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Abstract

We address the task of advertisement image generation
and introduce three evaluation metrics to assess Creativ-
ity, prompt Alignment, and Persuasiveness (CAP) in gener-
ated advertisement images. Despite recent advancements
in Text-to-Image (T2I) generation and their performance
in generating high-quality images for explicit descriptions,
evaluating these models remains challenging. Existing
evaluation methods focus largely on assessing alignment
with explicit, detailed descriptions, but evaluating align-
ment with visually implicit prompts remains an open prob-
lem. Additionally, creativity and persuasiveness are es-
sential qualities that enhance the effectiveness of adver-
tisement images, yet are seldom measured. To address
this, we propose three novel metrics for evaluating the
creativity, alignment, and persuasiveness of generated im-
ages. Our findings reveal that current T2I models strug-
gle with creativity, persuasiveness, and alignment when
the input text is implicit messages. We further introduce
a simple yet effective approach to enhance T2I models’
capabilities in producing images that are better aligned,
more creative, and more persuasive. Code is available at
https://github.com/aysanaghazadeh/CAP.

1. Introduction

Advertisements (ads) impact consumer decisions and ap-
pear across various media channels, from billboards to so-
cial platforms. Effective ads require more than a set of rel-
evant objects; they must convey messages with creativity
and persuasiveness to gain attention and persuade the au-
dience to take an action. For example in Fig. 1, images (a),
(b), (c) feature Gatorade. However, image (b) only shows
the a bottle and two cans, while image (c) includes a cre-
ative slogan and an athlete running while holding it, and is
more likely to persuade the audience to buy Gatorade.

Recent advances in text-to-image (T2I) models, such as
Stable Diffusion [33, 37] and DALLE3 [2], excel at gener-

Figure 1. Human-created ads (a, d) convey their message through
creative and persuasive visual storytelling, blending the implicit
message seamlessly into the visuals. The T2I baseline (b, e), on
the other hand, focuses on generating high-quality images by di-
rectly incorporating the action-reason prompt, often missing the
underlying intent. This highlights the need for better metrics
to measure persuasiveness, creativity, and abstract text-image
alignment. Additionally, Ours (c, f) demonstrates how improving
visual storytelling can enhance ad generation by aligning visuals
with the intended message more effectively.

ating high-quality photorealistic images from explicit and
detailed prompts that describe objects, their attributes and
relations. However, a user of a T2I method for ad gen-
eration might desire to generate an ad that conveys a cer-
tain idea and thus use more visually implicit or abstract
prompts (i.e. ones that do not precisely describe how the
image should look in terms of objects), similar to the action-
reason statements explored in [3, 18, 27] that use a reason
(e.g., “it would help me win”) to persuade the viewer to take
an action (e.g., “drink Gatorade”).

Further, existing T2I generation metrics, like FID [15]
and CLIPscore [14], assess general image fidelity and ex-
plicit text-image alignment but do not capture qualities that
would be important for evaluating ads, such as creativity
and persuasiveness. Our work addresses this gap by propos-
ing the first benchmark on creative and persuasive ad gen-
eration, using three novel metrics: Creativity, text-image
Alignment, and Persuasiveness (CAP).

We define Creativity as the divergence of the gener-
ated image from typical product images while maintaining
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alignment with the advertisement message. We propose a
method to evaluate the Alignment of generated images with
abstract messages, called Contextual Image-Text alignment
Evaluator (CITE), by training an image description method
to focus on the reason provided by generated ads, and com-
paring to the intended reason. Finally, we define Persua-
siveness as being convincing in driving the action in the
advertisement message through the intended reason, while
also incorporating well-known strategies [36, 40, 43]. Our
proposed alignment, creativity, and persuasiveness metrics
achieve higher agreement with human judgment than base-
line metrics, by 0.40, 0.51, and 0.59 (out of 1).

Our findings reveal that public T2I models struggle to
generate creative and persuasive images aligned with
the action-reason statements (AR). To explore this gap,
we compare the generated images with real advertisement
images, highlighting significant differences in creativity,
persuasiveness, and alignment.

To address the identified T2I shortcoming, we propose
a simple yet effective method for the generation of adver-
tisement images using LLMs to create advertisement image
descriptions (DLLM). These descriptions are then used as
prompts for the T2I models to generate advertisement im-
ages. Fig. 1 (c), produced by this method, successfully cap-
tures both the explicit and implicit aspects of the advertis-
ing message by including a slogan and showing an athlete
running and holding the bottle of Gatorade. This simple ap-
proach improves the alignment, creativity, and persuasive-
ness by (6%, 10%, 12%) and (34%, 40%, 25%) in commer-
cial ads and public service announcements, respectively.

To summarize our contributions:
• We introduce three novel evaluation metrics for advertise-

ment image generation task: Creativity, Alignment, and
Persuasiveness (CAP).

• We show that current state-of-the-art public T2I models
perform poorly in terms of creativity, persuasiveness, and
alignment when generating advertisement images from
abstract text, especially for public service ads.

• We propose a simple yet effective approach that leverages
LLMs to improve the generation of ad images.

2. Related Work
Text-image alignment. With the advancement of T2I mod-
els [5, 11, 33] in generating high-quality images, the evalu-
ation of text-image alignment for explicit text descriptions
has become a widely explored area. [17, 31] have intro-
duced benchmarks for alignment evaluation. Unlike the ad-
vertisement generation task, the text prompts in both bench-
marks are visually explicit descriptions. Some approaches
compute image-image similarity between the ground-truth
images (real images in a dataset) and the generated im-
ages, using CLIP [34] or FID [15]. These methods reward
high similarity of the generated images to the ground-truth

images. However, this evaluation overlooks the creativity
of the images. Another group of metrics computes text-
image alignment between prompt and generated images, us-
ing CLIP-score [14] and BLIP-score [23]. However, these
methods fail even in evaluation of images generated for
complex explicit prompts [25]. Some methods use LLMs
and MLLMs to compute image-text alignment [25, 42, 46]
by fine-tuning an LLM or MLLM to answer questions, e.g.
“Does the image show [T2I Prompt]? Others [8, 16, 51]
first generate questions given the T2I prompt and use these
as prompts for VLMs to score the images. These methods
have limited usability in our setting where the prompt is
a message that does not explicitly mention the visual con-
tent, and two totally visually different images can convey
the same message. Other methods [19, 20, 48, 50] rely on
human feedback. [50] utilizes fine-tuned BLIP [23] as the
backbone followed by a Multi-layer Perceptron to predict
the score. [19, 20, 48] fine-tune CLIP [34] on the human
feedback to predict the score given the prompt and image.
Although these models are fine-tuned with (expensive) hu-
man feedback, they rely on VLMs, which have limited ca-
pacity to capture semantics in persuasive images [27]. Fi-
nally, [12, 24] focus on the image generation of concepts
like peace rather than conveying a persuasive message and
[47] proposes a method to generate images based on ab-
stract description which still includes the visual elements.
We propose a method to evaluate generation based on visu-
ally implicit text messages (few objects specified).

Persuasion. Generation and evaluation of persuasive
text-only content has been explored in the field of NLP.
With the development of LLMs, many works [10, 30, 45]
compare the persuasion in LLM-generated content with
contents written by humans. [35] evaluates the performance
of GPT-4 in understanding if the text content is convinc-
ing. [41] introduce benchmarks on persuasiveness of texts.
[29, 53] propose methods to convert a text into a persuasive
one or generate a persuasive text for specific prompt. [26]
introduce a dataset on multimodal argumentative content.
[18] introduce a dataset of advertisements which aim to be
persuasive. Many non-computational works [4, 32, 36, 38]
introduce and analyze different persuasion strategies in ad-
vertisement and their influence on effectiveness. [13, 22] in-
troduce methods and benchmark for image persuasion strat-
egy detection. However, to the best of our knowledge we are
the first to introduce a computational method to score the
level of persuasiveness of advertisement images, i.e. not
how it is designed and what strategies it uses to try to be
persuasive, but whether it is persuasive and creative. There
are very few works focusing on generation of persuasive
images; for example, [44] is limited to faces in ads.

Creativity. Creativity is essential in designing rhetoric
content to make ads more effective. [1, 39] analyze the
influence of creativity in ads. While [40] proposes a set



Figure 2. Overview of CITE. Orange show training, while blue is
inference. ARw and ARl are used in training as the preferred and
dis-preferred statements. ARm is the prompt of the T2I model.

of questions for analyzing creativity, it does not provide a
computational metric; our work addresses this gap.

3. Methodology
We introduce three novel metrics for evaluating
the Creativity, Alignment with abstract text, and
Persuasiveness (CAP) of generated images. These metrics
are designed to provide a comprehensive assessment
of advertisement images based on their performance in
conveying visually implicit messages. Following this, we
describe our simple yet effective proposed approach to
address limitations in current T2I models, specifically in
their performance in generation of creative and persuasive
images that align with intended implicit messages.

3.1. Background: Task Definition
We define advertisement generation as the creation of cre-
ative and persuasive advertisement images (Igen) based on
implicit input messages. The input messages (ARm) and
corresponding ground-truth images (Ireal) are sourced from
the PittAd dataset [18]. Each image in the PittAd dataset in-
cludes three to five action-reason messages (ARm), which
are the interpretation of the images structured as “I should
{action}(Am), because {reason} (Rm)”.

3.2. Alignment of Image with Abstract Text
In the advertisement image generation task, the input text
often implies rather than explicitly describing the objects
and their attributes. In these cases, generated images may
appear visually relevant but fail to represent the deeper se-
mantics or messages of the ad. For example, in Fig. 1 (b),
the image includes a bottle of Gatorade, aligning visually
with the input text, yet it fails to capture the emphasis on

the reason “it would help me win” . While existing align-
ment evaluation methods [14, 19, 25, 50, 51] can detect vi-
sual mismatches, they struggle to capture higher-level se-
mantic misalignment between ARm and the image. To ad-
dress this, we introduce Contextual Image-Text alignment
Evaluator (CITE), a metric to capture both visual and se-
mantical mismatch. CITE evaluates the alignment of im-
ages with the implicit text by first utilizing a Multimodal
Large Language Model (MLLM) to generate a detailed de-
scription of the images (DI in the Fig. 2). Next, we input
this description into a fine-tuned LLAMA3-instruct-8B [9]
to generate an action-reason statement for the input image
(ARgen in the Fig. 2). We separately compute the similarity
of the action and reason components of the ARm with the
corresponding component in the ARgen using a semantical
similarity score [6] and then return their weighted average
as the overall alignment score, as follows:

CITE(Igen, ARm) =
CITE(Igen, Am) + α · CITE(Igen, Rm)

1 + α
(1)

where α is the weight for reason when computing the simi-
larity between the statements, which is set on 4 after exper-
imenting with different values. Am and Rm is action and
reason components of the ARm respectively.

While LLAMA3-instruct generates acceptable action-
reason statements with an accurate prompt, it sometimes
fails to generate statements with the correct reason given
an image. For example, the LLAMA3-instruct output for
Fig. 2 (b) is I should drive with confidence because Subaru
promises a safe and reliable experience with its vehicles.
While this is an acceptable output, driving with confidence
(possibly over-confidently) is not what the image is adver-
tising (being able to safely stop with confidence).

To generate more accurate interpretations for the de-
scribed images, and thus enable accurate alignment pre-
dictions, we fine-tune LLAMA3-instruct with Contrastive
Preference Optimization (CPO) [49]. In CPO, each data
point includes a prompt, preferred answer, and dis-preferred
answer. The objective is to optimize the LLM to gener-
ate responses closer to the preferred answers while stay-
ing more distant from the dis-preferred answers. We fine-
tune LLAMA3-instruct model by generating descriptions
(DI) for 250 images from [18] using InternVL-V2-26B
[7]. These descriptions were then used as prompts during
the training process. Then, we used each of the ground-
truth action-reason statements from [18] as preferred action-
reason statements (ARw). To make the dis-preferred state-
ments visually similar to actual statements and semantically
different, we used each of the hard negatives from [27] as
dis-preferred action-reason statements (ARl). Hard nega-
tive statements share the visual elements with ARm; how-
ever, the statements are semantically different. This gener-
ated a dataset in size of 3500 data-points. Finally, we fine-



Figure 3. Process of computing PA score

tuned LLAMA3-instruct using CPO on (DI , ARw, ARl).
The overview of the CITE process is shown in Fig. 2. Af-
ter generation of ARgen by fine-tuned LLAMA3-instruct,
we compute the similarity [6] between the generated action-
reason statement (ARgen) and the input message (ARm).

3.3. Creativity
Prior work [40] defines creativity as uniqueness of the im-
age. While uniqueness can make the image more creative
and effective, it might result in irrelevant images to the text
(ARm). Based on the creativity definition and alignment
criteria, we define creativity in the context of advertisement
image generation as (1) being distant from an image which
simply shows the objects in the message, and (2) convey-
ing the message. Thus, the probability of the image be-
ing unique increases when it includes additional visual ele-
ments not explicitly mentioned in the prompt.

We introduce a creativity score as the text-image align-
ment score between the prompt and image (expected to
be high) divided by the cosine similarity between the
CLIP features of the image and the objects in the text,
sim(Igen, obj), which is expected to be low. We formulate
the creativity score (Cobj) as follows:

Cobj =
1

n
× Σobj∈objects

CITE(ARm, Igen)

sim(Igen, obj)
(2)

where n is the number of objects mentioned in the text. To
find the list of objects mentioned in the prompt, we utilize
an LLM to find the object in text. As more elements be-
come visible in the image, the similarity between the image
and the objects in the text decreases. To ensure these addi-
tional elements do not detract from relevance and the image
continues to convey the intended message, we incorporate
CITE alignment in the score.

3.4. Persuasiveness
We set two constraints for persuasiveness in the advertise-
ment image generation task: 1. Persuasiveness 2. Align-
ment with the ARm. To address these two constraints, we
introduce the Persuasiveness Alignment (PA) score. Be-
cause of the complexity of the direct evaluation of persua-
sion, we decompose the persuasion into the persuasiveness
components in [36, 43] and creativity components in [40].

We define a set of questions, which we use to score the per-
suasion components via a LLM, and to obtain human anno-
tations. The questions are:
• Audience (AU): Each advertisement is supposed to tar-

get specific groups of audiences [43]. How well does the
generated image target the audience the message targets?

• Benefit (B): One way to make the ads more persuasive
is to picture the benefits of the product features for the
customer. How well does the image convert the features
to benefits for customers?

• Appeal Category (AP): Each advertisement is intended to
target one of three appeal categories: Ethos, Pathos, or
Logos [4, 36]. Ethos appeals to ethics and credibility;
for example, when a celebrity endorses a product, the ad-
vertisement targets Ethos. Logos appeals to logic, using
reasoning or factual information to persuade. Pathos ap-
peals to emotion, aiming to evoke an emotional response
in the audience. How well does the image target the ap-
peal category of the advertisement message?

• Elaboration (E): How visually detailed is the image [40]?
• Originality (O): How out of the ordinary and unique is the

image [40]?
• Imagination (I): How well does the image help the audi-

ence imagine something they never experienced [40]?
• Synthesis (S): How well does the image connect elements

that are usually unrelated [40]?
To evaluate the persuasiveness of the images, we first gen-
erate a description of the image using an MLLM. Next, we
utilize an LLM to detect the targeted audience, and the ap-
peal category for the advertisement message. Then, because
of superiority of LLMs in reasoning [3, 27, 52], we prompt
an LLM (rather than MLLM) with each question from the
components combined with the description of the image and
ask the LLM to score each image in the range (0, 5). We
also compute the alignment of the image with the reason
part of the message using CITE. Finally, we compute the
PA score as the average of all the previous scores divided
by 5. Fig. 3 shows an overview of our proposed method to
evaluate the persuasiveness of advertisement images. (The
prompts for each question are in Supp.)

3.5. Proposed Text-to-Image Approach

Our evaluation results show that in contrast to current ad-
vancements in T2I generation models, these models lack
creativity and persuasiveness and fail to generate images
aligned with text when the input is not an explicit descrip-
tion. To address these issues in current existing models, we
propose to first generate a description for an advertisement
image (DLLM ) utilizing an LLM. We prompt the LLM with
“Describe an advertisement image that conveys the follow-
ing messages in detail: [ARm]. Only return one paragraph
of description without further explanation.” Next, we use
the description as the prompt for the T2I method. Thus in-



stead of prompting the T2I model with an implicit message,
we use the creativity of LLMs to generate a detailed, visu-
ally explicit description, and use it as the prompt for T2I.

4. Experimental Setup
Dataset. We utilize the PittAd [18] dataset. Each image in
the dataset has three to five interpretations (ARm) that in-
clude an action component (Am) and a reason component
(Rm). Beyond the (ARm) annotations, each image in this
dataset is assigned to one or more topics. Using these topic
annotations, we categorize advertisement messages into two
groups: 1. Commercial Advertisements: Covering topics
like Cars, Fashion, etc. 2. PSA Advertisements: Covering
topics like Human Rights, Animal Rights, etc. Since an-
notators may select different topics for the same image, we
only consider topics chosen by at least two annotators, ig-
noring the rest. To ensure consistency in experiments and
accuracy in comparisons between commercial and PSA ad-
vertisements, we sampled 250 PSA advertisements (the to-
tal number of images that matched our criteria for PSA ad-
vertisements in the our test size of 4000) and 300 commer-
cial advertisements from the test-set to ensure balance be-
tween the PSA and Commercial advertisements.

Baseline Metrics. To the best of our knowledge, this is
the first work proposing computational metrics for evaluat-
ing creativity and persuasiveness. Given the superior under-
standing of ads by LLMs compared to MLLMs [3, 27, 52],
we use direct queries to an LLM (CLLM and PLLM ) as our
baselines. The LLM (LLAMA3-instruct [9]) is given a de-
scription of the image from an MLLM (InternVL-V2-26B
[7]). For alignment evaluation, we compare our proposed
metric, CITE, with two state-of-the-art metrics from differ-
ent alignment evaluation categories: VQA [25] and Image
Reward [50]. Additionally, we reference a commonly used
metrics in T2I generation—CLIP-score [14]. In VQA eval-
uation, the process begins by extracting image features us-
ing an image tokenizer. Given these features, an LLM is
fine-tuned to answer the question, “Does this figure show
[T2I prompt]? Answer with yes or no.” The model then out-
puts the probability of “yes” as the alignment score for the
image. Following the paper’s recommendations, we used
the CLIP-FlanT5 version of VQA. Image Reward uses hu-
man feedback on images to fine-tune its model. This evalua-
tion approach uses the BLIP backbone to extract image fea-
tures, followed by a Multi-layer Perceptron (MLP) to pre-
dict the alignment score. We further compare our proposed
metric with 0-shot LLAMA3-instruct to show the impor-
tance of training the LLM.

T2I Models. Since prompts generated by LLMs
(DLLM ) are often longer and more detailed, the effective-
ness of the text tokenizer in the T2I model influences per-
formance when using DLLM . After evaluating various T2I
models, we selected AuraFlow-2 [11] for both ILLM and

IAR due to its ability to handle long prompts effectively,
and SDXL [33] was additionally chosen for IAR generation
(but performed poorly with ILLM due to its text tokenizer).

Human Annotation. To assess the accuracy of our pro-
posed metrics, we selected 36 pairs of generated images (72
total) and six pairs of real images. Each pair of generated
images includes one IAR and one ILLM image, in random
order. Each pair was evaluated by 2 annotators, who were
asked to rank the images based on the following criteria:
(1) Alignment with action (Am) and reason (Rm), (2) Per-
suasiveness, (3) Creativity, (4) Targeting of the correct au-
dience, (5) Targeting correct appeal category, (6) Effective
conversion of features into customer benefits, (7) Original-
ity, (7) Imagination, (8) Elaboration, and (9) Synthesis. For
12 image pairs, we utilized Amazon Mechanical Turk, with
two annotators for each pair. For the remaining 24 pairs
of generated images and 6 pairs of real images, we invited
10 participants at our institution to complete Google forms,
each evaluating six different pairs of images.

We report Krippendorff’s Alpha [21] to measure agree-
ment between annotators and different metrics. To evaluate
alignment agreement with the CITE score, we identify the
image most frequently selected by annotators on alignment
questions (alignment with Am and Rm) as each annotator’s
chosen image. For creativity, we report the agreement be-
tween the ranking of images based on Cobj and the annota-
tors’ creativity rankings. For persuasiveness, we first assess
the agreement between the ranking of the images based on
the PA score and the annotators’ most frequently chosen im-
age for persuasiveness across the multiple ARm statements
used as prompts. We also analyze agreement across each
question category used in calculating the PA score.

Implementation Details. For LLAMA3-Instruct [9] and
InternVL-2-26B [7], we used the default temperature set-
tings with 8-bit quantization. For SDXL [33], we applied
the default guidance scale, no negative prompt, and 28 in-
ference steps. For AuraFlow-2 [11], we set a guidance scale
of 5 and used 28 inference steps. All experiments were con-
ducted on A100 GPUs. We fine-tuned LLAMA3-Instruct
using the CPO trainer [49], with a batch size of 4, learning
rate of 5e-5, and 3,000 training steps.

5. Results

This section evaluates the advertisement images based on
their alignment with abstract messages, and their creativ-
ity and persuasiveness. We showcase the superiority of our
proposed metrics—CITE, Cobj , PA—by comparing them
to baseline metrics using human agreement, as well as of
our strategy for text-to-image generation (ILLM ). Table 1
summarizes our results, showing our three proposed metrics
(as the columns) and how images produced by different T2I
methods perform under each.



Image Commercial Ads PSA Ads
Iinput−text T2I CITE Cobj PA CITE Cobj PA

IAR
SDXL 0.50 2.03 0.62 0.32 1.33 0.48
AuraFlow 0.50 2.12 0.64 0.31 1.36 0.42

ILLM AuraFlow 0.53 2.25 0.70 0.43 1.87 0.60
Ireal 0.55 2.28 0.98 0.49 2.04 0.60

Table 1. Comparison of text-image alignment (CITE), Cobj , and
persuasiveness (PA), for real and differently generated images.
The best result among generated images is bolded.

Image Commercial Ads PSA Ads
Iinput−text T2I CITE IR VQA CITE IR VQA

IAR
SDXL 0.50 0.44 0.72 0.32 -0.05 0.75
AuraFlow 0.50 0.00 0.75 0.31 -0.21 0.72

ILLM AuraFlow 0.53 0.29 0.76 0.43 -0.13 0.69
Ireal 0.55 -0.69 0.75 0.49 -1.03 0.72

Table 2. Comparison of alignment of the images with text using
our proposed CITE and baseline metrics. Best result per column
bolded (including real images). IR = Image Reward.

Annotators Commercial PSA All

H, ImageReward 0.12 0.06 0.11
H, VQA 0.38 0.24 0.31
H, CLIP-score 0.04 0.34 0.17
H, CITE (0-shot) 0.17 0.26 0.18
H, CITE (ours) 0.63 0.82 0.71
H1, H2 0.89 0.87 0.88

Table 3. Agreement among human annotators (H) and alignment
scores (AI metrics). H1 and H2 are the two different annotators.
Highest H-AI scores bolded.

5.1. Alignment
Baseline alignment metrics struggle with implicit input
text. We first analyze the alignment between IAR and ILLM

images generated by AuraFlow-2 [11] and SDXL [33], as
well as real images, Ireal. Table 2 presents baseline and
proposed alignment scores for both generated and real ad-
vertisement images. Since Ireal are the ground-truth images
in the dataset and ARm are the interpretation of real im-
ages, we expect Ireal to have higher alignment score than
Igen (i.e. IAR, ILLM ). Both baseline metrics (VQA and
Image Reward) score the Ireal lower than the generated im-
ages, which contradicts our expectation. This highlights the
limitations of these metrics when evaluating the alignment
of images and implicit prompts.

Table 3 shows that the agreement between human anno-
tators in evaluation of alignment is 0.88. The agreement
between human annotators and the CITE metric, Image Re-
ward, and VQA is 0.71 (substantial agreement [28]), 0.11
(none to slight agreement [28]), and 0.31 (fair agreement
[28]), resp., across all images. The gap in agreement scores
between our proposed metric (CITE) and baseline metrics is
even more significant for PSA advertisements. Unlike com-
mercial ads, which often contain recognizable objects (e.g.,
the Gatorade in Fig. 1), PSAs typically rely on implicit

Image Commercial Ads PSA Ads
Iinput−text T2I Cobj CLLM PA PLLM Cobj CLLM PA PLLM

IAR
SDXL 2.03 0.63 0.62 0.60 1.33 0.59 0.48 0.52
AuraFlow 2.12 0.73 0.64 0.60 1.36 0.72 0.42 0.57

ILLM AuraFlow 2.25 0.77 0.70 0.76 1.87 0.71 0.60 0.67
Ireal 2.28 0.67 0.98 0.66 2.04 0.65 0.60 0.61

Table 4. Comparison of persuasiveness and creativity proposed
(Cobj , PA) and baseline metrics. Best gen. image result bolded.

Annotators Commercial PSA All

H, CLLM -0.04 0.15 0.04
H, Cobj (ours) 0.58 0.53 0.55
H1, H2 0.70 0.78 0.73

Table 5. Agreement among
human annotators, Cobj and
baseline.

Annotators Commercial PSA All

H, PLLM 0.27 0.25 0.26
H, PC 0.83 0.54 0.65
H, PA (ours) 0.94 0.75 0.85
H1, H2 0.89 0.50 0.71

Table 6. Agreement among
human annotators, PA score,
baseline. PC is the average
of scores for PA components
without alignment score.

messaging, as they do not promote a specific product. This
larger gap in PSA evaluation demonstrates the limitations
of baseline metrics in effectively assessing images gener-
ated from implicit text prompts. Fig. 4 shows examples of
the alignment by baseline and proposed metrics.

T2I models struggle with implicit text inputs in image
generation. In Table 1 and 2 the CITE scores for generated
images with ARm input text (i.e. IAR) are lower than those
for Ireal by 0.05 and 0.17 for commercial and PSA adver-
tisements, respectively, indicating a performance gap in T2I
models when handling implicit text inputs. Comparing IAR

and ILLM in Table 2 shows that using a simple approach
of first generating descriptions with an LLM for what an ad
with this message should contain, and then using the de-
scription as T2I input, improves the alignment of the gen-
erated images with ARm by 0.03 (6%), and 0.11 (34%) on
Commercial and PSA advertisements respectively.

5.2. Creativity
Reliability of the proposed Creativity score. Ireal are im-
ages from PittAd dataset [18] designed to be creative and
persuasive and are expected to be more creative than Igen.
As observed in Table 4 the CLLM score for Ireal, which
represents the ground-truth images, is lower than the scores
for both ILLM and IAR generated by AuraFlow-2, by 10%
and 6% respectively, across both Commercial and PSA ad-
vertisements. This raises questions about the reliability of
LLMs in accurately scoring creativity, as real images re-
ceive lower scores than generated ones. In contrast, our
proposed metrics assign the highest scores to Ireal, demon-
strating a more consistent alignment with human expecta-
tions. As observed in Table 5, the Krippendorff’s Alpha
agreement between human annotators and the baseline met-
ric CLLM is -0.04 for Commercial advertisements, indicat-



Figure 4. Example of images chosen by each annotator between ILLM and IAR. For each pair of images, annotators select the image that
better aligns with each ARm. In each row, the value under each image indicates the score generated by the metric listed for that row. A
✓ represents the chosen image, while a × indicates the rejected image. The green circle highlights agreement with human annotations in
choosing the better-aligned image, and the red circle indicates disagreement.

ing systematic disagreement [28], and 0.15 for PSA adver-
tisements, suggesting a low and close to random level of
agreement [28]. Our proposed metric, Cobj , shows signifi-
cant improvement over these baseline measures, achieving
agreement of 0.58 for Commercial advertisements and 0.53
for PSA advertisements, representing moderate agreement
[28]. While Cobj does not yet reach human-human agree-
ment levels, it significantly decreases the gap, offering a re-
liable and robust metric for creativity evaluation.

T2I models lack creativity. Table 1, and 4 represents
that creativity score drops from Ireal to IAR by 0.25 and
0.71 for commercial and PSA advertisements, respectively,
showing the lack of creativity in T2I models. The bigger
gap in PSA advertisements shows that when there are vi-
sual objects in the text prompt it is easier for the model to
generate a creative scene than when the text input is com-
pletely implicit. Our proposed approach for generating cre-
ative images is to first generate creative descriptions for the
image using the creativity of LLMs and generating an im-
age for the descriptions. Table 1 demonstrates that ILLM

achieves higher creativity scores than IAR, with increases

of 0.22 and 0.54 for commercial and PSA advertisements,
respectively, showcasing the effectiveness of using DLLM

descriptions for more creative outputs.

5.3. Persuasiveness

Accuracy of PA. Due to the lack of baseline metrics for per-
suasiveness, we compare our proposed metric with PLLM .
As shown in Table 4, PLLM scores Ireal (ground-truth im-
ages) lower than ILLM by 10% and 6% for Commercial and
PSA advertisements, respectively, suggesting that LLMs
(given image description) may lack the capability to accu-
rately understand and evaluate the persuasiveness of images
when asked a single direct question about persuasiveness.
In contrast, our proposed metric consistently scores all gen-
erated images lower than or equal to the ground-truth im-
ages, Ireal, aligning with human expectations. Table 6 rep-
resents the agreement levels, where PLLM achieves only
minimal agreement with human annotations, at 0.27 (fair
agreement [28]) and 0.25 for Commercial and PSA ads, re-
spectively. In contrast, our proposed metric shows a high
agreement with human ratings of 0.94 (almost perfect [28])



and 0.75 (substantial agreement [28]), surpassing even the
agreement between human annotators.

Annotators E S O I AU B AP All

H, PA* -0.15 -0.03 0.24 0.06 0.21 0.05 0.25 0.78
H1, H2 0.74 0.40 0.74 0.40 0.53 0.54 0.34 0.89

Table 7. Agreement among annotators and the LLM responses for
each persuasiveness component (column headers) used in PA (de-
noted PA*). “All” computes agreement across all components: for
H, we get the image chosen most frequently across all the compo-
nents, and for PA, we choose the image with higher average score.

Ad type Iinput−text T2I E S O I AU B AP

Commercial
IAR

SDXL 0.74 0.66 0.54 0.63 0.69 0.58 0.67
AuraFlow 0.74 0.70 0.69 0.65 0.68 0.57 0.66

ILLM AuraFlow 0.77 0.72 0.63 0.72 0.72 0.67 0.71
Ireal 0.74 0.76 0.66 0.65 0.74 0.67 0.71

PSA
IAR

SDXL 0.59 0.53 0.52 0.49 0.53 0.23 0.55
AuraFlow 0.57 0.48 0.75 0.52 0.63 0.34 0.52

ILLM AuraFlow 0.71 0.70 0.68 0.70 0.67 0.37 0.65
Ireal 0.66 0.71 0.68 0.56 0.62 0.39 0.65

Table 8. Scoring different components of persuasiveness.

Accuracy of different components of persuasiveness.
Table 7 represents the agreement among human annotators
and scores from PA across each component used in the PA
score (Fig. 3). When comparing the agreement among hu-
man annotators across all images, Tab. 6 and 7 show higher
agreement when we directly ask the annotator to choose the
more persuasive image (0.71, Tab. 6) compared to the aver-
age agreement across individual components (0.52, average
of Tab. 7 columns except “All”). This suggests that the in-
dividual component questions are more subjective than di-
rectly asking the human annotators to choose the more per-
suasive images. However, average human agreement over
these persuasiveness components (Tab. 7) is still reasonable
(0.52 is interpreted as moderate agreement), showing the
potential for using these questions. Importantly, using these
components in formulating the PA prediction of the AI sys-
tem (through the PA score) is also more helpful than directly
asking the LLM to score persuasiveness (PLLM ). In par-
ticular, in Tab. 6, agreement between PC, a variant of PA
which averages the PA components without the alignment
score CITE, still achieves higher agreement with humans
than the single-question PLLM .

Low persuasion in images generated by T2I models.
As observed in Table 1 , the persuasiveness (PA score) drops
by 0.34 and 0.18 from Ireal to IAR for commercial and
PSA advertisements, respectively, indicating a lack of per-
suasion in images generated by T2I models. Table 1 also
shows an increase of 0.06 and 0.18 in PA score from IAR to
our proposed approach (ILLM ). Table 8 compares different
images across each component of persuasiveness. ILLM

generated by Auraflow-2 outperforms IAR also generated
by Auraflow-2 in 6 out of 7 components in both Commer-
cial and PSA advertisements. This further highlights the
effectiveness of our proposed approach in generating more
persuasive images.

5.4. Comparison of Commercial and PSA ads
Comparing agreement of different alignment metrics with
human annotation in Tab. 3 shows that baseline metrics
struggle more in the evaluation of PSA advertisements be-
cause the prompt is much more implicit than the prompt in
Commercial ads and lack detailed visual objects. Compar-
ison of CITE scores for different images in Tab. 2 across
PSA and Commercial Advertisement demonstrates that the
performance of T2I models drops with decreasing the ex-
plicitness of visual scenes and objects in the text input.

Unlike alignment, in creativity, Tab. 5 represents lower
agreement between CLLM and human annotators for Com-
mercial advertisements compared to PSA. Due to the pres-
ence of visual elements in Commercial advertisement mes-
sages, the generated images typically include these ele-
ments. However, simply incorporating visual elements does
not necessarily make an image appear creative to human an-
notators. In contrast, the presence of these elements in the
description can make the images more complex than text-
only images which seems more creative from the perspec-
tive of the LLM. In Table 1, Cobj drops by 0.71 from Ireal
to IAR for PSAs, while this gap is only 0.25 for Commer-
cial advertisements. The absence of distinct visual elements
in PSAs often leads to a higher number of text-only images,
contributing to a lower creativity for PSA ads. Table 1 rep-
resents higher increase in Cobj from IAR to ILLM for PSAs
(0.54) compared to Commercial ads (0.22), highlighting the
effectiveness of our proposed approach in handling higher
levels of implicitness in PSA ads.

6. Conclusion
We addressed the task of Advertisement Image Gen-
eration, focusing on the challenges of generating and
evaluating persuasive, and creative advertisement im-
ages from visually implicit messages. We introduced
three metrics—Creativity, Alignment, and Persuasive-
ness (CAP)—that achieved high Krippendorff’s Alpha
agreement with human annotations, demonstrating their
reliability. Our experiments reveal that existing T2I models
struggle to generate images that are creative, aligned,
and persuasive. To improve performance in this task,
we used a simple yet effective approach using LLMs to
generate creative and persuasive descriptive prompts from
abstract messages. We verified our contributions through
agreement with human annotations and CAP metric eval-
uations, showing the potential of our method to enhance
T2I models for advertisement image generation, particu-
larly in cases requiring interpretation of implicit content.
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CAP : Evaluation of Persuasive and Creative Image Generation

Supplementary Material

In this work, we introduced three new evaluation metrics
to assess: 1. alignment of images with implicit messages,
2. creativity, and 3. persuasiveness. In the supplementary
material, we provide:

1. A detailed table for text-image alignment, including
CLIP-scores (Table 9).

2. A comparison of PA components with human evalua-
tions for persuasiveness (Table 10) on real advertise-
ments (Ireal).

3. Examples of failures and discussion of limitations.
4. The prompts used for MLLMs and LLMs.

7. Alignment Results

Image Commercial Ads PSA Ads
Iinput−text T2I CITE IR VQA CS CITE IR VQA CS

IAR
SDXL 0.50 0.44 0.72 0.23 0.32 -0.05 0.75 0.24
AuraFlow 0.50 0.00 0.75 0.22 0.31 -0.21 0.72 0.24

ILLM AuraFlow 0.53 0.29 0.76 0.23 0.43 -0.13 0.69 0.23
Ireal 0.55 -0.69 0.75 0.26 0.49 -1.03 0.72 0.26

Table 9. Comparison of alignment of the images with action-
reason message (ARm) using our proposed CITE and baseline
metrics. Best result per column bolded (including real images).
IR = Image Reward. CS = CLIP-score.

Table 9, represents the text-image alignment scores for
different images and evaluated by CITE and baseline met-
rics. We included most results from this table in the main
text, but had omitted Clip-score due to a time constraint.
The table highlights that Image-Reward [50] and VQA [25]
assign lower scores to Ireal (ground-truth) compared to
generated images. Clip-score [14] performs reasonably as
it rates Ireal the highest, but it rates the alignment of ILLM

and IAR equally. This is problematic because human anno-
tators preferred ILLM in 92% of comparisons, demonstrat-
ing its superior alignment. CITE assigns the highest score
to Ireal, followed by ILLM which highlights the higher ac-
curacy of our proposed evaluation method. Additionally,
the agreement between human annotators and each of the
alignment metrics, as shown in Table 3 of the main paper,
demonstrates the superior accuracy of our proposed met-
ric. Specifically, it outperforms Image-Reward, VQA, and
CLIP-score by margins of 0.6, 0.4, and 0.54 out of 1, re-
spectively, highlighting its effectiveness in evaluating align-
ment.

8. Persuasiveness Metrics on Real Ads

Due to the inherent differences in quality between Ireal and
Igen, we avoided direct comparisons in human evaluations
to reduce bias in selecting the better option. Instead, we
compared two Ireal images from the same topic. Since
the images were distinct, their corresponding ARm mes-
sages also differed, making alignment comparisons non-
applicable. However, we evaluated the persuasiveness com-
ponents for the two Ireal images and reported the agree-
ment levels between the annotators, as well as between the
annotators and the LLM, across all components. The re-
sults are presented in Table 10. We also analyze the agree-
ment between the most frequently chosen images by an-
notators across all components and the average scores as-
signed to each image for these components. As observed
in Table 10, while the agreement for individual components
is lower than chance, combining all components results in
an average agreement increase of 0.44. It is worth noting
that the agreement between the PA* metric and human an-
notators is higher than the agreement between the human
annotators.

Annotators E S O I AU B AP All

H, PA* -0.53 -0.27 0.03 0.22 0.0 -0.34 -0.18 0.34
H1, H2 -0.22 0.31 0.19 0.38 -0.60 0.38 -0.17 0.31

Table 10. Agreement among annotators and the LLM responses
for each persuasiveness component (column headers) used in PA
(denoted PA*). “All” computes agreement across all components:
for H, we get the image chosen most frequently across all the com-
ponents, and for PA, we choose the image with higher average
score.

9. Failure Examples and Limitations

In this section, we first highlight examples of failures in the
CITE method, specifically in generating accurate ARgen

and selecting images that align with human annotators’
choices, as illustrated in Fig. 5. Next we discuss the lim-
itation of our proposed metrics.

9.1. Failure examples
As illustrated in Fig. 5, top-right example, when the image
fails to convey the intended message accurately, the model
may hallucinate while generating ARgen. For instance,
in this example, the image depicts wind, which can imply
coldness, but it does not effectively represent the clothing’s



Figure 5. Example of failure of CITE in both generating accurate
ARgen and choosing the more aligned image with ARm. Red text
indicates inaccurate action/reason considering the image. Green
text shows accurate action/reason. Red circle shows inaccurate
choice of image for which image is more aligned with the ARm

according to the human annotation.

ability to keep someone warm. Due to the unclear intent of
the image, the LLM struggles to interpret the message cor-
rectly and hallucinates while generating the action-reason
statement. Additionally, when the MLLM incorporates tex-
tual elements into the image description (as seen in the left
image of each example in Fig. 5), the fine-tuned LLM of-
ten generates an ARgen that closely resembles the intended
ARm, even if the visual content is misaligned. However,
due to the unclear or incorrect spelling in the text, human
annotators do not consider these images aligned with the
statement. To address this issue, we force the MLLM to
ignore the texts that starts with “I should” or “I shouldn’t”
(which are common starting words for action-reason state-
ments). Additionally, we prompt the MLLM to determine
whether the image is text-only. If the image is identified as
text-only, a score of 0 is returned to account for the lack of
meaningful visual content.

9.2. Limitation
Given the focus of this work, we train and evaluate our
methods exclusively on the PittAd dataset [18]. For the
evaluation of persuasiveness, we employ an LLM to address
seven questions in a single evaluation. While this approach
is less efficient, it ensures comprehensive assessment, as the
subjective nature of the components makes it essential to in-
clude all components for an accurate evaluation of persua-
siveness.

10. Prompts
In this section, we present the prompts used in different
evaluation methods. We begin with the prompts for gen-
erating descriptions, as shown in Listings 1 and 2. Next, we
provide the prompts for generating action-reason statements
based on image descriptions in Listings 3 and 4. Then, we
present the prompts used for evaluating the creativity and
persuasiveness of images with LLMs, detailed in Listings 5
and 6. Finally, we outline the prompts for evaluating in-
dividual PA components, including elaboration, synthesis,
originality, imagination, audience targeting, benefit conver-
sion, and appeal category, in Listings 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and
13.

Listing 1. Description generation for images using InternVL-v2-
26B[7] prompt templates in generating train data.

Describe the image in detail in one
paragraph.
Only return the description. Do not
include any further explanation.

Listing 2. Description generation for images using InternVL-v2-
26B[7] prompt templates for inference. If the answer to Q1 is
“No”, then the CITE score for that image is 0.

Carefully analyze the image and respond
only in the specified format, without any
interpretations or inferences. Focus on
only the visible elements in the image.
Ensure that any object seen in the image
is included in Q1, even if it is described
in more detail in Q2.

Response Format:

Q1: ${answer to Q1}
Q2: ${answer to Q2}

Questions:

Q1: Are there any objects in the image,
excluding text-only logos, and text? List
at most 5 such objects if present.
Q2: Describe the image in detail, focusing
only on visible objects and elements
without adding any interpretation,
opinion, or analysis.

Listing 3. Prompt for Action-Reason Prediction with zero-shot
LLAMA3-Instruct[9]. {Blue} denotes elements added dynami-
cally, based on the description of the image.

What is the correct interpretation
for the described image:
Description: {description}.
The interpretation format is: I should
${action} because ${reason}. ONLY RETURN A
SINGLE SENTENCE IN THIS FORMAT



Listing 4. Prompt for Action-Reason Prediction with fine-tuned
LLAMA3-Instruct[9] in CITE evaluation. {Blue} denotes ele-
ments added dynamically, based on the description of the image.

What is the correct interpretation for the
described image:
Description: {description}.

Listing 5. Prompt for evaluation of creativity with LLAMA3-
Instruct[9]. {Blue} denotes elements added dynamically, based
on the description of the image.

USER:
Description: {description}
Question: Score the creativity of the
described image in range of (0, 5).
Your output format is only Answer: score\n
form, no other form. Empty is not allowed.
ASSISTANT:

Listing 6. Prompt for evaluation of persuasiveness with LLAMA3-
Instruct[9]. {Blue} denotes elements added dynamically, based on
the description of the image.

USER:
Context: If the image convinces the
audience to take an action it is
considered persuasive.
Description: {description}
Question: Based on the context score the
persuasiveness of the described image in
range of (0, 5).
Your output format is only Answer: score\n
form, no other form. Empty is not allowed.
ASSISTANT:

Listing 7. Prompt for scoring elaboration with LLAMA3-
Instruct[9]. {Blue} denotes elements added dynamically.

Context: You are supposed to score the
image based on the descriptions.
You are given the description of an image
and you are ask to score the image based
on the following question.
Description: {description}
How visually detailed the image is? Do not
consider the text in the image. Return a
score in range (0,5).
Please follow the format of:

Explanation: ${explanation}
Answer: ${answer}

ASSISTANT:

Listing 8. Prompt for scoring synthesis with LLAMA3-
Instruct[9]. {Blue} denotes elements added dynamically.

Context: You are supposed to score the
image based on the descriptions.
You are given the description of an image
and you are ask to score the image based
on the following question.

Description: {description}
How well the image connects the objects
that are usually unrelated? Return the
score in range (0,5).
Please follow the format of:

Explanation: ${explanation}
Answer: ${answer}

ASSISTANT:

Listing 9. Prompt for scoring originality with LLAMA3-
Instruct[9]. {Blue} denotes elements added dynamically.

Context: You are supposed to score the
image based on the descriptions.
You are given the description of an image
and you are ask to score the image based
on the following question.
Description: {description}
How out of the ordinary, and unique the
image is, and how well it breaks away from
habit-bound and stereotypical thinking?
Return a score in range (0, 5).
Please follow the format of:

Explanation: ${explanation}
Answer: ${answer}

ASSISTANT:

Listing 10. Prompt for scoring imagination with LLAMA3-
Instruct[9]. {Blue} denotes elements added dynamically.

Context: You are supposed to score the
image based on the descriptions.
You are given the description of an image
and you are ask to score the image based
on the following question.
Description: {description}
Assume you are a human evaluating the
given image. How well the image allowed
you to form images you have not directly
experienced before more easily? Do not
consider the text in the image. Return a
score in range (0,5)
Please follow the format of:

Explanation: ${explanation}
Answer: ${answer}

ASSISTANT:

Listing 11. Prompt for scoring how well the image targets audi-
ence with LLAMA3-Instruct[9]. {Blue} denotes elements added
dynamically.

Context: You are supposed to score the
image based on the descriptions.
You are given the description of an image
and you are ask to score the image based
on the following question.
Description: {description}
How well the image targets {audience}?
Return a score in range (0, 5)



Please follow the format of:
Explanation: ${explanation}
Answer: ${answer}

ASSISTANT:

Listing 12. Prompt for scoring how well the image converts fea-
tures to benefits for costumer with LLAMA3-Instruct[9]. {Blue}
denotes elements added dynamically.

Context: You are supposed to score the
image based on the descriptions.
You are given the description of an image
and you are ask to score the image based
on the following question.
Description: {description}
How well the image connects the feature of
products to the benefits for costumers?
Return the score in range (0,5).
Please follow the format of:

Explanation: ${explanation}
Answer: ${answer}

ASSISTANT:

Listing 13. Prompt for scoring how well the image targets cor-
rect appeal category with LLAMA3-Instruct[9]. {Blue} denotes
elements added dynamically.

Context:You are supposed to score the
image based on the descriptions.
You are given the description of an image
and you are ask to score the image based
on the following question.
Description: {description}
To answer the question consider the
following explanation:

The are three types of rhetorical
appeals or ways to convince the
audience:

- Ethos is a persuasive technique
that appeals to an audience by
highlighting credibility. Ethos
advertisement techniques invoke
the superior character of a
speaker, presenter, writer, or
brand.
- Pathos is a persuasive technique
that tries to convince an audience
through emotions. Pathos
advertisement techniques appeal to
the senses, memory, nostalgia, or
shared experience.
- Logos is the persuasive
technique that aims to convince an
audience by using logic and
reason. Also called the logical
appeal, logos examples in
advertisements include the

citation of statistics, facts,
charts, and graphs.

Question: Assume you are a human
evaluating the image. Based on the context
score how well the image appeals to {appeal-
category} in range of (0,5).
Please follow the format of:

Explanation: ${explanation}
Answer: ${answer}

ASSISTANT:
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