message, and its contribution to the paper’s argument.

4.2.3 TEXTUAL ENRICHING AGENT

This agent adapts the structured logical draft (Ddraft
T ) into a purely textual social media post tailored

for a specific platform. Guided by a platform-specific prompt πtext(pid), where pid is the platform
identifier (e.g., "twitter"). The agent’s function is:

T̂enrich = Mtext(Tenrich|πtext(pid),Ddraft
T ,Dsum

T ), (8)

These prompts are highly engineered to transform the analytical content of Ddraft
T into the target plat-

form’s native style, incorporating elements like hooks, calls-to-action, and appropriate hashtagging.

4.2.4 VISUAL-TEXT-INTERLEAVED COMBINATION AGENT

This agent creates posts that seamlessly integrate text and images through a two-step process. First, an
LLM (Mcomb) determines optimal visual engagement based on platform-specific prompt πrich(pid):

P̂ = Mcomb(P |πrich(pid), T̂enrich, D̂draft
T ,Vanaly), (9)

The prompt directs the LLM to rewrite the draft into a compelling story, inserting placeholders where
the corresponding figure vi has the greatest attractiveness impact.

6
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Model Name Fidelity Engagement Alignment
Avg.A&T

Acc.
Factual
Score Hook Logical

Attr.
Visual
Attr. CTA Prof.

Pref.
Broad
Pref.

Context
Rel.

Vis-Txt
Integ. Hashtag Plat.

Pref.

DeepSeek-R1-Distill-7BR,T 43.25 21.45 33.07 45.04 - 15.34 37.70 43.25 31.28 - 17.13 23.02 31.05
Qwen-2.5-VL-7B-Ins 49.15 39.17 62.83 46.60 - 39.19 34.77 58.59 55.86 - 40.46 60.16 48.68
DeepSeek-R1-Distill-14BR,T 51.37 43.57 69.14 54.92 - 29.56 60.16 75.78 64.23 - 50.13 81.64 58.05
DeepSeek-R1-Distill-32BR,T 50.00 42.49 68.03 55.66 - 35.61 51.95 77.73 67.25 - 50.46 85.16 58.43
Qwen3-30B-A3BT 51.11 43.03 71.68 51.69 - 35.22 47.66 74.61 67.84 - 60.16 83.59 58.66
InternVL3-38B 51.37 43.82 71.16 53.91 - 50.07 44.14 77.73 68.46 - 50.81 85.94 59.74
GPT-OSS-20BR,T 52.30 56.11 69.34 40.62 - 44.21 73.44 74.22 71.52 - 54.88 90.62 62.73
InternVL3-8B 52.67 48.55 72.01 53.09 - 50.00 63.67 81.64 66.34 - 56.58 85.16 62.97
Qwen3-8BT 51.76 45.09 73.83 51.69 - 44.27 62.50 78.91 72.10 - 61.46 91.41 63.30
InternVL3-14B 52.41 49.12 71.29 54.52 - 55.66 56.64 80.86 68.52 - 57.06 88.67 63.48
GPT-OSS-120BR,T 52.67 59.85 68.55 41.02 - 43.29 76.17 78.91 73.86 - 67.45 92.19 65.40
Qwen-2.5-VL-72B-Ins 52.08 44.43 74.41 62.83 - 57.81 58.20 83.98 74.67 - 55.53 93.75 65.77
Qwen3-32BT 52.73 52.56 72.98 54.04 - 47.27 79.30 80.08 70.41 - 61.98 92.97 66.43
Qwen3-235B-A22BT 55.34 54.28 74.22 57.29 - 51.82 80.47 84.38 74.41 - 69.99 96.09 69.83
Qwen-2.5-VL-32B-Ins 57.55 59.87 70.90 70.15 - 58.92 88.67 87.50 67.68 - 53.32 91.02 70.56
GPT-4o 50.52 30.73 72.93 48.06 - 42.84 28.12 64.45 60.58 - 53.26 55.08 50.66
GPT-4.1 51.00 38.75 74.00 56.00 - 45.67 50.00 70.00 69.00 - 52.33 84.00 59.08
GPT-5-nanoR 49.80 57.91 51.56 37.34 - 34.31 58.59 51.95 52.51 - 49.28 73.05 51.63
GPT-5-miniR 51.37 61.80 55.27 38.74 - 31.90 65.23 61.72 57.71 - 40.30 79.69 54.37
GPT-5R 52.73 50.19 74.15 45.15 - 37.70 74.61 83.20 75.03 - 52.02 94.92 63.97
Gemini-2.5-Flash 55.01 45.10 74.48 61.78 - 48.96 39.06 83.98 80.47 - 61.20 93.75 64.38

Table 2: Main results on PRBench-Core. “R” and “T ” denote reasoning and textual-modality models,
respectively. Boldface indicates the best result. “Avg.” reports the average score across all metrics.

4.3 STAGE 3: PLATFORM-SPECIFIC ADAPTATION

The final stage is managed by an Orchestration Agent, which refines the integrated draft P̂ for
publication. (1) Platform Adaptation: The agent applies a platform-specific prompt to rewrite P̂

as P̂pid
, aligning the content with the target platform’s stylistic norms, including tone, formatting,

emojis, and hashtags. This process accommodates both rich text (with images) and text-only formats,
defaulting to the latter if no visual elements were extracted in Stage 1. (2) Packaging and Output:
For rich text posts, the agent replaces placeholders with Markdown image tags and bundles the final
Markdown file alongside all referenced image assets, producing a publication-ready resource.

5 EXPERIMENTS

5.1 EXPERIMENTS SETUP

Our full benchmark, PRBench, consists of 512 paper-post pairs. To enable rapid and cost-friendly
evaluation, particularly for proprietary models with API costs, we created PRBench-Core, a subset
of 128 samples selected through stratified sampling. The difficulty levels were defined by the
average scores of open-source models on the full dataset. For all reported results, the “Avg.” column
corresponds to the simple unweighted arithmetic mean over all sub-metrics, rather than instantiating
any particular weights αi in Section 2 to avoid additional bias from manual-assigned weights. The
full set of results is available in Table 9 in Appendix.

To select a reliable LLM judge, we analyzed the correlation between several models (including the
Qwen-2.5-VL (Bai et al., 2025) and GPT series (Hurst et al., 2024; OpenAI, 2025)) and human
annotations. Our analysis, detailed in Appendix G, shows that Qwen-2.5-VL-72B-Ins exhibits the
strongest and most consistent correlation with human judgments, and was thus selected as our primary
evaluator. The primary results in Table 2 are based on evaluations on PRBench-Core to facilitate a
efficient comparison across all models.

5.2 WHAT IS LLM’S LIMITATIONS FOR ACADEMIC PROMOTION GENERATION?

Current LLMs are still struggling on PRBench. To systematically evaluate the capabilities of
current LLMs in generating high-quality academic promotional content, we benchmarked a diverse
set of state-of-the-art models, including both open-source and closed-source variants (implementation
details see in Appendix I and Table 17). As shown in Table 2, current LLMs, even the SOTA model,
GPT-5, still struggle on PRBench, with average scores ranging from 31.05 to 70.56 across all models.
More importantly, general improvement strategies offer limited help (Appendix J).

Fidelity Bottlenecks. Factual fidelity is a central challenge across all models(Cardenas et al., 2023),
as shown by the moderate-to-low Factual Scores in Table 2. Even Qwen-2.5-VL-32B-Ins, one of the
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Figure 5: AI-generated academic promotion analysis with three primary limitations. The analysis is
based on 512 posts generated by the Qwen-2.5-VL-32B-Ins.

stronger models, scores only 59.87, missing over 40% of key facts. Figure 5 (a) highlights a common
error: omission of the paper’s core idea (e.g., “Mixed-Policy GRPO”), which obscures its novelty. In
512 outputs from this model, over 92% of errors fall into Numerical/Method/Terminology categories,
where essential details are omitted or misstated. Thus, while models grasp general topics, they
consistently fail to preserve the precise scientific promotion content, creating a fidelity bottleneck.

No-Genuine Engagement. Although models can mimic engagement elements, our analysis reveals
a consistent gap between formulaic output and genuine, human-like interaction. In Figure 5 (b),
the AI-generated post reduces to an announcement, whereas the human-authored post develops a
narrative with a strong hook (“Representation matters.”), a familiar challenge (“People in academia
always tell me. . . ”), and a sense of discovery. Analysis of hook strategies shows that 42% of posts
lack any engagement device. These results indicate that current models often miss basic heuristics
and fail to reproduce the authentic voice and narrative depth needed for meaningful connection.

Superficial Platform Alignment. Table 2 shows that current LLMs achieve only moderate align-
ment scores (e.g., the Hashtag metric), reflecting shallow understanding. Figure 5 (c) further
illustrates their reliance on generic, high-frequency tags rather than platform-specific styles. The
average Jaccard similarity between generated and human hashtags was only 0.03, demonstrating
failure to capture niche keywords critical for targeted discovery. Thus, current LLMs mimic surface
conventions but neglect the strategic functions needed to engage expert audiences.

5.3 PRAGENT CAN IMPROVE AUTOMATIC PROMOTION QUALITY.

PRAgent markedly surpasses direct prompting baselines. Given the suboptimal performance of
direct prompting identified in earlier sections, we proceed to assess the effectiveness of PRAgent. As
shown in Table 3, the results indicate that PRAgent consistently exceeds the direct prompting baseline
by at least 7.15% across nearly all models and metrics. Notably, on GPT-5-mini, improvements
surpass 20%, highlighting the substantial advantage of PRAgent’s structured, multi-agent framework.
This approach effectively decomposes the complex task into sequential stages of content extraction,
synthesis, and platform-specific adaptation, which collectively contribute to its superior performance,
even surpassing human authors in preference studies (See analysis in Appendix K). Meanwhile,
PRAgent remains robust across output languages, as shown by language-swap experiments in
Appendix N. Beyond computer-science papers, a pilot study on biomedical Twitter promotion further
demonstrates consistent gains and a strong human preference for PRAgent-generated posts over
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Model Name Fidelity Engagement Alignment
Avg.A&T

Acc.
Factual
Score Hook Logical

Attr.
Visual
Attr. CTA Prof.

Pref.
Broad
Pref.

Context
Rel.

Vis-Txt
Integ. Hashtag Plat.

Pref.

Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Ins 49.15 39.17 62.83 46.60 - 39.19 34.77 58.59 55.86 - 40.46 60.16 48.68
+ PRAgent 62.17 57.89 62.57 58.33 59.32 15.62 66.41 74.61 57.40 60.61 50.26 70.31 57.96

InternVL3-14B 52.41 49.12 71.29 54.52 - 55.66 56.64 80.86 68.52 - 57.06 88.67 63.48
+ PRAgent 64.78 55.91 75.26 67.06 73.05 52.80 73.05 92.19 80.79 71.55 53.22 87.89 70.63

GPT-OSS-20BR,T 52.30 56.11 69.34 40.62 - 44.21 73.44 74.22 71.52 - 54.88 90.62 62.73
+ PRAgent 70.12 75.28 75.00 64.84 72.46 47.33 99.22 98.05 83.59 73.63 62.76 99.22 76.79

Qwen2.5-VL-32B-Ins 57.55 59.87 70.90 70.15 - 58.92 88.67 87.50 67.68 - 53.32 91.02 70.56
+ PRAgent 72.85 72.49 74.80 82.03 75.33 51.69 98.05 100.00 83.82 75.03 61.65 96.48 78.69

Qwen3-32BT 52.73 52.56 72.98 54.04 - 47.27 79.30 80.08 70.41 - 61.98 92.97 66.43
+ PRAgent 70.31 64.94 75.00 83.72 74.61 42.32 99.22 100.00 86.91 75.39 60.71 99.22 77.70

GPT-OSS-120BR,T 52.67 59.85 68.55 41.02 - 43.29 76.17 78.91 73.86 - 67.45 92.19 65.40
+ PRAgent 69.34 79.42 75.00 66.37 72.79 46.94 100.00 98.05 81.74 74.12 60.61 100.00 77.03

Qwen3-235B-A22BT 55.34 54.28 74.22 57.29 - 51.82 80.47 84.38 74.41 - 69.99 96.09 69.83
+ PRAgent 66.80 66.92 75.33 83.69 74.87 42.58 97.66 100.00 87.17 75.10 61.13 97.66 77.41

GPT-5R 52.73 50.19 74.15 45.15 - 37.70 74.61 83.20 75.03 - 52.02 94.92 63.97
+ PRAgent 68.16 73.30 75.00 80.40 75.20 34.70 99.22 100.00 86.65 75.33 53.06 98.44 76.62

GPT-5-miniR 51.37 61.80 55.27 38.74 - 31.90 65.23 61.72 57.71 - 40.30 79.69 54.37
+ PRAgent 72.33 83.61 74.61 68.07 74.61 43.49 99.22 99.61 81.97 73.83 52.60 96.48 76.70

Table 3: Comprehensive main results on the PRBench-Core. For each model, we compare the
performance of our PRAgent against the Direct Prompt baseline.For a complete list of results for
all models on PRBench-Core, please see Table 8 in the Appendix.
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Figure 6: PRAgent significantly outperforms a direct-prompt baseline in a 10-day real-world study
on the social media platform RedNote, with both methods using GPT-5 as the backbone model.

original author tweets (Appendix L). Furthermore, ablation results indicate that all stages of PRAgent
are necessary (Appendix L).

PRAgent performs well on RedNote. To validate PRAgent in a real-world setting, we ran a 10-day
in-the-wild study on RedNote (see Appendix P for detailed settings). We selected 10 recent NLP
and CV papers from arXiv (Aug. 2025) as promotional targets. Two new accounts were created:
one posting PRAgent-generated content (experimental) and one using a direct-prompt baseline
(control). Both accounts simultaneously posted one paper promotion per day. As shown in Figure 6
(left), PRAgent posts consistently achieved substantially higher combined engagement (likes, saves,
and shares) per article than the baseline, with the largest margin for Paper 10. Furthermore, the
daily engagement trend in Figure 6 (right) shows that the PRAgent account received far more total
interactions. Specifically, relative to the baseline, interaction metrics improved by at least 294%. For
the most extreme metrics, total watch time increased by 604% and profile visitors by 575%. For a
qualitative comparison of generated content, please see the examples showcased in Appendix Q.

PRAgent also improves engagement on Twitter (X). To examine whether these gains transfer
to another major platform, we conducted a 7-day in-the-wild study on Twitter (X) that mirrored the
RedNote setup. We created two new accounts, one posting PRAgent-generated tweets and one using
a direct GPT-5 prompting baseline, and synchronously posted one promotional tweet per day about
the same papers. Although absolute engagement on X was modest, the PRAgent account consistently
outperformed the baseline. Over the week, as shown in Figure 7, it accrued 195 impressions
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Figure 7: Comparison between PRAgent and a direct-prompt baseline in a 7-day real-world study on
Twitter (X). Both accounts use GPT-5 as the backbone model.

versus 56 for the baseline and produced substantial downstream interactions: 170 engagements, 142
detail-expands, and 8 profile visits, whereas the baseline elicited almost no interactions beyond raw
impressions. The low absolute numbers for both accounts likely reflect strict throttling and visibility
limits applied to brand-new accounts, which hinder broad reach. Even under this constrained exposure
regime, the relative gains indicate that PRAgent produces more engaging content.

6 RELATED WORK

Artificial intelligence is reshaping science, giving rise to AI for Research (AI4Research) (Chen et al.,
2025b; Zhou et al., 2025). Existing systems support literature discovery, hypothesis generation,
and scientific writing (Zheng et al., 2025). With Large Language Models (LLMs), the emphasis
has shifted toward generative tasks (Li & Ouyang, 2024). More recently, multi-agent systems
coordinate specialized AI agents to emulate research teams (Gridach et al., 2025; Wei et al., 2025).
Yet, while visions of autonomous research pipelines exist, the promotion stage is often only nominally
considered and rarely implemented (Liu et al., 2025).

Social media has become integral to scientific dissemination (Van Eperen & Marincola, 2011), driving
the rise of altmetrics as complements to citations (Bornmann, 2014). Despite positive correlations,
translating online attention into scholarly impact remains uncertain (Ouchi et al., 2019). Effective
engagement often requires strong narratives (Montes et al., 2025). Early automation efforts include
poster generation (Sun et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2025) and science journalism (Jiang et al., 2025),
but challenges persist: LLM-generated summaries, though rated fluent, sometimes reduce reader
comprehension (Guo et al., 2025b).

While AI4Research addresses many stages of science, Research Promotion and Dissemination
remains underexplored. To address this gap, we introduce the AutoPR task, alongside PRBench
for standardized evaluation and PRAgent for practical deployment, bridging the divide between
publication and public engagement (Montes et al., 2025).

7 CONCLUSION

We introduced automatic academic promotion (AutoPR) as a new, tractable research task for au-
tomated scholarly promotion, released PRBench to enable rigorous measurement across Fidelity,
Engagement, and Alignment, and proposed PRAgent, a modular agentic framework that automates
content extraction, multi-agent synthesis, and platform-specific adaptation. Across PRBench and
downstream social metrics, PRAgent substantially outperforms strong LLM and rule-based baselines,
yielding up to a 604% increase in total watch time, a 438% increase in likes, and at least a 2.9x rise
in engagement. Ablations highlight the importance of platform modeling and targeted promotion,
underscoring that effective academic PR requires more than generic summarization.
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REPRODUCIBILITY DISCUSSION & ETHICS STATEMENT

Reproducibility Discussion. To ensure the reproducibility of our work, we have made our code,
data, and supplementary materials publicly available in an anonymous repository: https://
anonymous.4open.science/r/PRAgent-80AB. This repository contains the complete
source code for our PRAgent framework and the full PRBench benchmark dataset. All scripts
required to replicate our experiments and evaluations are included. All agent and evaluation prompts
are provided in Appendices E & F.

Ethics Statement. This work on Automatic Promotion (AutoPR) aims to support the scholarly
community in disseminating research more efficiently. However, we recognize the significant ethical
responsibilities involved in the development and use of automated communication tools. A primary
concern is the risk of misrepresenting or exaggerating research findings. Our framework is designed
to address this by prioritizing factual accuracy. We also emphasize that these tools should be used
with human oversight, ensuring authors review and approve content before publication. Additionally,
there is a risk that the model could learn and perpetuate biases present in the training data, potentially
favoring specific research topics or institutions.

While designed to promote peer-reviewed science, the system may be misused to create promotional
content for low-quality or pseudoscientific work. We advocate for its use within institutional and
platform-level guidelines that ensure the research quality. Ultimately, the responsibility for the ethical
use of the tool rests with the end-user. The dataset was constructed from publicly available data, with
all annotators fairly compensated, provided informed consent, and their data anonymized.

To construct PRBench, we collect promotion posts from public social media platforms (X and
RedNote). Given the dataset scale and the public nature of these posts, obtaining informed consent
from each of the 512 authors is not feasible. To comply with platform Terms of Service and prevailing
research-ethics guidelines for Twitter-like datasets, the public PRBench release omits all raw post text
and images. Instead, we only release pairs of paper links and post identifiers. PRBench is constructed
and released solely for non-commercial academic research and evaluation under a fair-use rationale.

The relationship between promotion and citations is indeed complex and multifaceted. While our
observations (following settings of Venkatesh & BK (2024)) suggest a correlation between effective
promotion and increased citation counts, establishing a direct causal link is challenging. Promotion
can be a significant factor in enhancing visibility, but it is not the sole determinant of citation
impact (Betz et al., 2023). Other factors such as the inherent quality of the research, the relevance of
the topic to current trends, and the existing reputation of the authors also play crucial roles.

REFERENCES

Sandhini Agarwal, Lama Ahmad, Jason Ai, Sam Altman, Andy Applebaum, Edwin Arbus, Rahul K
Arora, Yu Bai, Bowen Baker, Haiming Bao, et al. gpt-oss-120b & gpt-oss-20b model card. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2508.10925, 2025.

Wan Siti Nur Aiza, Liyana Shuib, Norisma Idris, and Nur Baiti Afini Normadhi. Features, techniques
and evaluation in predicting articles’ citations: A review from years 2010–2023. Scientometrics,
129(1):1–29, 2024.

Ariful Azad and Afeefa Banu. Publication trends in artificial intelligence conferences: The rise of
super prolific authors. arXiv preprint arXiv:2412.07793, 2024.

Shuai Bai, Keqin Chen, Xuejing Liu, Jialin Wang, Wenbin Ge, Sibo Song, Kai Dang, Peng Wang,
Shijie Wang, Jun Tang, et al. Qwen2. 5-vl technical report. arXiv preprint arXiv:2502.13923,
2025.

Victor Barger, James W Peltier, and Don E Schultz. Social media and consumer engagement: a
review and research agenda. Journal of Research in Interactive Marketing, 10(4):268–287, 2016.

K. Betz, M. Giordano, H. A. K. Hillmann, D. Duncker, D. Dobrev, and D. Linz. The impact of
Twitter/X promotion on visibility of research articles: Results of the #TweetTheJournal study.
International Journal of Cardiology: Heart & Vasculature, 50:101328, dec 2023. doi: 10.1016/j.
ijcha.2023.101328.

11

https://anonymous.4open.science/r/PRAgent-80AB
https://anonymous.4open.science/r/PRAgent-80AB


594
595
596
597
598
599
600
601
602
603
604
605
606
607
608
609
610
611
612
613
614
615
616
617
618
619
620
621
622
623
624
625
626
627
628
629
630
631
632
633
634
635
636
637
638
639
640
641
642
643
644
645
646
647

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Konstanze Betz, Franziska Knuf, David Duncker, Melania Giordano, Dobromir Dobrev, and Dominik
Linz. The impact of twitter promotion on future citation rates: the# tweetthejournal study.
International Journal of Cardiology. Heart & Vasculature, 33:100776, 2021.

Lutz Bornmann. Do altmetrics point to the broader impact of research? an overview of benefits and
disadvantages of altmetrics. Journal of informetrics, 8(4):895–903, 2014.

Ronald Cardenas, Bingsheng Yao, Dakuo Wang, and Yufang Hou. ‘don’t get too technical with me’:
A discourse structure-based framework for automatic science journalism. In Houda Bouamor, Juan
Pino, and Kalika Bali (eds.), Proceedings of the 2023 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural
Language Processing, pp. 1186–1202, Singapore, December 2023. Association for Computational
Linguistics. doi: 10.18653/v1/2023.emnlp-main.76. URL https://aclanthology.org/
2023.emnlp-main.76/.

Dongping Chen, Ruoxi Chen, Shilin Zhang, Yaochen Wang, Yinuo Liu, Huichi Zhou, Qihui Zhang,
Yao Wan, Pan Zhou, and Lichao Sun. Mllm-as-a-judge: Assessing multimodal llm-as-a-judge with
vision-language benchmark. In Forty-first International Conference on Machine Learning, 2024a.

Qiguang Chen, Libo Qin, Jiaqi Wang, Jingxuan Zhou, and Wanxiang Che. Unlocking the capabilities
of thought: A reasoning boundary framework to quantify and optimize chain-of-thought. Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems, 37:54872–54904, 2024b.

Qiguang Chen, Libo Qin, Jinhao Liu, Dengyun Peng, Jiannan Guan, Peng Wang, Mengkang Hu,
Yuhang Zhou, Te Gao, and Wanxiang Che. Towards reasoning era: A survey of long chain-of-
thought for reasoning large language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2503.09567, 2025a.

Qiguang Chen, Mingda Yang, Libo Qin, Jinhao Liu, Zheng Yan, Jiannan Guan, Dengyun Peng, Yiyan
Ji, Hanjing Li, Mengkang Hu, et al. Ai4research: A survey of artificial intelligence for scientific
research. arXiv preprint arXiv:2507.01903, 2025b.

Zihui Cheng, Qiguang Chen, Xiao Xu, Jiaqi Wang, Weiyun Wang, Hao Fei, Yidong Wang, Alex Jin-
peng Wang, Zhi Chen, Wanxiang Che, et al. Visual thoughts: A unified perspective of understanding
multimodal chain-of-thought. arXiv preprint arXiv:2505.15510, 2025.

Kimberley Collins, David Shiffman, and Jenny Rock. How are scientists using social media in the
workplace? PloS one, 11(10):e0162680, 2016.

Gheorghe Comanici, Eric Bieber, Mike Schaekermann, Ice Pasupat, Noveen Sachdeva, Inderjit
Dhillon, Marcel Blistein, Ori Ram, Dan Zhang, Evan Rosen, et al. Gemini 2.5: Pushing the frontier
with advanced reasoning, multimodality, long context, and next generation agentic capabilities.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2507.06261, 2025.

Sarah R Davies and Noriko Hara. Public science in a wired world: How online media are shaping
science communication, 2017.

Qingxiu Dong, Lei Li, Damai Dai, Ce Zheng, Jingyuan Ma, Rui Li, Heming Xia, Jingjing Xu,
Zhiyong Wu, Tianyu Liu, et al. A survey on in-context learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2301.00234,
2022.

Earlham Institute. Breaking barriers: Why is science communication so important? Earl-
ham Institute News, Jul 2023. URL https://www.earlham.ac.uk/articles/
breaking-barriers-why-is-science-communication-so-important.

Steffen Eger, Yong Cao, Jennifer D’Souza, Andreas Geiger, Christian Greisinger, Stephanie Gross,
Yufang Hou, Brigitte Krenn, Anne Lauscher, Yizhi Li, et al. Transforming science with large
language models: A survey on ai-assisted scientific discovery, experimentation, content generation,
and evaluation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2502.05151, 2025.

Christine Ferguson and Martin Fenner. Addressing information over-
load in scholarly literature, 2021. URL https://asapbio.org/
addressing-information-overload-in-scholarly-literature/.

12

https://aclanthology.org/2023.emnlp-main.76/
https://aclanthology.org/2023.emnlp-main.76/
https://www.earlham.ac.uk/articles/breaking-barriers-why-is-science-communication-so-important
https://www.earlham.ac.uk/articles/breaking-barriers-why-is-science-communication-so-important
https://asapbio.org/addressing-information-overload-in-scholarly-literature/
https://asapbio.org/addressing-information-overload-in-scholarly-literature/


648
649
650
651
652
653
654
655
656
657
658
659
660
661
662
663
664
665
666
667
668
669
670
671
672
673
674
675
676
677
678
679
680
681
682
683
684
685
686
687
688
689
690
691
692
693
694
695
696
697
698
699
700
701

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Yizhao Gao, Zhichen Zeng, Dayou Du, Shijie Cao, Peiyuan Zhou, Jiaxing Qi, Junjie Lai, Hayden
Kwok-Hay So, Ting Cao, Fan Yang, et al. Seerattention: Learning intrinsic sparse attention in your
llms. arXiv preprint arXiv:2410.13276, 2024.

Tomas Goldsack, Zhihao Zhang, Chenghua Lin, and Carolina Scarton. Making science simple:
Corpora for the lay summarisation of scientific literature. In Yoav Goldberg, Zornitsa Kozareva,
and Yue Zhang (eds.), Proceedings of the 2022 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural
Language Processing, pp. 10589–10604, Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates, December 2022.
Association for Computational Linguistics. doi: 10.18653/v1/2022.emnlp-main.724. URL https:
//aclanthology.org/2022.emnlp-main.724/.

Reshmi Gopalakrishna Pillai, Antske Fokkens, and Wouter van Atteveldt. Engagement-driven persona
prompting for rewriting news tweets. In Owen Rambow, Leo Wanner, Marianna Apidianaki,
Hend Al-Khalifa, Barbara Di Eugenio, and Steven Schockaert (eds.), Proceedings of the 31st
International Conference on Computational Linguistics, pp. 8612–8622, Abu Dhabi, UAE, January
2025. Association for Computational Linguistics. URL https://aclanthology.org/
2025.coling-main.576/.

Tanya Goyal and Greg Durrett. Annotating and modeling fine-grained factuality in summarization.
In Kristina Toutanova, Anna Rumshisky, Luke Zettlemoyer, Dilek Hakkani-Tur, Iz Beltagy, Steven
Bethard, Ryan Cotterell, Tanmoy Chakraborty, and Yichao Zhou (eds.), Proceedings of the 2021
Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics:
Human Language Technologies, pp. 1449–1462, Online, June 2021. Association for Computational
Linguistics. doi: 10.18653/v1/2021.naacl-main.114. URL https://aclanthology.org/
2021.naacl-main.114/.

Mourad Gridach, Jay Nanavati, Khaldoun Zine El Abidine, Lenon Mendes, and Christina Mack.
Agentic ai for scientific discovery: A survey of progress, challenges, and future directions. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2503.08979, 2025.

Jiawei Gu, Xuhui Jiang, Zhichao Shi, Hexiang Tan, Xuehao Zhai, Chengjin Xu, Wei Li, Yinghan Shen,
Shengjie Ma, Honghao Liu, et al. A survey on llm-as-a-judge. arXiv preprint arXiv:2411.15594,
2024.

Sai Krishna Gudi and Swarna Priya Basker. Self-promotions and advertising: are they a common
practice for boosting altmetric scores? Science Editing, 6(2):151–153, 2019.

Daya Guo, Dejian Yang, Haowei Zhang, Junxiao Song, Ruoyu Zhang, Runxin Xu, Qihao Zhu,
Shirong Ma, Peiyi Wang, Xiao Bi, et al. Deepseek-r1: Incentivizing reasoning capability in llms
via reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2501.12948, 2025a.

Yue Guo, Jae Ho Sohn, Gondy Leroy, and Trevor Cohen. Are llm-generated plain language summaries
truly understandable? a large-scale crowdsourced evaluation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2505.10409,
2025b.

Tom Henighan, Jared Kaplan, Mor Katz, Mark Chen, Christopher Hesse, Jacob Jackson, Heewoo
Jun, Tom B Brown, Prafulla Dhariwal, Scott Gray, et al. Scaling laws for autoregressive generative
modeling. arXiv preprint arXiv:2010.14701, 2020.

Mengkang Hu, Yao Mu, Xinmiao Chelsey Yu, Mingyu Ding, Shiguang Wu, Wenqi Shao, Qiguang
Chen, Bin Wang, Yu Qiao, and Ping Luo. Tree-planner: Efficient close-loop task planning with
large language models. In The Twelfth International Conference on Learning Representations,
2024. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=Glcsog6zOe.

Aaron Hurst, Adam Lerer, Adam P Goucher, Adam Perelman, Aditya Ramesh, Aidan Clark, AJ Os-
trow, Akila Welihinda, Alan Hayes, Alec Radford, et al. Gpt-4o system card. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2410.21276, 2024.

Gongyao Jiang, Xinran Shi, and Qiong Luo. Jre-l: Journalist, reader, and editor llms in the loop for
science journalism for the general audience. arXiv preprint arXiv:2501.16865, 2025.

Mihaela Sabina Jucan and Cornel Nicolae Jucan. The power of science communication. Procedia-
Social and Behavioral Sciences, 149:461–466, 2014.

13

https://aclanthology.org/2022.emnlp-main.724/
https://aclanthology.org/2022.emnlp-main.724/
https://aclanthology.org/2025.coling-main.576/
https://aclanthology.org/2025.coling-main.576/
https://aclanthology.org/2021.naacl-main.114/
https://aclanthology.org/2021.naacl-main.114/
https://openreview.net/forum?id=Glcsog6zOe


702
703
704
705
706
707
708
709
710
711
712
713
714
715
716
717
718
719
720
721
722
723
724
725
726
727
728
729
730
731
732
733
734
735
736
737
738
739
740
741
742
743
744
745
746
747
748
749
750
751
752
753
754
755

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Jared Kaplan, Sam McCandlish, Tom Henighan, Tom B Brown, Benjamin Chess, Rewon Child, Scott
Gray, Alec Radford, Jeffrey Wu, and Dario Amodei. Scaling laws for neural language models.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2001.08361, 2020.

Molly M King, Carl T Bergstrom, Shelley J Correll, Jennifer Jacquet, and Jevin D West. Men set their
own cites high: Gender and self-citation across fields and over time. Socius, 3:2378023117738903,
2017.

Emanuel Kulczycki. Transformation of science communication in the age of social media. 2013.

Philippe Laban, Tobias Schnabel, Paul N. Bennett, and Marti A. Hearst. SummaC: Re-visiting
NLI-based models for inconsistency detection in summarization. Transactions of the Association
for Computational Linguistics, 10:163–177, 2022. doi: 10.1162/tacl_a_00453. URL https:
//aclanthology.org/2022.tacl-1.10/.

Zhenzhong Lan, Mingda Chen, Sebastian Goodman, Kevin Gimpel, Piyush Sharma, and Radu Soricut.
Albert: A lite bert for self-supervised learning of language representations. In International
Conference on Learning Representations, 2020. URL https://openreview.net/forum?
id=H1eA7AEtvS.

Xiangci Li and Jessica Ouyang. Related work and citation text generation: A survey. In Proceedings
of the 2024 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing, pp. 13846–13864,
2024.

Haokun Lin, Haobo Xu, Yichen Wu, Ziyu Guo, Renrui Zhang, Zhichao Lu, Ying Wei, Qingfu Zhang,
and Zhenan Sun. Quantization meets dllms: A systematic study of post-training quantization for
diffusion llms. arXiv preprint arXiv:2508.14896, 2025.

Chengwei Liu, Chong Wang, Jiayue Cao, Jingquan Ge, Kun Wang, Lyuye Zhang, Ming-Ming Cheng,
Penghai Zhao, Tianlin Li, Xiaojun Jia, et al. A vision for auto research with llm agents. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2504.18765, 2025.

Chris Lu, Cong Lu, Robert Tjarko Lange, Jakob N Foerster, Jeff Clune, and David Ha. The ai
scientist: Towards fully automated open-ended scientific discovery. CoRR, 2024.

Marco Marabelli, Sue Newell, and Robert David Galliers. Social media affordances and constraints:
design, use and implications for enterprises. Use and Implications for Enterprises (March 16,
2018), 2018.

Nancy Maron, Kimberly Schmelzinger, Christine Mulhern, and Daniel Rossman. The costs of
publishing monographs: Toward a transparent methodology. Journal of Electronic Publishing, 19
(1), 2016.

Mauricio Montes, Jon Wargo, S Mo Jones-Jang, Sarah Quan, Betty Lai, and Alexa Riobueno-Naylor.
Evaluating video-based science communications practices: a systematic review. Journal of Science
Communication, 24(3):V01, 2025.

Shivanand Mulimani. Social media and research visibility: Role of libraries. Library Philosophy &
Practice, 2024.

Kou Murayama, Adam B. Blake, Tricia Kerr, and Alan D. Castel. When enough is not enough:
Information overload and metacognitive decisions to stop studying information. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 42(6):914–924, jun 2016. doi:
10.1037/xlm0000213.

OpenAI. Gpt-5 system card. Technical report, OpenAI, August 2025. URL https://cdn.
openai.com/gpt-5-system-card.pdf.

Ali Ouchi, Mohammad Karim Saberi, Nasim Ansari, Leila Hashempour, and Alireza Isfandyari-
Moghaddam. Do altmetrics correlate with citations? a study based on the 1,000 most-cited articles.
Information Discovery and Delivery, 47(4):192–202, 2019.

14

https://aclanthology.org/2022.tacl-1.10/
https://aclanthology.org/2022.tacl-1.10/
https://openreview.net/forum?id=H1eA7AEtvS
https://openreview.net/forum?id=H1eA7AEtvS
https://cdn.openai.com/gpt-5-system-card.pdf
https://cdn.openai.com/gpt-5-system-card.pdf


756
757
758
759
760
761
762
763
764
765
766
767
768
769
770
771
772
773
774
775
776
777
778
779
780
781
782
783
784
785
786
787
788
789
790
791
792
793
794
795
796
797
798
799
800
801
802
803
804
805
806
807
808
809

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Libo Qin, Qiguang Chen, Fuxuan Wei, Shijue Huang, and Wanxiang Che. Cross-lingual
prompting: Improving zero-shot chain-of-thought reasoning across languages. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2310.14799, 2023.

Libo Qin, Qiguang Chen, Hao Fei, Zhi Chen, Min Li, and Wanxiang Che. What factors affect multi-
modal in-context learning? an in-depth exploration. Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, 37:123207–123236, 2024.

Thomas Scialom, Paul-Alexis Dray, Sylvain Lamprier, Benjamin Piwowarski, Jacopo Staiano, Alex
Wang, and Patrick Gallinari. QuestEval: Summarization asks for fact-based evaluation. In Marie-
Francine Moens, Xuanjing Huang, Lucia Specia, and Scott Wen-tau Yih (eds.), Proceedings of
the 2021 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing, pp. 6594–6604,
Online and Punta Cana, Dominican Republic, November 2021. Association for Computational
Linguistics. doi: 10.18653/v1/2021.emnlp-main.529. URL https://aclanthology.org/
2021.emnlp-main.529/.

Tao Sun, Enhao Pan, Zhengkai Yang, Kaixin Sui, Jiajun Shi, Xianfu Cheng, Tongliang Li, Wenhao
Huang, Ge Zhang, Jian Yang, et al. P2p: Automated paper-to-poster generation and fine-grained
benchmark. arXiv preprint arXiv:2505.17104, 2025.

Sijun Tan, Siyuan Zhuang, Kyle Montgomery, Willian Y. Tang, Alejandro Cuadron, Chenguang
Wang, Raluca Ada Popa, and Ion Stoica. Judgebench: A benchmark for evaluating llm-based
judges, 2024. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.12784.

Aman Singh Thakur, Kartik Choudhary, Venkat Srinik Ramayapally, Sankaran Vaidyanathan, and
Dieuwke Hupkes. Judging the judges: Evaluating alignment and vulnerabilities in LLMs-as-
judges. In Ofir Arviv, Miruna Clinciu, Kaustubh Dhole, Rotem Dror, Sebastian Gehrmann,
Eliya Habba, Itay Itzhak, Simon Mille, Yotam Perlitz, Enrico Santus, João Sedoc, Michal
Shmueli Scheuer, Gabriel Stanovsky, and Oyvind Tafjord (eds.), Proceedings of the Fourth
Workshop on Generation, Evaluation and Metrics (GEM²), pp. 404–430, Vienna, Austria and
virtual meeting, July 2025. Association for Computational Linguistics. ISBN 979-8-89176-261-9.
URL https://aclanthology.org/2025.gem-1.33/.

Laura Van Eperen and Francesco M Marincola. How scientists use social media to communicate
their research. Journal of Translational Medicine, 9(1):199, 2011.

G Venkatesh and Suresh Babu BK. Citation and altmetric attention score of top 100 highly cited
articles in health information management journals: A correlation study. Journal of Data Science,
Informetrics, and Citation Studies, 3(2):223–236, 2024.

Dingzirui Wang, Xuanliang Zhang, Qiguang Chen, Longxu Dou, Xiao Xu, Rongyu Cao, Yingwei
Ma, Qingfu Zhu, Wanxiang Che, Binhua Li, et al. In-context transfer learning: Demonstration
synthesis by transferring similar tasks. arXiv preprint arXiv:2410.01548, 2024.

Shuai Wang, Ziteng Gao, Chenhui Zhu, Weilin Huang, and Limin Wang. Pixnerd: Pixel neural field
diffusion. arXiv preprint arXiv:2507.23268, 2025.

Jiaqi Wei, Yuejin Yang, Xiang Zhang, Yuhan Chen, Xiang Zhuang, Zhangyang Gao, Dongzhan Zhou,
Guangshuai Wang, Zhiqiang Gao, Juntai Cao, et al. From ai for science to agentic science: A
survey on autonomous scientific discovery. arXiv preprint arXiv:2508.14111, 2025.

Iain Weissburg, Mehir Arora, Xinyi Wang, Liangming Pan, and William Yang Wang. Position:
Ai/ml influencers have a place in the academic process. In International Conference on Machine
Learning, pp. 52680–52694. PMLR, 2024.

Karen White. Publications output: Us trends and international comparisons. science & engineering
indicators 2020. nsb-2020-6. National Science Foundation, 2019.

Yuning Wu, Jiahao Mei, Ming Yan, Chenliang Li, Shaopeng Lai, Yuran Ren, Zijia Wang, Ji Zhang,
Mengyue Wu, Qin Jin, et al. Writingbench: A comprehensive benchmark for generative writing.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2503.05244, 2025.

15

https://aclanthology.org/2021.emnlp-main.529/
https://aclanthology.org/2021.emnlp-main.529/
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.12784
https://aclanthology.org/2025.gem-1.33/


810
811
812
813
814
815
816
817
818
819
820
821
822
823
824
825
826
827
828
829
830
831
832
833
834
835
836
837
838
839
840
841
842
843
844
845
846
847
848
849
850
851
852
853
854
855
856
857
858
859
860
861
862
863

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

An Yang, Anfeng Li, Baosong Yang, Beichen Zhang, Binyuan Hui, Bo Zheng, Bowen Yu, Chang
Gao, Chengen Huang, Chenxu Lv, et al. Qwen3 technical report. arXiv preprint arXiv:2505.09388,
2025.

Zhilin Zhang, Xiang Zhang, Jiaqi Wei, Yiwei Xu, and Chenyu You. Postergen: Aesthetic-aware
paper-to-poster generation via multi-agent llms. arXiv preprint arXiv:2508.17188, 2025.

Zhiyuan Zhao, Hengrui Kang, Bin Wang, and Conghui He. Doclayout-yolo: Enhancing document
layout analysis through diverse synthetic data and global-to-local adaptive perception. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2410.12628, 2024.

Lianmin Zheng, Wei-Lin Chiang, Ying Sheng, Siyuan Zhuang, Zhanghao Wu, Yonghao Zhuang,
Zi Lin, Zhuohan Li, Dacheng Li, Eric Xing, et al. Judging llm-as-a-judge with mt-bench and
chatbot arena. Advances in neural information processing systems, 36:46595–46623, 2023.

Tianshi Zheng, Zheye Deng, Hong Ting Tsang, Weiqi Wang, Jiaxin Bai, Zihao Wang, and Yangqiu
Song. From automation to autonomy: A survey on large language models in scientific discovery.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2505.13259, 2025.

Zekun Zhou, Xiaocheng Feng, Lei Huang, Xiachong Feng, Ziyun Song, Ruihan Chen, Liang Zhao,
Weitao Ma, Yuxuan Gu, Baoxin Wang, et al. From hypothesis to publication: A comprehensive
survey of ai-driven research support systems. arXiv preprint arXiv:2503.01424, 2025.

Jinguo Zhu, Weiyun Wang, Zhe Chen, Zhaoyang Liu, Shenglong Ye, Lixin Gu, Hao Tian, Yuchen
Duan, Weijie Su, Jie Shao, et al. Internvl3: Exploring advanced training and test-time recipes for
open-source multimodal models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2504.10479, 2025.

Yuxin Zuo, Kaiyan Zhang, Li Sheng, Shang Qu, Ganqu Cui, Xuekai Zhu, Haozhan Li, Yuchen
Zhang, Xinwei Long, Ermo Hua, et al. Ttrl: Test-time reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2504.16084, 2025.

16



864
865
866
867
868
869
870
871
872
873
874
875
876
877
878
879
880
881
882
883
884
885
886
887
888
889
890
891
892
893
894
895
896
897
898
899
900
901
902
903
904
905
906
907
908
909
910
911
912
913
914
915
916
917

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Appendix

A LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE WORK

While PRBench and PRAgent provide a first systematic treatment of automatic academic promotion,
several limitations remain and point to promising directions for future work.

Metric and judge limitations. Our evaluation still relies on LLM-as-a-judge metrics that only
imperfectly approximate human preferences. For subjective dimensions such as Visual Attractiveness,
the correlation between Qwen-2.5-VL-72B-Ins and human ratings is only moderate, and off-the-
shelf factuality metrics such as SummaC (Laban et al., 2022) behave almost randomly on PRBench
(Appendix G.2). A natural next step is to train AutoPR-specific fidelity and aesthetic evaluators (Goyal
& Durrett, 2021) on PRBench-style bilingual, multimodal data so that they more faithfully capture
human judgements.

Objective weighting and user control. In Equation 2, we conceptualize AutoPR as jointly optimiz-
ing Fidelity, Alignment, and Engagement, but in experiments we simply report unweighted averages
(all weights = 1). This ignores that different authors and audiences may prioritize these objectives
differently. Future work includes user-controllable and learned weighting schemes, for example by
allowing authors to specify preferences (e.g., emphasizing Fidelity for technical audiences) or by
learning weights directly from downstream engagement signals.

Closed-loop adaptation and platform generalization. PRAgent currently uses platform-specific
prompt templates but does not yet perform explicit closed-loop optimization. Although our real-world
studies on RedNote and Twitter (X) already show large gains over direct prompting, a more agentic
system could adapt online to audience feedback (e.g., likes, comments, click-ratio) and transfer more
automatically to new or smaller platforms. Incorporating reinforcement-learning or bandit-style
strategies for active learning from audience feedback, together with automated platform-generalization
techniques, are key next steps.

Long-term impact and model efficiency. Our real-world experiments span only short time win-
dows and measure engagement rather than long-term citation impact, so we cannot yet draw strong
causal links between promotion and citations. Extending PRAgent to support longitudinal field
studies that track citation and collaboration outcomes over time is therefore an important direction.
In addition, while PRAgent remains helpful with smaller models such as Qwen-2.5-VL-7B-Ins, their
generated posts are still weaker than those from larger backbones; future work includes distilling
PRAgent-style behaviors into smaller models that are easier to deploy in resource-constrained settings.

B THE USE OF LARGE LANGUAGE MODEL

In preparing this manuscript, large language models were only utilized as general-purpose writing
assistants. Their role was confined to improving the clarity, and refining the phrasing of the text. All
scientific content, analyses, and core arguments were developed by the human authors, who take full
responsibility for the final version of the paper.

C CITATION TREND ANALYSIS DETAILS

To analyze citation trends in papers influenced by promotion, we followed the methodology of Betz
et al. (2021; 2023); Venkatesh & BK (2024), randomly selecting 20 AI researchers across various
fields and collecting their papers published between 2023 and 2025. Citation counts were recorded to
assess changes in academic impact. To ensure data diversity and quality, the sample comprised
journal articles, conference papers with comparable openreview scores, and preprints rated
similarly by humans. In addition to citation data, we investigated each paper’s initial public release
date through internet searches, focusing on sources like arXiv. If no preprint was found, the official
publication date was used. We defined promotion based on whether the paper received significant
academic attention, such as media coverage or widespread discussion, within one month of its release.

To maintain data reliability, we applied rigorous statistical analysis. We required at least 200 papers
in each category (promoted and non-promoted) to avoid biases from small sample sizes. Despite
efforts to minimize bias through random sampling and broad field coverage, selection bias could
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Figure 8: Various strategies for improving Large Language Model performance on the AutoPR task.
Enabling Long CoT reasoning does not consistently improve performance across different model
sizes(left).In contrast, Overall performance generally increases with model parameter size, aligning
with established scaling laws(middle).However, simply increasing inference-time computation not
only fails to improve results but also exhibits a slight negative correlation with the final score(right).

still occur, as researchers in some fields may receive more promotional resources than others. To
address this, following King et al. (2017) and Aiza et al. (2024), we ensured representation across
diverse academic fields, institutions, gender, and career stages. This helped increase data diversity
and applicability. Moreover, we ensured an even distribution of promoted and non-promoted papers
across fields, pairing papers from the same researcher within similar fields to maintain quality.

D HUMAN ANNOTATION PROTOCOL

To construct a reliable gold-standard for our benchmark, we implemented a meticulous human
annotation protocol. This protocol was designed to ensure high-quality, consistent data.

D.1 ANNOTATION PROCEDURE AND QUALITY CONTROL

Our annotation process was structured to ensure the reliability and validity of the collected scores,
following the quality assurance pipeline in similar data-centric works.

Annotation Rubric To align human evaluation with the LLM judge’s criteria, human annotators
were provided with a detailed scoring rubric identical to the prompt used for the automated judge.
This guide specified the criteria for each metric, with annotators assigning a score on a 0-to-5 scale.

Annotator Allocation To mitigate subjective bias, each promotional post was independently
assessed by a panel of at least three annotators. This multi-annotator setup is crucial for ensuring the
robustness of the final scores.

Metric Qwen-2.5-VL-72B-Inst. GPT-4o Qwen-2.5-VL-32B-Inst. GPT-5-mini

Pearson Spearman Pearson Spearman Pearson Spearman Pearson Spearman

Fidelity
Authorship & Title Accuracy 0.7511 0.6573 0.5910 0.5176 0.3223 0.3543 0.5215 0.4202
Factual Checklist Score 0.9811 0.9777 0.9013 0.8470 0.9452 0.8968 0.9433 0.9208

Engagement
Logical Attractiveness 0.7414 0.7451 0.5559 0.5579 0.5877 0.5581 0.5795 0.5509
Visual Attractiveness 0.4859 0.5024 0.0838∗ 0.0561∗ 0.5156 0.4827 0.4398 0.3255
Engagement Hook Strength 0.7280 0.7204 0.5784 0.5759 0.6099 0.6108 0.5817 0.5746
Call-To-Action Score 0.8073 0.7762 0.5393 0.5328 0.3095 0.3309 0.5994 0.5665

Alignment
Contextual Relevance 0.6799 0.6840 0.5585 0.5526 0.5117 0.4729 0.4329 0.4531
Visual–Text Integration 0.6266 0.6028 0.3594 0.3065 0.5055 0.4728 0.3745 0.2855
Hashtag & Mention 0.7552 0.7849 0.4859 0.3894 0.5550 0.5741 0.8473 0.8258

Table 4: Correlation between LLM Judges and Human Annotations. We report both Pearson (P)
and Spearman (S) correlation coefficients across all Individual Post-level evaluation metrics. The
analysis was performed on a dataset of 512 posts authored by humans.For the Factual Checklist Score,
we randomly selected 135 sub questions for manual analysis.The metrics are categorized by their
high-level evaluation objective. Maximum values in each metric are bolded. Except those results
with “∗”, all results with p < 0.01.
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Category Metric Krippendorff’s α

Fidelity Authorship & Title Accuracy 0.5982
Factual Checklist Score 0.9312

Engagement

Logical Attractiveness 0.6397
Visual Attractiveness 0.6415
Engagement Hook Strength 0.7608
Call-To-Action Score 0.8146

Alignment
Contextual Relevance 0.5858
Visual–Text Integration 0.5752
Hashtag & Mention 0.8900

Table 5: Inter-annotator agreement for PRBench human annotations, measured by Krippendorff’s α
across triple-annotated samples for each metric.

(a) Pearson correlation. (b) Spearman correlation.

Figure 9: Cross-model agreement among candidate LLM judges on PRBench, visualized as pairwise
Pearson (left) and Spearman (right) correlations between their metric scores, highlighting substantial
disagreement between different LLM judges on this task.

Consensus and Quality Assurance We implemented a two-tier protocol to reconcile scores and
ensure high inter-annotator agreement. For each evaluated item, if the discrepancy between the
maximum and minimum score was 2 points or less, the arithmetic mean of the three scores was
taken as the final value. If the discrepancy exceeded 2 points, the item was flagged for a deliberative
reconciliation session. In this session, the involved annotators discussed their rationales to reach a
consensus, after which a final score was determined.

Inter-Annotator Agreement To quantify inter-annotator reliability for each human evaluation
metric in PRBench, we compute Krippendorff’s α on triple-annotated items. As shown in Table 5,
most metrics achieve at least moderate agreement, with several exceeding 0.75, and factual-accuracy
and tagging dimensions exhibit particularly high reliability.

Cross-Model Disagreements among LLM Judges Beyond human-human reliability, we also
examine how different LLM judges relate to each other. Figure 9 plots pairwise Pearson (left) and
Spearman (right) correlations between their metric scores on PRBench, showing that AutoPR, which
jointly emphasizes factual rigor and aesthetic appeal, induces substantial cross-model disagreement
even among strong LLM judges.

D.2 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Our annotation process was conducted in adherence to strict ethical guidelines to ensure the fair and
transparent treatment of all participants. The research articles used in this study were sourced from
public, open-access repositories such as arXiv, aligning with our commitment to ethical data use
by utilizing materials that are freely available for academic research. We recruited annotators from
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university graduate programs, and all participants were required to have a strong background in the
relevant scientific fields to ensure a high level of comprehension for the annotation task. Prior to
their engagement, all annotators provided informed consent and were fully aware of the research
objectives and their role in the project. Furthermore, all participants were compensated for their work
at an hourly rate that is in excess of the local minimum wage, a rate designed to fairly reflect the
expertise and cognitive effort required. To protect the privacy of the participants, all data related to
the annotators was anonymized and stored securely.

E EVALUATION PROMPTS FOR PRBENCH

This section contains the detailed prompts provided to the LLM judge for the automated evaluation
of promotional posts within the PRBench benchmark. Each prompt is designed to assess a specific
metric of post quality, ensuring a structured and consistent evaluation process.

Evaluation Prompt: Authorship and Title Accuracy

Role: You are an expert evaluator of social media communications for academic research. Your task is to assess an academic
promotional post from social media based on "Author and Title Presentation."
Task: Your evaluation must follow a structured, step-by-step process:

1. Independently score two criteria: 1. Author Attribution Clarity and 2. Title Presentation Effectiveness, using the detailed 1-5
scale rubrics below.

2. Calculate a Final Score by taking the average of the two individual scores.
3. Provide a Detailed Justification, explaining the reasoning for each score with specific evidence from the provided post.

Criterion 1: Author Attribution Clarity

• 5 (Excellent): Attribution is immediate, direct, and complete. This can be achieved in one of two ways:

– A) Direct Mention: The author’s full name and/or social media handle is explicitly mentioned, with a direct link to the
publication or author’s profile.

– B) Clear Team Attribution: The post uses collective phrasing (e.g., "We are excited to share...", "Our new paper...") and clearly
tags the social media handles of the primary author(s) and key contributors prominently within the main text. A link to the
publication is also included.

• 4 (Good): Attribution is clear but requires a minor step. For example, the post uses collective phrasing ("we") and tags authors, but
a direct link to the paper is missing. Or, the post says "Our new paper is out" and provides a link, but specific author names/tags are
not in the post itself, requiring a click-through to identify them.

• 3 (Adequate): The author is mentioned, but attribution is not prominent. This includes posts that use "we" and mention author
names as plain text (without tagging/linking their accounts), or place names/tags in a less visible area.

• 2 (Weak): Attribution is vague or indirect. The post uses collective phrasing like "we" or "researchers from our lab" without
providing any specific names, tags, or a direct link to the publication, making it difficult to identify authors without significant
effort.

• 1 (Poor): Author attribution is completely missing, incorrect, or so ambiguous that it’s impossible to identify the author.

Criterion 2: Title Presentation Effectiveness

• 5 (Excellent): The post accurately summarizes the core topic or main finding of the research in engaging, accessible language
suitable for a general audience (e.g., poses a question, uses a key statistic, or states a clear takeaway). It avoids jargon while
maintaining scientific accuracy.

• 4 (Good): The post accurately presents the topic, but the language could be more engaging or is slightly too technical for a general
audience. It’s a faithful but not particularly compelling summary.

• 3 (Adequate): The post uses the exact, formal academic title of the paper as the primary description without any attempt to rephrase
it for a social media context. The title is accurate but dry.

• 2 (Weak): The post alludes to the topic but does so in a way that is unclear, overly simplistic, or slightly misrepresents the focus of
the research.

• 1 (Poor): The title is completely missing, inaccurate, or presented in a misleading/clickbait manner that significantly misrepresents
the research.

Figure 10: The evaluation prompt used by the LLM judge to score the Authorship and Title Accuracy
metric. It provides a detailed, multi-criterion rubric to ensure a consistent and fine-grained assessment
of how well a post attributes authorship and presents the research topic.
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Evaluation Prompt: Logical Attractiveness

Role: You are a Content Strategist specializing in science communication. Your task is to review a social media post about an
academic study and evaluate its ’Logical Attractiveness’ specifically for a non-expert audience.
Task: Your evaluation should consist of two parts:

1. An Overall Assessment that explains your reasoning.
2. A Score on a continuous scale from 0 to 5.

First, analyze the post by identifying the following key components of a logical narrative structure:

• Hook: Does the post start with an engaging question, a surprising fact, or a relatable problem to capture attention?

• Context: Does it provide the necessary background or establish the ’problem’ in a way that a non-expert can understand its
importance?

• Core Finding: Is the main result or key message of the academic study clearly and simply stated?

• Significance/Impact: Does it explain the ’so what?’—the potential impact, application, or importance of the findings?

• Cohesion: Are there smooth transitions connecting these components into a coherent story?

Then, use the detailed rubric below to assign your score. You are encouraged to use intermediate scores (e.g., 2.5, 4.5) for a precise
assessment.

• 5 (Excellent):

– Structure: All key components (Hook, Context, Core Finding, Significance) are present and arranged in a highly logical and
persuasive order.

– Clarity: The narrative is self-contained. A non-expert can effortlessly follow the story from the initial hook to the final impact
without needing prior knowledge.

– Cohesion: Transitions between different parts of the post are seamless, creating a single, compelling narrative.

• 4 (Good):

– Structure: All key components are present, but the ordering could be slightly optimized for better impact.
– Clarity: The information is clear, but a non-expert might need to pause momentarily to connect the ideas.
– Cohesion: Transitions are effective but may feel slightly functional rather than seamless.

• 3 (Adequate):

– Structure: One key component is missing (e.g., no clear context or significance) or the components are arranged in a way that
requires re-reading.

– Clarity: The core message is understandable, but the surrounding information is somewhat disjointed, making the overall story
harder to piece together.

– Cohesion: Lacks clear transitions, forcing the reader to infer the connections between statements.

• 2 (Lacking):

– Structure: Multiple key components are missing, or the information is presented as a list of facts rather than a narrative.
– Clarity: The purpose or main finding of the research is unclear to a non-expert. Key terms might be undefined.
– Cohesion: The flow is abrupt and fragmented.

• 1 (Poor):

– Structure: The post lacks a discernible logical structure. Information appears randomly placed.
– Clarity: The content is confusing, jargon-heavy, or internally contradictory, making it nearly impossible for a non-expert to

understand.
– Cohesion: There is no logical connection between sentences or ideas.

Figure 11: The evaluation prompt used by the LLM judge to score the Logical Attractiveness metric.
It assesses the narrative structure and cohesion of a post, focusing on how effectively it communicates
the research story to a non-expert audience.
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Evaluation Prompt: Contextual Relevance

Role: You are an expert social media analyst. Your task is to review the following academic promotion post and evaluate its
’Contextual Relevance’ for the specified platform: {platform_source}. Note that this platform will be either X (formerly
Twitter) or RedNote.
Task: Your review must include two parts:

1. Detailed Assessment: Provide a structured analysis of the post, adapting your evaluation to the norms of the specified
{platform_source}. Specifically comment on:
• Tone & Framing: How is the content framed? Is the tone appropriate for the platform (e.g., X’s conversational style vs.

RedNote’s personal, storytelling style)? For RedNote, pay special attention to the title’s effectiveness as a "hook."

• Format & Visuals: How well are the format and visuals optimized for the platform? (e.g., For X: conciseness, use of threads,
and a single strong visual. For RedNote: high-quality cover image, aesthetic carousels, and scannable text with emojis).

• Content & Value: How is the academic content presented? Is it distilled into a valuable, easy-to-digest insight for a general
audience? Is jargon explained?

• Engagement Strategy: Does it use platform-specific features to drive interaction? (e.g., For X: strategic hashtags, mentions,
polls. For RedNote: topic tags (#) and encouraging "Saves," "Likes," and comments).

2. Overall Score: Based on your assessment, provide a score on a continuous scale from 0 to 5. Use the detailed rubric below,
paying close attention to the examples specific to {platform_source}. You are encouraged to use intermediate scores (e.g.,
2.5, 4.5). Justify your score by referencing your analysis.

• 5 (Excellent - Native to the Platform): The post feels perfectly designed for the platform.

– On X: It is concise, conversational, and features a strong visual hook. It uses strategic hashtags/mentions and has a clear
call-to-action, potentially using a thread for depth.

– On RedNote: It has a magnetic title and a high-quality, aesthetic cover image. The tone is personal and story-driven. The
content is presented as valuable useful stuffwith great formatting, encouraging saves and comments.

• 3 (Adequate - Adapted but not Native): The post shows adaptation but doesn’t fully embrace the platform’s culture.

– On X: It might be too formal or slightly too long (without using a thread). The visual may be generic or missing, and the
engagement strategy is weak. It feels like a shrunken-down press release.

– On RedNote: The title and cover image are functional but not compelling. The tone is more informational than personal. It
looks like content designed for another platform and cross-posted.

• 1 (Poor - Disregards the Platform): The post is a clear copy-paste from a formal document and ignores all platform norms.

– This applies to both platforms. The post is a dense block of unformatted, academic text. It lacks any relevant visuals, has no
title hook (for RedNote), and uses no engagement features (hashtags, mentions, CTAs).

Figure 12: The evaluation prompt used by the LLM judge to score the Contextual Relevance metric.
This prompt is adaptive, instructing the judge to evaluate a post based on the specific cultural norms,
formatting conventions, and engagement strategies of the target platform (either X or RedNote).
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Evaluation Prompt: Visual Attractiveness

Role: As an expert social media content reviewer, analyze the provided academic promotion, focusing on ’Visual Attractiveness’.
Task: If the post contains multiple images (e.g., a carousel or gallery), please evaluate them as a single, cohesive unit. Your
overall assessment and final score should reflect the combined quality and effectiveness of the entire set of images.
Use the detailed rubric below as a guide. The rubric values the effectiveness of the visual package in the social media context
above all else. Provide a score on a continuous scale from 0 to 5.

SCORING RUBRIC (HANDLES MULTIPLE IMAGES)
• 5 (Excellent): The visual package is exceptionally effective. If a single image, it’s perfectly clear and compelling. If multiple

images, all are of high quality and work together cohesively to tell a story or break down a concept. The set feels unified and
purposeful. This can be a mix of custom graphics or exceptionally clear figures from the paper.

• 4 (Good): A strong, professional visual choice. If a single image, it’s a clean, effective illustration. If multiple images, the set is
consistently good and directly supports the text. There might be a minor inconsistency, but the overall package is effective. This
is the typical score for a post that makes good use of several clear paper figures.

• 3 (Adequate): The visual(s) are relevant but lack impact. If a single image, it’s acceptable but uninspired. If multiple images, the
set is a "mixed bag," containing some good images but also others that are generic, overly complex, or less relevant. The overall
impression is inconsistent.

• 2 (Subpar): The visual package has noticeable flaws. If a single image, it’s weak. If multiple images, the set is dragged down by
one or more poor-quality images (blurry, irrelevant, poorly cropped), even if other images in the set are acceptable. The overall
presentation feels unprofessional.

• 1 (Poor): The visual(s) are of very low quality or irrelevant. If multiple images, most or all of them are flawed. This score also
applies if images are absent when they are clearly needed.

Figure 13: The evaluation prompt used by the LLM judge to score the Visual Attractiveness metric.
This rubric is designed to holistically assess the quality, relevance, and narrative cohesion of all visual
elements in a post, whether it’s a single image or a multi-image carousel.

Evaluation Prompt: Optimal Visual–Text Integration

As a visual communication expert, you are to evaluate an academic promotional post from a social media in {platform_source}. Your
primary task is to assess its ’Optimal Visual–Text Integration’ by analyzing how effectively the visual elements and the text work
together. Your evaluation should be holistic, beginning with foundational principles and building up to nuanced qualities.
Provide an overall assessment and a score on a continuous scale from 1 to 5. Use the detailed rubric below as a guide.

Foundational Principles of Visual Balance
An effective social media post is built on a solid foundation. Before assessing finer details, consider these two fundamental principles
of structure and layout:

• Optimal Image Quantity: A well-balanced post typically utilizes 3 to 7 visuals. This range is the foundation for effective
communication, providing sufficient detail without causing audience fatigue. Posts significantly outside this range often struggle to
maintain a clear, compelling narrative.

• Platform-Native Flow (Especially Twitter): The foundation of a strong narrative is the strategic interplay of text and visuals. On
platforms like Twitter (X), stacking multiple images together in a single tweet disrupts this flow and fundamentally weakens the
post’s structure, forcing the user to context-switch instead of being guided through the information.

SCORING RUBRIC: VISUAL-TEXT INTEGRATION
• 5 (Excellent Anchor): Synergistic, engaging, and built on a strong foundation.

– Foundational Strength: The post is built on a strong foundation, employing an optimal number of visuals (3-7) and exemplary,
platform-native placement that enhances the narrative flow.
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Evaluation Prompt: Optimal Visual–Text Integration (Continued)

• – Interdependence: The visual(s) and text are fully interdependent and synergistic. One is incomplete without the other, creating
a message more powerful than the sum of its parts.

– Clarity & Brevity: The post is immediately understandable. The core message is grasped within seconds.

• 3 (Adequate Anchor): Functional but foundationally flawed.

– Foundational Weakness: The post exhibits a fundamental weakness in its structure. This is typically due to an inappropriate
number of visuals (e.g., fewer than 3 or more than 7) or poor, non-native layout (e.g., image stacking on Twitter). While some
information is conveyed, these foundational issues prevent it from being truly effective, limiting its overall quality to an
adequate level.

– Partial Redundancy: There may be some overlap between the visual and the text, or the visuals feel more like decoration than
essential information.

– Moderate Effort Required: The core message is present but requires more cognitive effort to parse.

• 1 (Poor Anchor): Ineffective and structurally unsound.

– Lacks Foundation: The post lacks any structural foundation. It severely disregards the basic principles of quantity and
placement, resulting in a chaotic, confusing, or barren presentation.

– Severe Imbalance: The post is characterized by a "wall of text" with a non-existent or irrelevant visual, or vice-versa.
– High Cognitive Load: The message is buried and difficult to understand due to the chaotic layout and lack of clear connection

between text and visuals.

Figure 14: The evaluation prompt used by the LLM judge to score the Optimal Visual–Text Integration
metric. This rubric assesses the synergy between a post’s visual and textual components, focusing on
interdependence, clarity, and platform-specific optimization.

Evaluation Prompt: Engagement Hook Strength

Role: You are a social media growth expert. Your task is to analyze the ’Engagement Hook Strength’ of an academic promotion post
for social media. The "hook" is the first one or two sentences designed to capture audience attention.
Task: Provide an overall assessment and a score on a continuous scale from 0 to 5. Use the detailed rubric below as a guide for the
anchor points (1, 3, and 5). You are encouraged to use intermediate scores (e.g., 2, 4, or even decimals like 3.5) to reflect the precise
quality.

SCORING RUBRIC
• 5 (Excellent Anchor): The hook is strategically designed for high engagement.

– Criteria (must meet at least two):
* Sparks Curiosity: Asks a provocative question, presents a surprising fact/statistic, or makes a bold, counter-intuitive claim.

(e.g., "What if everything we know about X is wrong?")
* Problem-Agitation: Directly addresses a known pain point or question relevant to the target audience. (e.g., "Tired of

struggling with data analysis? Our new study offers a solution.")
* Direct & Personal: Uses direct address ("You," "Your") to create an immediate connection with the reader.
* Clear Value Proposition: Immediately signals a clear benefit, solution, or fascinating insight for the reader.

• 3 (Adequate Anchor): The hook is clear and functional but lacks a strong engagement strategy.

– Criteria:
* Informative Statement: Clearly and concisely states the topic of the research. (e.g., "A new study explores the impact of

climate change on coastal erosion.")
* Conventional Phrasing: Uses standard, predictable language for academic announcements. (e.g., "We are excited to announce

the publication of...")
* Passive Consumption: It informs the audience but does not actively invite interaction, curiosity, or emotional response. The

value is implied rather than explicitly stated as a hook.

• 1 (Poor Anchor): The hook is ineffective and likely to be ignored.

– Criteria (meets at least one):
* Overly Technical/Jargon-laden: Uses specialized terms not understandable to a general audience, making it inaccessible.
* Vague or Abstract: Fails to clearly state the topic or its relevance, leaving the reader confused. (e.g., "A new paper on

methodological considerations is now available.")
* No Hook Present: The post begins with dense details, publication citations, or a generic, uninteresting opening.
* Burying the Lead: The interesting or relevant part of the research is hidden behind introductory fluff or boilerplate language.

Figure 15: The evaluation prompt used by the LLM judge to score the Engagement Hook Strength
metric. This rubric focuses specifically on the opening sentences of a post, assessing their ability to
capture attention and spark curiosity.
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Evaluation Prompt: Hashtag and Mention Strategy

Role: You are a social media strategist specializing in academic communications. Your task is to evaluate the ’Hashtag and Mention
Strategy’ of the provided social media post, which aims to promote academic work.
Task: Provide a concise overall assessment of the strategy’s effectiveness and assign a score on a continuous scale from 1.0 to 5.0.
Use the detailed rubric below. The anchor points (1, 3, 5) provide clear criteria. You are encouraged to use intermediate scores (e.g.,
2.5, 4.0) to reflect the precise quality of the strategy based on these criteria.

DETAILED SCORING RUBRIC
• Score 5.0 (Excellent / Strategic)

– Award this score if the strategy meets almost all of the following criteria:

* Tiered Hashtag Approach: Utilizes a sophisticated mix of at least two, and ideally three, types of hashtags:
· Broad/Topical: Includes 1-2 high-traffic, general hashtags to maximize broad reach (e.g., #Science, #Research,
#AI).

· Niche/Specific: Includes 2-4 specific hashtags that target a specialized audience, such as the academic sub-field, methodol-
ogy, or specific conference (e.g., #QuantumComputing, #CRISPR, #MLA2025).

· Community/Branded: Includes relevant hashtags for the institution, lab, or campaign (e.g., #StateUResearch).

* Strategic Mentions: Effectively uses @mentions to tag relevant entities such as co-authors, the university/institution, the
research lab, funders, and the publisher/journal. This is done to directly notify partners and encourage network amplification.

* Optimal Quantity: The total number of hashtags is appropriate for the platform and feels integrated, not spammy (generally
3-6 hashtags is a strong range).

* Overall: The combination of hashtags and mentions creates clear pathways for discovery by both a broad audience and niche
academic peers.

• Score 3.0 (Adequate / Functional)

– Award this score if the strategy is functional but lacks sophistication.

* Generic Hashtags: Primarily uses relevant but overly broad hashtags (e.g., uses only #Science, #Academic, #Paper).
* Missed Opportunities: Fails to include specific, niche hashtags that would effectively target the core academic audience.
* Limited Mentions: May mention the primary institution but omits key collaborators like co-authors, funders, or the specific

journal.
* Suboptimal Quantity: May use too few hashtags (e.g., only one) or a slightly excessive amount of generic ones.
* Overall: The strategy is better than nothing and will contribute to some discoverability, but it does not effectively target the

most relevant communities.

• Score 1.0 (Poor / Ineffective)

– Award this score if the strategy demonstrates a clear lack of understanding.

* Irrelevant or No Hashtags: Uses hashtags that are completely unrelated to the academic content (e.g., #photooftheday),
are broken (e.g., #My Research Paper), or are absent altogether.

* Spammy: Uses an excessive number of unrelated, high-volume hashtags in a clear attempt at "hashtag stuffing."
* No Mentions: Makes no use of @mentions to tag any relevant people or organizations, isolating the post from its potential

network.
* Overall: The strategy does nothing to enhance discoverability or engagement and may even detract from the post’s credibility.

Figure 16: The evaluation prompt used by the LLM judge to score the Hashtag and Mention Strategy
metric. This rubric assesses the strategic use of hashtags and @mentions to maximize a post’s
discoverability among both broad and specialized audiences.

Evaluation Prompt: Call-To-Action (CTA) Score

Role: You are a Conversion Rate Optimization Specialist. Your task is to evaluate the post’s Call to Action (CTA) based on a checklist
of five criteria.
Task: For each criterion below, determine if it is substantially met. Your final score will be the total number of criteria that are met,
resulting in an integer score from 0 to 5.

CTA CHECKLIST
1. Action-Oriented Language: Does the CTA use strong, direct command verbs (e.g., "Read," "Download," "Comment")?

2. Benefit Highlighting: Does the CTA explain or imply what the user will gain by taking the action (e.g., "...to learn our method")?

3. Clarity & Conciseness: Is the CTA instruction unambiguous, simple, and easy to understand at a glance?

4. Strategic Placement: Is the CTA located in a prominent and logical position where a user is likely to see it and act (e.g., at the
end of the post, in the bio link callout)?

5. Urgency/Scarcity: Does the CTA create any sense of immediacy or exclusivity (e.g., linking to a current trend, "be the first to
read")?
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Evaluation Prompt: Call-To-Action (CTA) Score (Continued)

Count how many of these criteria are met and provide this number as the score.

Figure 17: The evaluation prompt used by the LLM judge to score the Call-To-Action (CTA) Score
metric. This checklist-based rubric provides a quantitative measure of the CTA’s effectiveness by
assessing its clarity, language, placement, and persuasive elements.

Evaluation Prompt: Platform Interest

YOUR ROLE

You are an expert social media strategist, skilled in tailoring academic content for different social media platforms.

YOUR TASK

You are presented with two promotional posts (Post A and Post B) for a research paper, designed for the {platform_source}
platform. Your goal is to conduct a holistic, head-to-head comparison and determine which post is preferable overall for promoting
the research paper effectively on {platform_source}.

PLATFORM-SPECIFIC EVALUATION CRITERIA

Your analysis MUST be tailored to the specific platform: {platform_source}. Use the corresponding criteria below to evaluate
the tone, style, clarity, and engagement potential, and to justify your choice.

IF THE PLATFORM IS REDNOTE:
• Visual & Title Hook: How compelling is the cover image and title combination? Does it balance aesthetic appeal with informational

clarity to make users click?

• Value & Readability: Is the content genuinely useful? Is it well-structured with emojis and paragraphs for easy reading? Does it
strike the right balance between completeness and conciseness for this platform?

• Authentic Tone: Does the post’s tone and style feel like a personal, genuine recommendation rather than a dry advertisement?
Does it respect the academic source while being accessible?

• Community Tropes & Engagement: Does the post effectively use @mentions, relevant topic hashtags (#), and a conversational
tone to encourage interaction?

• Actionability: Does it effectively encourage users to Save for later, Like, and Comment with questions?

IF THE PLATFORM IS TWITTER (X):
• Brevity & Impact: How quickly does the first sentence grab attention? Is the core message delivered concisely? Does it achieve a

balance between providing enough information and being brief?

• Virality Potential: Is the content surprising, insightful, or framed in a way that makes users want to Retweet or Quote Tweet?

• Clarity & Structure: Is the core research explained clearly? If it’s a thread, is it easy to follow, and does each tweet build logically
on the last?

• Professional Tone & Style: Is the tone appropriate for public-facing academic communication on this platform? Does it maintain
credibility?

• Discoverability & CTA: Is there strategic use of relevant hashtags and keywords? Is there a clear, single Call to Action (e.g., click
a link, reply, follow)?

CONTENT FOR REVIEW

Post A Content:

{post_a_content}

Post B Content:

{post_b_content}

FINAL INSTRUCTION

Based on your comprehensive assessment using the platform-specific criteria for {platform_source}, indicate your preference.

Figure 18: The evaluation prompt used by the LLM judge to score the Platform Interest metric. This
is a pairwise comparison task where the judge determines which of two posts is better optimized for
a specific social media platform (RedNote or X) based on a detailed, platform-specific rubric.
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Evaluation Prompt: Professional Interest

YOUR ROLE

You are a busy professional (Engineer, Data Scientist, etc.) in a related field, scrolling your feed for useful and interesting new
developments.

YOUR TASK

You see two posts (A and B) about the same new paper. Based on your immediate reaction, which one would be more likely to make
you stop, read, and click the link to the paper or code?

GUIDING QUESTIONS FOR YOUR DECISION

• Efficiency of Information Transfer: Which post helps a busy professional grasp the key innovation and its performance faster?

• Technical Credibility: Which post appears more rigorous, professional, and technically sound?

• Impact Claim: Which post makes a more compelling claim about performance, efficiency, or a new capability?

• Time Investment: Which post looks like it will give me the essential ’so what’ in the least amount of time?

• The "I Need to Check This Out" Feeling: Which post gives you a stronger feeling of "This could be useful. I should save this
link or check out the repository"?

CONTENT FOR REVIEW

Post A Content:

{post_a_content}

Post B Content:

{post_b_content}

FINAL INSTRUCTION

Based on your gut reaction as a busy professional, indicate your preference.

Figure 19: The evaluation prompt used by the LLM judge to score the Professional Interest metric.
This pairwise comparison prompt frames the judge as a busy technical professional, forcing a decision
based on efficiency, credibility, and perceived impact, simulating the quick judgment of an expert
audience.

Evaluation Prompt: Broader Interest

YOUR ROLE

You are a top-tier science communicator (e.g., a producer for Veritasium or 3Blue1Brown), skilled at making complex topics engaging
and understandable for the public.

YOUR TASK

You are presented with two posts (A and B) promoting the same research to an enthusiast audience on {platform_source}.
Determine which post is a more effective piece of science communication.

EVALUATION CRITERIA

• Intuition Building: Which post does a better job of building intuition around the core concept, rather than just stating facts?

• Engagement and ’Wow’ Factor: Which post is more likely to generate genuine excitement and a sense of wonder?

• Clarity without Oversimplification: Which post strikes a better balance, making the topic understandable without losing the
essence of the science?

• Potential for Virality: Which post has a higher potential to be shared widely among a curious, non-expert audience?

CONTENT FOR REVIEW

Post A Content:

{post_a_content}

Post B Content:

{post_b_content}
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Evaluation Prompt: Broader Interest (Continued)

FINAL INSTRUCTION

Based on your expert assessment of science communication strategy.

Figure 20: The evaluation prompt used by the LLM judge to score the Broader Interest metric. This
pairwise comparison prompt frames the judge as a top science communicator, forcing a choice based
on narrative engagement, clarity, and potential for virality among a non-expert audience.

Evaluation Prompt: Factual Checklist Score

Role: Please act as a meticulous fact-checker.
Task: Based on the provided research paper content and the {platform_source} post, evaluate the post against the following
criterion:

Criterion: "{description}"

Your task is to provide an integer score from 0 to {max_score} and a clear explanation for your score. A score of {max_score}
means the post perfectly meets the criterion. A score of 0 means it completely fails.

Figure 21: The evaluation prompt used by the LLM judge to score the Factual Checklist Score metric.
This prompt is used iteratively for each key fact extracted from the source paper. The judge provides
a score indicating how well that specific fact is represented in the promotional post.

F PRAGENT PROMPTS

This section provides the detailed prompts used by the various specialized agents within the PRAgent
framework. These prompts are engineered to guide the Large Language Models at each stage of the
content generation pipeline, from initial content synthesis to final platform-specific adaptation.

Logical Draft Agent Prompt

Role: You are a top-tier technology analyst and industry commentator. Your articles are renowned for their depth, insight, and concise
language, getting straight to the point and providing genuine value to readers.
Task: Strictly adhere to all the requirements below to transform the provided "Original Paper Text" into a high-quality,
high-density blog post in Markdown format, filled with expert-level insights.

— High-Quality Blog Post Example —

[... One-shot blog post example omitted for brevity ...]

— Your Creative Task —

Core Requirements:

• Title and Authorship:
– Create a New Title: Based on the original paper title, create a more engaging and accessible title for social media.
– Extract Author Info: Accurately identify and list the main authors from the "Original Paper Text". Author names and their

institutions MUST be kept in their original English form. Use "et al." if there are too many.
– Format the Header: Strictly follow the format of the "High-Quality Blog Post Example" to organize the title, authors, original

paper title, and source information at the very beginning of the post. Use the same emojis ( , , ).
• Content Structure: Your article must clearly contain the following core analytical modules. Do not add unnecessary sections.

– The Research Question: Precisely distill the core problem this paper aims to solve. What is the context and importance of this
problem?

– Core Contributions: Clearly list the 1-2 most significant innovations or contributions of this paper. What’s new here for the field?
– The Key Method: Break down the key method or core idea proposed in the paper. How does it achieve its contributions? What

are the technical details?
– Key Results & Implications: What key results did the paper present to support its claims? More importantly, what do these

results imply for the future of the field?
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Logical Draft Agent Prompt (Continued)

• Writing Style : You must completely abandon the writing patterns of an AI assistant and adopt the perspective of a critical,
analytical expert.
– STRICTLY FORBIDDEN: Absolutely prohibit the use of generic, low-density, AI-like phrases such as "In conclusion," "It is

worth noting that," "Firstly," "Secondly," "Furthermore," "To summarize," "As can be seen," etc.
– BE CONCISE: Eliminate all filler words and conversational fluff. Every sentence must carry information.
– CONFIDENT & DIRECT: As an expert, you must state points directly and confidently. Use "The method validates..." instead of

"The method seems to validate...".
• Formatting :

– Use relevant emojis as visual guides for each core module, as shown in the example.
– Include relevant technical hashtags at the end of the post.

— Original Paper Text —
{paper_text}

Begin your creation. Remember, your goal is not to "imitate a human," but to "be an expert."

Figure 22: Prompt used by the Logical Draft Agent. Its primary function is to transform the
summarized academic text into a structured, factually-dense, and style-agnostic draft, which serves as
the foundational document for subsequent agents. The prompt enforces a strict output schema based
on key analytical modules such as the research question, core contributions, key method, and results.

Visual Analysis Agent Prompt

Role: You are an expert academic analyst.
Task: Your task is to provide a detailed explanation of the provided image, using its original caption as context. Describe what the
figure shows, what its main takeaway is, and how it supports the paper’s argument. Be clear, comprehensive, and ready for a blog post.

—Image Inputs —

Image:
A high-resolution PNG image extracted from the source research paper, representing a key figure, chart, or table that requires analysis.

Image Caption:
The full, original caption text associated with the image above, exactly as it appears in the research paper. This text provides the
necessary context for interpreting the visual data.

Figure 23: Prompt used by the Visual Analysis Agent (πfig). This prompt instructs the Multimodal
LLM to act as an expert academic analyst, providing a comprehensive analysis of each figure’s
content, its main message, and its contribution to the paper’s overall argument.

Visual-Text-Interleaved Combination Agent Prompt

Role: You are a master science communicator and blogger.
Task: Your task is to transform a dry academic text into an engaging blog post, weaving in figures and tables to tell a compelling story.

— Inputs —

Logical Draft (for factual context):
The structured, fact-checked draft created by the Logical Draft Agent. This serves as the ground truth for the core scientific claims.

Textual Post (for stylistic inspiration):
The text-only social media post created by the Textual Enriching Agent. This provides the tone and style to be adapted.

Analyzed Visuals (to be integrated):
A list of all available figures and tables, each paired with a detailed analysis of its content and significance, provided by the Visual
Analysis Agent.

Figure 24: Prompt used by the Visual-Text-Interleaved Combination Agent (πrich). This prompt
directs the LLM to synthesize inputs from previous stages into a cohesive, engaging narrative. It
strategically integrates visual elements by weaving them into the story where they can best clarify
concepts and showcase results.
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Platform Adaptation & Textual Enriching Prompt(Twitter)

ROLE: You are an expert communicator—a researcher who can captivate both peers and the public. Your goal is to create a Twitter
(X) thread that is both technically credible and excitingly viral.
TASK: Rewrite the provided draft into a single, high-impact Twitter thread that satisfies BOTH busy professionals and curious
enthusiasts.

UNIFIED STRATEGY (Strictly Follow):
• Hook with Impactful "Wow": Start with a hook that is both a quantifiable achievement (for professionals) and a surprising fact

(for enthusiasts). E.g., "Just cut model inference time by 50% with a surprisingly simple geometric trick. Here’s the story: "
• Intuitive Storytelling with Hard Data: Frame the content as a story (Problem -> Insight -> Solution). Use analogies to build

intuition, but ground every key point with concrete metrics, results, and technical terms from the paper.
• Enthusiastic Expertise Tone: Write with the confidence and precision of an expert, but with the passion and clarity of a great

teacher. Avoid dry, academic language AND overly simplistic fluff.
• Visually Informative: Choose figures that are both information-dense (showing data, architecture) and visually clean/compelling.

YOUR INSTRUCTIONS:
1. Rewrite the Body: Transform the "EXISTING BLOG POST TEXT" into a compelling thread, strictly following the UNIFIED

STRATEGY.
2. Integrate Figures: Weave the figures into the narrative where they best support a key insight or result. Place the figure placeholder

on its own new line.
3. Incorporate Author/Paper Info: Naturally integrate author and paper details. Ensure author names and institutions remain in

English.
4. Add Engagement Elements: End with a thought-provoking question and 3-5 hashtags that appeal to both audiences (e.g., #AI,

#MachineLearning, #Innovation).
5. Output Format: Your response must be only the final, ready-to-publish thread text.

— Inputs —

ORIGINAL SOURCE TEXT (for deep context):

{source_text}

EXISTING BLOG POST TEXT (to be rewritten):

{blog_text}

AVAILABLE FIGURES AND DESCRIPTIONS:

{items_list_str}

Figure 25: Prompt used for both the final Platform Adaptation stage and the Textual Enriching Agent
(πtext). it is tailored for generating a Twitter (X) post.

Platform Adaptation & Textual Enriching Prompt (RedNote)

ROLE: You are an expert tech content creator on RedNote. Your style is a perfect blend of a professional’s "dry goods" and a science
communicator’s engaging storytelling.
TASK: Transform the provided draft into a single, high-quality RedNote post that is highly valuable to BOTH industry professionals
and curious tech enthusiasts.

UNIFIED STRATEGY:
• Title is an "Impactful Hook": The title must be a compelling hook that also states the core, quantifiable achievement. E.g., "This

AI paper is a must-read! They boosted performance by 30% with one clever trick."
• Narrative Structure with Clear Signposts: Start with a story-like intro (the "why"). Then, break down the core content using

clear, emoji-led headings like " The Core Problem," " The Big Idea," " The Key Results." This makes it scannable for
professionals and easy to follow for enthusiasts.

• Intuition-Building backed by Data: Explain complex ideas using simple analogies, but immediately follow up with the key
technical terms and performance metrics from the paper.

• Visually Compelling and Informative Images: Select figures that are clean and easy to understand, but also contain the key data
or diagrams that a professional would want to see.

YOUR STEP-BY-STEP EXECUTION PLAN

STEP 1: REWRITE THE POST BODY
• Create the Title and Body: Rewrite the entire post following the UNIFIED STRATEGY.
• Include Author Info: After the title, you MUST include the author, paper title, and source details. Ensure author names and

institutions remain in their original English form.
• Format for Scannability: Use emojis, short paragraphs, and bold text to make the post visually appealing and easy to digest.
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Platform Adaptation & Textual Enriching Prompt (RedNote) (Continued)

STEP 2: SELECT AND APPEND BEST IMAGES
• Select the 3-4 most suitable figures that align with the UNIFIED STRATEGY.
• Append ONLY the placeholders for these selected figures to the very end of the post.

STEP 3: DRIVE ENGAGEMENT
• Topic Tags (#): Add a mix of broad and specific hashtags (e.g., #AI, #Tech, #DataScience, #LLM).
• Call to Action (CTA): End with a CTA that invites discussion from everyone (e.g., "This could change so much! What do you all

think? ").

— AVAILABLE ASSETS —

1. STRUCTURED DRAFT:
{blog_text}

2. AVAILABLE FIGURES AND DESCRIPTIONS:
{items_list_str}

— FINAL OUTPUT —
Your final output must be only the complete, ready-to-publish post text, with the selected image placeholders at the end.

Figure 26: Prompt used for the Textual Enriching Agent and Platform Adaptation stage, tailored for
RedNote.

G ACADEMIC PROMOTION QUALITY ASSESSMENT

Owing to human quality annotation being costly and time-consuming, a critical component of our
benchmark is the reliance on LLMs for large-scale evaluation. To validate this approach, we measured
the correlation between the judgments of several prominent LLM judges and our human-annotated
ground truth on PRBench.

G.1 EVALUATION PROTOCOL

We adopt the LLM as a Judge paradigm (Zheng et al., 2023; Gu et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2024a)
for automated evaluation, using Qwen2.5-72B-VL. Our protocol comprises two complementary
evaluation modes.

Individual Post-level Evaluation assesses the absolute quality of a single promotional post based
on a set of predefined criteria. To ensure stability, for each criterion requiring a scalar score (e.g., on
a 0-to-5 scale), we query the LLM judge 3 times and use the arithmetic mean as the final score.

Pairwise Comparative Evaluation assesses the relative quality between a candidate post PA and
a post from a chosen reference set, Sk. This reference-based framework is designed to allow the
benchmark’s difficulty to evolve. While it is possible for a demonstrably superior set of machine-
generated posts to become a future reference set (i.e., if Pref(Pagent, Sk) > T , it can become Sk+1),
the evaluations conducted in this paper use the collection of human-authored posts as the primary
reference set (S0). For a given pair (PA, PB) where PB ∈ S0, an evaluator provides a preference
judgment. To implement this with an LLM judge and mitigate positional bias, each pair is presented
twice in swapped order. A consistent choice results in a preference outcome, recorded as PA ≻ PB

(A is better) or PB ≻ PA (B is better), while inconsistent choices result in a tie (PA ∼ PB). These
outcomes are then aggregated to quantify performance, typically as a win rate against the references.

G.2 EVALUATION EXPERIMENT ANALYSIS

Current LLMs effectively assess the quality of promotional content. As shown in Table 4,
it demonstrates a positive correlation (greater than 0.5) between LLM evaluations and human
annotations across most individual PRBench metrics. These findings underscore the reliability of
LLMs as evaluators, emphasizing both their strengths and limitations in this context. Moreover, this
strong correlation suggests that LLMs can be valuable tools in providing consistent assessments,
which are crucial for applications such as automated content moderation and performance analysis.
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Generator SummaC-ZS SummaC-Conv
GPT-5 -0.073 0.202

+ PRAgent -0.072 0.229
Qwen3-235B-A22B -0.055 0.202

+ PRAgent -0.369 0.222
Qwen2.5-VL-32B-Ins -0.033 0.204

+ PRAgent -0.066 0.211
Qwen3-32B -0.231 0.231

+ PRAgent -0.099 0.219
InternVL3-14B -0.378 0.209

+ PRAgent -0.281 0.213

Table 6: SummaC consistency scores on PRBench-Core. For each system, we treat each weighted
checklist item as a candidate “summary” and compute SummaC-ZS and SummaC-Conv scores
against the generated promotional post, then average over all checklist items and test examples.
Higher scores indicate stronger consistency under the SummaC metrics.

Open-Source LLMs show greater alignment with human judgment. Open-source LLMs exhibit
stronger alignment with human judgment across most metrics compared to closed-source models
like GPT-4o and GPT-5-mini, as shown in Table 4. This suggests that open-source models more
accurately capture the nuances of human evaluative criteria. In contrast, closed-source models tend to
prioritize logical coherence and factual accuracy, as evidenced by their higher scores in Contextual
Relevance, Logical Attractiveness, and Factual Checklist Score. However, they often overlook critical
engagement factors, which are vital in social media contexts, leading to suboptimal performance.

LLMs excel at evaluating objective, text-based criteria but struggle with subjective, multi-modal
judgments. The analysis in Table 4 shows that LLMs perform effectively in assessing objective,
text-based metrics. Measures like Hashtag & Mention Strategy and Call-To-Action Score, which rely
on identifiable textual patterns, exhibit strong correlations with human judgment. However, GPT-4o’s
low correlation score for Visual Attractiveness (less than 0.1) suggests that aesthetic evaluations
remain challenging for LLMs. This highlights that subjective judgments, particularly in aesthetics,
are still an evolving area for LLM-human alignment. Despite this, the high correlation in most metrics
underscores the reliability of LLMs as scalable proxies for human evaluation in academic promotion.

Qwen-2.5-VL-72B-Ins exhibits the strongest and most consistent correlation with human
judgments. Among the tested models, as shown in Table 4, Qwen-2.5-VL-72B-Ins shows the
highest and most consistent correlation with human judgments across most metrics. It achieves
strong Pearson and Spearman correlations in criteria, confirming its selection as the primary judge
in our evaluation protocol. For all evaluations, including absolute scores and pairwise preferences,
Qwen-2.5-VL-72B-Ins served as the primary and economical LLM judge framework, due to its
strong alignment with human annotations.

H LIMITATIONS OF OFF-THE-SHELF FACTUALITY METRICS ON PRBENCH

Automatic metrics for factuality and faithfulness have been widely explored in summarization and
lay-science generation (Laban et al., 2022; Scialom et al., 2021). However, these metrics are typically
calibrated for summaries that are concise, coverage-oriented, and strictly non-additive with respect to
the source document. In contrast, AutoPR is a promotion task: effective posts selectively highlight a
paper’s core contributions, situate them with additional background, and sometimes use metaphors
or analogies to ease comprehension for non-expert readers, raising the question of whether existing
factuality metrics adequately capture fidelity in PRBench.

To investigate this, we instantiate SummaC-ZS and SummaC-Conv (Laban et al., 2022) as represen-
tative NLI-based factuality metrics. For each generated promotional post P and its human-curated
factual checklist C = {(ci, wi)} (Section 3.2), we treat each checklist item ci as a candidate “sum-
mary” and use the post P as the reference document. SummaC then produces a consistency score for
each (ci, P ) pair, and we average these scores (weighted by wi) to obtain system-level SummaC-ZS
and SummaC-Conv scores that are directly comparable to our weighted Factual Checklist Score.
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Model Fidelity Engagement Alignment Overall Avg
Qwen-2.5-VL-7B 42.42 47.91 51.53 47.29

+ 1-shot 45.01 45.79 48.25 46.37

Qwen-2.5-VL-32B 56.39 73.31 69.18 68.88
+ 1-shot 62.79 71.67 69.76 69.32

Qwen-2.5-VL-72B 63.94 73.46 72.89 71.69
+ 1-shot 57.27 73.65 77.47 71.52

InternVL3-8B 48.30 62.08 69.01 61.40
+ 1-shot 57.14 69.80 73.93 68.51

InternVL3-14B 49.07 61.93 70.31 61.87
+ 1-shot 55.62 64.39 68.90 63.99

InternVL3-38B 46.20 59.21 67.15 58.99
+ 1-shot 52.53 55.26 58.68 55.74

Table 7: Performance comparison between the standard Direct Prompt (zero-shot) and a stronger
baseline incorporating one-shot example (+ 1-shot).

Table 6 reports these scores on PRBench-Core across several backbone models and their PRAgent-
enhanced variants. All values cluster around zero for SummaC-ZS and ≈ 0.20 for SummaC-Conv,
with no consistent separation between direct prompting and PRAgent or with our human- and LLM-
based fidelity assessments. In other words, SummaC behaves almost like a random scorer in this
setting, failing to reflect either the substantial fidelity differences we observe in manual error analysis
(Section 3.2, Appendix D) or the clear gains brought by PRAgent (Section 5).

We hypothesize two main causes. First, SummaC relies on an early ALBERT (Lan et al., 2020)
backbone with a relatively short maximum input length (500 tokens), whereas AutoPR posts in
PRBench often exceed 1,000 tokens and contain dense multimodal references. Truncation and
sentence-level matching therefore discard much of the fine-grained context needed to evaluate
whether a promotional claim is factually grounded. Second, the publicly available SummaC models
are trained exclusively on English summarization corpora, while PRBench includes a substantial
portion of Chinese posts; this cross-lingual mismatch likely further degrades reliability. Together,
these factors suggest that directly reusing summarization-oriented factuality metrics underestimates
fidelity in AutoPR and obscures real system-level differences.

Looking forward, we view the construction of a dedicated factuality validator for AutoPR as an
important avenue for future work. Such a validator should be trained on PRBench-style data, handle
bilingual and multimodal inputs, and explicitly account for the permissible addition of contextual
information typical of promotional writing, rather than penalizing all non-literal elaborations as
hallucinations.
I DIRECT PROMPTING BASELINE IMPLEMENTATION

To establish a clear performance benchmark, we implemented a baseline referred to as "Direct
Prompting." This method is designed to simulate a straightforward, non-agentic approach to the
AutoPR task, reflecting how a user might naively employ a LLM for academic promotion.

Specifically, given that a full research paper’s text exceeds these limits, we employed a simple “left”
truncation strategy. The input for the LLM was constructed by extracting the initial 80K characters
(approximately 20K tokens) from the paper’s plain text, which typically includes the title, authors,
abstract, introduction, and parts of the related work. This truncated text was then passed to the model
with a direct and simple instruction: "Based on the following research paper content, generate a
social media post to promote it." No further guidance on tone, structure, or platform-specific features
(like hashtags) was provided.

J HOW DO GENERAL STRATEGIES EFFECT PERFORMANCE ON PRBENCH?

Long CoT Reasoning does not consistently improve AutoPR tasks. Long chain-of-thought (Long
CoT) has recently emerged as a promising approach for tasks that require iterative reasoning (Chen
et al., 2024b; Cheng et al., 2025; Chen et al., 2025a). To assess its effect, we evaluated the Qwen3
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Model Name Fidelity Engagement Alignment
Avg.A&T

Acc.
Factual
Score Hook Logical

Attr.
Visual
Attr. CTA Prof.

Pref.
Broad
Pref.

Context
Rel.

Vis-Txt
Integ. Hashtag Plat.

Pref.

DeepSeek-R1-Distill-7BR,T 4325 2145 3307 4504 - 1534 37.70 43.25 3128 - 1713 23.02 3105
+ PRAgent 55.60 36.43 68.10 71.58 62.89 34.96 72.27 88.67 66.89 66.47 52.64 81.64 63.18

InternVL3-8B 52.67 48.55 72.01 53.09 - 50.00 63.67 81.64 66.34 - 56.58 85.16 62.97
+ PRAgent 64.06 52.50 73.37 57.62 68.75 44.27 60.55 88.67 74.93 66.24 50.68 80.86 65.21

Qwen3-8BT 51.76 45.09 73.83 51.69 - 44.27 62.50 78.91 72.10 - 61.46 91.41 63.30
+ PRAgent 69.01 62.11 75.00 83.53 70.57 45.44 96.09 98.44 86.33 71.78 62.11 98.44 76.57

DeepSeek-R1-Distill-14BR,T 51.37 43.57 69.14 54.92 - 29.56 60.16 75.78 64.23 - 50.13 81.64 58.05
+ PRAgent 66.60 57.21 74.80 77.64 73.31 38.48 91.80 98.83 80.37 72.66 54.95 99.22 73.82

Qwen3-14BT 50.91 47.44 74.80 56.25 - 38.15 69.53 82.03 72.30 - 65.23 95.31 65.20
+ PRAgent 70.31 67.70 75.00 81.38 72.85 35.35 97.66 99.61 86.88 74.38 61.33 97.27 76.64

Qwen3-30B-A3BT 51.11 43.03 71.68 51.69 - 35.22 47.66 74.61 67.84 - 60.16 83.59 58.66
+ PRAgent 69.79 56.45 75.00 79.98 72.01 30.01 98.44 98.44 85.61 72.36 66.54 98.44 75.26

DeepSeek-R1-Distill-32BR,T 50.00 42.49 68.03 55.66 - 35.61 51.95 77.73 6725 - 5046 85.16 5843
+ PRAgent 65.94 55.82 72.38 80.22 69.38 37.80 92.91 96.06 79.63 70.51 47.77 92.52 71.74

InternVL3-38B 51.37 43.82 71.16 53.91 - 50.07 44.14 77.73 68.46 - 50.81 85.94 59.74
+ PRAgent 65.69 56.84 75.00 72.10 74.02 47.92 85.55 96.88 83.66 74.28 50.91 96.09 73.25

Qwen-2.5-VL-72B-Ins 52.08 44.43 74.41 62.83 - 57.81 58.20 83.98 74.67 - 55.53 93.75 65.77
+ PRAgent 70.05 60.75 75.00 75.68 74.93 30.99 89.45 97.27 81.32 74.22 41.60 96.48 72.31

Gemini-2.5-Flash 55.01 45.10 74.48 61.78 - 48.96 39.06 83.98 80.47 - 61.20 93.75 64.38
+ PRAgent 70.83 70.01 75.00 82.32 74.48 46.81 97.27 98.83 85.84 74.80 57.42 98.05 77.64

Gemini-2.5-ProR 56.77 47.44 75.00 69.79 - 44.27 46.88 88.67 81.41 - 59.57 94.92 66.47
+ PRAgent 71.81 63.14 74.47 85.97 73.89 45.44 97.27 99.22 86.04 74.58 58.40 98.05 77.36

GPT-4.1 51.00 38.75 74.00 56.00 - 45.67 50.00 70.00 69.00 - 52.33 84.00 59.08
+ PRAgent 70.67 77.19 75.50 83.00 75.33 46.67 100.00 100.00 86.00 75.33 60.67 98.00 79.03

GPT-4o 50.52 30.73 72.93 48.06 - 42.84 28.12 64.45 60.58 - 53.26 55.08 50.66
+ PRAgent 66.99 46.58 75.00 75.07 74.80 47.59 75.78 98.05 81.87 73.93 52.15 97.66 72.12

GPT-5-nanoR 49.80 57.91 51.56 37.34 - 34.31 58.59 51.95 52.51 - 49.28 73.05 51.63
+ PRAgent 71.29 70.80 72.53 61.75 69.53 34.70 94.92 94.14 73.63 67.81 55.47 94.53 71.76

Table 8: The remaining results on the PRBench-Core. For each model, we compare the performance
of our PRAgent against the Direct Prompt baseline.

series under two settings: a “thinking” mode that enables Long CoT and a “non-thinking” mode that
uses standard inference. As shown in Figure 8 (a), enabling Long CoT did not yield notable gains in
average performance. Consistent improvement is observed only on the Engagement metric, and Long
CoT even negatively affects other metrics for the Qwen3-235B model. These results indicate that
Long CoT is not a universally effective strategy for improving performance on AutoPR tasks.

Parameter scaling laws also hold in AutoPR scenarios. In general, increasing a model’s parame-
ters is a common way to improve performance. To examine this, we analyze four established LLM
series. As shown in Figure 8 (b,c), we observe clear parameter-scaling effects across these models,
which is well align with parameter scaling laws (Kaplan et al., 2020; Henighan et al., 2020). While
performance generally increases with model size, the trend is not strictly consistent across series.
For example, Qwen3-32B can outperform the larger InternVL3-38B, indicating that, for this task,
performance does not align uniformly with scale across model families.

Inference-time scaling does not hold for AutoPR tasks. To investigate the impact of inference-
time scaling, we analyze the relationship between think token count on Qwen3-30B-A3B and the
average score on PRBench. Figure 8(d) shows that, contrary to conventional scaling laws, increased
inference-time scaling does not yield monotonic performance gains in the AutoPR task. There is
no positive trend; instead, we observe a negative correlation between think token count and average
score (Pearson’s r = −0.1616, p = 0.0003). We hypothesize that this arises from “specification
drift,” where excessive, unguided reasoning leads the model to over-interpret instructions, introduce
extraneous details, or deviate from core objectives of Fidelity, Alignment, and Engagement.

In-context Learning does not consistently improve performance. Our experiments show that
In-context Learning (ICL), while always beneficial in other generation tasks (Dong et al., 2022;
Qin et al., 2023; 2024; Wang et al., 2024), does not uniformly enhance performance across all
metrics. This indicates that the effectiveness of prompting strategies is task- and model-dependent.
As demonstrated in Table 7, the impact of ICL varies across models and metrics. For example,
Qwen-2.5-VL-7B shows a slight improvement in Fidelity, from 42.42% to 45.01%, but a decrease in
Engagement (from 47.91% to 45.79%) and Alignment (from 51.53% to 48.25%). Similarly, Qwen-
2.5-VL-72B experiences a drop in Fidelity but an increase in Alignment. These mixed outcomes
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Model Name Fidelity Engagement Alignment
Avg.A&T

Acc.
Factual
Score Hook Logical

Attr.
Visual
Attr. CTA Prof.

Pref.
Broad
Pref.

Context
Rel.

Vis-Txt
Integ. Hashtag Plat.

Pref.

DeepSeek-R1-Distill-7BR,T 43.27 20.39 36.53 48.30 - 18.87 40.16 45.57 33.52 - 20.28 26.38 33.33
+ PRAgent 55.75 32.61 67.94 70.33 63.96 33.97 65.62 87.40 65.81 66.49 48.62 81.45 61.66

Qwen-2.5-VL-7B-Instruct 48.32 36.52 61.98 46.98 - 38.82 35.35 56.45 55.86 - 40.72 58.01 47.90
+ PRAgent 61.75 55.69 61.76 58.66 60.24 16.06 67.97 75.00 57.43 61.64 49.65 67.09 57.74

InternVL3-8B 51.71 44.89 70.96 53.00 - 50.00 58.59 77.83 66.76 - 56.28 83.98 61.40
+ PRAgent 64.08 51.06 73.47 58.49 69.90 45.85 63.28 88.77 75.49 67.33 51.44 81.93 65.92

Qwen3-8BT 51.16 42.69 73.26 52.51 - 41.24 60.64 76.17 71.40 - 60.61 89.65 61.93
+ PRAgent 67.95 58.96 75.00 83.53 71.97 45.30 97.56 99.22 86.86 72.74 61.50 97.95 76.54

DeepSeek-R1-Distill-14BR,T 50.67 41.73 69.47 55.39 - 30.72 57.44 71.33 64.34 - 49.41 81.02 57.15
+ PRAgent 65.61 53.86 74.62 77.94 71.94 39.29 91.31 98.63 80.53 71.91 53.32 97.85 73.07

InternVL3-14B 51.63 46.51 71.06 54.17 - 54.82 53.42 76.17 68.76 - 56.32 85.84 61.87
+ PRAgent 64.56 54.34 75.62 68.08 73.18 52.13 74.61 94.24 81.57 71.54 54.41 90.53 71.23

Qwen3-14BT 51.12 46.33 73.73 56.45 - 39.62 68.46 80.57 72.34 - 64.78 92.09 64.55
+ PRAgent 69.58 65.18 75.00 82.18 73.88 34.88 98.93 99.71 86.83 74.59 60.90 98.05 76.64

GPT-oss-20BR,T 51.71 54.89 69.97 41.63 - 44.14 71.48 72.27 71.77 - 54.51 90.92 62.33
+ PRAgent 69.74 73.07 74.85 64.97 73.04 49.43 98.44 97.46 83.47 73.92 62.24 97.75 76.53

Qwen3-30B-A3BT 51.14 40.76 71.08 51.68 - 35.63 48.44 68.46 67.43 - 60.09 81.74 57.64
+ PRAgent 69.40 54.95 74.85 80.69 72.27 30.08 96.68 98.24 85.45 73.32 65.89 97.56 74.95

DeepSeek-R1-Distill-32BR,T 50.52 41.79 69.16 57.20 - 36.65 56.64 73.63 67.16 - 49.63 85.16 58.75
+ PRAgent 65.85 54.88 74.10 81.44 70.65 39.53 92.86 97.26 81.25 71.58 49.12 93.64 72.68

Qwen-2.5-VL-32B-Instruct 56.90 55.88 69.71 69.78 - 56.20 87.01 85.84 66.18 - 52.78 88.57 68.88
+ PRAgent 71.56 69.96 74.95 82.75 75.15 53.47 98.83 99.71 83.46 75.01 61.90 97.16 78.66

Qwen3-32BT 52.25 49.68 72.51 53.52 - 47.97 78.22 77.93 69.60 - 61.21 90.53 65.34
+ PRAgent 71.14 64.53 75.00 83.00 74.82 42.74 98.83 99.71 86.69 75.12 60.59 98.24 77.53

InternVL3-38B 50.93 41.47 70.20 53.52 - 50.07 48.05 74.22 67.44 - 51.11 82.91 58.99
+ PRAgent 66.52 53.23 74.56 72.87 74.10 48.47 84.47 96.97 83.11 73.58 50.75 96.97 72.97

Qwen-2.5-VL-72B-Instruct 52.78 42.61 74.10 62.51 - 57.10 56.05 82.52 74.20 - 55.03 91.89 64.88
+ PRAgent 69.43 58.45 74.71 75.07 74.79 29.70 88.96 97.56 80.37 73.93 40.97 96.29 71.69

GPT-oss-120BR,T 52.64 58.45 69.34 41.79 - 41.54 74.32 72.46 72.59 - 65.32 91.99 64.04
+ PRAgent 68.64 77.15 74.92 68.13 73.91 47.71 99.41 98.34 81.68 74.53 59.83 98.73 76.91

Qwen3-235B-A22BT 56.10 51.28 74.25 56.88 - 52.20 78.03 82.81 74.49 - 68.51 95.21 68.98
+ PRAgent 67.95 66.96 75.02 83.96 74.53 44.25 98.63 99.61 87.09 75.11 60.45 98.54 77.68

Gemini-2.5-Flash 54.29 43.20 74.41 62.07 - 47.05 38.38 79.98 80.83 - 61.47 91.80 63.35
+ PRAgent 70.43 67.97 74.53 82.88 74.41 46.61 97.46 98.73 85.32 74.64 58.30 96.09 77.28

Gemini-2.5-ProR 57.05 46.46 75.29 69.70 - 45.49 46.00 86.82 81.01 - 59.86 93.26 66.09
+ PRAgent 72.31 62.22 75.09 86.11 74.80 47.35 98.93 99.80 86.86 75.08 58.02 99.02 77.97

GPT-4.1 50.98 37.77 74.80 55.53 - 42.19 48.83 77.73 73.01 - 53.32 90.62 60.48
+ PRAgent 72.66 71.42 75.20 81.48 75.33 47.27 98.05 99.22 85.06 75.56 59.11 96.48 78.07

GPT-4o 49.72 29.30 72.21 47.54 - 40.97 30.86 59.77 60.15 - 52.41 54.10 49.70
+ PRAgent 66.32 45.94 75.00 75.22 74.89 49.07 77.93 98.24 81.83 74.17 52.08 97.66 72.36

GPT-5R 51.71 47.84 74.06 45.75 - 37.68 72.75 78.81 75.00 - 50.57 94.34 62.85
+ PRAgent 67.90 72.07 75.00 80.43 75.28 34.82 98.73 99.51 86.63 75.66 52.47 98.05 76.38

GPT-5-miniR 50.83 60.16 55.73 39.41 - 33.30 64.55 59.08 58.70 - 39.44 79.20 54.04
+ PRAgent 71.39 82.35 74.58 68.52 73.96 42.85 99.22 98.24 82.31 73.58 52.19 95.90 76.26

GPT-5-nanoR 49.43 56.91 51.94 37.08 - 31.43 57.13 50.29 52.65 - 51.89 71.78 51.05
+ PRAgent 71.65 73.22 73.45 60.73 70.96 35.84 96.09 93.46 74.81 68.65 56.38 91.41 72.22

human-authored posts 53.32 47.10 45.90 42.89 70.48 30.68 - - 52.34 66.34 33.92 - -

Table 9: The results on the PRBench. For each model, we compare the performance of our PRAgent
against the Direct Prompt baseline.

suggest that ICL introduces variability that may not uniformly benefit all aspects of the AutoPR task.
This calls for further research to identify the conditions under which ICL is most effective.

Overall, our findings highlight the nuanced effects of various strategies on AutoPR performance.
While some approaches like parameter scaling show clear benefits, others such as Long CoT reasoning
and one-shot prompting yield mixed results. This underscores the importance of tailored strategies
that consider the specific demands of the AutoPR task and the characteristics of the models employed.

K HUMAN PREFERENCE ANALYSIS ON PRBENCH-CORE

Real-world experiments are characterized by contingency and randomness; prior work (Gopalakr-
ishna Pillai et al., 2025) has thus introduced specialized models for engagement prediction to
circumvent potential biases in real-world settings, such as the simultaneous exposure of A/B test
posts to the same users. To further validate the performance of our proposed PRAgent, following
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Model Visual Attr. Vis-Txt Integ
Qwen-2.5-VL-7B 74.38 68.07

+ PRAgent 60.24 61.64

Qwen-2.5-VL-32B 74.40 71.34
+ PRAgent 75.15 75.01

Qwen-2.5-VL-72B 74.20 68.67
+ PRAgent 74.79 73.93

InternVL3-8B 74.35 69.24
+ PRAgent 69.90 67.33

InternVL3-14B 74.25 68.54
+ PRAgent 73.18 71.54

InternVL3-38B 74.41 67.58
+ PRAgent 74.10 73.58

Table 10: Direct comparison of visual metrics between PRAgent’s intelligent visual handling and a
Naive Visual Baseline. For each model, the first row represents the Naive Visual Baseline, and the
highlighted row represents the performance of PRAgent.

Preference Outcome Percentage (%)
PRAgent-Generated Wins 64.8
Tie 23.4
Human-Authored Wins 11.7

(a) Percentage-based results of the human prefer-
ence study on PRBench-Core, comparing human-
authored posts against PRAgent-generated content
(with GPT-5 as the backbone).

Preference Outcome Percentage (%)
PRAgent-Generated Wins 36.7
Tie 28.1
Human-Authored Wins 35.2

(b) Percentage-based results of the human prefer-
ence study on PRBench-Core, comparing human-
authored posts against PRAgent-generated content
(with Qwen-2.5-VL-7B-Ins as the backbone).

Goldsack et al. (2022) on science communication, we conducted a human preference study on the
PRBench-Core. In this study, human annotators were presented with pairs of promotional posts
for the same research paper: one generated by PRAgent (using GPT-5 as backbone) and the other
authored by a human. Annotators were asked to choose which post they preferred based on overall
quality, engagement, and clarity, or to declare a tie if they were of comparable quality. The aggregated
results are shown in Table 11a, providing a direct measure of our method’s performance against
human-written content.

Beyond the GPT-5 backbone, we also test PRAgent with a smaller, more accessible model, Qwen-
2.5-VL-7B-Ins, on PRBench-Core. As summarized in Table 11b, PRAgent-generated posts are
preferred over human-authored ones in only 36.7% of cases (with 28.1% ties), indicating that at
current capability levels a 7B-scale model, even with PRAgent, still struggles to match the quality of
expert human promotion.

L EACH STAGE MATTERS FOR PRAGENT.

Fidelity Engagement Alignment
PRAgent 70.76 80.81 79.38

w/o Stage 1 66.38 80.89 79.79
w/o Stage 2 68.75 79.59 76.29
w/o Stage 3 62.94 80.10 71.36

Table 12: Ablation study of PRAgent com-
ponents using Qwen2.5-VL-32B-Ins.

To assess the contribution of each stage in PRAgent,
we conducted ablations with the Qwen2.5-VL-32B-Ins
model, systematically removing or altering core com-
ponents of the multi-agent pipeline. As shown in Ta-
ble 12, the results indicate that every specialized stage
contributes distinctly to final output quality. (1) First,
we bypassed Content Extraction and Structuring (Stage
1). Fidelity declined from 70.76 to 66.38, indicating that
the hierarchical summarization helps preserve factual
coherence. (2) Second, removing Multi-Agent Content
Synthesis (Stage 2) impaired overall performance, with scores dropping across all three metrics, par-
ticularly in Alignment (76.29). (3) Lastly, we removed Platform-Specific Adaptation & Orchestration
(Stage 3), which caused the most significant performance drop. This dramatically decreased the
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Method Avg Time (s) CPU Util. (Stage 1 / 2+3) Tokens (In / Out)
PRAgent 103.7 165% / 0.07% 48,918 / 16,695
Direct Prompt 66.2 0.05% / – 21,342 / 1,523

Table 13: Computational cost per paper on PRBench-Core when using Qwen2.5-VL-32B-Ins as the
backbone model.

Alignment score from 79.38 to 71.36 and Fidelity to 62.94, producing a generic-style post instead. In
conclusion, these ablations provide strong evidence that each stage of PRAgent is indispensable.

Further, to analyze the effectiveness of PRAgent’s intelligent visual handling, we conducted a direct
comparison with a Naive Visual Baseline across all six models evaluated on PRBench-Core. In this
baseline, each post uniformly uses a screenshot of the corresponding paper’s first page as its image. In
contrast, PRAgent autonomously selects and prepares what it identifies as the most compelling visual
elements from the paper. As shown in Table 10, PRAgent consistently outperforms the Naive Visual
Baseline in both Visual Attractiveness and Visual-Textual Integration metrics across all models. This
demonstrates that PRAgent’s intelligent visual handling significantly enhances the overall quality and
engagement of the generated promotional content.

M COMPUTATIONAL COST OF PRAGENT

We further profile the computational cost of PRAgent on PRBench-Core using Qwen2.5-VL-32B-
Ins as the backbone model. In this setting, the LLM is served on a single A800 GPU, while the
PRAgent orchestration code runs on an Apple M2 CPU. For PRAgent, the average wall-clock time
per paper is 103.7 seconds. Stage 1 (content extraction and figure/table detection with a CPU-based
DocLayout-YOLO model) takes 47.9 seconds and reaches an effective single-core CPU utilization
of 165%, whereas Stages 2 and 3 are almost entirely dominated by waiting for LLM API responses,
with only 0.07% CPU utilization. Offloading the YOLO model to GPU would substantially reduce
Stage-1 latency, and even under a CPU-only setup the end-to-end delay remains moderate.

For the Direct Prompt baseline, the average time per paper is 66.2 seconds, which is also dominated
by LLM API latency and uses only 0.05% CPU. In terms of token usage with Qwen2.5-VL-32B-Ins,
PRAgent consumes on average 48,918 input tokens and 16,695 output tokens per paper, while the
baseline uses 21,342 input and 1,523 output tokens. Table 13 summarizes these measurements. De-
spite the higher token budget, PRAgent remains a lightweight agentic system that can run comfortably
on a single personal machine when using either LLM APIs or a locally hosted model.

N LANGUAGE ABLATION ON PRBENCH-CORE

In the main experiments, all RedNote posts are generated in Chinese and X (Twitter) posts are
generated in English, matching the dominant language of each platform. To assess whether our
evaluation protocol depends on this language choice, we conduct an ablation study on PRBench-Core
using Qwen-2.5-VL-32B-Instruct as the backbone model.

In the language ablation setting, we swap the languages used for each platform, generating RedNote
posts in English and X posts in Chinese, while keeping all other settings unchanged. As shown
in Table 14, the scores under the language-swapped setting are nearly identical to those with the
default languages for both the Direct Prompt baseline and PRAgent: all deviations across Fidelity,
Engagement, Alignment, and the overall average are within 0.2 absolute points. These results
indicate that PRBench’s LLM-based evaluation is largely insensitive to the surface language of the
promotional posts, provided that the underlying content is preserved.

O GENERALIZATION TO BIOMEDICAL PROMOTION

To evaluate whether PRBench and PRAgent generalize beyond computer-science-related research,
we conduct a pilot study on biomedical promotion. We collect 24 peer-reviewed biomedical papers
together with the Twitter posts originally used by their authors to publicize the work, and re-generate
promotional posts for the same papers using GPT-5 as the backbone model. For each paper, we
compare a direct GPT-5 prompting baseline against the full PRAgent pipeline under the PRBench
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Method Fidelity Engagement Alignment Overall Avg
Direct Prompt 58.71 75.23 70.67 70.56

+ language ablation 58.77 75.25 70.64 70.57

PRAgent 72.67 80.31 79.25 78.69
+ language ablation 72.63 80.46 79.19 78.74

Table 14: Language ablation on PRBench-Core using Qwen-2.5-VL-32B-Instruct as the backbone.
The “+ language ablation” rows correspond to swapping the dominant language of each platform
(RedNote: English, X: Chinese) while keeping all other settings fixed.

Model Fidelity Engagement Alignment Avg.
A&T
Acc.

Factual
Score Hook Logical

Attr.
Visual
Attr. CTA Prof.

Pref.
Broad
Pref.

Context
Rel.

Vis-Txt
Integ. Hashtag Plat.

Pref.

GPT-5 47.66 42.29 72.92 54.07 - 18.45 68.75 75.00 72.92 - 55.10 100.00 60.72
+ PRAgent 64.58 89.80 82.07 80.80 78.26 21.38 100.00 100.00 86.96 71.73 63.22 100.00 78.23

Table 15: Biomedical-domain results on PRBench-style metrics using GPT-5 as the backbone. We
evaluate promotional tweets for 24 biomedical papers using the same metric suite as the main
experiments.

evaluation protocol with Qwen-2.5-VL-72B-Ins as the LLM judge. As summarized in Table 15,
PRAgent again achieves a decisive advantage: the overall average score improves from 60.72 to 78.23,
with large gains in Fidelity and Alignment even though the baseline already uses real author-written
tweets as a strong reference.

Unlike computer-science-related fields, biomedical research does not yet have a dense social-media
promotion ecosystem, which makes direct engagement metrics unstable. We therefore complement
the automatic evaluation with human judgements on the same 24 paper-post pairs. Human annotators
are asked to compare the original human-authored tweet with the PRAgent-generated tweet for each
paper and decide which one they would prefer to post on their own account, or mark a tie when the
quality is comparable. As shown in Table 16, PRAgent is preferred in 79.2% of cases, ties the human
tweet in 16.7%, and is judged worse in only 4.2%, indicating strong generalization of PRAgent.

P REAL-WORLD STUDY SETTING DETAILS

To validate the practical efficacy of PRAgent, we conducted a 10-day in-the-wild study. The following
provides a detailed account of the experimental settings designed to ensure the validity of the results
and control for confounding variables.

P.1 SETUP

Two new, anonymous accounts were created on the social media platform RedNote. To minimize any
bias stemming from profile appearance while maintaining a professional look, both accounts were
configured with similar styles: For username and profile picture, the accounts were given similar,
tech-focused usernames typical of the platform and used stylistically similar avatars to project a
consistent identity. For biography, the biography for both accounts was set to “Daily NLP/CV Paper
Sharing”. This setup ensured that user engagement would be a response to the post content itself,
rather than to any perceived identity or branding of the account.

P.2 PAPER SELECTION CRITERIA.

The study involved 10 recent research papers. These were randomly selected from arXiv preprints
submitted in the fields of Natural Language Processing (NLP) and Computer Vision (CV) during
August 2025. A key criterion was that these papers had not yet gained significant traction or been
promoted by major academic influencers, thereby minimizing the impact of pre-existing public
awareness on our engagement metrics.

P.3 POSTING PROTOCOL.

A strict posting protocol was enforced to ensure a controlled comparison:
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Preference Outcome Percentage (%)
PRAgent-Generated Wins 79.2
Tie 16.7
Human-Authored Wins 4.2

Table 16: Human preference study on biomedical-domain promotional tweets. Annotators compare
PRAgent-generated tweets (with GPT-5 as backbone) against original human-authored tweets for the
same 24 papers.

• Timing: Each day, promotional content for the same paper was published by both the PRAgent
account (experimental group) and the Direct Prompt account (control group) at the exact same
time: 12:00 PM (noon) Beijing Time. This time was chosen to ensure consistency across the
experimental period.

• Frequency: One paper was promoted per day for 10 consecutive days.

P.4 CONTENT CONTROL

The core variable was the method of content generation. To create a standardized condition for visual
elements, the baseline posts uniformly used a screenshot of the corresponding paper’s first page as
their image. In contrast, PRAgent autonomously selected and prepared what it identified as the most
compelling visual elements from the paper. This allowed us to test PRAgent’s entire content creation
capability, including both text and visual selection.

P.5 INTERACTION POLICY.

Throughout the 10-day experimental period, both accounts operated under a strict zero-interaction
policy. They did not follow any other users, like or save any external posts, or reply to any comments
received on their own posts. This ensured that all recorded engagement metrics (views, likes, saves,
etc.) were purely organic and directly attributable to the appeal of the generated content.

Q SHOWCASE OF GENERATED EXAMPLES

To illustrate the qualitative differences between PRAgent and Direct Prompt, we present several
representative examples in Figures 28 to 34. These examples highlight how PRAgent’s structured
multi-agent approach leads to more engaging, accurate, and platform-tailored promotional content
compared to the baseline method.

🚀 First Systematic Study: dLLMs Can Be Efficiently Quantized Too! 

Diffusion LLMs are on the rise, but their gigantic size 🤯 makes on-device deployment a nightmare. This work is the first in-depth look at 
Post-Training Quantization (PTQ) for dLLMs. Key take-aways:

✨ Key Findings  
1⃣ dLLMs harbor widespread activation outliers—public enemy #1 for low-bit quantization.  
2⃣Weight-only: 4-bit is the sweet spot; GPTQ beats AWQ overall.  
3⃣Weight + activation: 8-bit ≈ lossless, 4-bit is tough; rotation-based DuQuant tops the chart.  
4⃣ Instruction-tuned variants are more quantization-robust than base models.  
5⃣Math reasoning & code generation are the most quantization-sensitive tasks.

🔍 Benchmarks span multiple tasks & models (LLaDA / Dream), packing the guide with actionable advice for squeezing dLLMs into 
resource-starved environments.

💡 Bottom line: want to run a dLLM on the edge? Pick the right quantization recipe and bit-width first!

#AI #LargeLanguageModels #DiffusionModels #ModelCompression #QuantizedInference #EdgeAI

Direct Prompt
Daily sharing of NLP/CV papers

Figure 27: A RedNote post (translated from Chinese to English) generated by Direct Prompt using
GPT-5 as the backbone, based on the original paper from Lin et al. (2025).
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Diffusion Model Quantization: 8-bit = pain-free, 4-bit = full of traps!

✍ Authors: Haokun Lin, Haobo Xu, Yichen Wu, Ziyu Guo, Renrui Zhang, Zhichao Lu, Ying Wei, Qingfu Zhang, Zhenan Sun, et al.
📚 Paper: “Quantization Meets dLLMs: A Systematic Study of Post-training Quantization for Diffusion LLMs”
🌐 arXiv: 2508.14896v1

🔍 Core Problem
Diffusion-style Large Language Models (dLLMs) boast stronger global awareness and lower cumulative error than autoregressive ones, but
at a sky-high compute cost. While mature Post-Training Quantization (PTQ) recipes exist for autoregressive LLMs, the low-bit behavior of
dLLMs—especially how freakish activation distributions trash quantization—has never been systematically studied.

⭐💡 Key Findings
We dive into dLLM activation maps for the first time and spot two quantization killers:
u Normal outliers: high-magnitude activations that persist across many tokens;
u Massive outliers: single-token spikes that dwarf every other value.

🛠 Methods
Using LLaDA-8B and Dream-7B, we benchmark:
u Weight-only: GPTQ, AWQ (group-wise channel);
u Weight + activation: SmoothQuant, QuaRot, DuQuant and other rotation-based tricks.

📊 Take-aways
u Weight-only: W4A16 drops <4 % accuracy, but W3A16 collapses on math & code.
u Full quantization: W8A8 is almost lossless; W4A4 with SmoothQuant tanks 20-90 %.

⭐🤔 Analogy
dLLM activations are like a band: most of the time it’s smooth jazz, occasional drum hits (normal outliers), but massive outliers are the amp
suddenly screeching—right in the FFN layers—making low-bit quantization go deaf.

🏁 Wrap-up
We draw the first roadmap for squeezing dLLMs:
u reveal the outlier geography;
u give a bit-budgeted method picker;
u flag the task danger-zones.
Soon your phone/tablet could be running a diffusion LLM—who’s betting we’ll see one this time next year?👇

#AI #BlackTech #DataScience #LargeModels #DiffusionModels #ModelCompression #EdgeAI #ModelAcceleration

PRAgent
Daily sharing of NLP/CV papers

Figure 28: A RedNote post (translated from Chinese to English) generated by PRAgent using GPT-5
as the backbone, based on the original paper from Lin et al. (2025).

💡 AI Art Game-Changer! PixNerd Has Landed🔥

Still fighting VAE artifacts and clunky two-stage pipelines? A team from Nanjing University & ByteDance just dropped PixNerd—an end-
to-end, VAE-free, lightning-fast pixel-level diffusion Transformer!

✨Why you’ll care:
u 🚀 One-shot pixel paradise: huge patches modeled by implicit neural fields—no cascade headaches.
u 🎨  Ridiculous quality: ImageNet 256×256 FID 2.15, 512×512 FID 2.84.
u 📝  Text-to-image beast: GenEval 0.73, DPG 80.9 overall.
u ⚡  Up to 8× faster than other pixel-diffusion cousins.
u 📏  Any resolution you want, zero retraining.

Researchers, artists, app-builders—PixNerd could be the next-gen shortcut to pro-level, GPU-friendly generation.

👉 Grab the code: github.com/MCG-NJU/PixNerd

Direct Prompt
Daily sharing of NLP/CV papers

Figure 29: A RedNote post generated by Direct Prompt using GPT-5 as the backbone, based on the
original paper from Wang et al. (2025).
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Pixel diffusion can be so fast and strong🚀

✍ Authors: Shuai Wang, Ziteng Gao, Chenhui Zhu, Weilin Huang, Limin Wang (Nanjing University, ByteDance Seed,
National University of Singapore)
📚 Paper: PixNerd: Pixel Neural Field Diffusion
🌐 Source: https://github.com/MCG-NJU/PixNerd

⭐🤔 Why it matters
Diffusion models usually pick one of two roads:
u Latent diffusion: compress with VAE→ diffuse→ decode. Fast, but may distort.
u Pixel diffusion: work directly on raw pixels. Rich detail, but GPU-hungry.
Until now you had to choose “detail” OR “speed”.
PixNerd delivers near-latent speed while staying in pixel space—and even ups the detail quality.

⭐💡 Core idea: Big Patches + Neural Fields
PixNerd drops the old multi-stage cascade & VAE. Instead:
u Single-stage, large-patch diffusion Transformer.
u Patch-level Implicit Neural Field (INR) decoder:

n Transformer predicts MLP weights for each image patch.
n Every pixel feeds its local coord (DCT-encoded) + noise into the MLP, outputting the denoising velocity directly.

u Big patches→ far fewer tokens→ compute cost on par with latent methods.

⭐📊 Results
u ImageNet 256×256: FID 2.15, sFID 4.55 — new pixel-record, matching latent models.
u GenEval benchmark: 0.73 Overall — SOTA among pixel methods, strong generation & understanding.
u DPG detail preservation: 80.9 avg — beats every pixel method, nipping at the best latent score.

⭐🔍 Tech highlights
u SwiGLU activations, 2-D RoPE pos enc, RMSNorm, log-normal timestep sampling.
u DINOv2 feature-alignment loss for better structure consistency.
u At inference: Adam4 sampler + tweaked CFG guidance for faster convergence.

⭐📈 Take-away
u Pixel diffusion ≠ slow, clumsy, pricey.
u PixNerd matches latent visual quality, runs almost as fast, and keeps pixel-perfect consistency, zero VAE artifacts, effortless

any-res generation.
💬 What do you think? Will pixel diffusion overthrow latent diffusion as the mainstream? Drop your thoughts below!
#GenerativeAI #DiffusionModels #ImageGeneration #PixNerd #AIResearch

PRAgent
Daily sharing of NLP/CV papers

Figure 30: A RedNote post (translated from Chinese to English) generated by PRAgent using GPT-5
as the backbone, based on the original paper from Wang et al. (2025).

Figure 31: A Twitter post generated by PRAgent using GPT-5 as the backbone, based on the original
paper from Gao et al. (2024).
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Figure 32: A Twitter post generated by Direct
Prompt using GPT-5 as the backbone, based
on the original paper from Gao et al. (2024).

Figure 33: A Twitter post generated by Direct
Prompt using GPT-5 as the backbone, based on
the original paper from Zuo et al. (2025).

Figure 34: A Twitter post generated by PRAgent using GPT-5 as the backbone, based on the original
paper from Zuo et al. (2025).
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Model Series Version/Sizes (B)
GPT-5 Series (OpenAI, 2025) nano, mini, chat
GPT-4 Series (Hurst et al., 2024) 4.1, 4o
GPT-OSS Series (Agarwal et al., 2025) 20, 120
Gemini 2.5 Series (Comanici et al., 2025) Flash, Pro
Qwen3 Series (Yang et al., 2025) 8, 14, 30, 32, 235
Qwen2.5-VL Series (Bai et al., 2025) 7, 32, 72
DeepSeek-R1-Distill Series (Guo et al., 2025a) 7, 14, 32
InternVL3 Series (Zhu et al., 2025) 8, 14, 38

Table 17: All evaluated model list with their versions and sizes.
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