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Abstract
Agentic AI coding tools can now reimplement, or “revibe,” the sys-
tems described in research papers. Revibing could give the HCI
community what it has long lacked: prior systems that can be
run, act as strong baselines, and be extended. However, before
revibing becomes common practice, our community must shape
norms around how revibes are conducted, how they are verified,
and what widespread revibing means for how HCI research is prac-
ticed, shared, and valued. Our workshop brings together the UIST
community to discuss and form these early norms. Participants
will revibe a classic UIST system in a hands-on session, brainstorm
evaluation approaches for revibed artifacts, and discuss what revib-
ing means for research methods, open science, and the future of
HCI system contributions. The workshop aims to foster a commu-
nity around revibing by consolidating guidance and outputs into a
shared community document.

1 Workshop Motivation and Goal
Agentic AI coding tools are reshaping the process through which
research systems are created. Given a natural language description,
these tools can now produce entire code repositories [6, 13, 16],
allowing HCI researchers to rapidly transform ideas into functional
interactive systems. Beyond this, agentic coding tools also present
a unique opportunity to re-engage with existing literature. Recent
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work by Adar et al. [1] demonstrated that coding agents can revibe
recent UIST systems—i.e., produce faithful reimplementations from
only the paper describing them. This opens up the question of revib-
ing the many kinds of artifacts that the HCI community produces,
from studies and algorithms to datasets and design probes. This
emerging capability can fundamentally shift how we treat prior
literature and how HCI research is conducted: past papers become
living baselines rather than static citations.

Revibing provides newmeans to address a long-standing concern
in HCI: research is rarely replicated and built upon. Replications
are scarce [4, 14], as few as 2-3.5% of CHI authors open source their
code [2, 12], and reimplementing prior systems is costly [8], leaving
new systems evaluated in isolation through demonstrations [7] or
usability studies [3]. Meanwhile, other communities are already
building on these agentic coding tools to replicate papers [9–11].
Interactive systems raise challenges that these efforts do not capture,
such as the faithfulness of interactive behavior and evaluation with
users. This will require the HCI community to define its own norms
and practices around this new capability.

This workshop brings together the UIST community, one that
cares about both system building and evaluation and iswell-positioned
to shape early norms around agentic reimplementation, to reflect
on the potential, limitations, and possible risks of revibing past
artifacts. Specifically, this workshop has three goals:

Build shared, hands-on understanding of revibing. Through
a live revibing session and showcase, participants collectively expe-
rience the potential and limitations of agentic reimplementation by
producing concrete artifacts that ground the day’s discussions.

Develop and test evaluation approaches for revibed arti-
facts. Revibed systems can deviate from the original in subtle ways,
and revibeability rubrics [1] are an early answer whose alterna-
tives remain untested. Participants design and discuss candidate
approaches and consolidate them into a shared catalog.
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Articulatewhat revibingmeans forHCI research.This focus
reflects concrete challenges such as examining the researchmethods
that revibing can enable, including: evaluating new systems against
reimplemented baselines; and what authors should share in (and
with) their papers to keep their work revibeable (e.g., rubrics, videos,
screenshots). There are many ways that HCI generally [5, 15], and
UIST specifically, creates knowledge. The workshop will provide an
opportunity for participants to examinewhere and how revibing can
work, given varying sub-disciplinary objectives (e.g., an interaction
technique revibe may have very different goals than a prototyping
system). The more high-level workshop question might be: how
will new agentic capabilities impact our thinking about what a UIST
contribution might be?

2 Workshop Schedule and Plan
Our one-day workshop consists of interactive group activities that
move from building revibes in the morning to evaluating and re-
flecting on them in the afternoon.

2.1 Preparatory Activities
Prospective participants will apply through a short form with a
few open-ended questions: which classic HCI system paper they
would want to see revibed, one idea for evaluating a revibed system,
and any ‘seed’ topics for discussion. Accepted participants will
additionally submit a single slide for their lightning introduction.
The organizers will use the paper nominations to select the walk-
through paper for the live revibing session, and the proposed ideas
and questions to seed the evaluation jam and breakout topics.

2.2 Workshop Activities
2.2.1 Welcome and Framing (9:00–9:20). Organizers open the work-
shop by introducing the goals of the day and the schedule. An or-
ganizer and author of the work that introduced revibing [1] will
give a short talk on the concept and demonstrate existing revibes.

2.2.2 Lightning Introductions (9:20–9:40). Each participant gives
a lightning introduction (30 seconds), presenting themselves and
one open idea or question about revibing using the slide submitted
before the workshop.

2.2.3 Live Revibe Demo and Workshop (9:40–11:10). We present a
step-by-step walkthrough of revibing an existing UIST software
system paper, selected from participants’ survey responses to illus-
trate both the successes and current limitations of the approach.
Participants will follow along in small groups (2–3 people). The
demo begins by reimplementing the paper’s system using AI coding
agents. While the agents execute, participants will brainstorm ways
to “remix” the classic paper with variations that elicit fresh research
ideas. As a fallback for inaccessible models or slow revibes, we will
offer ‘pre-revibed’ codebase(s) on GitHub. Groups will spend the
remainder of the session adding their own extensions to the system.

2.2.4 Revibes Showcase (11:10–12:00). In 3 to 5 minutes, each group
will present a short walkthrough of their resulting revibes, any chal-
lenges and opportunities they encountered, and any remixes they
made. Participants vote on each other’s demos in two categories:
the most faithful revibe and the most interesting remix.

2.2.5 Evaluation Jam (13:30–14:30). This two-part session focuses
on validating revibes: Ideation (30 mins): Seeded by organizer-
provided contexts and methods, participants will reflect on their
morning revibes to brainstorm validation approaches (e.g., rubrics [1],
behavioral tests, task walkthroughs, simulated users, performance
user tests). Groups will also be asked to explore how evaluation
changes depending on the type of artifact being revibed and the
goals of the revibe, capturing their ideas on post-it notes. Catalog
Building (30 mins): Participants will gather at a shared wall to
cluster and group their post-its alongside the seeded situations.
They can also comment on other groups’ notes. Organizers will
consolidate these insights into a shared evaluation catalog for the
workshop’s closing synthesis.

2.2.6 Breakout Meta Discussions & Cross-Table Exchange (14:30–
16:30). This two-hour block steps back from the hands-on work to
discuss revibing’s broader impact on the field. The session consists
of two one-hour rounds. In each, participants join an organizer-
moderated table for a 40-minute discussion on a given theme, fol-
lowed by a 20-minute cross-table exchange where organizers sum-
marize their group’s insights (2–3 minutes each). Between rounds,
participants shuffle to new tables to cross-pollinate ideas with dif-
ferent peers. Potential themes may include:
• What gets revibed. How does revibeability shift across artifact

types (e.g., systems, algorithms, datasets, interaction techniques),
and can revibing keep aging artifacts runnable?

• Writing for revibeability. What should authors share to make
work revibeable (e.g., revibeability rubrics as supplements), and
what does this mean for open science?

• Revibing as a research method.How can revibing aid research
(e.g., rapid system variations, living baselines), and when is a
revibe a valid comparison?

• Revibing as pedagogy. How does revibing change how we
teach systems research, from reimplementation assignments to
revibe-and-extend projects?

• Limitations of revibeability.Where do revibes break down, and
what negative effects follow (e.g., dis-incentivizing the release of
original artifacts)?

• Future ofHCI systems contributions. If systems can be rebuilt
in days, what is a systems paper’s lasting contribution, and do
empirical contributions gain new significance?

Themesmay be added or replaced based on participants’ pre-workshop
survey responses. Participants will be provided with a shared docu-
ment to take notes on their discussions.

2.2.7 Closing Synthesis (16:30–17:00). Finally, organizers will work
with participants to consolidate the day’s outputs to outline early
recommendations on how to conduct and evaluate revibes, how
papers and supplemental materials should change to foster higher-
quality revibes, limitations, and open questions.

3 Post-Workshop Plans and Goals
We will consolidate and publish the community document drafted
during meta discussions on the workshop website as a co-authored
blog post. Additionally, the website will present an interactive show-
room of the revibed artifacts and evaluation catalog from the work-
shop, which will also be hosted in a public GitHub repository.
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