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Abstract

Text-to-image diffusion models have recently
enabled the creation of visually compelling,
detailed images from textual prompts. How-
ever, their ability to accurately represent vari-
ous cultural nuances remains an open question.
In our work, we introduce CULTDIFF bench-
mark, evaluating state-of-the-art diffusion mod-
els whether they can generate culturally specific
images spanning ten countries. We show that
these models often fail to generate cultural arti-
facts in architecture, clothing, and food, espe-
cially for underrepresented country regions, by
conducting a fine-grained analysis of different
similarity aspects, revealing significant dispar-
ities in cultural relevance, description fidelity,
and realism compared to real-world reference
images. With the collected human evaluations,
we develop a neural-based image-image simi-
larity metric, namely, CULTDIFF-S, to predict
human judgment on real and generated images
with cultural artifacts. Our work highlights the
need for more inclusive generative Al systems
and equitable dataset representation over a wide
range of cultures.

1 Introduction

Text-to-image (T2I) diffusion models recently have
shown a significant advance in generating high-
quality images from text prompts(Saharia et al.,
2022; Ramesh et al., 2022; Betker et al., 2023;
Podell et al., 2023; Blattmann et al., 2023; Esser
et al., 2024). Remarkable success has been demon-
strated in producing realistic and detailed visual
representations, ranging from generating complex
scenes (Liu et al., 2024b) to performing style trans-
fer using diffusion models (Wang et al., 2023;
Zhang et al., 2023). While it is crucial to address
the challenge of generating culture-aware imagery,
current diffusion models have yet to be evaluated
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on their ability to create a distribution of accu-
rate and fair representations of images (Cao et al.,
2024b; Liu et al., 2023).

A recent study, Basu et al. (2023) reveals that
while current diffusion models can generate real-
istic and contextually relevant images, they fre-
quently fail to achieve geographical inclusiveness,
generating well-represented images worldwide.
Furthermore, a critical gap remains in these models’
ability to produce culturally accurate representa-
tions, failing to create concepts or artifacts for par-
ticular cultures, thus, lacking in culture awareness
(Kannen et al., 2024). While benchmark datasets
have been developed to capture cultural diversity
(Jha et al., 2023; Myung et al., 2024; Li et al.,
2024c), to the best of our knowledge, there is lim-
ited prior work exploring the ability of diffusion
models to generate culturally specific artifacts, par-
ticularly those representing underrepresented cul-
tures (Kannen et al., 2024; Nayak et al., 2024).

The primary motivation of our study is to in-
vestigate the capability of state-of-the-art diffusion
models in accurately representing cultural themes
for both overrepresented and underrepresented cul-
tures. We consider culture as societal constructs
tied to country boundaries and use ‘culture’ and
‘country’ interchangeably in this paper, similar to
prior approaches (Kannen et al., 2024; Li et al.,,
2024b). The overrepresented cultures defined here
include countries from Western, European, Indus-
trialized, Rich, and Democratic (WEIRD) regions
(Henrich et al., 2010) (e.g., United States, United
Kingdom), as well as countries from Asia, based on
their Asia Power Index' (e.g., China, South Korea).
In contrast, countries where the primary languages
(e.g., Amharic, Azerbaijani) have limited resource
availability, as defined in Joshi et al. (2020), are
considered underrepresented (e.g., Ethiopia, Azer-
baijan).

"https://power.lowyinstitute.org



In this paper, we present a new benchmark
dataset designed to evaluate these models’ ability
to generate images that accurately reflect both high-
resource and low-resource cultures”. Our bench-
marking dataset includes a curated collection of
prompts for architectural landmarks, clothing, and
food from various countries to ensure comprehen-
sive coverage of cultural diversity. Since existing
image similarity metrics (e.g., FID (Heusel et al.,
2017)) struggle to evaluate cultural nuances accu-
rately, we propose a model-based metric trained
and validated with human feedback and compare
its correlation. Our contributions can be summa-
rized as follows:

 CultDiff benchmark dataset: We introduce a
novel dataset, CultDiff, specifically designed
to evaluate diffusion models on their ability to
generate culturally accurate images across ten
countries with varying resource levels, incor-
porating human evaluations.

 Analysis on various culture representations
of generated images: We explore how well
diffusion models represent low- and high-
resource cultures, providing a fine-grained
analysis of different aspects of similarity (e.g.,
image-image, image-description).

* An automatic image-image similarity eval-
uation metric: We present a similarity metric
trained and validated with human feedback
and compare its capabilities to existing simi-
larity metrics, demonstrating its potential to
better capture cultural nuances in generated
images.

2 Related Works
2.1 Cultural-Aware Datasets

Beginning with the benchmark to evaluate image
quality from simpler text prompts using text-to-
image (T2I) diffusion models, such as HPDv2
(Wu et al., 2023) using human preferences, more
recently advanced efforts include creating com-
prehensive benchmarks such as T2I-CompBench
(Huang et al., 2023) and GenAl-Bench (Li et al.,
2024a). These prior benchmarks assess the per-
formance of T2I models across various aspects,
including realism, fidelity, and compositional text-
to-image generation. Although a very recent study

>We use the terms over/underrepresented and high/low-
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(Jha et al., 2024) has started investigating global
representation in T2I models, their emphasis has
primarily been on regional social stereotypes.

On the other hand, many widely-used datasets
for training T2I synthesis models, such as LAION-
400M (Schuhmann et al., 2021), tend to exhibit
Anglo-centric and Euro-centric biases, as noted by
Birhane et al. (2021). These biases skew the rep-
resentation of cultures in generated images, often
favoring Western perspectives. In response to this,
several researchers have worked to create datasets
that better represent diverse cultures. For exam-
ple, the MaRVL dataset (Liu et al., 2021) was
specifically designed to include a broader array
of languages and cultural concepts, covering re-
gions such as Indonesia, Swahili-speaking Africa,
Tamil-speaking South Asia, Turkey, and Mandarin-
speaking China and addressing biases in datasets
that predominantly focused on North American and
Western European cultures.

In the Large Language Models (LLMs) domains,
SeeGULL dataset (Jha et al., 2023) broadens stereo-
type benchmarking to encompass global and re-
gional diversity, and BLEnD benchmark (Myung
et al., 2024) evaluates the cultural knowledge of
LLMs across various languages including low-
resource ones. Similarly, the Dollar Street dataset
(Gaviria Rojas et al., 2022) sought to capture ev-
eryday life across a wide variety of socioeconomic
backgrounds, presenting a more globally inclusive
view. In addition, Liu et al. (2023) introduced the
CCUB dataset developed to promote cultural in-
clusivity by collecting images and captions repre-
senting the cultural contexts of different countries.
Most recently, CUBE (Kannen et al., 2024) is a
large-scale dataset of cultural artifacts spanning 8
countries across different geo-cultural regions for
evaluating cultural diversity. Our work further con-
tributes to dataset creation by expanding the focus
to include low-resource cultures, thereby address-
ing gaps between overrepresented and underrepre-
sented cultural contexts.

2.2 Diffusion Model Evaluation

Several metrics have been developed and widely
used to evaluate the quality of images generated
by T2I models. These include measures of realism
such as the Inception Score (IS) (Salimans et al.,
2016), Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) (Heusel
et al., 2017), and Image Realism Score (IRS) (Chen
et al., 2023). In particular, IS evaluates image qual-
ity and diversity based on classification probabil-
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Figure 1: The overall framework for image generation, annotation, and evaluation, consisting of six steps. (1) 50 text
prompts for three categories—architecture, food, and clothing—across 10 countries were generated. (2) Reference
images were collected using Bing search. (3) Three diffusion models (SD-XL, SD-3-Medium, FLUX.1-dev) were
used to generate images. (4) Human annotators evaluated images based on similarity, description match, and realism.
(5) Human feedback was used to create positive and negative pairs for contrastive learning. (6) Model performance

was assessed by measuring agreement with human scores.

ities, FID quantifies the similarity between gener-
ated and real image distributions, and IRS mainly
analyzes basic image characteristics to measure
the realism of the visual content. In addition, the
alignment between generated images and the corre-
sponding prompts has been evaluated using various
metrics, such as CLIPScore (Hessel et al., 2021),
VQA Score (Lin et al., 2025), and ImageReward
(Xu et al., 2023), which incorporates human feed-
back to enhance T2I models further. Although
Kannen et al. (2024) has explored cultural diversity
in text-to-image model generations using the Vendi
Score (Nguyen and Dieng, 2024), measuring cul-
tural accuracy in generated images has not yet been
successfully achieved with existing metrics. As a
result, the most reliable approach remains relying
on human participants, as demonstrated in several
works (Kannen et al., 2024; Nayak et al., 2024). In
our work, we also utilize human annotation; how-
ever, due to the time and cost associated with it,
there is a pressing need for automatic evaluation.
To address this, we present a metric specifically

trained on a culture-aware dataset to observe its
potential for aligning with human preferences.

3 CuLTDIFF Benchmark

This section outlines the process of building our
CULTDIFF benchmark, including the data construc-
tion (steps 1-3 in Figure 1 and Section 3.1), human
annotation (step 4 in Figure 1 and Section 3.2), and
design of the architectural framework for the metric
evaluation (steps 5-6 in Figure 1 and Section 3.3).

3.1 CuLTDIFF Dataset Construction

In this section, we present the construction of the
CULTDIFF dataset, which is designed to evaluate
the performance of diffusion models in generating
culturally relevant images across various artifact
categories and countries. The dataset creation pro-
cess is composed of three key steps as outlined in
Figure 1: (1) prompt generation, (2) collection of
real images, and (3) synthetic image generation.



Prompt Generation. To create the benchmark
dataset for evaluating the diffusion models, we fo-
cused on three artifact categories: architecture (or
landmarks), clothing, and food across ten countries.
The prompt generation process involved the follow-
ing steps: (1)Artifact Collection: Compiled a list
of 50 artifact names per category and country using
Wikipedia, cultural heritage websites, and travel
platforms? for landmarks. (2) Prompt Engineer-
ing: Created custom-generated prompts for each
artifact which are simple, structured prompts (e.g.,
"A panoramic view of {landmark} in {country},
realistic.") similar to the prompts used in Kannen
et al. (2024) (refer to Appendix A.1 for the list of
prompts).

Image Collection and Generation. To acquire
real images for training and evaluation, we col-
lected images for each artifact across all categories
and countries from the internet using the gener-
ated prompts. Recognizing that real-world images
vary significantly due to factors such as location,
camera angle, lighting, and weather conditions, we
aimed to minimize potential biases by selecting
five images rather than solely one for each artifact.
The images were scraped using Bulk Bing Image
Downloader (BBID)*, an open-source Python tool
that enables fast downloads and filters out adult
content.

The image generation process involved synthe-
sizing images based on the generated prompts. We
used three diffusion models: Stable Diffusion XL
(Podell et al., 2023), Stable Diffusion 3 Medium
Diffusers (Esser et al., 2024), and FLUX.1-dev®
(Labs, 2023).

3.2 Human Evaluation

A critical part of our experimental design involved
human annotation to assess the cultural and con-
textual relevance of Al-generated images. We first
created a survey comprising 150 images for all
ten countries (e.g., United States, China, Azerbai-
jan, Indonesia), where the images for each country
were equally divided across three categories: ar-
chitecture, clothing, and food items. Each survey
included a set of four images for each artifact: three
real images (collected via web scraping) and one
Al-generated image (produced by one of the three
diffusion models).

3https://www.tripadvisor.com
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Figure 2: Proposed contrastive learning pipeline with
image pairs using Vision Transformer (ViT).

To prevent model bias, each human annotator
was distributed with randomly selected images gen-
erated from one of three diffusion models for each
question. Three human annotators from each coun-
try participated in the study, ensuring cultural fa-
miliarity and context-specific insights. All 30 an-
notators were asked to evaluate each image based
on the following multiple-choice questions:

Image-image similarity scores are collected for

each category as follows:

* Architecture: How similar is the rightmost
image (i.e., Al-generated image) to the first
three images (i.e., real reference images) in
terms of overall similarity, shapes, materi-
als/textures, and background/surroundings?

* Clothing: How similar is the rightmost image
to the first three images in terms of overall
similarity, color/texture, design/patterns, and
background elements?

* Food: How similar is the rightmost image to
the first three images regarding overall similar-
ity, presentation/plating, colors/textures, and
ingredients/components?

Image-text alignment scores are calculated how
well the description (i.e., prompts mentioned
in Section 3.1) matches the content of the Al-
generated image?

Realism scores are assessed based on how real-
istic the Al-generated image appears.

Each question for these three multiple-choice
subquestions was rated using a Likert scale of 1 to
5: (1) Not at all, (2) Slightly, (3) Somewhat, (4)
Mostly, (5) Completely, allowing annotators to ex-
press their level of agreement or similarity with the
presented image (detailed in Appendix A.2). We



Diffusion Models Stable Diffusion XL Stable Diffusion 3 Medium Diffusers FLUX.1 dev

Category Architecture Clothing Food Architecture Clothing Food Architecture Clothing Food

Q1.1-Highest Score | S. Korea Pakistan USA Azerbaijan Mexico Mexico UK Mexico USA
UK S.Korea  Spain Mexico UK USA S. Korea Pakistan  Pakistan
Mexico Mexico Pakistan S. Korea S.Korea  Pakistan Mexico S.Korea  Mexico
USA USA Mexico UK Pakistan ~ Spain USA UK UK
Ethiopia UK Indonesia | Ethiopia Indonesia UK Ethiopia USA Spain
Spain Indonesia UK USA USA Indonesia | Azerbaijan  Indonesia  Azerbaijan
Azerbaijan  Azerbaijan Azerbaijan | Indonesia Azerbaijan Azerbaijan | China Azerbaijan China
Pakistan Spain S. Korea | China Spain Ethiopia | Indonesia Spain Indonesia
Indonesia Ethiopia  Ethiopia | Spain Ethiopia  China Pakistan China S. Korea

Q1.1-Lowest Score | China China China Pakistan China S. Korea | Spain Ethiopia Ethiopia

Q1.2-Highest Score | S. Korea S. Korea USA USA UK USA USA S. Korea USA
Mexico UK Spain Mexico S.Korea  Spain UK Indonesia  Spain
UK Mexico Pakistan S. Korea Mexico Pakistan | Mexico Mexico Azerbaijan
USA USA Indonesia | Azerbaijan ~ Indonesia Mexico S. Korea Pakistan  Pakistan
Spain Indonesia  Azerbaijan | UK Pakistan China Ethiopia USA Mexico
Ethiopia Pakistan ~ S. Korea | Ethiopia USA Indonesia | Azerbaijan UK UK
Azerbaijan  Azerbaijan Mexico Pakistan Azerbaijan Azerbaijan | China Azerbaijan China
Pakistan Spain UK China China UK Pakistan Spain S. Korea
China Ethiopia  Ethiopia | Spain Ethiopia ~ S. Korea | Spain China Indonesia

Q1.2-Lowest Score | Indonesia China China Indonesia Spain Ethiopia | Indonesia Ethiopia  Ethiopia

Table 1:

Ranking of countries by average Q1.1 scores (top half) and Q1.2 scores (bottom half), organized from

highest to lowest. The table presents scores across three models for the categories of Architecture, Clothing, and
Food. Overrepresented countries are highlighted in red, while underrepresented countries are highlighted in blue.

recruited 30 annotators from 10 countries: Azer-
baijan, Pakistan, Ethiopia, South Korea, Indonesia,
China, Spain, Mexico, the United States, and the
United Kingdom. Annotators from the first five
countries were recruited through college communi-
ties, while those from the remaining countries were
recruited via the Prolific® crowdsourcing platform.
The recruitment on Prolific involved screening par-
ticipants based on their location, nationality, and
birthplace.

3.3 Model Evaluation
3.3.1 Pair and Dataset Creation

Our training data consists of real image and real-
synthetic image pairs, ensuring a rich, wide variety
of training samples. Specifically, we constructed
the following image pairs:

Real image pairs: Positive pairs consist of real
images of the same artifact (e.g., two images of
the Flame Towers in Azerbaijan), while negative
pairs include real images of different artifacts from
the same country or any artifacts from different
countries (e.g., the Flame Towers vs. the Empire
State Building).

Real-synthetic image pairs: The positive image
pairs generated by diffusion models (as described
in Section 3.1) with an average image-image simi-
larity score > 3, paired with three real images used
in the human evaluation. The negative pairs consist

Shttps://www.prolific.com

of Al-generated images with an average image-
image similarity score < 3, paired with three real
images similar to the positive pairs.

We split our dataset using disjoint prompts for
each set to ensure no overlap between the training,
validation, and test sets. We selected 30 random
prompts for the training set, 10 for the validation
set, and 10 for the test set, along with their respec-
tive pairs from each model, across all categories
and countries. In total, the training set consists of
approximately 11k image pairs, while both the val-
idation and test sets contain 2.7k image pairs each.
The training set includes both real image pairs and
real-synthetic image pairs, while the validation and
test sets consist solely of real-synthetic image pairs,
with no overlapping images between the sets.

3.3.2 Similarity Metric

To build a model-based image-image similarity
metric, CULTDIFF-S, we adopted a contrastive
learning approach, utilizing Vision Transformers
(ViT) (Alexey, 2020) to learn embeddings for both
real and Al-generated images, as illustrated in Fig-
ure 2. The global attention mechanism in ViT en-
ables effective "local-to-global" correspondence,
enhancing self-supervised learning (Caron et al.,
2021; Mo et al., 2023). This ViT property is par-
ticularly important in our work, where it helps
evaluate the cultural and contextual relevance of
images by capturing both local features and their
broader context. To achieve this, we employed
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Figure 3: Average description match scores for the FLUX model’s outputs across three categories: Architecture
(left), Clothing (center), and Food (right). Each bar plot represents the average description match scores for countries
within the respective category, ranked from highest to lowest. Error bars indicate the standard error of the mean.

a weighted margin loss during the training pro-
cess, utilizing the scores (collected from our hu-
man annotation process explained in Section 3.2) as
weights (w;, 7 = 1,2, ..., N in the equation below,
motivated by previous studies that utilized GPT
feedback scores as the weights in building sentence
embedding models (Cheng et al., 2023; An et al.,
2024). These scores are normalized to O to 1 and ap-
plied to their corresponding real-synthetic (human-
annotated) positive and negative image pairs. For
real-image pairs that were not annotated by hu-
mans, we assigned a default weight of w = 1. Our
margin loss is defined as:

N
L = ]17; wj (yi d? 4+ (1—y;) max(())m_di>2)

where w; denotes the weight derived from the
normalized human score when available (default
is 1.0), d; represents the Euclidean distance be-
tween the embeddings of a pair of images (d; =
| f(zi1) — f(zi2)l2), and f(z) is the embedding
function learned by the Vision Transformer. The
binary label y; € {0, 1} indicates whether a pair is
positive (y; = 1) or negative (y; = 0). The margin
m enforces a minimum distance between embed-
dings of negative pairs, while N is the total number
of image pairs in the batch.

This loss function is optimized to make the
model learn to (1) push the positive image pairs to-
gether and pull the negative image pairs apart and
(2) assign importance to pairs with human judg-
ment scores. The second goal guides the model to
attend more to the image pairs with higher human
scores and less with lower human scores.

4 Results

4.1 Benchmark Results and Analysis
4.1.1 Overall Image-Image Similarity

We first analyze the similarity results (image-image
similarity scores) of the real and generated images

from the survey’s first question (Q1), which ex-
amined various aspects of similarity. In particular,
Q1.1 asked participants to rate the overall similar-
ity. Table 1 highlights the average scores for all
countries across three models. The first half of
Table 1 summarizes the country results: overrep-
resented countries (South Korea, USA, UK, Mex-
ico) predominantly occupy the top half (highest
scores), while underrepresented countries (Azer-
baijan, Ethiopia) are mostly in the lower half, with
some exceptions.

Q1.2 specifically addressed distinct features:
shapes for architectural structures, color/texture
for clothing, and presentation/plating for food. The
results, summarized in Table 1, highlight that the
USA, UK, and South Korea consistently ranked
among the highest-scoring countries across all cat-
egories and models. In contrast, Ethiopia and In-
donesia frequently appeared in the lower half of
the rankings. Interestingly, China also consistently
received some of the lowest scores in this analy-
sis. These findings suggest a need for the devel-
opment of diffusion models that better represent
underrepresented countries, such as Ethiopia and
Indonesia, to improve their cultural and contextual
accuracy compared to overrepresented countries
like the USA, UK, and South Korea.

4.1.2 Image-Description Match

Our analysis focused on the responses to the sec-
ond question (Q2), which assessed the fidelity of
the generated content to the provided description.
Figure 3 presents the results for the FLUX model’s
outputs across architecture, clothing, and food, re-
spectively (refer to Appendix A.3 for results from
other models).

The United States and the United Kingdom
consistently achieved the highest average fidelity
scores across all three categories. In contrast, Azer-
baijan, South Korea, and Ethiopia recorded the
lowest average scores of 2.28, 1.55, and 1.54 in the
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Figure 4: Scatter plots of Q1.1 (horizontal axis) vs. Q2 (vertical axis) scores for Food images, categorized by
country. Each subplot displays the country name and corresponding Pearson correlation coefficient r.

architecture, food, and clothing categories, respec-
tively. Nevertheless, these average scores reveal
a noticeable gap between the scores of the United
States and those of other countries across all cate-
gories. These results suggest a potential bias in the
model, favoring countries with a more extensive
cultural presence on the internet. Addressing this
limitation by incorporating more diverse and bal-
anced datasets could improve the model’s fidelity
for underrepresented countries and enhance its
overall cultural accuracy (Ananthram et al., 2024;
Liu et al., 2025).

We also visualized the correlations between re-
sponses to the overall similarity question (Q1.1)
for real and generated images and the text-image
alignment score (Q2). As shown in Figure 4, most
countries exhibit a strong positive Pearson correla-
tion coefficient (7) in the Food category (refer to
Appendix A.4 for results on architecture and cloth-
ing), indicating consistent agreement between Q1.1
and Q2 responses across most countries.

4.1.3 Realism

The third question, which focused on rating the re-
alism of the generated images, is visualized in the
bar graphs in Figure 5. The FLUX model’s output
shows that realism scores are relatively higher for
the United Kingdom, United States, and Mexico,
while Spain, Ethiopia, and South Korea have lower
scores. In contrast, the Stable Diffusion 3 Medium
model exhibits relatively consistent realism scores

Similarity Spearman | Pearson | Kendall | Kendall
Metrics ‘ p r ‘ Th ‘ Te
SISM 0.0458 0.0464 | 0.0315 | 0.0324
FID -0.1078 -0.1085 | -0.0768 | -0.0783
LPIPS -0.1352 -0.1376 | -0.1002 | -0.1029
CULTDIFF-S 0.1848 0.1559 | 0.1278 | 0.1312

Table 2: Correlation between human judgment scores
and similarity values produced using different metrics.

across all countries. Meanwhile, the Stable Diffu-
sion XL model demonstrates slightly lower average
realism scores across all countries and categories
compared to the other two models.

4.2 Similarity Metric Analysis

After training the similarity model, we evaluated
its performance using our test dataset pairs. For
each evaluation pair, we computed additional sim-
ilarity metrics, including Fréchet Inception Dis-
tance (FID) (Heusel et al., 2017), Learned Percep-
tual Image Patch Similarity (LPIPS) (Zhang et al.,
2018), and the Structural Similarity Index Measure
(SSIM) (Wang et al., 2004). Additionally, we cal-
culated the correlation between image-image simi-
larity scores—derived by averaging the responses
to the first four questions in the survey—and each
of these similarity metrics. In our metric model, we
compute the cosine similarity of the embeddings
produced by the model during evaluation as the
final similarity score. The results of these corre-
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Figure 5: Average realism scores across three models: Stable Diffusion XL (left), Stable Diffusion 3 Medium
Diffusers (center), and FLUX (right). The bar plots show realism scores for three categories—Architecture, Clothing,
and Food—averaged across countries for each model. Error bars indicate the standard error of the mean.

lations are summarized in Table 2. The proposed
metric, CULTDIFF-S, achieves notably higher cor-
relation values, suggesting the usefulness of us-
ing our automatic pre-trained image-image metric,
showing potential to replace the previous metrics.

5 Discussion

5.1 Human-Aligned Image-Image Similarity
Evaluation Metric

Designing an image-image similarity metric that
closely correlates with human rankings is inher-
ently difficult due to the complexity of cultural
attributes and subjective interpretations. Culture
itself is a broad and multifaceted concept, making
it challenging to define in a universally accepted
manner (Liu et al., 2024a). In fact, many previous
studies in related domains that incorporate cultural
aspects either provide only a high-level definition
or avoid in-depth discussions on its nuances (Adi-
lazuarda et al., 2024; Huang and Yang, 2023; Zhou
et al., 2023; Cao et al., 2024a; Wan et al., 2023).
In our study, we treated countries as representa-
tives of distinct cultures. However, individuals,
even within the same country, may have diverse
interpretations of cultural artifacts, reflecting re-
gional, ethnic, and personal differences in cultural
perception, which can lead to subjective similarity
scores given by human annotators. Additionally,
cultural artifacts often evolve over time, influenced
by various internal or external factors, further com-
plicating the task of cultural representations. As a
result, an effective similarity metric that correlates
more closely with human perception must account
for both objective attributes, such as structural and
visual features, and subjective factors, including
historical context, regional variations, and personal
interpretations. We believe that developing such
a metric necessitates integrating human feedback
into the process, combining both data-driven ap-
proaches and human-centered evaluations to bridge

the gap, as has been demonstrated in other contexts
and domains in prior works (Xu et al., 2023; Stien-
non et al., 2020; Ouyang et al., 2022), as well as in
our research.

5.2 Culturally Aware Diffusion Models

Recent advancements in fine-tuning diffusion mod-
els have demonstrated significant improvement
(Ruiz et al., 2023). Following similar approaches in
cultural contexts, fine-tuning diffusion models on
smaller, culturally-curated datasets has been shown
to lead to more culturally relevant image genera-
tion (Liu et al., 2023). While approaches relying
on large culture-specific datasets, such as Japanese
Stable Diffusion (Shing and Sawada, 2022), have
been generally successful in enhancing cultural
awareness for specific cultures, the limited resource
presence of underrepresented cultures creates a
challenge for applying similar methods. In this
context, our dataset further provides a foundation
for incorporating data from underrepresented cul-
tures/countries, broadening the reach of culturally
inclusive image generation. We hope that our work
will inspire further research into improving the fair-
ness of T2I generation models, particularly by ex-
panding representation for low-resource cultures in
both model training and evaluation.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we assessed the cultural awareness
diffusion models spanning 10 countries and 3 cate-
goriessingby our proposed CULTDIFF Benchmark
Dataset. Our human evaluations of various as-
pects—such as the similarity of Al-generated im-
ages to real counterparts, description fidelity, and
realism—revealed that the diffusion models exhibit
better cultural awareness for high-resource coun-
tries than low-resource countries, such as Ethiopia,
Azerbaijan, and Indonesia. Furthermore, we pro-
posed an automatic image-image similarity metric



that shows improvement in correlating with human
judgments to evaluate cultural aspects.

Limitations

The main limitation of our work lies in recruiting
only three annotators per country due to budget
constraints, similar to most human experiments
in other studies. While we could derive valuable
insights from the human evaluation results, increas-
ing the number of survey participants per country
would enhance the robustness and generalizability
of our findings.

Ethical Statement

This study was conducted with prior approval from
the Institutional Review Board (IRB), ensuring ad-
herence to ethical research standards. All partici-
pants recruited through Prolific were compensated
at a competitive rate (18 pounds ~ 22.38 USD in
January 2025), meeting or exceeding ethical guide-
lines. Similarly, participants recruited directly, pri-
marily from low-resource countries, were fairly
compensated (30K KRW ~ 20.89 USD in January
2025).

To ensure the appropriateness of the materials,
all generated images were reviewed by the authors
before being provided to the annotators. Addition-
ally, we included a question at the end of the survey
asking whether each image was inappropriate or
disturbing. All annotators responded "No" to this
question, confirming the suitability of the content
used in the study.
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A Appendix
A.1 Prompt Details

For each category, we used prompts in the follow-
ing format:

* “A panoramic view of {landmark} in {coun-
try }, realistic”

* “An image of {clothes} from {country} cloth-
ing, realistic”

* “An image of {food} from {country} cuisine,
realistic”

For example:

* “A panoramic view of the Empire State Build-
ing in the United States, realistic”

* “An image of Hanfu from Chinese clothing,
realistic”

* “An image of plov from Azerbaijani cuisine,
realistic”

Additionally, we experimented with various
prompting techniques, including GPT-4-generated
detailed prompts. However, we observed that these
prompts occasionally introduced hallucinations
leading to inaccurate image generation. Through
empirical analysis, we found that simpler prompts
tended to provide more accurate and culturally rel-
evant generations.

A.2  Survey Question Details

This section provides additional details regarding
the survey questions and instructions used during
the study. Annotators received clear guidance to
ensure consistent evaluations of both real and Al-
generated images (Figure 6 left). Examples of spe-
cific survey questions for cultural contexts, such as
those related to Azerbaijan, are shown in Figure 6
right top and right bottom. The estimated time to
complete the survey was approximately 1.5 to 2
hours. Table 3 presents the Fleiss” Kappa scores,
which reflect the level of agreement between anno-
tators for each country.

A.3 Survey Responses

We analyzed the scores for each image quadruple
by averaging the scores from six questions, assign-
ing the resulting value as the final score for each
image. We then calculated the average of these fi-
nal scores for each category and country, as shown
in Figure 7.
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Country Fleiss’ Kappa
K
Azerbaijan 0.14
China 0.13
Ethiopia 0.13
Indonesia 0.10
Mexico 0.10
Pakistan 0.11
South Korea 0.17
Spain 0.11
United Kingdom 0.12
United States 0.07

Table 3: Inter-annotator Agreement, as measured by
Fleiss’ Kappa, for each country.

The description match scores for Stable Diffu-
sion XL and Stable-Diffusion 3 Medium Diffusers
are presented in Figures 8 and 9 respectively.

A.4 Survey Response Correlations

We calculated the correlations between the scores
for Q1.1 (overall similarity) and Q1.2 for three
distinct image categories: Architecture, Clothing,
and Food. For each image, we first averaged the
responses across the models to compute a unified
score. These scatter plots (Figure 10, 11, 12) de-
pict the relationship between the two survey ques-
tions. Similarly, the correlation results for the Ar-
chitecture and Clothing categories for Q1.1 (over-
all similarity) and Q2 (description match) are pre-
sented in Figures 13 and 14, respectively. More-
over, we present the correlation scores for all three
categories for Q2 (description match) and Q3 (real-
ism) in Figures 15, 16, and 17.



Azerbaijan 1

Survey Instructions and Rating Scale

In this survey, you will assess the rightmost image compared to the first three images
based on three categories: Image Similarity, Description Match, and Realism. Each
category has specific definitions for the rating scale:

1. Image Similarity (in terms of the given aspects)

« Notatall (1): The images look entirely different, with almost no overlap.

Slightly (2): The images share some elements, but differences are clear.
Somewhat (3): The images have a fair amount of overlap, though differences are
noticeable.

Mostly (4): The images appear largely similar, with only minor differences.
Completely (5): The images are nearly the same, with very few, if any, differences.

2. Description Match

« Not at all (1): The image does not match the description at all, with no recognizable
overlap.

Slightly (2): Only a few aspects of the description are present in the image, and it
mostly doesn't align.

Somewhat (3): There is some alignment between the description and the image, but
several key elements are missing or differ.

Mostly (4): The description mostly fits the image, with only minor details missing or
slightly different.

Completely (5): The description perfectly aligns with the image, capturing every
detail accurately.

3. Realism

« Not atall (1): The image appears highly artificial or cartoonish, lacking any elements
of realism.

Slightly (2): The image has some realistic elements, but overall it seems unrealistic
or exaggerated.

Somewhat (3): The image is moderately realistic, though it contains noticeable
discrepancies that detract from its overall believability.

Mostly (4): The image is mostly realistic, with only minor details that may seem off
or less believable.

Completely (5): The image appears very realistic, closely resembling actual
photographs or real-life scenes.

Note: Use these definitions consistently as you rate each question to ensure accuracy and
reliability in your responses.

Next IS  Page 1 0f 17

Clear form

How similar do you think the rightmost image is to the first three images in terms *
of the following aspects?

Notatall Slightly Somewhat Mostly —Completely

Overall similarity: The
overall resemblance
between the two images.

O O (@)

Shapes: The shapes of the
structures in the images.

@) O O

Materials/Textures: The
materials or textures used
in the architecture (e.g.,
glass, concrete).

Background/Surroundings:
The surroundings,
including elements like
natural features, urban
context, or other
background details.

How well does the description match the content of the rightmost image? *
"A panoramic view of the Palace of Shaki Khans in Azerbaijan, realistic”

1 2 3 4 5
O O O O O
How realistic does the rightmost image appear? *
1 2 3 4 5
@) (@) (@) O O

Figure 6: Survey setup illustrating instructions, an image comparison task, and rating questions. The left image
shows the survey instructions outlining the tasks and evaluation criteria, while the right side presents examples of

the survey questions.
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Figure 10: Scatter plots of Q1.1 (horizontal axis) vs. Q1.2 (vertical axis) scores for Architecture images, categorized
by country. Each subplot displays the country name and corresponding Pearson correlation coefficient r. Dots
represent individual image averages.
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Figure 11: Scatter plots of Q1.1 (horizontal axis) vs. Q1.2 (vertical axis) scores for Clothing images, categorized by
country. Each subplot displays the country name and corresponding Pearson correlation coefficient r.
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Figure 12: Scatter plots of Q1.1 (horizontal axis) vs. Q1.2 (vertical axis) scores for Food images, categorized by
country. Each subplot displays the country name and corresponding Pearson correlation coefficient r.
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Figure 13: Scatter plots of Q1.1 (horizontal axis) vs. Q2 (vertical axis) scores for Architecture images, categorized
by country. Each subplot displays the country name and corresponding Pearson correlation coefficient r.
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Figure 14: Scatter plots of Q1.1 (horizontal axis) vs. Q2 (vertical axis) scores for Clothing images, categorized by
country. Each subplot displays the country name and corresponding Pearson correlation coefficient r.
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Figure 15: Scatter plots of Q2 (horizontal axis) vs. Q3 (vertical axis) scores for Architecture images, categorized by
country. Each subplot displays the country name and corresponding Pearson correlation coefficient r.

16



Q3 Score

Spain (r = 0.68)

Ethiopia (r = 0.87)

Mexico (r = 0.29) United Kingdom (r = 0.61) China (r = 0.75)

o0 L] o
L] L] o ® ® L] 0
[ ] o 0000 L ] L] o [ ] L]
e0o0 o ° e ® %% e oo o
L L] o0 o ._ L] LN ]
0000000 o000 - 0
L ® e o %o ° L ®
L] L] L] L] L] L]
o0 °
Indonesia (r = 0.51) South Korea (r = 0.58) Pakistan (r = 0.58) United States (r = 0.23)
L] L] o0
L] L] L] L] o0 L] L]
L] o0 o0 0 o o0 LN ] o L]
o000 L] L] o000 L ] L]
oS00 L 2 o %o o ® ® ®
o0 000 o 0 L] LN ]
L] L N ) L] LN
® ®
o L ] L] o
L]

4

Q2 Score

Figure 16: Scatter plots of Q2 (horizontal axis) vs. Q3 (vertical axis) scores for Clothing images, categorized by
country. Each subplot displays the country name and corresponding Pearson correlation coefficient r.
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Figure 17: Scatter plots of Q2 (horizontal axis) vs. Q3 (vertical axis) scores for Food images, categorized by country.
Each subplot displays the country name and corresponding Pearson correlation coefficient r.
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