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Abstract

In the rapidly evolving field of image genera-
tion, achieving precise control over generated
content and maintaining semantic consistency
remain significant limitations, particularly con-
cerning grounding techniques and the neces-
sity for model fine-tuning. To address these
challenges, we propose BayesGenie, an off-the-
shelf approach that integrates Large Language
Models (LLMs) with Bayesian Optimization
to facilitate precise and user-friendly image
editing. Our method enables users to modify
images through natural language descriptions
without manual area marking, while preserving
the original image’s semantic integrity. Unlike
existing techniques that require extensive pre-
training or fine-tuning, our approach demon-
strates remarkable adaptability across vari-
ous LLMs through its model-agnostic design.
BayesGenie employs an adapted Bayesian op-
timization strategy to automatically refine the
inference process parameters, achieving high-
precision image editing with minimal user in-
tervention. Through extensive experiments
across diverse scenarios, we demonstrate that
our framework significantly outperforms ex-
isting methods in both editing accuracy and
semantic preservation, as validated using dif-
ferent LLMs including Claude3 and GPT-4.

1 Introduction

In the rapidly evolving field of visual content ma-
nipulation, image editing has gained significant
attention due to its practical applications across var-
ious domains. Unlike traditional image generation
models such as Stable Diffusion (Rombach et al.,
2022) and DALL-E 3 (Ramesh et al., 2022), our
work is specifically focused on improving control
in the image editing process. Recent advancements
in controllable synthesis, such as those by Hertz et
al. (Hertz et al., 2022) and Brooks et al. (Brooks
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(a) Original image. (b) Edited image.

Figure 1: Practical application results in design scenar-
ios: "replace the tree next to the bench with balloons"

et al., 2023), have introduced methods to fine-tune
and guide transformations in existing images rather
than generating new ones from scratch.

Controllable synthesis in generation technol-
ogy (Guan et al., 2025; Yao et al., 2024; Hertz
et al., 2022; Brooks et al., 2023; Patashnik et al.,
2021; Jiang et al., 2024) has recently attracted sig-
nificant attention due to its expanded range of ap-
plications. Models such as Pix2Pix and Cycle-
GAN have demonstrated the ability to transform
images from one domain to another, effectively
applying controllable synthesis to tasks like style
transfer and image enhancement (Isola et al., 2017;
Zhu et al., 2017). Recent advances like ZONE
have enabled instruction-driven modifications with-
out pre-defined training samples (Li et al., 2024b),
while new frameworks have emerged for intuitive
and localized image editing by manipulating in-
ternal attention mechanisms (Brooks et al., 2023).
This represents a shift towards more granular con-
trol over AI-generated content, enabling precise,
region-specific alterations without additional input
masks.

However, despite these advancements, existing
methods face several critical challenges. First,
most state-of-the-art local editing methods heav-
ily rely on mask priors to constrain the editing
regions—either through manual input or derived
from attention map analysis and semantic segmen-
tation—making them less accessible for non-expert
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users. Additionally, methods like cross-attention
control and diffusion models often encounter chal-
lenges in fine-tuning model parameters to align
with user requirements, resulting in a disparity be-
tween desired and actual outputs. These issues
are particularly pronounced in applications that de-
mand detailed modifications based on user instruc-
tions. With the LLMs-Driven adaptation, recent
various applications (Cai et al., 2024b,a; Li et al.,
2024a; Shi et al., 2025; Liu et al., 2024; Shi et al.,
2024) have advanced developed.

To address these challenges, we propose
BayesGenie: a novel framework that achieves
precise localized editing without any form of
mask guidance. Our approach uniquely com-
bines the semantic understanding capabilities of
LLMs with the parameter optimization power of
Bayesian methods (OpenAI, 2023; Snoek et al.,
2012). BayesGenie leverages LLMs to generate
detailed prompts from user requirements, which
then guide a Stable Diffusion model to modify im-
ages accurately. The framework employs Bayesian
Optimization to systematically explore the parame-
ter space, particularly the image and text Classifier
Free Guidance (CFG) weights, to maximize output
quality.

Our method provides an end-to-end solution,
where users are only required to provide a textual
description, eliminating the need for manual selec-
tion or marking of specific image regions. This ap-
proach streamlines user interaction, enhancing intu-
itiveness and accessibility. Moreover, our method
operates without pre-training or fine-tuning on spe-
cific datasets, instead leveraging the capabilities of
multiple multimodal LLMs to produce high-quality
outcomes.

Our experimental results demonstrate that the
integration of LLMs and Bayesian Optimization
enables more intuitive and accurate image editing.
As shown in Figure 1, our method can effectively
implement specific modifications while maintain-
ing the scene’s overall coherence and aesthetic in-
tegrity.

In summary, our contributions are:

• We propose BayesGenie, a novel image edit-
ing framework that enables precise localized
editing without manual region annotations or
mask creation. Our model-agnostic approach
leverages LLMs for region understanding and
semantic interpretation, making it possible to
perform accurate local edits based purely on

natural language descriptions, while ensuring
high-precision image editing.

• We introduce an automated parameter opti-
mization system based on Bayesian Optimiza-
tion that eliminates the need for manual pa-
rameter tuning or pre-training. This system
automatically discovers optimal editing pa-
rameters through iterative refinement, inde-
pendent of the model training, making our
framework immediately deployable across dif-
ferent scenarios without requiring specialized
adjustments.

• Through extensive experiments, we demon-
strate that our off-the-shelf framework
achieves superior performance and broad
adaptability across various editing scenarios.
The framework’s effectiveness has been vali-
dated with different multimodal LLMs, show-
casing its versatility and robustness while
maintaining both local precision and global
consistency.

1.1 Related Work

Image-to-Image Generation Models Image-to-
image translation models have become increasingly
significant in the field of computer vision. Gen-
erative Adversarial Networks (GANs) and auto-
regressive models have been pivotal, with notable
architectures like Instruct Pix2Pix, CycleGAN, and
PixelCNN demonstrating impressive results (Isola
et al., 2017; Zhu et al., 2017; Van Den Oord et al.,
2016). Diffusion models, such as SR3 and ADM,
have emerged as powerful alternatives, offering su-
perior quality and diversity in image generation
tasks by progressively refining noisy images to
high-quality outputs (Saharia et al., 2022; Dhariwal
and Nichol, 2021).

The Instruct Pix2Pix framework represents a sig-
nificant advancement in the field of image edit-
ing (Brooks et al., 2023). This model has been
widely used in various image-to-image genera-
tion tasks, such as converting hand-drawn sketches
into photographs (M Shetty K Raghavendra, 2022),
transforming abstract maps into realistic map im-
ages (Li et al., 2024c) and de-noising images taken
in harsh environments for crowd counting (Khan
et al., 2023). Instruct Pix2Pix employs Classifier-
Free Guidance (CFG) for both image and text con-
ditions, adjusting the weights of these inputs to
control the generated output. It enables users to
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use natural language instructions for image edit-
ing, leveraging the model’s ability to implement
detailed modifications. The system manipulates the
internal attention mechanisms of generative mod-
els, offering precise alterations without the need
for additional input masks. Innovations such as
DALLE-3 and CLIP integrate multi-modal learn-
ing, leveraging large-scale text and image datasets
to enhance contextual understanding and genera-
tion capabilities (Betker et al., 2023; Radford et al.,
2021).

However, a common limitation persists across
most state-of-the-art approaches: they typically
rely on some form of mask guidance to achieve pre-
cise local editing. Whether through manual mask
annotations (Hertz et al., 2022), attention map anal-
ysis (Li et al., 2024b), or semantic segmentation,
the dependence on mask priors creates a barrier for
non-expert users and limits the flexibility of these
systems. BayesGenie addresses this limitation by
enhancing the diffusion model with automated pa-
rameter optimization, enabling it to follow instruc-
tions more accurately while preserving the high
quality of the generated images without requiring
any form of mask guidance.

LLM-assisted Image Generation LLMs have
significantly advanced numerous NLP tasks
through their exceptional generalization capabil-
ities, which have also been effectively harnessed
to enhance image-to-image generation processes.
Flamingo combines visual information with the
multimodal generalization capabilities of LLMs,
enabling it to handle new tasks without specific
training (Alayrac et al., 2022). LayoutGPT utilizes
LLMs to interpret structured diagrams, akin to CSS,
enabling the accurate positioning of objects within
a generated scene, which allows it to understand
spatial relationships and apply them consistently
across various layouts (Feng et al., 2023).

Bayesian learning Black-box functions are fre-
quently encountered across various domains, par-
ticularly in the intricate task of parameter tun-
ing within machine learning (Wang et al., 2024).
Bayesian learning (Kushner, 1964), a statistical
method, facilitates the inference of model parame-
ters by integrating prior knowledge with the likeli-
hood derived from observed data. In the context of
BayesGenie, Bayesian learning is leveraged to opti-
mize the parameters of generative models, thereby
enhancing both the quality and diversity of gener-
ated images through the minimization of the loss

function. Specifically, Bayesian Optimization ap-
proximates the objective function by constructing a
surrogate model, such as a Gaussian process (Jones
et al., 1998), and employs global optimization tech-
niques to identify the optimal model parameters.
Currently, Bayesian optimization is widely used
for finding the optimal hyperparameters of mod-
els(Boyar and Takeuchi, 2024; Aristodemou et al.,
2025).

2 Methodology

Our system architecture integrates LLMs and
Bayesian optimization for image editing (Figure 2).
An LLM processes the original image and modifi-
cation requirements to generate a textual prompt
capturing the desired changes. This prompt and
the original image are then fed into a diffusion
model to generate a modified image. BayesGenie
enhances this process through dynamic prompt re-
finement and parameter optimization. The LLM
evaluates each generated image, scoring it based
on requirement satisfaction and providing feed-
back for improvements. Bayesian optimization
then iteratively adjusts key parameters, specifically
‘text_cfg_scale‘ and ‘image_cfg_scale‘, which bal-
ance text and image components in the diffusion
model. This optimization minimizes the negative
LLM score, maximizing alignment between gener-
ated images and desired outcomes.

2.1 Dynamic Prompt Optimization with
LLMs

In our approach, the prompt is dynamically opti-
mized through an iterative optimization process.
Initially, the LLM generates a prompt based on
the user’s modification requirements, which guides
the diffusion model to generate a preliminary im-
age. Once the image is generated, the LLM eval-
uates it by assigning a score based on how well it
aligns with the user’s specifications and provides
feedback on areas needing improvement, such as
adding more details or adjusting object positioning.
This feedback is then used to refine the prompt
for the next iteration. The process repeats, with
the refined prompt guiding the generation of a new
image, until the desired result is achieved or the
maximum number of iterations is reached.

2.2 Preliminaries

Assumption 1. Consider the existence of a set of
optimized guidance scales, denoted as s∗I and s∗T
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Requirement

Original Image
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Figure 2: The System Architecture for Fine-Grained Image Control Using LLMs and Bayesian Optimization is
detailed herein. Figure (a) illustrates the conventional method for comparison purposes.

such that, the generated image Igen(s
∗
I , s

∗
T ) pro-

duced by the score network ẽθ(zt, cI , cT ) satis-
fies a specific requirement or objective function
L(Igen(s

∗
I , s

∗
T )). Mathematically, this can be ex-

pressed as:

(s∗I , s
∗
T ) = arg min

sI ,sT
L (Igen(sI , sT )) (1)

where the score network ẽθ(zt, cI , cT ) is defined
as:

ẽθ(zt, cI , cT ) = eθ(zt, ∅, ∅)
+ sI · (eθ(zt, cI , ∅)− eθ(zt, ∅, ∅))
+ sT · (eθ(zt, cI , cT )− eθ(zt, cI , ∅))

(2)
where zt represents the noisy latent variable at

timestep t. ∅ denotes the unconditional input. eθ
represents the score network which estimates the
gradient of the noisy latent variable zt relative to
the clean data given the conditioning inputs cI and
cT .

This problem formulation stems from the need
to address the inherent challenges in fine-grained
image modification tasks. While the diffusion mod-
els, particularly the Instruct Pix2Pix variant, offer
significant control and precision through their diffu-
sion process, the manual adjustment of parameters
such as imageCFG and textCFG (sI , sT ).

Given the hypothesis that for any initial image
and a sufficiently detailed and comprehensive im-
age generation prompt, there exists a pair of im-
ageCFG and textCFG parameters that ensure the
final generated image meets the specified require-
ments, this problem can be framed as an optimiza-
tion task.

In this context, the task becomes one of find-
ing the optimal set of parameters (imageCFG and

textCFG) that maximize the quality of the gener-
ated image according to the specified criteria. This
involves searching through the parameter space to
identify the values that produce the best possible
image modifications, as defined by the evaluation
metrics.

2.3 Bayesian Optimization
The optimization process involves the repeated
evaluation of the objective function using Bayesian
optimization, where each evaluation includes gen-
erating a modified image with the current CFG
parameters and scoring it through the LLM. The
system iteratively samples the parameter space and
updates its model of the objective function land-
scape based on the results of previous evaluations,
aiming to find the optimal guidance scales that
yield the highest quality edited images.

Specifically, the objective function of Bayesian
optimization is

f(s) = f([sI , sT ]), (3)

where s = [sI , sT ] represents our two guidance
parameters (ImageCFG and TextCFG), and f(s)
represents the quality score evaluated by the LLM
based on both semantic alignment and image qual-
ity.

Bayesian optimization uses a Gaussian Process
(GP) to approximate the objective function f(s).
The Gaussian Process assumes that all possible
function values have a joint Gaussian distribution:

f(s) ∼ GP(µ(s), k(s, s′)) (4)

where µ(s) is the mean function and k(s, s′) is the
kernel function that defines the similarity between
parameter settings. We employ the Matérn kernel
function for its robustness in optimization tasks.
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To select the next evaluation point, we use Ex-
pected Improvement (EI) as the acquisition func-
tion:

EI(s) = E[max(0, f(s)− f(s+))] (5)

where s+ represents the current best parameter set-
ting.

The optimization process follows these steps:

1. Initialization: Select initial guidance scales
s1 = [sI , sT ] and compute their correspond-
ing quality scores yi = f(si).

2. Model Update: Update the Gaussian Process
model using the accumulated observations.

3. Select Next Evaluation Point: Maximize the
acquisition function to determine the next pa-
rameter setting:

sn+1 = argmax
s

EI(s) (6)

4. Evaluate Objective Function: Generate and
evaluate an image using sn+1, computing
f(sn+1) and adding it to the observation
dataset.

5. Iterate: Repeat steps 2-4 until reaching the
maximum number of iterations or achieving
convergence.

The effectiveness of this approach relies on the
smooth relationship between CFG parameters and
image quality, where small parameter adjustments
typically lead to predictable changes in the output.
By systematically exploring the parameter space,
our method efficiently discovers optimal guidance
scales that balance maintaining original image fea-
tures with implementing the desired edits.

2.4 Scoring Evaluation
In the context of our optimization task, accu-
rate evaluation of the generated images is cru-
cial. While traditional metrics like CLIP scores
are commonly used, they fall short in evaluating
fine-grained image modifications. To address this
limitation, we utilize LLMs for a more nuanced
evaluation, leveraging their robust multimodal un-
derstanding capabilities.

Our evaluation is guided by a predefined 0-shot
prompt designed to ensure consistency and objec-
tivity (see Supplement for the full prompt). This
prompt directs the LLM to integrate three distinct

Excessive
Modification

Insufficient
Modification 

Requirement 

Evaluation
Score

Normalization

Input

Figure 3: An illustration of the prompt-based LLM
evaluation process

types of constraints—excessive modification, insuf-
ficient modification, and compliance with require-
ments—into a comprehensive, high-dimensional
representation of the image’s quality. Figure 8 vi-
sually outlines how the LLM utilizes this prompt
to systematically calculate a score and provide a
detailed explanation.

The evaluation process ensures that scores follow
a normal distribution, reflecting a balanced judg-
ment across the dataset. Furthermore, the LLM
generates concise explanations for each score, en-
hancing the transparency and interpretability of the
evaluation process.

3 Experiments

3.1 Evaluation Protocol
In evaluating our approach, we carefully consid-
ered various metrics commonly used in image pro-
cessing tasks. While traditional metrics like SSIM
and PSNR are widely used, they present signifi-
cant limitations for instruction-guided image edit-
ing evaluation:

• Pixel-level Comparison: SSIM and PSNR
operate on pixel-level comparisons, which
would unfairly penalize intentional edits even
when they successfully follow the instruc-
tions.

• Semantic Understanding: These metrics
cannot evaluate whether edits align with se-
mantic instructions or distinguish between
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Original Optimized Once Optimized Five Times Optimized Ten Times Optimized fifteen Times Optimized Twenty Times

Figure 4: The effect of Bayesian optimization of different numbers of iterations

meaningful changes and random noise.

• Local Edit Evaluation: For local editing
tasks, these metrics would give unreasonably
low scores due to pixel changes, even when
the edits are successful and appropriate.

To address these limitations, we adopt a compre-
hensive evaluation strategy combining both objec-
tive and subjective assessments:

Objective Metrics We utilize two complemen-
tary approaches:

• CLIP-based Similarity: To evaluate the se-
mantic alignment between edited images and
intended modifications.

• LLM Scoring: To assess the nuanced visual
content and adherence to editing instructions.

Subjective Evaluation We conducted an anony-
mous user study approved by our institution’s
ethics committee. Participants evaluated the edited
images based on: (1) faithfulness to the editing
requirements, (2) overall visual quality, and (3)
preservation of original image context.

3.2 Experimental Setup

Baselines Selection Most state-of-the-art local
editing methods, including ZONE (Li et al., 2024b),
heavily rely on mask priors to constrain the editing
regions—either through manual input or derived
from operations such as attention map analysis and
semantic segmentation. In contrast, our method, to
the best of our knowledge, is the first to aim for
localized editing without relying on any form of
mask guidance. As such, comparing our approach
with mask-guided methods would neither be fair
nor meaningful.

Instead, we focus our evaluations on methods
that, like ours, do not utilize masks or region seg-
mentation in their pipeline:

• InstructPix2Pix (Brooks et al., 2023), which
performs editing purely based on text instruc-
tions and ranks second to ZONE in their re-
ported experiments.

• DALLE-3, which is widely recognized as the
current strongest image generation model due
to its massive parameter scale.

Dataset and Tasks We constructed a balanced
evaluation dataset comprising over 500 images,
with the following editing operations:

• Adding objects to images

• Removing objects from images

• Modifying existing objects

This diverse set of tasks was selected to compre-
hensively evaluate our method’s versatility and ef-
fectiveness across different editing scenarios.

3.3 Results

In our experiments, BayesGenie effectively han-
dled the three key image editing tasks, demonstrat-
ing robust performance across all scenarios. The
results indicate that BayesGenie produces visually
consistent images that align closely with user spec-
ifications, thanks to the LLM’s multimodal under-
standing capabilities.

Qualitative Analysis Figure 4 shows how
Bayesian optimization improves accuracy over iter-
ations, initially with incorrect placement and mis-
matched background features, but gradually align-
ing the replacement to match the original image.
Figure 5 illustrates our method’s ability to add,
remove, and modify elements in a scene while
preserving the core features, demonstrating suc-
cessful addition, removal, and substitution tasks in
different visual contexts, showcasing our model’s
performance in fine-grained image editing.
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Figure 5: Practical application results in different sce-
narios

Model Comparisons As shown in Figure 6,
the images generated by DALLE-3 and Instruct
Pix2Pix tend to make significant changes to the
original images. Although these modifications usu-
ally meet the given prompts, they often alter the
overall style and content of the image. In con-
trast, our method preserves the information and
characteristics of the original image to a much
greater extent, making precise modifications that
meet the specified requirements without unneces-
sary changes.

Similarity Detection For similarity detection,
we primarily relied on the CLIP model’s capabil-
ity to extract features from both images and text,
providing a similarity score (Hessel et al., 2021).
However, since CLIP evaluates similarities either
between images or between images and text, it can-
not directly assess the alignment between the mod-
ified image and the combined original image plus
modification prompt. To address this limitation, we
also used ChatGPT to describe the original image,
incorporating the modification requirements into
the text. We then used this textual description to
calculate a GPT score, shown in Figure 7(b). This
approach allowed us to assess the alignment be-
tween the combined text and the final output image

more effectively.
As shown in the left plot of Figure 7, our

method, including versions using either ChatGPT-
4o or Claude 3.5 (referred to as Bay-GPT4o and
Bay-Claude), consistently achieved higher CLIP
scores than the baseline methods, including Instruct
Pix2Pix. This suggests that our method provides
greater stability and precision in meeting user ex-
pectations. While DALLE-3 performed well, its
tendency to make extensive modifications to satisfy
the prompts resulted in slightly lower scores.

Human Evaluation: We also conducted a hu-
man voting phase to gather subjective evaluations.
Participants were asked to select the images they be-
lieved best met the editing requirements (see Figure
7(c)). Instruct Pix2Pix was frequently found to be
unsatisfactory due to visible instability and exces-
sive alterations. While DALLE-3 retained some of
the original image features, it was selected by fewer
participants. In contrast, our method was favored
by the majority of participants, demonstrating its
higher stability and precision in executing the speci-
fied modifications. This result clearly demonstrates
the superiority of our approach over the other two
methods.

4 Discussions

Cost and efficiency The algorithm requires rela-
tively low computational resources and costs. The
costs for GPT-4o are shown in the table below,
with the main expense being the Prompt tokens
for Bayesian loop evaluation. The total cost for
running the algorithm once to generate a 512x512
image is 0.176 dollar. Additionally, this experi-
ment was conducted on a machine with a single
RTX 4080, and each algorithm run takes approxi-
mately 2.5 minutes.

In terms of iterations, more iterations represent
a finer exploration of the solution space, allowing
the algorithm to more precisely converge on an op-
timal result. Our Bayesian optimization strikes a
balance between accuracy and cost by using 20 iter-
ations, as increasing beyond this number has shown
diminishing returns in terms of accuracy improve-
ments, while still incurring higher computational
costs. This choice ensures that the algorithm re-
mains both computationally efficient and capable
of generating high-quality outputs without unnec-
essary resource consumption.
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Figure 6: Comparison of Image Editing Techniques: DALLE-3, Instruct Pix2pix, and Our method
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Figure 7: Comparison of CLIP scores, GPT scores, and Human evaluation results across different models

Table 1: Bay-GPT4o Cost

Image size Generate/Prompt tokens Cost per case

512×320 5.5k / 24.5k 0.174
512×512 5.5k / 24.5k 0.176

Generalizability and Robustness In the exper-
iments described above, we demonstrated the ro-
bustness of this approach across different LLMs by
using GPT-4o and Claude 3.5. Additionally, due

to the versatility of the Classifier-Free Guidance
(CFG) technique, this method serves as a training-
free optimization solution that can be applied to
various diffusion models. Future directions may in-
clude implementing the text-CFG and image-CFG
modules in other diffusion models and testing this
method’s generalizability.

5 Conclusion

Our work introduces BayesGenie, a novel and
model-agnostic framework that combines Bayesian
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Optimization with Large Language Models (LLMs)
to enhance the fine-grained image editing process.
By leveraging the power of LLMs to generate nat-
ural language prompts, BayesGenie simplifies the
image creation process, making it more intuitive
and accessible. The framework’s robust perfor-
mance across various scenarios highlights its versa-
tility and adaptability, demonstrating its potential
for broad applicability in both academic and prac-
tical contexts. Ultimately, BayesGenie sets the
stage for future advancements in AI-driven content
creation, offering a powerful tool for precise and
user-friendly image editing.
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A Examples of Prompt Generation

In this section, we present examples of input im-
ages alongside the corresponding requirements and
GPT-4 generated prompts. These examples illus-
trate how the Large Language Model (LLM) in-
terprets user instructions and generates detailed
prompts that guide the image modification process.

Input Image Requirement GPT-4 Generated Prompt

Add some chairs next to the
kitchen table that match the
kitchen’s style.

Add some chairs next to the kitchen table, ensuring
they match the style and design of the existing
kitchen. Pay attention to the texture, color, and
material of the current furniture and decor in the
kitchen to maintain a coherent and harmonious
look.

Remove the lamp next to the sofa
in the living room.

Please remove the lamp positioned next to the sofa
in the living room, ensuring that the rest of the
setting, including the sofa, artwork on the walls,
side table, and overall ambiance, remains intact
and undisturbed. Preserve the original lighting and
shadows to maintain a natural look.

Replace the bench in the picture
with two chairs.

Replace the wooden bench with two elegant
wooden chairs facing the garden. Maintain the
winding path, diverse plants, and natural ambiance.
Ensure soft lighting, detailed foliage, and a serene
atmosphere in a photorealistic style.

Table 1: Examples of Input Images, Requirements, and GPT-4 Generated Prompts

Figure 8: Examples of Input Images, Requirements, and
GPT-4 Generated Prompts

B Scoring Evaluation Prompt

This appendix provides the specific prompt used for
evaluating the modified images generated by the
model. The prompt is designed to ensure that the
generated images adhere to the specified require-
ments, while also maintaining the overall integrity
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and coherence of the original image. The evalu-
ation prompt outlines the criteria for scoring the
generated image, which includes assessing the de-
gree of alteration and its alignment with the original
content.

The following is a requirement for modi-
fying an image:

Below are two images: the original im-
age and the generated image after modi-
fication.

The first one is the original Image.

The second one is the generated Image.

Please evaluate whether the generated
image meets the requirement. Provide a
score from 0 to 100 based on the follow-
ing criteria:
1. If the generated image is altered too
much compared to the original image,
give a low score.
2. If the generated image is altered too
little, give a low score.
3. If the generated image meets the re-
quirement well, give a high score.
The return should begin with: The score
is:
Ensure the scores follow a normal distri-
bution, with the majority of scores being
around the middle range, and only ex-
ceptional cases scoring very low or very
high. Also, provide a brief explanation
for the score.

C Ethics and Participant Consent

This study was conducted following the ethical
guidelines established by our institution’s Research
Ethics Committee, all participants in the study pro-
vided informed consent before participating. Par-
ticipants were fully informed about the purpose of
the study, which aimed to evaluate AI-generated
image modifications. Participation was voluntary,
with the right to withdraw at any point before sub-
mitting the survey responses. No personally iden-
tifiable information was collected, ensuring com-
plete anonymity. Anonymised data was used for
academic publications and presentations, with par-
ticipants given the option to consent to future use
in ethically approved research. Participants filled
out the survey via social media platforms and were
offered a chance to win a £10 Amazon gift card as
an incentive for their participation.
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