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Abstract

Visual layouts are essential in graphic design fields such as
advertising, posters, and web interfaces. The application
of generative models for content-aware layout generation
has recently gained traction. However, these models fail
to understand the contextual aesthetic requirements of lay-
out design and do not align with human-like preferences,
primarily treating it as a prediction task without consider-
ing the final rendered output. To overcome these problems,
we offer Aesthetic-Aware Preference Alignment (AAPA),
a novel technique to train a Multi-modal Large Language
Model (MLLM) for layout prediction that uses MLLM’s aes-
thetic preferences for Direct Preference Optimization over
graphic layouts. We propose a data filtering protocol utiliz-
ing our layout-quality heuristics for AAPA to ensure train-
ing happens on high-quality layouts. Additionally, we in-
troduce a novel evaluation metric that uses another MLLM
to compute the win rate of the generated layout against
the ground-truth layout based on aesthetics criteria. We
also demonstrate the applicability of AAPA for MLLMs of
varying scales (1B to 8B parameters) and LLM families
(Qwen, Phi, InternLM). By conducting thorough qualita-
tive and quantitative analyses, we verify the efficacy of our
approach on two challenging benchmarks - Crello and We-
bui, showcasing 17%, and 16% improvement over current
State-of-The-Art methods, thereby highlighting the poten-
tial of MLLMs in aesthetic-aware layout generation.

1. Introduction
The arrangement of visual elements for a graphic layout
significantly impacts how users perceive and interact with
digital content [24]. The growing demand for automated
design solutions demonstrates broad impact across multiple
domains, including poster design [20, 51], user interface de-
sign [11, 21], document layouts [51, 56], and presentation
slides [14]. Designers expect layouts to achieve dual-level

*equal contribution

Figure 1. Existing cross-entropy loss based methods penalize el-
ement misalignment heavily while preferential tuning via AAPA
better capture aesthetic nuances in layouts

harmony, creating a seamless blend of fine-grained design
elements - color, font, and layout - while ensuring they work
cohesively with different types of elements in the overall
design [18]. These fine-grained components must maintain
aesthetic integrity and enhance the design’s collective har-
mony. For instance, when examining basic design elements,
colors must strike a delicate balance between contrast and
cooperation, delivering visual style.

As digital content creation accelerates, the field of au-
tomated layout generation has evolved across multiple di-
rections. Research has progressed from unconditional
generation [2, 16, 21, 27, 51] to more sophisticated ap-
proaches, including conditional generation based on user
inputs (such as element types [22–24], sizes [23, 27], or
relationships [22, 24]), conditional refinement using coarse
attributes [42], and conditional completion with partially
available elements [16]. Recently, Multi-modal Large Lan-
guage Models (MLLMs) have demonstrated remarkable ca-
pabilities in spatial reasoning and visual-semantic under-
standing [9, 31, 37]. Their ability to process both tex-
tual and visual information enables them to capture com-
plex spatial relationships and translate challenging language
concepts into coherent layout arrangements. Current ap-
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proaches [44, 46, 52] primarily reduce the complex design
problem to a numeric representation, where each design el-
ement is simplified to a tuple (x, y, w, h) encoding its center
coordinates, width, and height. While both autoregressive
models and diffusion models [1, 7, 55] approach layout gen-
eration differently-the former through sequential prediction
and the latter through denoising-they share a fundamental
limitation: both treat layouting as an optimization prob-
lem over position representations. As illustrated in Fig.1,
when multiple layouts are aesthetically pleasing, optimiz-
ing based on the absolute numerical position through cross-
entropy-based loss incorrectly penalizes other alternative
layouts predicted by the model, thus enforcing incorrect un-
derstanding. Moreover, reducing visual elements to numeri-
cal values strips away critical design attributes, hierarchical
relationships, and semantic context that human designers
naturally consider. This reductionist approach fails to cap-
ture the aesthetics or visual appeal of the rendered layouts,
particularly when dealing with complex layouts that require
subtle aesthetic considerations and contextual awareness.

To this end, we pose a fundamental research question:
“Can we utilize aesthetic preferences to guide the training
of MLLMs, thereby enhancing the visual impact of gener-
ated layouts?” While MLLMs demonstrate strong visual-
semantic alignment capabilities, these are often underuti-
lized when trained solely with supervised position loss per
element, which enforces a single layout variation for each
input. Although incorporating aesthetic awareness through
rendered layouts and an aesthetic discriminator seems intu-
itive, creating a differentiable layout renderer and the dis-
criminator is non-intuitive. Instead, we propose learning
aesthetics by proxy through preference learning between
multiple layouts, hypothesizing that this approach enables
MLLMs to develop a deeper contextual and aesthetic un-
derstanding of design principles.

In this paper, we introduce Aesthetic-Aware Preference
Alignment (AAPA), a novel algorithm that extends Direct
Preference Optimization (DPO) [41] for aesthetic-aware
layout generation. AAPA creates multiple layout candidates
and leverages an MLLM as a judge to rank them based on
their aesthetics, thereby developing robust aesthetic prefer-
ences. To ensure reliable training, we implement a rigorous
data filtering protocol using alignment and overlap metrics,
guaranteeing the model learns preferences only from well-
formed layouts. Additionally, we present a novel evaluation
framework using MLLMs as aesthetic scorers, introduc-
ing the % win rate metric that measures how often model-
generated layouts outperform ground-truth layouts aesthet-
ically. This approach offers more direct quality assessment
than traditional metrics like Intersection over Union (IoU)
or Boundary Displacement Error (BDE) [26], which fail to
capture subtle aesthetic considerations. Our main contribu-
tions can be summarized as follows:

• We demonstrate that VLMs can effectively utilize their
real-world knowledge and visual-semantic alignment ca-
pabilities to enhance layout prediction tasks.

• We propose Aesthetic-Aware Preference Alignment, a
novel method to improve aesthetics of generated layouts
through preference-based learning.

• We highlight the importance of data filtering based on
quality heuristics through alignment and overlap heuris-
tics, ensuring robust training on high-quality samples.

• We develop a novel evaluation framework that assess lay-
out aesthetics via MLLMs, providing more meaningful
quality measurements than traditional metrics.

• We conduct extensive qualitative and quantitative analy-
ses of each proposed component using two challenging
benchmark datasets, Crello and WebUI, demonstrating
the effectiveness of our approach across diverse settings.

• We showcase the versatility and effectiveness of our ap-
proach across MLLMs of varying scales and families,
and perform several ablation studies to provide deeper in-
sights into the contributions of each component.

2. Related works
Graphic Layout Generation: As digital content creation
continues to grow rapidly, the automated generation of vi-
sually appealing layouts that meet users’ needs has emerged
as an important research problem. Early works employed
rule-based [39] and energy optimization [24, 36] tech-
niques to structure graphic layouts, providing a solid foun-
dation but offering limited flexibility. GAN-based ap-
proaches [22, 28, 57] introduced frameworks for uncon-
ditional layout generation by capturing geometric relation-
ships across elements and leveraging differentiable render-
ing in the image-space, while transformer models such as
LayoutTransformer [16], VTN [1], and BLT [23] used au-
toregressive and bidirectional transformers to improve lay-
out quality. With advancements in NLP, masking strate-
gies, language models, and encoder-decoder architectures
have been applied to layout generation. Approaches like
CanvasVAE [51], FlexDM [20], and ICVT [5] integrate im-
ages and text to enhance content relevance, enabling con-
ditional generation through multi-modal features extracted
via transformer-based architectures [12, 25, 48]. However,
these methods still face challenges in adaptability to diverse
content and impose constraints that limit their practical us-
ability in real-world design applications.
Constraint-aware Layout Prediction: Recent works have
leveraged diffusion models to improve layout generation
quality across various conditions. PLay [10] uses a la-
tent diffusion model conditioned on guidelines to align
elements, while LayoutDM [7] and LDGM [19] employ
the discrete diffusion framework [3] to build unified mod-
els without guidelines, using attribute-specific corruption
strategies [15] to restrict variables of different attributes



to their respective sample spaces. LDGM further applies
discretized Gaussian noise to enable gradual coordinate
changes. Following a similar design, LayoutDiffusion [55]
and LACE [8] enhance visual quality by scaling up the
transformer backbone and improving alignment and over-
lap metrics. However, these methods lack contextual under-
standing and fail to capture semantic relationships across
elements, leading to designs that may be geometrically ac-
curate but aesthetically incoherent. Other diffusion-based
methods [6, 17] attempt to generate layouts in continuous
space but still rely on quantized geometric attributes or con-
ditional generation based on categorical attributes, limiting
their flexibility. Training diffusion models with masked and
unmasked layouts [49] has shown potential for unifying var-
ious tasks but still lacks the contextual understanding.
LLMs Assisted Layout Generation: Recent works have
explored large language models (LLMs) for layout genera-
tion, treating layouts as structured data formats like XML
or JSON. LayoutNUWA [46] fine-tunes LLaMa [47] and
CodeLLaMa [43] for content-agnostic layout generation,
achieving state-of-the-art results across multiple datasets.
LayoutPrompter [29] introduces a training-free approach
by leveraging RAG (Retrieval-Augmented Generation) to
enhance in-context learning in GPT [4], though it is lim-
ited to open-domain generation. These methods, however,
translate visual domain features into hard tokens, poten-
tially leading to significant information loss. To address
this, recent works propose multi-modal techniques such as
visual instruction tuning [32] with aligned visual adapta-
tion heads, allowing models to process visual information
directly. While these approaches show promise, they rely
on cross-entropy loss for optimization, which penalizes aes-
thetically good layouts along with poor ones (as depicted in
Fig.1), neglecting aesthetic preferences and leading to sub-
optimal design outcomes. This cross-entropy loss-based op-
timization fails to capture nuanced aesthetic considerations
essential for high-quality layouts.

3. Methodology
Our approach to layout prediction focuses on generating
aesthetically aligned designs, with a Multi-modal Large
Language Model (MLLM) serving as an evaluator for lay-
out quality. We want to capture design aesthetics in layout
configurations by using another MLLM (judge). To address
the challenges given by subjective design preferences, lim-
ited datasets, and high-dimensional variability, we use an
Aesthetic-Aware Preference Alignment (AAPA) technique,
which aligns our model’s output with aesthetic evaluations
from the judge MLLM. We begin by formalizing the layout
prediction task, discussing the input and output represen-
tations, and the fine-tuning approach. We then introduce
AAPA, which drives aesthetic sensitivity in layout genera-
tion (Fig 2). Finally, we present additional insights gained

from scaling and pretraining on a large dataset of templates.

3.1. Layout Prediction Task
The goal of layout prediction involves placing design el-
ements over a blank canvas to generate an aesthetically
pleasing graphic template. Formally, consider a set of N
design elements E = {e1, e2, · · · , eN} that need to be
placed over a canvas of width Wc and height Hc to obtain a
graphic layout G. We define the placement of an element
ei through bounding box attributes bi = (xi, yi, wi, hi)
that represent the graphic element’s center coordinates,
width, and height of the bounding box. Given the type
of each element denoted by T (ei) ∈ T , where T =
{image, text, shape, background}, we verbalise the input
through a prompt template denoted by PE

Hc,Wc
(Eq.1).

PE
Hc,Wc

=

n⋃
i=1

{
ImageTokens(ei) if T (ei) ∈ T − {text}
TextTokens(ei) if T (ei) = text

(1)
Consider the layout MLLM Mlayout with three compo-

nents: a vision encoder fvision, a text encoder ftext, and a
large language model L. Mlayout takes as input the ver-
balized prompt, PE

Hc,Wc
, by encoding each token in the

prompt using either a vision encoder or a text encoder,
depending on the type of the corresponding design ele-
ment. For each token representing an element ei where
T (ei) ∈ T − {text}, the vision encoder fvision produces an
embedding zvision

i = fvision(ImageTokens(ei)). For tokens
representing elements where T (ei) = text, the text encoder
ftext produces an embedding ztext

i = ftext(TextTokens(ei)).
The final multi-modal embedding Z for PE

Hc,Wc
is then rep-

resented as the union of all encoded tokens, combining vi-
sion and text embeddings based on each token’s type (Eq.2).

Z =

N⋃
i=1

{
zvision
i if T (ei) ∈ T − {text}
ztext
i if T (ei) = text

(2)

Once the multi-modal embedding Z is constructed, it is
fed into the large language model component L of Mlayout
to predict the position of each design element.

3.2. Position-Aware Layout Instruction Tuning
To facilitate accurate layout prediction, we discretize the
bounding box coordinates bi = (xi, yi, wi, hi). These con-
tinuous attributes are mapped into discrete bins based on the
width Wc and height Hc of the canvas. The binning func-
tion B(·) depicted by Eq. 3 maps each continuous attribute
into one of K bins, where K is the number of bins:

B(ai) =
⌊ai
D

×K
⌋

with D =

{
Wc if ai ∈ {xi, wi}
Hc if ai ∈ {yi, hi}

(3)



Figure 2. The training for the aesthetic layout prediction task consists of the following steps: 1) Vision Encoder: Design elements (images
and text) are processed to generate image and text embeddings. 2) AesthetiQ Model Prediction: Embeddings are passed to the AesthetiQ
model, which predicts layout coordinates. 3) Training with Cross-Entropy Loss: The predicted layout is compared with the ground truth
and trained using cross-entropy loss. 4) Sampling for Comparison: Multiple layout predictions are generated using AesthetiQ inference.
5) Pair Selection and Quality Filtering: We filter the data based on quality heuristics to ensure layout quality in samples. 6) Judging
by ViLA: The ViLA model compares layout pairs and selects the better one based on aesthetic preferences. 7) Aesthetic Preference
Optimization (AAPA): Feedback from ViLA is used to fine-tune the AesthetiQ model for aesthetic optimization.

For each of these binned values, we introduce position to-
kens posk, where k ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,K}. Thus, each attribute
xi, yi, wi, hi is assigned the tokens posB(xi)

, posB(yi)
,

posB(wi)
, and posB(hi)

respectively. This discretization re-
duces the continuous spatial attributes to a fixed set of dis-
crete position tokens, simplifying the layout prediction task.
By quantizing the position, the model can more effectively
learn the spatial relationships across design elements. Once
the position tokens are integrated into the multi-modal em-
bedding, the language model component L predicts the lay-
out by outputting the corresponding position tokens for each
element, which are mapped back to approximate spatial co-
ordinates using the function B−1.

Let Y = {y1, y2, . . . , yM} represent the ground truth
sequence of position tokens corresponding to the predicted
bounding box attributes of the design elements, where each
yi ∈ {pos0, pos1, . . . , posK}, and M is the number of out-
put tokens. L outputs policy πM(PE

Hc,Wc
), a sequence of

logits ŷi, where ŷi ∈ RK represents the predicted probabil-
ities for each position token of each design element ei. We
train Mlayout through the cross-entropy loss (Eq. 4)

LCE = − 1

S

S∑
i=1

M∑
j=1

K∑
k=0

I(yj = posk) log ŷj,k (4)

where I(yi = posk) is the indicator function and ŷi,k is the
predicted probability (logit) for the k-th position token of
the j-th element, and S is the size the dataset. Thus, dur-
ing instruction tuning, the Mlayout learns the correct spatial
placement of each element through the alignment of the pre-
dicted position tokens with the ground truth tokens. How-
ever, cross-entropy loss is suboptimal as it requires an exact
match (Fig 1). Additionally, if the ground-truth position to-
ken is pos32 and the model predicts pos33, the cross-entropy
loss penalizes this heavily despite the minimal difference
between the two positions.

3.3. Aesthetic-Aware Preference Alignment
A significant challenge in layout prediction arises from the
non-differentiable nature of rendering individual elements
on a canvas, which prevents the model from directly “see-
ing” the rendered template for aesthetic evaluation. To ad-
dress this, we introduce a judge model Mjudge that performs
a pairwise comparison of two graphic layouts to determine
which one is aesthetically superior. Given two graphic lay-



outs, rendered on a canvas using a renderer R, denoted as
Gi = R(Ei,Wc

i, Hc
i), i = {1, 2}, the goal of Mjudge is

to decide which layout is better based on aesthetic criteria.
Mjudge takes as input a judge prompt Pjudge, which verbal-
izes the evaluation criteria for comparing the two layouts,
and the two graphic layouts G1 and G2, to produce a binary
decision about which layout is better. Formally,

d = Mjudge(Pjudge, G
1, G2) (5)

where d ∈ {1, 2} represents the decision of the Mjudge.
If d = 1, then graphic layout G1 is considered better than
graphic layout G2, and vice versa. Thus, we define

Gw =

{
G1 if d = 1

G2 if d = 2
, Gr =

{
G2 if d = 1

G1 if d = 2
(6)

Through this pairwise comparison, the judging model
Mjudge selects the best (Gw) and worst (Gr) graphic lay-
outs based on aesthetic quality without computing any ex-
plicit scores. Scoring individual layouts was found to be
challenging, as MLLMs often assign similar scores across a
range of layouts due to their limited exposure to the design
space. Once we obtain the preferential data from Mjudge,
Mlayout is tuned further to prefer the better layout compared
to the worse layout evaluated based on aesthetics. For this,
we apply Aesthetic-Aware Preference Alignment (AAPA)
to train the layout model Mlayout using AAPA loss (Eq. 7)

LAAPA = − log σ

(
β
(
log

πM(PEw

Hc,Wc
)

πM̂(PEw
Hc,Wc

)
− log

πM(PEr

Hc,Wc
)

πM̂(PEr
Hc,Wc

)

))
(7)

where πM and πM̂ are the policies of layout prediction
and reference model respectively, and β = 0.1 is a hyper-
parameter to control divergence from the reference model.
We initialize the reference model M̂ to be the same as the
layout prediction model Mlayout at the start of the training.

Quality Metrics-based Layout Filtering: To ensure high
quality layouts are used to train Mlayout through AAPA,
we enforce a data filtration process based on quality met-
rics that evaluate the alignment and overlap of the pre-
dicted bounding boxes. The goal is to maximize align-
ment between design elements while minimizing overlap,
ensuring that the selected layouts are aesthetically pleasing
and well-structured. For each design element ei, let θi =
(xL

i , y
T
i , x

C
i , y

C
i , x

R
i , y

B
i ) represents the top-left (xL

i , y
T
i ),

center (xC
i , y

C
i ), and bottom-right (xR

i , y
B
i ) coordinates of

the bounding box. We compute the minimum distance be-
tween the key coordinates of element ei and all of those
other elements ej (j ̸= i), to find the adjacent element with
respect to the key coordinates and compute alignment qual-
ity metric Qalign, depicted by Eq.8.

Qalign(G) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

min(f(∆x∗
i ), f(∆y∗i ))− 1

e− 1
(8)

where f(x) = exp(1 − x), ∆x∗
i ∈ {∆xL

i ,∆xC
i ,∆xR

i }
and ∆y∗i ∈ {∆yTi ,∆yCi ,∆yBi }. The horizontal and ver-
tical distances are computed as ∆x∗

i = minj ̸=i |x∗
i − x∗

j |,
and ∆y∗i = minj ̸=i |y∗i − y∗j | respectively. Similarly, we
compute the average overlap of an element ei with all other
elements ej and define Qoverlap using Eq. 9.

Qoverlap(G) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

∑
j ̸=i

(
1− Area(ei ∩ ej)

Area(ei)

)
(9)

where, Area(ei ∩ ej) denotes the area of intersection be-
tween element ei and ej and Area(ei) denotes the area of
element ei. Ideally, we want overlap to be less, and there-
fore higher Qoverlap denotes lesser overlap. We compute the
overall quality metric Q(G) for a graphic layout G by tak-
ing the average of the alignment score Qalign and the overlap
score Qoverlap. For a given layout Gs, if its quality metric
satisfies Q(Gs) > µQ − σQ, i.e., the quality metric ex-
ceeds one standard deviation below the mean quality metric
across the entire dataset, we classify it as a higher-quality
layout. By applying this data filtration process, we enhance
the overall quality of the training data, which in turn helps
to effectively train the layout model Mlayout.
Aesthetic-Aware Layout Evaluation: To evaluate the aes-
thetic quality of predicted layouts, we employ the judge
model Mjudge to perform pairwise comparisons between
predicted layouts and their corresponding ground truth lay-
outs. For a test dataset Dtest containing S samples, let
Gi

p = R(πM(PEi

Hc,Wc
),W i

c , H
i
c) be the predicted layout

and Gi
g = R(Ei,W i

c , H
i
c) be the ground truth layout for

the i-th sample. The win rate W is computed as:

W =
1

S

S∑
i=1

I
{
Mjudge(Pjudge, G

i
p, G

i
g) = 1

}
(10)

where I(·) is the indicator function that returns 1 if the pre-
dicted layout wins over the ground truth layout in the aes-
thetic comparison, and 0 otherwise. A higher win rate in-
dicates that the layout model Mlayout generates layouts that
are aesthetically superior to the ground truth layouts.

3.4. Pre-training to Enhance Layout Understanding
To further explore the role of data size for pretraining data
hungry MLLM’s, we trained our model on an 80,000 tem-
plate dataset collected from an online design creation plat-
form. This pretraining phase aims to imbue the model with
foundational design principles, such as minimizing element
overlap, enhancing alignment, and prioritizing salient re-
gions for important elements. Our experiments reveal that
pretraining before position-aware layout instruction tuning
significantly boosts the model’s aesthetic sensitivity, as ev-
idenced by improvements in alignment with design princi-
ples when compared to models trained without pretraining.



4. Experimental Details
Datasets: We evaluate AesthetiQ on two benchmark
graphic layout datasets: Crello [51] and WebUI [50], both
posing unique challenges. Crello dataset contains 23,302
vector-based design templates across various formats (e.g.,
social media posts, banners), split into 19,479 training,
1,852 validation, and 1,971 test samples. Its primary chal-
lenge lies in handling diverse canvas sizes and aspect ra-
tios while maintaining design consistency. WebUI dataset
comprises 70k web page UIs, including visual screenshots
and metadata. WebUI’s challenges stem from variability in
web page structures across domains. Both datasets test the
model’s ability to manage complex layouts and ensure se-
mantic coherence across diverse design structures.
Implementation Details: For our layout prediction model
Mlayout, we use InternVL [9] as the backbone, given its
robust spatial understanding and visual reasoning capabili-
ties across diverse tasks like DocVQA [35], TextVQA [45],
MME [13], MMMU [54], and MMVET [53]. InternVL’s
multi-image training aligns well with layout prediction,
where interpreting contextual relationships between multi-
ple elements is crucial. For judging layouts based on aes-
thetics, we leverage VILA-7B [30] as Mjudge. We train
AesthetiQ for 20 epochs on an effective batch size of 128
using 8 80GB A100 GPUs. Position coordinates are dis-
cretized with K = 224 tokens, and Mlayout is optimized
using a learning rate of 4e−5, weight decay of 0.01, and
Cosine Annealing [33] with warmup ratio 0.03 through the
AdamW optimizer [34]. Layout preferences for AAPA are
obtained by randomly choosing between comparing two
model-predicted layouts or comparing a model-predicted
layout with the ground truth.
Evaluation Protocol: To assess the effectiveness of AAPA,
including pre-training and quality-metric-based filtering,
we evaluate two key metrics: Mean Intersection over
Union (mIoU) and Mjudge win rate. The mIoU is com-
puted across three different inference settings: All (predict-
ing the position of all elements), Single (predicting the po-
sition of a single text element), and Multiple (predicting the
position of all text elements). This allows us to evaluate the
model’s ability to accurately predict layout configurations
under varying levels of complexity. The Mjudge win rate
is calculated in the All inference mode and evaluates the
aesthetic quality of generated layouts by comparing them
against ground truth using Mjudge. This dual-metric eval-
uation ensures a comprehensive assessment of both spatial
accuracy and subjective visual appeal.

5. Results and Analysis
Comparison of AesthetiQ with baselines: Table 1 com-
pares layout generation methods on the Crello dataset,
showcasing the superior performance of our AesthetiQ

Method Mean IoU (%) Mjudge
All Single Multiple Win Rate (%)

SmartText+ - 4.7 2.3 -
Typography LMM - 40.2 17.2 -
FlexDM 12.71 35.5 10.3 0.93
LACE 23.18 41.96 21.49 3.51
PosterLLaVa 25.18 42.74 23.58 5.03
LayoutNUWA 25.74 43.83 24.16 5.58

AesthetiQ-1B 22.85 40.83 26.55 2.43
AesthetiQ-2B 28.19 45.92 30.44 6.13
AesthetiQ-4B 38.16 49.27 37.14 14.74
AesthetiQ-8B 42.83 52.67 40.64 17.19

Table 1. Comparison of layout generation methods based on Mean
IoU (%) and Judge Win Rate (%) on Crello Dataset. AesthetiQ
models outperform baselines, achieving higher IoU and Judge Win
Rate, with AesthetiQ-8B showing the best overall performance.

Method Mean IoU (%) Mjudge Win Rate (%)

Desigen 15.36 4.81
LACE 17.88 5.27
PosterLLaVa 30.19 14.73
LayoutNUWA 32.16 15.28

AesthetiQ-1B 38.47 19.29
AesthetiQ-8B 48.29 24.48

Table 2. Comparison of AesthetiQ with baseline methods based
on Mean IoU (%) and Judge Win Rate (%) on WebUI Dataset,
showcasing significantly superior performance of AesthetiQ.

models across multiple metrics. AesthetiQ-8B achieves
the highest Mean IoU scores, with 42.83% in the All set-
ting, 52.67% in the Single setting, and 40.64% in the Mul-
tiple setting, significantly surpassing baselines like LACE
[8] (23.18% in All) and LayoutNUWA [46] (25.74% in
All). Additionally, AesthetiQ-8B achieves the best Mjudge
win rate of 17.19%, highlighting its ability to produce
layouts that are both geometrically precise and aestheti-
cally appealing. These consistent improvements in mIoU
and judge win rate reflect AesthetiQ’s capacity to model
intricate design structures while integrating aesthetic con-
straints, resulting in layouts that better align with judge
preferences compared to other methods like FlexDM [20]
and SmartText+ [26], which perform poorly across both
metrics. Moreover, multi-modal LLM-based methods such
as PosterLLaVa [52] and LayoutNUWA also fall short of
AesthetiQ-8B, underscoring the robustness of our approach
in handling diverse layout configurations while maintaining
high visual quality.

Table 3 further demonstrates that AesthetiQ models sig-
nificantly outperform all baselines on the WebUI dataset
across both metrics. For instance, AesthetiQ-8B achieves
a remarkable Mean IoU of 48.29% and a judge win rate
of 24.48%, well above LayoutNUWA, the top-performing



Figure 3. Qualitative comparison of our model, AesthetiQ, against recent methods FlexDM, LACE, and LayoutNUWA. Despite the
challenge of arranging numerous elements, AesthetiQ consistently achieves superior layout quality. In row (a), AesthetiQ effectively
places text within salient regions, maintaining clear hierarchy and avoiding overlaps, which enhances readability and aesthetic appeal. In
row (b), it achieves precise alignment across elements and optimally positions diverse shapes, preserving a cohesive visual structure. Row
(c) showcases AesthetiQ’s advanced semantic understanding, generating a visually balanced and aesthetically pleasing layout. Overall,
AesthetiQ consistently outperforms competitors in creating coherent, well-structured designs that align with human aesthetic preferences.

baseline, which scores 32.16% in Mean IoU and 15.28%
in win rate. Even smaller variants, like AesthetiQ-1B, ex-
hibit strong performance with a Mean IoU of 38.47% and
a judge win rate of 19.29%. In contrast, previous methods
such as Desigen [50] (15.36% IoU, 4.81% win rate) and
LACE (17.88% IoU, 5.27% win rate) perform significantly
worse. These results highlight AesthetiQ’s strength in pro-
ducing layouts that are not only more accurate but also more
aesthetically pleasing.

Qualitative Results: Figure 3 presents a qualitative com-
parison of AesthetiQ against strong baselines. In row (a),
AesthetiQ skillfully places text in prominent areas, estab-
lishing a clear hierarchy and avoiding overlaps, which im-
proves readability and visual appeal. Row (b) highlights
AesthetiQ’s precise alignment of elements and optimal po-
sitioning of various shapes, resulting in a unified visual lay-
out. In row (c), AesthetiQ demonstrates its advanced se-
mantic understanding, producing a balanced and aestheti-
cally pleasing design. Overall, AesthetiQ consistently sur-
passes baselines by generating coherent, well-structured
layouts that align with human aesthetic preferences. A user
study, detailed in the Appendix, reveals that AesthetiQ was
consistently the top choice for predicted layouts when com-
pared to FlexDM, LACE, LayoutNUWA, and human pref-
erences correlate well with the preference distribution of
judge model Mjudge.

Larger Models Capture Aesthetics Better: Scaling up
model size significantly improves layout generation perfor-
mance. As seen in Fig 4, larger models outperform smaller
ones in the metrics All, Single, Multiple IoU, and Judge
Win Rate. For example, moving from 1B to 8B parame-
ters boosts the Judge Win Rate from 2.43% to 17.19%, sug-
gesting larger models better capture aesthetic nuances and
complex spatial relationships. This trend indicates a strong
alignment between model scale and the ability to reflect aes-
thetic preferences, making larger models more suited for
aesthetic-aware layout generation. Further, this also show-
cases the difficulty of the layout generation task.

Pre-training Enhances Layout Understanding: Pretrain-
ing with a large dataset of 80,000 templates enhances the
model’s grasp of layout structuring, providing a strong
foundation for fine-tuning and AAPA. Models pretrained
on this dataset show improvements across metrics. For in-
stance, pretraining raises the 8B model’s IoU from 37.64%
to 40.81%. This phase equips models with essential lay-
out generation and understanding capabilities, which AAPA
further refines to achieve aesthetic alignment.

Quality-metrics Based Layout Filtering Improves AAPA
Training: Quality filtering, guided by alignment maximiza-
tion and overlap minimization heuristics, enhances model
performance by selecting high-quality layouts for training.
Without filtering, aesthetic quality and layout coherence



Figure 4. Performance improvement across scale (1B–8B parameters) for layout generation, showing effects of pretraining, quality filtering,
and Aesthetic-Aware Preference Alignment (AAPA). Left: IoU progression under different training configurations. Middle: Mjudge Win
Rate improvements, emphasizing the impact of AAPA and pretraining. Right: Configuration table indicating settings for each experiment.
The results underscore the impact of each design component in AesthetiQ, emphasizing their role in tackling layout generation challenges.

decline, as suboptimal samples impact learning. AAPA’s
performance drops without filtering, with decreases in IoU
across scales. Quality filtering boosts the 4B model’s IoU
by 4.97% and Judge Win Rate by 2.56%, highlighting its
importance in maintaining aesthetic standards.

Effect of AAPA on Performance: AAPA considerably en-
hances the aesthetic quality of generated layouts by align-
ing them with preferences derived from Multi-modal Large
Language Models (VLMs). This preference-based align-
ment improves the Judge Win Rate, guiding the model
towards aesthetically pleasing layouts rather than exact
ground truth matches. AesthetiQ-1B model shows limited
gains, as it faces challenges in producing high-quality lay-
outs during sampling, limiting the effectiveness of prefer-
ence optimization. However, AAPA-trained larger mod-
els demonstrate superior performance on Crello and We-
bUI benchmarks across metrics, underscoring the value of
preference-based training in aesthetic-sensitive tasks.

Generating Layouts with Different Aspect Ratios: Lay-
outs must adapt to various aspect ratios across platforms.
Our model maintains stable performance across common
aspect ratios like 4:3, 16:9, and square formats, effectively
rearranging elements to fit different dimensions. As shown
in Fig 5, the model consistently produces visually balanced
layouts for diverse aspect ratios, demonstrating its flexibil-
ity and robustness in generating aesthetically coherent lay-
outs across various screen requirements.

6. Conclusion
In this work, we introduced Aesthetic-Aware Prefer-
ence Alignment (AAPA), a novel approach for training
Multi-modal Large Language Models (MLLMs) in the
task of aesthetic-driven layout prediction. By leverag-

Figure 5. Capability of AesthetiQ to generate templates in various
aspect ratios by changing the canvas height and width

ing aesthetic preferences directly through a preference
optimization mechanism, AAPA addresses critical limi-
tations of existing generative models that lack contextual
aesthetic understanding and alignment with human-like
preferences. Our proposed data filtering protocol, based
on layout-quality heuristics, ensures that only high-
quality layouts contribute to training, further enhancing
model performance. Additionally, we introduced a
novel evaluation metric to assess the aesthetic superi-
ority of generated layouts against ground-truth designs,
supporting a more holistic evaluation of layout quality.
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7. User Study

To evaluate the aesthetic quality of layouts generated by
various methods and validate the alignment of human pref-
erences with our approach, we conducted two user studies
involving 22 diverse volunteers. The participants were se-
lected to represent a broad spectrum of demographics, in-
cluding variations in age, gender, occupation, and religion,
ensuring a well-rounded and inclusive evaluation. Each par-
ticipant was presented with a total of 30 questions, designed
to capture their aesthetic preferences and opinions on the
generated layouts.

User Study 1: Participants were shown layout predictions
from four methods: AesthetiQ, LayoutNUWA, LACE, and
FlexDM. They were instructed to select the better layout
based on aesthetics, alignment and overlap between text and
images, and whether the text in the layout made sense. The
results are as follows:
• AesthetiQ: 78.41%
• LayoutNUWA [46]: 19.37%
• LACE [8]: 2.22%
• FlexDM [20]: 0.00%

These results highlight the significant preference for lay-
outs generated by AesthetiQ compared to the baselines, un-
derscoring its ability to produce more visually appealing
and coherent designs.

User Study 2: Participants were shown pairs of model-
generated layouts and asked to select the better one using
the same instructions as in the first study. The same layouts
were also evaluated by VILA, a Vision-Language Model
(VLM) judge. We measured the agreement between human
preferences and VILA’s outputs, which yielded an align-
ment score of 78.8%.

This result demonstrates that VILA’s aesthetic judgment
aligns well with human preferences, further validating its
use as an aesthetic evaluator in our framework.

8. Complete Results on WebUI

Table 3 provides a detailed comparison of our approach,
AesthetiQ, against baseline methods, including Desigen,
LACE, PosterLLaVa, and LayoutNUWA. While previous
methods like PosterLLaVa and LayoutNUWA achieve de-
cent performance, they fall short in terms of both structural
coherence and aesthetic alignment. In contrast, AesthetiQ

Method Mean IoU (%) Mjudge Win Rate (%)

Desigen [50] 15.36 4.81
LACE [8] 17.88 5.27
PosterLLaVa [52] 30.19 14.73
LayoutNUWA [46] 32.16 15.28

AesthetiQ-1B 38.47 19.29
AesthetiQ-2B 41.42 21.87
AesthetiQ-4B 44.16 22.74
AesthetiQ-8B 48.29 24.48

Table 3. Comparison of AesthetiQ with baseline methods on the
WebUI dataset, evaluated using Mean IoU (%) and Mjudge Win
Rate (%). The results demonstrate the superior performance of
AesthetiQ across all model scales, with notable gains in aesthetic
and structural alignment metrics.

shows consistent improvements across all metrics, achiev-
ing the highest Mean IoU and Mjudge Win Rate.

We observe a clear trend of performance scaling with
model size. The Mean IoU improves progressively from
38.47% for the 1B model to 48.29% for the 8B model.
Similarly, the Judge Win Rate increases from 19.29% to
24.48%, showcasing the model’s alignment with human
aesthetic preferences as the scale grows. In the main pa-
per, due to space constraints, we presented results for only
the 1B and 8B variants of AesthetiQ. Here, we include re-
sults for the 2B and 4B variants to offer a comprehensive
analysis of our model’s performance across different scales.
The full results underscore the scalability and effectiveness
of our approach, particularly in leveraging aesthetic pref-
erences to optimize layout quality.These findings highlight
the robustness of AesthetiQ in addressing the challenges of
layout generation, establishing a new benchmark for perfor-
mance on the WebUI dataset.

In the paper, we primarily focus on showcasing qualita-
tive results on the Crello dataset, as it contains individual
elements, allowing for detailed analysis and visualization.
In contrast, the WebUI dataset only includes category labels
and their positions, making it impossible to generate the fi-
nal rendered templates. For the AAPA evaluation, we ren-
der the bounding boxes of the predicted elements on a back-
ground, similar to the approach used in Desigen [50]. These
renderings are then evaluated by the judge VLM, which se-
lects the layout it deems superior between the two.



Figure 6. Comparison of results from two user studies evaluating layout aesthetics. The bar plot (left) shows the preference of layout
predictions across four methods: AesthetiQ, LayoutNUWA, LACE, and FlexDM, with AesthetiQ significantly outperforming others. The
pie chart (right) evaluates alignment between human preferences and the VILA model, achieving a substantial agreement rate of 78.8%.
Together, these results highlight the superiority of AesthetiQ in generating aesthetically pleasing layouts and the reliability of VILA as an
evaluator.

AAPA Ajudge Mean IoU (%) ↑ Eval Mjudge Mjudge Win Rate (%) ↑
All Single Multiple

VILA (Paper) 42.83 52.67 40.64 Vila (Paper) 17.19
Gpt4o 14.27

Gpt4o 44.79 55.81 43.28 Vila 19.41
Gpt4o 15.74

Table 4. Comparison of AesthetiQ-8B with different training
(Ajudge) & eval (Mjudge) judges. mIoU is independent of Mjudge.

9. Stronger MLLM training
We chose VILA-7B as the judge for its open-source,
license-friendly nature. Training and evaluation with GPT-
4o (Tab 4) improved all metrics with consistent trends in
Mjudge win rate across ablations (Paper Fig. 4).

Justification for MLLM as judge: We conduct a user
study to measure VILA’s correlation with human aesthetic
preferences, finding 78.8% agreement. GPT-4o achieves
88.6% correlation, & AesthetiQ-8B performs better with
a stronger judge (Tab 4).

10. Detailed Experimental Results
This section provides the complete experimental results ref-
erenced in the main paper, presented in Table 5. The table
details the performance of our models across various con-
figurations, highlighting the effects of scaling, pretraining,
VILA alignment, and quality filtering on layout generation
tasks. Metrics include All IoU, Single Text IoU, Multiple
Text IoU, and Judge Win Rate. These results support the

analysis presented in Section 5 of the main paper, showcas-
ing the effectiveness of Aesthetic-Aware Preference Align-
ment (AAPA) and other components in enhancing the qual-
ity and alignment of generated layouts.

11. Direct Preference Optimization
Direct Preference Optimisation (DPO) [40] emerged as an
alternative approach to Reinforcement Learning using Hu-
man Feedback (RLHF) [38], eliminating the requirement
of training a reward model. While RLHF relies on a reward
model to evaluate LLM outputs for fine-tuning through rein-
forcement learning to achieve human preference alignment,
DPO takes a different approach. It converts the reward-
function loss into a loss over the LLM policy, enabling im-
plicit reward optimization through policy loss optimization.
This is achieved using human preference data that pairs
two LLM-generated outputs, where one is designated as the
winner candidate - yw and the other as the loser candidate
- yl. Using a static dataset structured as D = {x, yw, yl},
where x represents the input, the loss is formulated as:

LR = −log[σ(r(x, yw)− r(x, yl))] (11)

r(x, y) = βlog(
πθ(y|x)
πref (y|x)

) (12)

Here, πZ(y|x) denotes the probability of generating y
given input x for model Z ∈ {Mref ,Mθ}, where Mref

typically represents the instruction fine-tuned model for
LLMs to maintain policy proximity to the initial model, and
Mθ represents the LLM policy being optimized through



Method LLM Pretraining VILA Alignment Data Filtering Mean IoU MjudgeWin Rate (%)All Single Multiple

AesthetiQ -1B Qwen-0.5b No No No 22.06 40.14 24.88 2.18
AesthetiQ -1B Qwen-0.5b Yes No No 23.95 42.19 26.93 2.95
AesthetiQ -1B Qwen-0.5b No Yes No 17.45 35.91 20.76 1.64
AesthetiQ -1B Qwen-0.5b No Yes Yes 21.62 39.56 25.03 1.93
AesthetiQ -1B Qwen-0.5b Yes Yes No 20.38 38.24 23.92 2.02
AesthetiQ -1B Qwen-0.5b Yes Yes Yes 22.85 40.83 26.55 2.43

AesthetiQ -2B InternLM-1.8b No No No 25.18 43.28 26.94 4.94
AesthetiQ -2B InternLM-1.8b Yes No No 27.09 44.61 28.94 5.76
AesthetiQ -2B InternLM-1.8b No Yes No 22.18 41.64 24.14 4.48
AesthetiQ -2B InternLM-1.8b No Yes Yes 27.35 44.81 29.44 5.08
AesthetiQ -2B InternLM-1.8b Yes Yes No 24.26 43.83 26.44 4.93
AesthetiQ -2B InternLM-1.8b Yes Yes Yes 28.19 45.92 30.44 6.13

AesthetiQ -4B Phi3-3.8b No No No 34.59 47.61 33.19 7.46
AesthetiQ -4B Phi3-3.8b Yes No No 36.62 48.32 35.47 11.29
AesthetiQ -4B Phi3-3.8b No Yes No 29.97 44.48 31.14 9.72
AesthetiQ -4B Phi3-3.8b No Yes Yes 35.82 47.65 34.93 11.48
AesthetiQ -4B Phi3-3.8b Yes Yes No 33.19 46.94 33.42 12.18
AesthetiQ -4B Phi3-3.8b Yes Yes Yes 38.16 49.27 37.14 14.74

AesthetiQ -8B InternLM-7b No No No 37.64 51.01 36.32 13.71
AesthetiQ -8B InternLM-7b Yes No No 40.81 51.82 38.51 16.13
AesthetiQ -8B InternLM-7b No Yes No 37.43 48.48 34.18 15.44
AesthetiQ -8B InternLM-7b No Yes Yes 39.26 51.15 38.11 16.20
AesthetiQ -8B InternLM-7b Yes Yes No 39.18 50.34 36.42 16.37
AesthetiQ -8B InternLM-7b Yes Yes Yes 42.83 52.67 40.64 17.19

Table 5. Performance of AesthetiQ across scales (1B, 2B, 4B, 8B) on the Crello dataset, evaluating the effects of pretraining, VILA
alignment, and data filtering on IoU metrics and judge win rates. The results demonstrate the scalability and effectiveness of the aesthetic-
aware preference alignment method.

DPO. Additionally, σ represents the sigmoid activation, and
β is a parameter controlling the deviation extent from the
reference model. In essence, this algorithm trains the LLM
to develop output preferences among candidates without ex-
plicitly modeling rewards. Our algorithm Aesthetic-Aware
Preference Alignment (AAPA) draws motivation from DPO
and carries out preferential training across different lay-
out configurations. For a more comprehensive understand-
ing on DPO, readers are directed to the original publica-
tion [40].

12. Prompt Templates for Layout and Judge
VLMs

The following prompt template was used as input to our
layout generation model Mlayout to guide the generation of
aesthetic poster layouts. The template specifies the canvas
dimensions and provides a structured description of the ele-
ments to be placed, including their type (e.g., text or image),
content, and category. This format allows the model to in-
terpret the spatial constraints and semantic attributes of each
element effectively, enabling systematic exploration of lay-
out generation. The <image> token in the prompt is re-
placed with a sequence of image embeddings corresponding

to the input images, ensuring that the model processes vi-
sual information in a compact and meaningful way. By ex-
plicitly defining these attributes, the template facilitates re-
producibility and evaluation of layout designs. The prompt
template is shown below:

Consider the image <image> with
height and width of {canvas height}
and {canvas width}. The following
elements need to be placed on the image
to obtain an aesthetic poster layout.

Element 1:
Text: LOREM IPSUM
Category: text

Element 2:
Image: <image>
Category: image
...
This structured input format ensures that the model can

accurately process both visual and textual elements while
adhering to aesthetic principles, making it particularly suit-
able for tasks in computer vision and graphics.

The following prompt is used as input to the judge vi-



sual language model Mjudge to evaluate and compare two
visual templates based on predefined criteria: aesthetics,
clarity, usability, creativity, and consistency. The model
processes these criteria to determine which template is su-
perior and outputs the result in a structured JSON format:
{"better layout": "answer"}, where the answer
specifies the preferred template (image 1 or image 2).
This structured approach ensures objective and standardized
evaluation of visual designs. The prompt is shown below:

You are a visual language model
designed to evaluate and rate visual
templates. You are presented with
2 visual templates, and your task
is to choose the better template
between these 2 based on the following
criteria:

Aesthetics: How visually appealing is
the template,
Clarity: How clear and easy to
understand is the template,
Usability: How practical and
user-friendly is the template,
Creativity: How unique and innovative
is the design,
Consistency: How consistent is the
template with design principles and
standards.

Please provide your answer in the
following JSON format and do not
include any other details:

{"better layout": "answer"}

where answer could either be image 1 or
image 2.

13. Qualitative results
Due to limited space, we included only a few examples of
comparison in the main paper. In the following pages, we
show more examples for a more comprehensive compari-
son.



Figure 7. Qualitative comparison of various baselines for layout prediction
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