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Abstract
Cultural values alignment in Large Language Mod-
els (LLMs) is a critical challenge due to their ten-
dency to embed Western-centric biases from train-
ing data, leading to misrepresentations and fair-
ness issues in cross-cultural contexts. Recent ap-
proaches, such as role-assignment and few-shot
learning, often struggle with reliable cultural align-
ment as they heavily rely on pre-trained knowl-
edge, lack scalability, and fail to capture nuanced
cultural values effectively. To address these is-
sues, we propose ValuesRAG, a novel and effec-
tive framework that applies Retrieval-Augmented
Generation (RAG) with in-context learning to in-
tegrate cultural and demographic knowledge dy-
namically during text generation. Leveraging the
World Values Survey (WVS) dataset, ValuesRAG
first generates summaries of values for each indi-
vidual. Subsequently, we curated several repre-
sentative regional datasets to serve as test datasets
and retrieve relevant summaries of values based
on demographic features, followed by a reranking
step to select the top-k relevant summaries. Val-
uesRAG consistently outperforms baseline meth-
ods, both in the main experiment and in the abla-
tion study where only the values summary was pro-
vided, highlighting ValuesRAG’s potential to fos-
ter culturally aligned AI systems and enhance the
inclusivity of AI-driven applications.

1 Introduction
The rapid advancement of Large Language Models (LLMs)
has revealed pressing challenges in cultural values alignment
[Singh et al., 2024; Kharchenko et al., 2024; Hu et al., 2024].
Predominantly trained on Western data sources [Achiam et
al., 2023; Touvron et al., 2023; Jiang et al., 2023], LLMs
inherently reflect Western cultural norms and social biases,
raising concerns about their applicability in global con-
texts. These biases present significant challenges when de-
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Figure 1: Overview of different approaches for cultural alignment.
Comparing two baseline methods, namely Role Assignment and
Few-Shot Learning, and the proposed ValuesRAG framework.

ploying LLMs in cross-cultural environments, often result-
ing in misrepresentations and stereotypical outputs [Gal-
legos et al., 2024; Xie et al., 2024; Potter et al., 2024;
Huang et al., 2024]. Despite ongoing efforts to address
these issues, existing strategies often fall short. While some
countries have developed localized LLMs, such as China’s
ERNIE [Sun et al., 2021], South Korea’s HyperCLOVA [Yoo
et al., 2024], and the multilingual ChatGLM [GLM et al.,
2024], these models also exhibit biases inherited from their
respective training datasets. As a result, cultural and social
biases embedded in LLMs remain a critical concern, com-
pelling researchers to explore more robust frameworks for
cultural alignment [Gallegos et al., 2024; Xie et al., 2024;
Potter et al., 2024].

Recent studies have proposed several approaches, such as
role-assignment approaches and few-shot learning techniques
[Li et al., 2024a; AlKhamissi et al., 2024], to mitigate these
cultural biases. However, these methods still face several
challenges: (1) Role-assignment approaches, relying solely
on the model’s pre-trained knowledge, provide pre-defined
demographic information but fail to incorporate explicit val-
ues alignment text, which subsequently introduces stereo-
types and biases rooted in Western-centric training data; (2)
While offering example-based guidance, few-shot learning
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methods struggle to comprehensively capture the complex
cultural values due to the limited correlation between dif-
ferent values dimensions, thus remain ineffective on values-
related tasks that differ significantly from the examples; (3)
In addition, these methods can only align with the values of
a single individual, and singular values cannot represent the
universal values of individuals with similar characteristics.

To address these challenges, we propose ValuesRAG, a
novel framework that utilizes Retrieval-Augmented Gener-
ation (RAG) and in-context learning to dynamically incor-
porate cultural knowledge during text generation (see Fig-
ure 1). Our framework leverages the World Values Survey
(WVS) dataset [Haerpfer et al., 2022], a globally recognized
and comprehensive dataset that explores values across coun-
tries using rigorous social science methodologies. Specifi-
cally, we first generate summaries for each topic, followed
by generating individuals’ summaries of values and demo-
graphic profiles in parallel. After constructing the knowledge
base, we retrieve the top 100 relevant summaries based on
demographic features, followed by a reranking step to ensure
the most relevant top-k summaries are selected. Finally, we
utilize a reasoning LLM that filters the most relevant demo-
graphic profiles and applies step-by-step reasoning grounded
in the retrieved values to generate the final answer to the ques-
tion.

We evaluate the performance of ValuesRAG by comparing
it against several baseline approaches, including: (1) zero-
shot inference, (2) role-assignment-only method [Tao et al.,
2024], (3) few-shot learning [Choenni and Shutova, 2024],
and (4) a hybrid method combining (1) and (2). To en-
sure a comprehensive evaluation, we curated diverse regional
survey QA datasets which are designed to capture values-
related question-answer pairs. Extensive experimental results
show significant improvements in cultural and contextual un-
derstanding, demonstrating that ValuesRAG outperforms the
baselines, also in the ablation study where only summaries
of values were provided without any additional information.
Unlike previous methods that heavily depend on pre-trained
knowledge or limited demonstrations, ValuesRAG dynami-
cally retrieves and integrates multiple similar individual sum-
maries based on demographic features, enabling richer value
representations and more context-aware responses compared
to approaches relying on a single predefined prompt or role.

These findings highlight ValuesRAG’s potential to foster
inclusive AI systems, enhancing the reliability and fairness
of AI-driven applications. Our study demonstrates Values-
RAG’s robust capabilities on a global scale, suggesting its
applicability in aligning the values of diverse groups within a
single country. ValuesRAG provides a cost-efficient tool for
public policymakers and scientists from various disciplines to
refine social simulations, enabling more precise predictions
of policy outcomes [Li et al., 2024b]. This, in turn, facilitates
the creation of fairer and more effective policies. Moreover,
NGOs can leverage ValuesRAG to develop LLMs that reflect
specific value orientations while maintaining strong align-
ment with users’ values, thereby increasing their persuasive
impact. This approach benefits the promotion and spread of
values that contribute to the planet’s sustainable development
and the long-term well-being of human society.

2 Related Work
2.1 Evaluation of LLMs’ Cultural Bias
Pre-trained models are facing growing criticism for their in-
herent social biases, with cultural bias emerging as a partic-
ularly nuanced and pervasive issue [Tao et al., 2024]. Un-
like the more obvious safety concerns and social discrimina-
tion [Liu et al., 2024] embedded in language models, cul-
tural bias manifests in subtler ways, often reflecting the dom-
inant cultural perspectives present in training data. Studies
have shown that LLMs often exhibit cultural biases aligned
with the values of developed countries, resulting in the under-
representation of perspectives from less developed regions
[Manvi et al., 2024; Durmus et al., 2024]. This imbalance not
only perpetuates existing cultural hierarchies but also limits
the global applicability of these models [Manvi et al., 2024].
Various benchmarks and evaluation methods have been pro-
posed to assess the cultural biases of pre-trained models [Gal-
legos et al., 2024]. For example, Webster et al. [2021] devel-
oped probability-based metrics to evaluate gender bias em-
bedded in pre-trained models, while Caliskan et al. [2017] pi-
oneered the use of word embeddings as quantitative measures
of bias. More recently, Karinshak et al. [2024] introduced
LLM-GLOBE, a benchmark where LLMs generate both quan-
titative and open-ended answers to values assessment ques-
tions, with subsequent evaluation using the LLM-as-a-Jury
Protocol. These evaluation methods collectively highlight the
complex nature of cultural bias in LLMs and the need for
multifaceted assessment approaches.

2.2 Mitigation of LLMs’ Cultural Bias
Methods like RLHF [Shen et al., 2023; Ji et al., 2024] are
very commonly used in LLM values alignment, but this type
of single values alignment method is not suitable for the miti-
gation of cultural bias, because the alignment goal of cultural
bias is diverse and dynamic [Huang et al., 2024], as there are
hundreds of countries and cultures in the earth. Addressing
cultural biases has become a critical area of research, with
various strategies being proposed to enhance cultural sensi-
tivity in LLMs. For instance, Tao et al. [2024] adopted
national and cultural role assignments to adjust the cultural
values of LLMs, while Masoud et al. [2024] developed a
soft prompt tuning approach to mitigate bias. Also, Choenni
and Shutova [2024] employed few-shot in-context learning
to align cultural behaviors, demonstrating promising results
in specific contexts. However, these approaches face signifi-
cant limitations in fully capturing the complexity of cultural
alignment. Tao et al.’s technique mainly depends on national
and cultural roles without explicitly integrating values assign-
ments, causing an overreliance on latent internal representa-
tions. Meanwhile, Choenni and Shutova’s few-shot learning
approach similarly falls short of modeling cultural alignment
in all its complexity. We, therefore, use these methods as
baselines to benchmark our proposed approach.

3 Datasets
In this section, we first introduce the World Values Survey
(WVS) as our training dataset (Section 3.1), highlighting its
extensive coverage, global representativeness, and relevance



Set Dataset Abbreviation Region Year Na VQb

Train Set World Values Survey WVS Global 2017–2022 97.2k 259

Test Sets

European Values Study EVS Europe 2017 59.4k 211
The General Social Survey GSS North America 2021–2022 8.2k 44
Chinese General Social Survey CGSS East Asia 2021 8.1k 58
India Survey Dataset ISD South Asia 2019–2020 30.0k 33
AmericasBarometer LAPOP Latin America 2021 59.1k 48
Afrobarometer Afrobarometer Africa 2022 48.1k 144

Table 1: Overview of the datasets utilized in our study. The Train Set (WVS) includes global data collected between 2017 and 2022, providing
the basis for generating cultural summaries of values and validation for our method. The Test Set consists of six region-specific surveys, each
capturing socio-cultural information from distinct geographic areas and time frames. aN represents sample size in thousands (k). bVQ
represents the number of values-related questions. cDQ represents the number of demographic features.

for values-related studies. Subsequently, we describe six re-
gional test datasets (Section 3.2), which are carefully selected
to ensure geographic, cultural, and demographic diversity.

3.1 Train Dataset

WVS 1 [Haerpfer et al., 2022] is a globally recognized dataset
that investigates human beliefs, values, and cultural norms
through structured surveys conducted across multiple coun-
tries. WVS is selected as our train dataset especially due to
its numerous advantages:

1. Broad Recognition and Inclusiveness: WVS is widely
recognized and used by governments, social scientists,
and international organizations in values studies. It cov-
ers 120 countries, representing 94.5% of the global pop-
ulation, ensuring broad geographic and cultural repre-
sentation.

2. Expert-Designed and Accessible: The dataset is designed
by leading domain experts to conduct comprehensive
surveys of values, ensuring reliability and relevance. It is
publicly accessible, enabling reproducibility and trans-
parency in research.

3. Effective Structure and Large Scale: WVS has well-
organized and comprehensive demographic questions,
making it effective for retrieval tasks. Its large sample
size (97,221 respondents) is also suitable for RAG tasks.

Since values evolve gradually over time, WVS is con-
ducted in waves, with each wave occurring every five years.
For our study, we utilized the most recent wave, spanning
from 2017 to 2022.

The WVS codebook includes over 600 indicators, with 259
values-related and 31 demographic-related questions. The
values questions span 13 topics, such as social trust, post-
materialism, and political interest. We randomly selected
20% (52 questions) per topic for validation and used the re-
maining 80% (207 questions) for summary generation. The
31 demographic features, including country, sex, age, educa-
tion, social class, and employment status, were used to gen-
erate demographic summaries for retrieval tasks.

1https://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/wvs.jsp

3.2 Test Datasets
We selected six regional surveys to serve as test datasets
based on the following criteria:
1. Demographic and Values Coverage: The datasets pro-

vide demographic features closely aligned with WVS’s
questions, along with sufficient values-related features
to enable meaningful comparisons and analyses.

2. Temporal Proximity: The datasets exhibit temporal prox-
imity to WVS Wave 7 (2017–2022), allowing aligned
comparisons and ensuring consistency across evalua-
tions.

The regions in our test datasets were meticulously chosen
to encompass a wide range of geographic, cultural, and de-
mographic diversity, ensuring the data accurately reflects the
majority of the global population. All of them are publicly
accessible, and are statistically representative at national or
regional levels, which guarantees their reliability and valid-
ity.

To be specific, we selected European Values Study [EVS,
2022] as the representative dataset for Europe, as it is the
largest values survey in the region. For the United States,
we selected the General Social Survey [Davern et al., 2024],
which is the most comprehensive social survey in the coun-
try. The Chinese General Social Survey [Bian and Li, 2012]
serves as the representative dataset for China due to its com-
prehensive sampling methodology and scientific rigor. For
India, where national survey data were largely inaccessible
during our study, we used Pew Research Center’s survey
data [Sahgal and Evans, 2021] to represent the Indian pop-
ulation. The AmericasBarometer [Lab, 2021], conducted by
the LAPOP Lab, was selected to represent Latin American
countries, as it covers 32 countries across the region. Finally,
Afrobarometer [Afrobarometer, 2023] was chosen as the rep-
resentative dataset for Africa. A detailed summary of these
datasets is presented in Table 1.

4 Methodology
In this section, we present the ValuesRAG which is specifi-
cally designed to address cultural biases and enhance contex-
tual alignment in LLM-driven scenarios through a Retrieval-
Augmented Generation (RAG) approach. ValuesRAG con-
sists of three key components: Values and Demographic



Figure 2: Overview of the proposed ValuesRAG framework for cul-
tural alignment, consisting of four components: (1) Dataset Prepro-
cessing, (2) Topic QA Summary Generation, (3) Individual Values
Summary Generation, and (4) Values Retrieval Augmented Genera-
tion.

Summary Generation, which extracts and summarizes cul-
tural values and demographic information from large-scale
datasets (Section 4.1); Values-Augmented Generation, which
incorporates these summaries into the generative process to
align responses with the cultural context (Section 4.2); and
Retrieval-based Values Alignment, which dynamically as-
signs relevant individual values to queries based on demo-
graphic profiles (Section 4.3). An overview of the ValuesRAG
framework is provided in Figure 2.

4.1 Values and Demographic Summary
Generation

To systematically generate concise summaries of values and
demographics for each individual, we process the dataset in
three stages. First, the dataset is stratified by topics and split
into train and validation sets, ensuring that the distribution of
each topic is preserved (described in Section 3.1). In parallel,
topic-based summaries and demographic summaries are gen-
erated separately. For topic-based summaries, values-related
QA sets are used to produce summaries for each topic, while
demographic summaries are generated using demographic-
related QA sets:

T j
i = fgen(QAj,1

i ,QAj,2
i , . . . ,QAj,Nj

i ),

Di = fgen(QAdemo,1
i ,QAdemo,2

i , . . . ,QAdemo,K
i ).

(1)

where fgen denotes the generative model, T j
i is the summary

for topic j of individual i, based on Nj values-related QA
pairs, and Di represents the demographic summary derived
from K demographic-related QA pairs. Finally, individual
summaries are constructed by combining all topic summaries:

Si = fgen(T
1
i , T

2
i , . . . , T

M
i ), (2)

with M denoting the total number of topics. The result, de-
noted as Si, forms a comprehensive values summary for indi-
vidual i. These generate summaries serve as structured refer-
ences for retrieval in later stages and are also used to augment
the validation set for evaluation.

4.2 Values Augmented Generation
Once the comprehensive summaries for each individual are
generated in the previous step, we construct an augmented
generation process for evaluating the validation question-
answer data. For each validation question, we concatenate the
corresponding individual’s values summary with the question
itself, forming a context-rich input for the LLM:

Ci = concat
(
Si,Qval,k

i

)
(3)

where Ci represents the combined context, Si is the values
summary for individual i, and Qval,k

i is the k-th validation
question. Next, we concatenate Ci with the demographic
summary Di to further enhance the context, enabling the gen-
eration of responses based on both values and demographic
information:

Ai = fgen (Ci, Di) (4)
here, Ai represents the answer generated by the function f ,
and (Ci, Di) embeds the augmented context Ci and demo-
graphic information Di into a structured input format. Ad-
ditionally, we utilize chain-of-thought prompting to enhance
reasoning and emulate the behavior of the corresponding indi-
vidual, ensuring responses that are contextually aligned with
the values captured in the summaries and demographic char-
acteristics.

4.3 Retrieval-based Values Alignment
To dynamically assign relevant values to test individuals, we
leverage demographic information as documents for retrieval.
The demographic data from both the train and test datasets are
preprocessed into a structured context format, as described
earlier, and embeddings are generated for each demographic
context using a representation model. We first retrieve the
top-100 most similar summaries of values for each test indi-
vidual by computing the cosine similarity between the em-
beddings of the test and train demographics:

Sim(Etest, Etrain) =
Etest · Etrain

∥Etest∥∥Etrain∥
(5)

Specifically, Etest and Etrain represent the embeddings of
the test and training demographic contexts, respectively, and
Sim(·, ·) denotes the cosine similarity score. The top-100 em-
beddings with the highest similarity scores are initially se-
lected as candidates. Subsequently, we apply a reranking step
to refine the selection and identify the most relevant sum-
maries among the retrieved candidates. The reranking pro-
cess evaluates the semantic relevance of the initial candidates
based on a scoring function:

R′
k = frerank

(
Etest, ECj

)
, Cj ∈ {C1, C2, . . . , C100}, k ≤ 100

(6)
where R′

k represents the reranked summary for the k-th can-
didate selected from the final top-k results, frerank is the
reranking function, and ECj

denotes the embedding of the
j-th candidate initially retrieved among the 100 documents.
The reranked top-k summaries are then incorporated into the
prompts, enriching the contextual alignment of the generated
responses. In detail, for each test individual, the retrieved and



Methods EVS GSS CGSS ISD LAPOP Africa Avg.
Baseline
Zero-shot Inference 0.5566 0.6026 0.4019 0.6109 0.4195 0.3923 0.4973
Role-Assignment 0.5738 0.7564 0.4813 0.6164 0.4742 0.5563 0.5764
Few-Shot Learning 0.5271 0.6538 0.4631 0.5804 0.4220 0.4258 0.5120
Role-Assignment + Few-Shot Learning 0.5938 0.7292 0.5048 0.6330 0.4414 0.5305 0.5721

Ours
ValuesRAG(k = 1) 0.5960 0.7722* 0.5347* 0.6853* 0.4682 0.5904* 0.6078*

ValuesRAG(k = 3) 0.6020* 0.7781* 0.5387* 0.7001* 0.5030* 0.5953* 0.6195*

ValuesRAG(k = 5) 0.6051* 0.7706* 0.5301* 0.7016* 0.5061* 0.5905* 0.6173*

ValuesRAG(k = 10) 0.6020* 0.7380 0.5317* 0.7014* 0.4686 0.5680* 0.6016*

Table 2: Accuracy scores for various methods compared with multiple baselines across six regional datasets, including the European Values
Study (EVS), General Social Survey (GSS), Chinese General Social Survey (CGSS), Indian Survey Data (ISD), LAPOP, Afrobarometer,
and the AmericasBarometer. k indicates the number of summaries to be retrieved. Bold text indicates the best performance, underlined text
indicates the second-best performance. * denotes significant improvements (paired t-test with Holm-Bonferroni correction, p <0.05) over all
baseline model(s).

reranked summaries are combined into the final prompt, and
the answer is subsequently generated using the function fgen:

Ptest =
(
Dtest, R

′
1, R

′
2, . . . , R

′
K , Qtest

)
,

Atest = fgen (Ptest) .
(7)

Ptest is the final prompt, Dtest is the demographic informa-
tion of the test individual, {R′

1, R
′
2, . . . , R

′
K} represents the

top-k reranked summaries, and Qtest is the test question. Atest
denotes the generated answer for the test question, and fgen
represents the generation function that leverages the struc-
tured input prompt.

This retrieval-based approach, followed by reranking, en-
hances reasoning by explicitly guiding the LLM to critically
evaluate which retrieved values best align with the test indi-
vidual’s demographic characteristics. The final prompts are
then used to generate answers following the chain-of-thought
prompting strategy, ensuring that the responses are contextu-
ally coherent and culturally aligned with the test individual’s
profile.

5 Experiments
5.1 Setup
Models Used We employ GPT-4o-mini [Achiam et al.,
2023], a smaller version of GPT-4o, for our generation tasks,
with the temperature parameter set to 0.7 for balancing co-
herence and creativity. For retrieval task, we used the E5
(base) model [Wang et al., 2022]2 to generate embeddings
and retrieve the top-100 most relevant summaries of values
by calculating cosine similarity. Additionally, we utilized the
GTE-multilingual-reranker-base model [Zhang et al., 2024]3

for reranking. This reranking model refines the selection pro-
cess and ensures that the top-k most relevant summaries are
selected from the initial top-100 retrievals.

2https://huggingface.co/intfloat/e5-base
3https://huggingface.co/Alibaba-NLP/gte-multilingual-reranker-

base

Baseline Methods and Implementation Our baseline
methods include: (1) Zero-shot Inference, (2) the role-
assignment-only approach [Tao et al., 2024], (3) a few-shot
learning method [Choenni and Shutova, 2024], and (4) a hy-
brid method that combines both (1) and (2). Specifically, for
the role-assignment baseline, we use the same demographic
summaries as in ValuesRAG to ensure fairness by assign-
ing roles based on demographic information from the survey
data. For the few-shot method, we follow the approach out-
lined in the previous work, where we randomly select five ex-
amples from the test set as prompts. The hybrid method com-
bines both strategies, assigning roles based on demographic
summaries and augmenting the prompts with five randomly
selected few-shot examples from the test set.

Evaluation Method We used accuracy as the primary eval-
uation metric, converting multi-choice responses into binary
form for consistency and simplicity by dividing responses
into two distinct groups based on contrasting answer pat-
terns, which effectively captures agreement or disagreement
and aligns with the structure of values-related questions.

5.2 Experimental Analysis
In our experiments, we compare our method ValuesRAG with
four baseline methods: zero-shot inference, role-assignment,
few-shot learning, and a hybrid approach that combines role-
assignment and few-shot learning, as shown in Table 2. We
found that the role-assignment method generally surpasses
both zero-shot and few-shot approaches. By grounding the
agent’s responses in a clearly defined demographic context,
it ensures more consistent performance. In contrast, few-shot
learning, which depends on a small set of examples, often
faces challenges in generalizing to unseen scenarios, as differ-
ent values dimensions are not strongly related in many cases.
However, while role-assignment offers clearer cultural con-
text, it may oversimplify complex personal traits by impos-
ing rigid, stereotype-like constraints on agent behavior. The
hybrid method seeks to address these limitations by combin-
ing role assignment for consistency with few-shot prompts



to introduce variety, but still falls short in capturing the full
complexity of cultural values.

In contrast, ValuesRAG overcomes these challenges by
dynamically retrieving and integrating specific demographic
and cultural data for each agent. Specifically, ValuesRAG
(k=3) achieves the best results, with ValuesRAG (k=5) fol-
lowing closely behind. Although using 1 or 10 retrieved sum-
maries also achieved better performance than other baselines,
retrieving 3 and 5 summaries provides a more balanced trade-
off between retrieval diversity and contextual relevance. This
retrieval-augmented framework enables the model to dynam-
ically incorporate richer, more nuanced information about
each agent, avoiding the limitations of rigid demographic la-
bels or small sample prompts. As a result, our model captures
the interplay between individual beliefs, social contexts, and
cultural norms more effectively. Evaluations across diverse
test datasets demonstrate that ValuesRAG consistently outper-
forms baseline methods, highlighting its ability to better rep-
resent cultural diversity, improve contextual alignment, and
enhance overall model performance.

5.3 Ablation Study: Impact of Values-Only
Generation

To validate the robustness of ValuesRAG, we perform an ab-
lation study using only value-augmented generation, thereby
isolating the impact of demographic summaries on the
model’s performance. Specifically, we used the WVS valida-
tion set—separated from the training data as outlined in Sec-
tion 3—to evaluate the models. Table 3 presents a comparison
of our method, using only summaries of values, against four
baseline methods. The results demonstrate that ValuesRAG
consistently outperforms the baselines across all datasets,
achieving the highest accuracy even relying solely on sum-
maries of values.

Methods Accuracy

Zero-Shot 0.6176
Role-Assignment 0.6747
Few-Shot Learning 0.6359
Role-Assignment + Few-Shot Learning 0.6670

Values Augmented Generation-Only (Ours) 0.6894

Table 3: Accuracy comparison between baseline methods and our
proposed Values Augmented Generation method using the WVS
validation set. Bold text indicates the best performance, underlined
text indicates the second-best performance.

This result confirms the effectiveness and robustness of the
values-augmented generation approach. ValuesRAG lever-
ages structured values summaries to generate contextually
rich and culturally aligned responses. Even without demo-
graphic augmentation, ValuesRAG achieves superior perfor-
mance by dynamically capturing the underlying value pat-
terns, demonstrating its ability to generalize across diverse
cultural contexts without requiring predefined prompts or de-
mographic anchors. The result showcases the framework’s
scalability and adaptability, proving it can mitigate biases and
generate culturally coherent outputs with minimal reliance on
external context.

6 Conclusion
We present ValuesRAG, an innovative Retrieval-Augmented
Generation framework that revolutionizes cultural values
alignment through its comprehensive approach to values
context analysis. While existing approaches rely on pre-
trained knowledge with fixed demographic labels, often lead-
ing to oversimplified generalizations and biases, or few-
shot prompting techniques that struggle with generalization
due to limited correlations across value dimensions, Values-
RAG overcomes these weaknesses by dynamically retriev-
ing and integrating granular demographic data with detailed
individual-level cultural profiles. Our extensive evaluations
demonstrate that ValuesRAG achieves an accuracy improve-
ment of up to 21% over state-of-the-art baselines across di-
verse regional QA datasets. By combining adaptive retrieval
mechanisms with in-context learning and reranking strate-
gies, ValuesRAG captures complex cultural nuances, reduces
biases, and ensures contextually aligned responses. This
structured design enables ValuesRAG to bridge the gap be-
tween generic LLM capabilities and the demands of cultur-
ally sensitive applications, providing a scalable and robust
solution for real-world use cases.

7 Limitation
Although our baseline comparisons indicate that ValuesRAG
generally delivers superior performance compared to alterna-
tive methods, it does not always guarantee an exact match to
individual’s true values. Since we rely on the WVS dataset
to summarize individual profiles, there can be mismatches
when these summaries are applied to other test sets. In fu-
ture work, we plan to explore more adaptive retrieval strate-
gies that can better align with novel datasets, as well as inves-
tigate how integrating additional fine-tuning with retrieval-
augmented generation may further refine each agent’s con-
textual accuracy.
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