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Abstract

Social norms govern culturally appropriate be-
havior in communication, enabling dialogue
systems to produce responses that are not only
coherent but also socially acceptable. We
present NormGenesis, a multicultural frame-
work for generating and annotating socially
grounded dialogues across English, Chinese,
and Korean. To model the dynamics of social
interaction beyond static norm classification,
we propose a novel dialogue type, Violation-
to-Resolution (V2R), which models the pro-
gression of conversations following norm vi-
olations through recognition and socially ap-
propriate repair. To improve pragmatic consis-
tency in underrepresented languages, we im-
plement an exemplar-based iterative refinement
early in the dialogue synthesis process. This de-
sign introduces alignment with linguistic, emo-
tional, and sociocultural expectations before
full dialogue generation begins. Using this
framework, we construct a dataset of 10,800
multi-turn dialogues annotated at the turn level
for norm adherence, speaker intent, and emo-
tional response. Human and LLM-based eval-
uations demonstrate that NormGenesis signifi-
cantly outperforms existing datasets in refine-
ment quality, dialogue naturalness, and gen-
eralization performance. We show that mod-
els trained on our V2R-augmented data ex-
hibit improved pragmatic competence in ethi-
cally sensitive contexts. Our work establishes a
new benchmark for culturally adaptive dialogue
modeling and provides a scalable methodology
for norm-aware generation across linguistically
and culturally diverse languages.

1 Introduction

Social norms are culturally defined expectations

that guide appropriate behavior in specific con-

texts (Elster, 2006; Malle et al., 2014). In human
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Code available at: https://github.com/bk123477/
NormGenesis

Existing Method
@y D= DS Sojo e,
-~

(Minsu bowed his head and said.)
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(Minsu: I’'m really sorry. | caused you trouble, didn’t | ?)

Register Inconsistency: Sudden shift in politeness
level disrupts the pragmatic flow.
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(Jimin nodded and smiled.)

X1 o, ChEof = o S8t st
(Jimin: It's okay. Next time, let’s be more careful.)

Overused descriptive gesture: The phrase "nodded" is
repeatedly used across many dialogues, resulting in

formulaic and unnatural emotional expression.

Tone mismatch: The phrase “Let’s be more careful next time”
sounds overly formal or moralistic, which may feel awkward in
casual peer conversations.

Ours (NormGenesis)

K22 =X & Hm 0 ojMs}AH RICE (Jihoon gave an
ﬂ awkward smile, glancing around nervously.)
U RIE: opik M SRR LI R0f 227
i O| Msl X 27t 2. & 247454 0]. (Jihoon: That was kind of
a mess, huh? | was worried | totally ruined the mood.)

i y gr ion: The speaker
conveys his embarrassment and concern indirectly,
aligning with Korean social apology norms.

Pragmatic softness: Instead of over-apologizing,
the speaker implies regret in a humble and relatable way.

ME2 4% 2om 19| o7 E £ HMCh
(Seoyeon chuckled and lightly tapped his shoulder.)
M Y ofLk Lt O7 X o}, L] Z of.
(Seoyeon: It’s no big deal. I've had my fair share of
awkward moments too. Don’t overthink it.)

Peer-level empathy: Uses shared experience to relieve
pressure, common in casual Korean dialogue.

Natural tone: Informal and supportive, avoids moralistic advice.

Figure 1: Comparison of generation outputs in Korean.
Prior methods (Li et al., 2023) produce pragmatically
inconsistent responses, including honorific misuse and
unnatural tone (highlighted in red). In contrast, our
framework yields culturally and pragmatically coherent
outputs (highlighted in blue).

communication, social norms support politeness,
empathy, and social harmony. For dialogue sys-
tems, aligning with social norms enables responses
that transcend syntactic correctness or task comple-
tion, contributing to pragmatic and interpersonal
appropriateness (Kim et al., 2022). As conversa-
tional agents are increasingly deployed in socially
embedded and open-domain settings, the ability
to recognize and adhere to cultural norms has be-
come a critical indicator of social and pragmatic
competence (Zhan et al., 2023).
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Recent studies have integrated social norms into
dialogue datasets and language models. Prior
works have explored moral reasoning in language
models (Forbes et al., 2020), norm-based label-
ing (Li et al., 2023), emotion-informed norm in-
terpretation (Zhan et al., 2024), and cross-cultural
generalization (Rao et al., 2025). While these ef-
forts lay foundational groundwork for norm-aware
generation, they primarily focus on English, a high-
resource language. Although Chinese has received
growing attention, the modeling of culturally appro-
priate behavior remains underdeveloped for low-
resource languages. This limitation is especially
pronounced in Korean, where existing models fre-
quently exhibit inconsistencies in honorific usage,
inadequate emotional alignment, and misrepresen-
tation of role-based social dynamics (Jang et al.,
2024; Lee et al., 2024), as illustrated in Figure 1.

To address the cultural and pragmatic limitations
of existing dialogue datasets, we present a multicul-
tural framework for generating and refining socially
grounded dialogues across English, Chinese, and
Korean. While English benefits from extensive data
and modeling maturity, low-resource languages
generation remains challenged by pragmatic mis-
matches, especially in tone and formality (Zhong
et al., 2024). We mitigate this gap through an
exemplar-based iterative refinement strategy. Given
a target scenario, the system retrieves semantically
and structurally aligned exemplars, using features
such as intent, emotional tone, and discourse pat-
terns (e.g., speaker roles and adjacency). These ex-
emplars guide revision to ensure cultural alignment
without requiring large-scale human annotation.
We further introduce a novel dialogue category,
Violation-to-Resolution (V2R), which captures how
speakers recover from norm violations through con-
textually appropriate repair. This enables the mod-
eling of pragmatically dynamic interactions that
reflect both norm compliance and social recovery
mechanisms. Leveraging our framework, we con-
struct a dataset of 10,800 high-quality dialogues
annotated at the turn level with norm adherence,
violation, speaker intent, and emotional response,
grounded in dialogue act theory (Bunt et al., 2020).
We evaluate our approach through both human and
LLM-based assessments of refinement quality, di-
alogue fluency, social appropriateness, and gener-
alization. Experimental results show that models
trained on our data significantly outperform exist-
ing baselines in socially complex and emotionally
sensitive scenarios. These findings demonstrate the

efficacy of our framework for enabling culturally
adaptive dialogue generation across typologically
diverse languages.

Our main contributions are as follows:

1. We present a multicultural framework for
generating socially grounded dialogues in
English, Chinese, and Korean. To address
cultural and pragmatic degradation in low-
resource settings, we propose an exemplar-
based iterative refinement strategy using se-
mantically relevant exemplars.

2. We propose a novel dialogue type, Violation-
to-Resolution (V2R), that models how norm
violations are followed by socially appropriate
repair, enabling the representation of dynamic
and culturally meaningful interaction patterns.

3. We construct a dataset of 10,800 multicultural
dialogues with turn-level annotations for norm
adherence, speaker intent, and emotional re-
sponse, grounded in dialogue act theory.

4. We show that models trained on our dataset
outperform prior resources in norm alignment,
emotional coherence, and repair, as confirmed
by both human and automatic evaluations.

2 Related Work

2.1 Social Norms in Dialogue Systems

Integrating social norms into dialogue systems is
critical for generating contextually appropriate and
socially coherent responses. Early work (Forbes
et al., 2020) provided normative signals via moral
judgments but lacked dialogue structure. Later ef-
forts (Li et al., 2023) added norm annotations to
multi-turn dialogues, focusing on adherence classi-
fication without modeling responses to violations.
Recent work (Zhan et al., 2024) has begun model-
ing norm repair in dialogue. However, it remains
monolingual and lacks fine-grained annotations
capturing speaker intent and emotional response.

To bridge this gap, we introduce Violation-to-
Resolution as a distinct response type, capturing
repair strategies such as apology and explanation.
Also, our framework supports this with turn-level
annotations of communicative intent and emotional
state, enabling more nuanced and socially compe-
tent generation.

33783



(1) (2) (3) (4)
Norm and Style Design [~ Scenario—Situation -  Exemplar-Based lterative Multi-Turn Dialogue Generator
| Constructor I Refinement | with Turn-Level Annotation
gf= I Scenario Generation : Pragmatic Inconsistencies | 5to 15 turns
e @.,«,, | [Prompt] Inappropriate Honorifics, | Relational Dynamics, Social Distance
- < | “Given a core social norm, I Misrepresented Social | Speaking Style, Emotional Tone...
1 1 1 | | generate 10 realistic scenariosin ' | Relationships... | @
1 1 1 | {country} culture...” | ; I Pl
= fwéd = | I |
9, \WSE'%?E . | @ | Exemplar-Based z | Norm & Reaction Label
| wvs | | GPT-4.1 I _ [promet] . Gpert | [Adnered][Violation],[Not Relevant]
1 ‘ Scenario : Yujin apologizes ided
1 ' I | | " in person the next day after E’lr;’:"plzrs | [THX],[SUG][EMP], [AGR]
1 1 I Situation Elaboration | " missing an appointment... < = |
- — @ - - | [Prompt] | | Situation : She enters with | @
~— | “Compose a 3-5 sentence | | lowered head and speaks ! | P11
: | scene with social realism and I hesitantly to Ms. Kim... I |
‘ appropriate tone...” | - - =1
. | Refinement Quality (RQ) Q 1 | Eunsoo : Sohee, have things been tough
| | Q | = at school lately? You don’t look too happy.
- @ | @ g‘ I @& (Adhered | EMP | Eunsoo shows empathy
Native Speakers / Cultural Experts : GPT-4.1 | G o 1 : toward Sohee’s feelings and situation)
PT-4.1 =
<1
‘ l ‘ l ‘ 1| Sohee : You could tell? {\
Resulting in 120 I o ) ) | Meet the desired cultural 1 | (S/;((i)fvlve,:’ede\ri%ﬂ\a»;\zkz;c;’re?;r;ﬂrmanon. 4
Subnorms Per Language i Scenario-Situation Pairs J and pragmatic standards 1

EN| KR | ZH Adherence | V2R | Violation

Scenario-Situation

Figure 2: NormGenesis Overview. Our framework consists of four stages: (1) culturally grounded norm and style
design, (2) scenario—situation construction across norm adherence, violation, and resolution types, (3) exemplar-
based iterative refinement using semantically aligned exemplars, and (4) multi-turn dialogue generation with
turn-level annotations. Each stage is evaluated and refined iteratively to ensure pragmatic consistency and cultural
alignment, as described in Section 3. The RQ evaluation protocol is described in Section 4.2.

2.2 Prompt-Based and Exemplar-Guided
Generation

The emergence of LLMs has enabled prompt-based
synthetic data generation through techniques such
as in-context learning and prompt tuning. While ef-
fective in high-resource settings, these methods of-
ten fail to capture cultural and emotional nuance in
low-resource languages (Cahyawijaya et al., 2024;
Pranida et al., 2025). Recent approaches (Nguyen
et al., 2024; Ghosal et al., 2025) explore exemplar-
based generation, but typically rely on fixed ex-
amples and prioritizes fluency over pragmatic fit.
SADAS (Hua et al., 2024) also investigated norm
interventions through exemplar-based remediation.
However, it applies these exemplars reactively after
violations occur in negotiation dialogues, remain-
ing limited to post-hoc repair.

To address these limitations, we propose an
exemplar-based iterative refinement strategy. Un-
like few-shot prompting, which uses static exem-
plars at inference time, our method dynamically
selects semantically and structurally relevant exam-
ples to guide generation. This process improves
linguistic coherence and cultural alignment while
enabling data bootstrapping without large-scale hu-
man annotation, particularly in low-resource lan-
guages such as Korean.

2.3 Culturally Adaptive Dialogue

As conversational Al systems expand to diverse
cultural contexts, cultural adaptability becomes
essential. Early multilingual datasets, such as
BiToD(Lin et al., 2021) and MULTI3WOZ(Hu
et al., 2023), introduced bilingual dialogues but
lacked cultural annotations and failed to capture
pragmatic nuance due to reliance on translation.
Recent works, including CARE(Guo et al., 2025)
and CULTUREPARK(Li et al., 2024), incorporate
cultural preferences and simulates cross-cultural
interactions with LLMs. However, these resources
focus on high-resource languages and lack the fine-
grained, turn-level annotations needed for cultur-
ally appropriate generation.

This gap is pronounced in underrepresented lan-
guages like Korean, where honorifics and relational
pragmatics are central. To address this, we propose
a multicultural framework with language-specific
subnorms and turn-level annotations.  Using
exemplar-based iterative refinement, our method
enhances cultural and pragmatic consistency, par-
ticularly in low-resource settings.

3 Method

We introduce NormGenesis, a multicultural frame-
work for generating and refining socially grounded
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Apology Compliment
Condolence Criticism
Empathy Greeting
Leave-taking Persuasion
Request Respect
Responding to Compliments ~ Thanks

Table 1: Social norm categories used in this study.

dialogues in American English, Chinese, and Ko-
rean. While we broadly refer to "English" in
our framework, it is important to clarify that the
dataset primarily reflects U.S.-based social norms,
derived from American corpora and sociocultural
frameworks. This specification ensures cultural
precision and avoids conflating diverse normative
practices across other English-speaking contexts
(e.g., British, Australian, Canadian). The frame-
work consists of four core stages, each responsi-
ble for modeling social communication: (1) norm
and style design, (2) scenario-situation construc-
tor, (3) exemplar-based iterative refinement engine,
and (4) multi-turn dialogue generator with turn-
level annotation. Figure 2 illustrates the overall
pipeline and stage flow. Also, the complete algo-
rithmic workflow of our framework is provided in
Appendix C.1.

3.1 Norm and Style Design

We construct a taxonomy of 12 conversational so-
cial norm categories by extending the 10 categories
proposed in (Li et al., 2023) with two additional
types: Empathy and Respect, motivated by prior
work on dialogic functions (Stolcke et al., 2000;
Bunt et al., 2020). The complete set is listed in
Table 1. For each category, we define 10 culturally
grounded subnorms per target language. To gener-
ate Korean-specific subnorms, we prompt an LLM
with value-centric responses from the World Val-
ues Survey (WVS Wave 7, South Korea) (Haerpfer
et al., 2022). English and Chinese subnorms are
adapted from (Li et al., 2023) through LLM-guided
alignment with the Korean outputs. All subnorms
are validated by native speakers or cultural experts
to ensure fluency and cultural plausibility, yielding
120 subnorms per language (Figure 2 (1)). We also
define pragmatic and stylistic parameters that guide
both scenario construction and dialogue generation.
These include tone(formal vs. casual), honorific
usage, relational distance (peer vs. hierarchical),
and emotional alignment. Representative uses are

shown in Table 19, with prompt templates and spec-
ifications provided in Appendix C.

3.2 Scenario-Situation Constructor

For each subnorm, we construct a sce-
nario—situation pair consisting of: (a) a scenario
that provides a concise, real-world context, and
(b) a situation that expands upon the scenario
with 3-5 sentences specifying relational roles,
emotional states, and stylistic features such as
tone and honorifics. Each instance is labeled as
one of three interaction types: Norm Adherence,
Norm Violation, or Violation-to-Resolution
(V2R). While the first two reflect conventional
norm conformity or transgression, V2R models
post-violation repair strategies, capturing core
aspects of interactional competence (Goffman,
2017; Feine et al., 2019). Despite its importance,
V2R remains largely absent from prior norm-based
dialogue datasets. To our knowledge, this is the
first work to formally define and incorporate
V2R into social dialogue modeling. Examples of
each type are shown in Appendix D. As shown
in Figure 2 (2), scenarios are first generated by
prompting an LLM with a subnorm and interaction
type. These are then expanded into situations via
a second prompt enriched with interpersonal and
emotional cues. Notably, while English outputs are
generally fluent, Korean and Chinese generations
often contain pragmatic inconsistencies (e.g., tone
mismatch, incorrect honorifics). These issues
motivate the exemplar-based refinement described
in Section 3.3.

3.3 Exemplar-Based Iterative Refinement

Unlike prior approaches that rely on post-hoc fil-
tering or manual correction after dialogue genera-
tion (Lambert et al., 2024; Occhipinti et al., 2024),
our framework introduces an upstream refinement
mechanism at the scenario—situation level, enabling
early enforcement of cultural and pragmatic con-
straints. For each norm category, we manually
curate a small set of high-quality exemplars that re-
flect culturally grounded and stylistically appropri-
ate behaviors. Rather than using static prompts, the
model retrieves semantically and structurally simi-
lar exemplars based on communicative intent, emo-
tional tone, and discourse patterns (e.g., speaker
roles and adjacency), guiding the revision process
without large-scale human annotation.

To determine whether further refinement is nec-
essary, we implement an iterative loop using our
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Refinement Quality (RQ) protocol (Section 4.2),
which evaluates the quality of the revised output
in comparison to the original input. The model
receives a triplet:

(Inputorig7 Output .aneds Scorequal> ()

enabling it to assess the social and stylistic ade-
quacy of the revision and decide whether to con-
tinue refinement. Here, Input,;, denotes the orig-
inal scenario-situation pair, Output,.q,.4 is the re-
vised output from exemplar-based prompting, and
Scoreqya 18 a scalar computed via the RQ protocol.

This early integration mitigates quality bottle-
necks common in generation-first pipelines and
ensures consistent sociocultural alignment prior to
dialogue construction. The effectiveness of our
approach is illustrated in Appendix D through rep-
resentative before-and-after examples across lan-
guages and norm categories, with full evaluation
results reported in Section 5.1.

3.4 Multi-Turn Dialogue Generator with
Turn-Level Annotation

After refinement, each scenario—situation pair is
expanded into a multi-turn dialogue (5-15 turns),
resulting in socially and contextually appropriate
interactions. Each utterance is annotated with (a)
norm adherence, (b) speaker reaction including in-
tent and emotional state, and (c) justification for the
assigned label. This structure enables fine-grained
modeling of social dynamics by identifying norm
compliance and explaining speaker behavior. Reac-
tion labels, grounded in dialogue act theory (Stol-
cke et al., 2000), are assigned via LLM-based
prompting and expert verification, as detailed in
Appendix C.7. The resulting dataset supports norm
reasoning and socially sensitive dialogue modeling
across cultures. Representative examples of the
generated dialogues and annotations are provided
in Appendix D.

4 Evaluation Framework

4.1 Datasets and Experimental Conditions

Dataset Composition and Baselines. We con-
struct a multicultural dataset in English, Chi-
nese, and Korean, with 1,200 instances per lan-
guage across three interaction types: Norm Adher-
ence, Norm Violation, and Violation-to-Resolution
(V2R), resulting in 10,800 instances overall. We
conducted our experiments using four NVIDIA
A100 GPUs over a duration of eight hours.

For the baselines, we compare against the fol-
lowing existing resources:

* NORMDIAL (Li et al., 2023): A bilingual En-
glish—Chinese corpus with turn-level norm ad-
herence and violation annotations.

* SODA (Kim et al., 2023): An English corpus
of socially appropriate dialogues grounded in
social commonsense.

Model Configuration and Evaluation Protocol.
All scenario—situation refinements and dialogue
generations are conducted using GPT-4.1 (Ope-
nAl, 2025), guided by a small set of expert-curated
exemplars derived from manually revised model
outputs. These exemplars reflect culturally and
pragmatically appropriate responses and are used
to steer iterative refinement, particularly in low-
resource languages. Illustrative examples and re-
finement prompts are provided in Appendix C.5.
Automatic evaluations are performed using GPT-40
in a zero-shot setting with metric-specific prompts
as described in Appendix E.

For downstream experiments (Section 5), we
fine-tune both closed and open-source language
models: GPT-40-mini as a closed model, and
LLaMA-3-8B (Dubey et al., 2024), Qwen-2.5-14B,
and Qwen-2.5-32B (Team, 2024) as open-source
baselines. All models are trained under identical
configurations for each language to ensure com-
parability. Human evaluations were conducted by
native Chinese and Korean speakers who were se-
lected for their linguistic fluency and cultural fa-
miliarity. To assess model performance in low-
resource cultural settings, we recruited six indepen-
dent graduate students (four Korean, two Chinese)
as annotators. For each evaluation, we randomly
sampled 100 dialogues per type, and annotators
rated the outputs on fluency, relevance, and so-
cial norm adherence using a Likert-scale judgment.
These human assessments were further comple-
mented with automatic evaluations based on our
proposed metrics. Detailed procedures are pro-
vided in Appendix E.

4.2 Evaluation Objectives and Design
We evaluate our framework along three axes:
1. Refinement Quality (RQ): Does our refine-

ment method improve generation quality in
low-resource languages?
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Criterion Description

Adherence to the intended social
norm

Grammaticality and fluency
Preservation of original intent

Norm Alignment

Language Quality
Semantic Fidelity

Table 2: Evaluation criteria used for refinement quality
assessment. Scoring uses a 5-point Likert scale with
both LLM and expert annotators. Detailed prompt tem-
plates for each evaluation criterion are included in Ap-
pendix E.2

Criterion Description

Consistency Logical flow across turns
Naturalness Fluency and human-likeness
Relevance Context-appropriate responses
ir;;rt(i)([))rrliateness Tone aligned with context

Social Norm

. Cultural and normative compliance
Appropriateness

Scenario

Semantic alignment with the scenario
Coherence

Table 3: Evaluation criteria used for dialogue quality
(DQ). Detailed are included in Appendix E.3

2. Dialogue Quality(DQ): Do generated dia-
logues align with norms and pragmatic ex-
pectations?

3. Generalization Quality (GQ): Do our mod-
els outperform baselines in quality and human
preference?

Evaluation templates for both LLM and human
assessments are detailed in Appendix E, along with
detailed evaluation description and guidelines.

Refinement Quality (RQ) We compare scenario-
situation pairs before and after refinement in Ko-
rean and Chinese. Table 2 summarizes the three
key dimensions used to evaluate refinement quality.

Dialogue Quality (DQ) We assess multi-turn di-
alogues along six criteria adapted from (Kim et al.,
2023; Li et al., 2023). Our evaluation criteria are
detailed in Table 3. LLMs and human annotators
independently conduct evaluations.

Generalization Quality (GQ) We fine-tune four
language models on norm-adherent dialogues from
three datasets. For training, we use 1,200 English
and Chinese instances from our dataset. In addition,
we use 1,265 English and 1,116 Chinese instances

from NORMDIAL, as well as 1,200 randomly sam-
pled English dialogues from SODA. Models are
evaluated on DAILYDIALOG (English) (Li et al.,
2017) and LCCC (Chinese) (Wang et al., 2022),
where each is prompted to generate five-turn con-
tinuations given benchmark dialogue contexts. We
conduct A/B preference testing and human evalua-
tion, with judgments based on social appropriate-
ness, fluency, and overall response quality.

5 Results

We present results along the three evaluation axes
defined in Section 4. Also, we further analyze
the impact of our Violation-to-Resolution (V2R)
modeling. Our framework consistently improves
linguistic fluency, pragmatic coherence, and social
appropriateness across all settings.

5.1 Refinement Quality (RQ)

To assess the effectiveness of exemplar-based re-
finement, we compare scenario-situation pairs be-
fore and after refinement in two low-resource lan-
guages: Korean and Chinese. As shown in Ta-
ble 4, refinement consistently improves all evalua-
tion dimensions across both languages. In Korean,
linguistic quality improves substantially, accom-
panied by gains in norm alignment and semantic
fidelity. Similar patterns are observed in Chinese,
with a +1.32 increase in linguistic quality and near-
ceiling norm alignment scores.

The refinement process is repeated until the
model output is no longer selected for revision by
the LLM. On average, each instance undergoes
1.2 rounds of refinement. These findings under-
score the utility of our approach in enhancing flu-
ency, coherence, and sociocultural adequacy for
low-resource language generation.

To test generalizability beyond East Asian ty-
pologies, we conducted pilot refinement experi-
ments in Malay and Urdu, two pragmatically dis-
tinct languages. Using the same evaluation setup
as in Table 4, the observed improvements were
consistent with those from our main experiments,
supporting the robustness of our approach. De-
tailed results of these pilot studies are provided in
Appendix F.2, which further illustrate the adapt-
ability of our refinement strategy across diverse
linguistic and cultural contexts.

5.2 Dialogue Quality (DQ)

We evaluated dialogue quality across six dimen-
sions using both LLM- and human-based scor-
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Language Condition Norm Align. Linguistic Quality Semantic Fidelity
Korean Initial 4.577 3.589 N/A
ored Refined 4.908 4.910 4.766
Chinese Initial 4.855 3.603 N/A
Refined 4.995 4.926 4.865

Table 4: Refinement evaluation results (RQ) in Korean and Chinese. Scores are based on a 5-point Likert scale
averaged over LLM and human raters. Detailed are included in Appendix E.2

ing. Criteria are summarized in Table 3. For
conciseness, we abbreviate the last three dimen-
sions—emotional appropriateness, social norm
appropriateness, and scenario—dialogue coher-
ence—as Emo. Approp., Norm Approp., and Sce-
nario Coh., respectively, throughout this section.

Table 5 presents the average scores obtained
from LLM-based evaluation for Adherence, V2R,
and Violation scenarios in Korean, Chineses, and
English. Dialogues from the Adherence and V2R
categories consistently achieved high ratings (avg.
> 4.9), especially for consistency, emotional ap-
propriateness, and scenario coherence. V2R dia-
logues slightly outperformed others in emotional
appropriateness and scenario—dialogue alignment,
highlighting the framework’s strength in modeling
socially complex, repair-driven interactions. In con-
trast, Violation dialogues received lower scores in
naturalness and emotional appropriateness across
all languages, reflecting their design to capture so-
cially inappropriate interactions.

Human Evaluation. To validate the robustness
of our LLM-based assessments and to examine
generation quality in low-resource settings, we con-
ducted a parallel human evaluation in Korean and
Chinese. As shown in Table 6, human ratings ex-
hibit patterns highly consistent with LLM scores
reported in Table 5. We further quantified the align-
ment between LLM and human evaluations using
Pearson correlation. Results indicate strong agree-
ment across both languages, with coefficients of
r = 0.928 (Korean) and r = 0.945 (Chinese).
These findings confirm the reliability of our auto-
matic evaluation protocol and support the validity
of the conclusions drawn from it.

5.3 Generalization Quality (GQ)

Automatic evaluation results are summarized in Ta-
ble 7. Across all models and languages, our dataset
yields consistently higher preference than NOR-
MDIAL and SODA. For instance, GPT-40-mini
was preferred in 65% (English) and 75% (Chinese)

Language Criterion Adherence V2R  Violation
Consistency 4.978 4.978 2.594
Naturalness 5.000 4.998 4.757
Korean Relevance 4.996 5.000 4.996
Emo. Approp. 4.999 5.000 3.375
Norm Approp. 4.707 3.816 1.613
Scenario Coh. 4.988 5.000 4.965
Consistency 5.000 4.952 1.662
Naturalness 4.432 4.361 2.700
Chinese Relevance 4.987 5.000 4.950
Emo. Approp. 5.000 4.987 1.918
Norm Approp. 4.980 3.528 1.216
Scenario Coh. 4.896 5.000 4.811
Consistency 5.000 4.947 1.665
Naturalness 4.900 4.623 3.381
English Relevance 5.000 5.000 4.842
Emo. Approp. 5.000 4.992 2.589
Norm Approp. 4.982 3.241 1.186
Scenario Coh. 4.994 4.932 4.801

Table 5: Dialogue quality scores across six dimensions,
evaluated on three scenario types (Adherence, Violation-
to-Resolution (V2R), Violation) in three languages.

of cases over NORMDIAL, and in 65% (English)
over SODA. Larger models such as Qwen-2.5-32B
showed similar trends, with the strongest prefer-
ence observed in Chinese. To validate these find-
ings, we conducted blind human evaluations in
Korean and Chinese (Table 8). Native speakers
favored our dataset in 68% (Korean) and 77% (Chi-
nese) of cases, closely matching LLLM preferences.
These results suggest that models trained on our
dataset generalize better across languages and do-
mains, generating more socially appropriate and
contextually aligned responses.

We note that the untuned model occasionally pro-
duced concise, direct responses that some evalua-
tors preferred in contexts requiring rapid apologies
without nuanced emotional transitions. However,
such cases were limited, and overall, our dataset
achieved more than double the preference rate of
the baseline. This result suggests that exemplar-
guided refinement not only enhances overall qual-
ity but also provides a flexible framework for fine-
grained control of response style and emotional
expression, which we plan to investigate in future
work.
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Language Criterion Adherence V2R  Violation
Consistency 4.500 5.000 2.500
Naturalness 4.250 4.625 4.125

Korean Relevance 4.750 4.750 4.250
Emo. Approp. 4.625 4.500 3.250
Norm Approp. 4.500 4.375 1.375
Scenario Coh. 4.750 4.625 4.500
Consistency 4.500 4.375 1.500
Naturalness 4.625 4.500 3.125

Chinese Relevance 5.000 4.750 4.500
Emo. Approp. 4.500 5.000 1.375
Norm Approp. 4.750 4.500 1.500
Scenario Coh. 4.750 4.625 4.125

Table 6: Human evaluation results across dialogue types
(Adherence, Violation-to-Resolution (V2R), Violation)
and six dimensions. Scores are based on a 5-point Likert
scale.

Model Language Ours vs. NormDial  Ours vs. SODA
LLaMA-3-8B  English 65% 59%
Quen25-148 - GELCG 75 Nia
Quen25328  GELCC 706 Nia

Table 7: A/B test results comparing preference for mod-
els trained on our dataset versus NormDial and SODA.
Each value represents the percentage of times responses
from models trained on our dataset were preferred by
annotators.

5.4 Effect of Violation-to-Resolution

To assess the impact of Violation-to-Resolution
(V2R) training on norm-sensitive generation, we
conduct a focused comparison using PROSOCIAL-
DI1ALOG (Kim et al., 2022), a benchmark for ethi-
cally challenging scenarios. We fine-tune two GPT-
40-mini models under comparable conditions: one
on the full NormDial dataset and one on an equal-
sized subset of our data, including three types of
our datasets. Both models are prompted with 100
norm-violating contexts, each requiring a five-turn
continuation.

Blind A/B human evaluations show that the V2R-
augmented model is preferred in 82% of cases (Ta-
ble 9), with annotators consistently favoring its
empathy, contextual fit, and ability to model norm
repair. These findings underscore the utility of
V2R as a training signal for enhancing pragmatic
competence in ethically sensitive dialogue and sup-
port its integration into norm-grounded generation
frameworks.

Language Ours Untuned GPT-40-mini NormDial
Korean 68% 32% N/A
Chinese 77 % 5% 18%

Table 8: Human preference results comparing our
dataset with untuned GPT-40-mini and NormDial. Eval-
uations were conducted under blind conditions with
native speakers. Korean evaluation compares against
untuned GPT-40-mini, while Chinese includes baseline.

6 Discussion

Limitations of Prompt-Based Generation in
Low-Resource Contexts. Our refinement frame-
work is motivated in part by the limitations of prior
prompt-based approaches to social norm genera-
tion (Li et al., 2023; Zhan et al., 2024). These
methods typically rely on static prompts with min-
imal norm signals, placing the burden of genera-
tion entirely on the language model. While this
approach may yield fluent and contextually appro-
priate responses in high-resource languages such
as English, it often results in pragmatic failures in
low-resource settings like Korean and Chinese.

In Korean, generated dialogues frequently ex-
hibit lexical redundancy (e.g., repeated expres-
sions) and tone mismatches (e.g., informal apolo-
gies in formal contexts). In Chinese, issues in-
clude unnatural phrasing, exaggerated emotional
responses, repetitive honorifics, and inconsistent
tone from register mixing. These limitations un-
derscore the difficulty of capturing fine-grained
sociocultural norms through prompt-only methods.

To mitigate these issues, we introduce a refine-
ment framework to improve fluency and norm
alignment in low-resource settings. Additional ex-
amples appear in Appendix F.1.

Early Refinement for Sociocultural Alignment.
As shown in Section 5.1, even a small set of high-
quality exemplars at this stage improves fluency
and norm alignment in low-resource languages.
Prior to refinement, we conducted a compara-
tive analysis between model-generated outputs and
native-authored revisions, which revealed recurring
issues such as overuse of formulaic expressions,
limited gesture variety, register—context mismatch,
and weakened hierarchical cues. A key insight
from this analysis is the distinction between sur-
face accuracy and cultural appropriateness: model
outputs may be grammatically and semantically
correct, yet fail to include ritualistic or affective
elements (e.g., apologies, condolences) that are
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Training Data Preference (%)

Ours (with V2R) 82
NormDial 18

Table 9: Human preference results on PROSOCIALDIA-
LOG. Models trained on our dataset with V2R signifi-
cantly outperformed those trained on NormDial.

Category Strategy / Sequence English Chinese Korean
Apology (A) 98.7 93.0 92.6
Explanation (X) 91.1 88.1 86.3
Strategy (%)  Empathy (E) 90.6 62.0 89.2
Compensation (C) 82.8 79.3 72.4
Humor (H) 12.6 79 12.0
Sequence X—-A—=-C A—-X—-C E—-A-=X
Top Sequence  Frequency (%) 33 29 32

Table 10: Strategy usage rates and most frequent re-
covery sequences in V2R dialogues across American
English, Chinese, and Korean.

essential to pragmatic expectations. These short-
comings were particularly salient in low-resource
settings and are illustrated in Appendix F.1.

When optimized early in the generation pipeline,
scenario—situation pairs provide strong social cues
that guide the construction of coherent and cul-
turally aligned dialogues. This early-stage re-
finement approach also aligns with recent works
in controllable generation and structured plan-
ning (Moryossef et al., 2019; Rashkin et al., 2021),
which emphasize the role of explicit context mod-
eling in coherence and goal alignment. Since so-
cial norms are inherently entangled with relational
roles, power dynamics, and situational contexts,
refining situational priors ensures that pragmatic
and culturally appropriate behaviors emerge natu-
rally. Our refinement stage thus functions not as
a post hoc correction layer, but as a core mecha-
nism for embedding sociocultural alignment into
the generative process.

Qualitative Insights into Cross-Linguistic Re-
pair Strategies Our qualitative analysis of
Violation-to-Resolution (V2R) dialogues shows
that the proposed framework effectively models
both universal and culture-specific repair strate-
gies. As summarized in Table 10, Apology and
Explanation dominate across English, Chinese, and
Korean. Still, sequencing patterns diverge in cul-
turally meaningful ways: English dialogues most
often follow Explanation — Apology — Compen-
sation, Chinese dialogues Apology — Explanation
— Compensation, and Korean dialogues Empa-
thy — Apology — Explanation. These results, in-
formed by established taxonomies in apology and

politeness research (Radu et al., 2019; Zhang and
Wang, 2024), validate the framework’s ability to
capture nuanced cross-linguistic variation. Notably,
over 85% of V2R dialogues employed multi-step
recovery, confirming that socially coherent repair
rarely occurs through a single act. By integrating
exemplar-guided refinement, our approach models
these layered dynamics, bridging computational
dialogue generation with sociolinguistic insights.
These findings highlight the dual value of the V2R
paradigm: providing a scalable schema for real-
istic dialogue repair and serving as a diagnostic
lens for cultural variation. This adaptability also
points to promising directions for extending Nor-
mGenesis to typologically diverse languages (e.g.,
Arabic, Swabhili, Hindi), where divergent pragmatic
systems pose additional challenges.

7 Conclusion

We present NormGenesis, a multicultural frame-
work for generating and refining socially grounded
dialogues in English, Chinese, and Korean. To
address cultural and pragmatic limitations of exist-
ing dialogue systems, particularly in low-resource
settings, we introduce an exemplar-based itera-
tive refinement applied at the scenario-situation
level. This upstream refinement design enables
early alignment with linguistic, emotional, and so-
ciocultural expectations, reducing generation er-
rors before full dialogue synthesis. We further pro-
pose a novel dialogue type, Violation-to-Resolution
(V2R), which models the recovery process follow-
ing norm violations through repair strategies. V2R
facilitates more realistic and context-sensitive mod-
eling of social interaction dynamics. Our experi-
mental results show that V2R not only improves
pragmatic competence in ethically sensitive sce-
narios but also enhances generalization across lan-
guages and domains. Through comprehensive hu-
man and LL.M-based evaluations, we demonstrate
that NormGenesis consistently outperforms exist-
ing datasets such as NORMDIAL and SODA across
multiple dimensions, including norm alignment,
emotional coherence, and repair quality. By inte-
grating linguistically and culturally diverse norms,
fine-grained turn-level annotations, and structured
refinement, NormGenesis provides a scalable and
robust foundation for norm-aware dialogue model-
ing in multilingual and multicultural contexts.
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Limitations

While NormGenesis achieves strong performance
across linguistic, emotional, and social dimensions,
we acknowledge several limitations that open key
directions for future work.

Language Coverage. Our framework currently
supports only English, Chinese, and Korean. While
these languages span a spectrum of resource avail-
ability and cultural characteristics, the framework
does not address the full diversity of global lan-
guages and interactional norms. Expanding Nor-
mGenesis to additional languages—particularly
those with limited computational resources or
distinct social conventions (e.g., Arabic, Hindi,
Swahili)—remains a key avenue for future work.

To test generalizability beyond East Asian ty-
pologies, we conducted pilot refinement in Malay
and Urdu, two pragmatically distinct languages.
The results closely aligned with those from our
main experiments, demonstrating the framework’s
capacity to generalize to typologically and cultur-
ally diverse settings. Detailed results are presented
in Appendix F.2. Building on this, we plan to
extend NormGenesis to further low-resource lan-
guages, including Arabic and Swahili.

Exemplar Scalability. The iterative refinement
process relies on a small number of manually re-
vised exemplars. Although this approach is more
scalable than full human annotation, scaling to a
large number of new norms or domains could still
be resource-intensive. To mitigate this, future work
will explore active learning for efficient exemplar
selection, a structured norm-centric repository for
retrieval-based reuse, and clustering of culturally
aligned regions (e.g., via World Values Survey) to
enable exemplar transfer. These strategies aim to
improve coverage and ensure scalable, high-quality
refinement.

Evaluation and Subjectivity. Evaluating social
norm adherence and conversational appropriate-
ness inevitably involves subjectivity and cultural
bias, especially across diverse sociolinguistic con-
texts. To mitigate this, we adopted three safeguards:
(1) detailed rubrics assessing norm alignment, flu-
ency, and emotional appropriateness (Appendix E);
(2) native speaker annotators with cultural exper-
tise; and (3) cross-review by multiple experts to
offset exemplar-induced bias. While these mea-
sures and high inter-annotator agreement enhance

reliability, further reducing cultural subjectivity re-
mains an open challenge. Future research could
explore culturally calibrated evaluation protocols
or leverage LLM-based evaluators fine-tuned on
localized criteria.

Norm Evolution. Social norms are dynamic and
shift across time, communities, and platforms. Our
taxonomy provides a structured but time-bounded
snapshot. Systematically tracking and modeling
the evolution of norms over time and across so-
cial contexts will be important for adaptive and
future-proof dialogue systems. Future work should
systematically track norm shifts using longitudinal
corpora or real-time social data, enabling adaptive
norm modeling for evolving conversational envi-
ronments.

Ethical Considerations

NormGenesis aims to advance the development of
culturally adaptive and socially competent dialogue
agents by modeling nuanced social norms across
English, Chinese, and Korean. However, several
ethical considerations warrant discussion.

Intended Use and Misuse. Our dataset is de-
signed for training dialogue systems to generate
socially appropriate, norm-aware responses. As
with any dataset containing norm violations and
repair strategies, there is a risk that malicious users
could exploit the resource to train agents that gen-
erate inappropriate or harmful utterances. We urge
the community to use the dataset solely for proso-
cial, culturally sensitive, and norm-aligned conver-
sational Al research.

Cultural Scope and Generalizability. Norm-
Genesis reflects culturally salient behaviors as of
the time of data collection. Despite extensive
native speaker review and expert refinement, so-
cial norms are inherently dynamic and context-
dependent. Caution is advised when applying the
resource to new languages, regions, or changing so-
cietal contexts, as some outputs may not generalize
beyond the represented cultures.

Annotation Subjectivity and Bias. All sub-
norms and dialogues are reviewed or annotated
by cultural experts and native speakers, but the
interpretation of social appropriateness and emo-
tional tone involves subjective judgment. While
inter-annotator agreement is high, some bias may
persist, especially for edge cases or rapidly chang-
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ing norms. Broadening annotator diversity and
incorporating community feedback may mitigate
these effects.

Dataset Balance and Representation. NormGe-
nesis includes a diverse range of norm-adhering,
violating, and Violation-to-Resolution (V2R) di-
alogues. However, its scenario coverage is not
exhaustive and may reflect existing cultural, de-
mographic, or linguistic biases. Supplementing
NormGenesis with additional resources is encour-
aged to ensure robust and contextually sensitive
conversational agents.

Potential for Negative Outcomes. While the
V2R paradigm models constructive responses to
norm violations, dialogue agents trained on these
data should not be used for critical decision-making
or sensitive applications (e.g., counseling, legal ad-
vice) without careful human oversight. The frame-
work is intended to support research and develop-
ment in social dialogue modeling, not to replace
professional judgment. All code, data, and anno-
tation guidelines will be released publicly upon
acceptance, promoting transparency, reproducibil-
ity, and responsible community use.
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A Dataset Overview

A.1 Dataset Composition Summary

Our dataset includes multicultural social norm dia-
logues across 12 categories: Apology, Compliment,
Condolence, Criticism, Empathy, Greeting, Leave-
taking, Persuasion, Request, Respect, Responding
to Compliments, Thanks. For each category, we
define 10 subnorms per language (English, Korean,
Chinese), resulting in 120 subnorms per language.

* Total Subnorms: 360 (120 per language)

¢ Total Scenario—Situation Pairs: 10,800 (3
types x 3 languages x 1,200 each)

* Total Dialogues: 10,800 (1 per instance)

* Total Average Turn: 11.91 Turn.

Adherence
Lang ‘ Cat ‘ Sub ‘ Scen ‘ Situ ‘ Dial ‘ AvgT

EN 12 | 120 | 1200 | 1200 | 1200 | 10.56
KR 12 | 120 | 1200 | 1200 | 1200 | 10.21
ZH 12 | 120 | 1200 | 1200 | 1200 | 10.74

Table 11: Dataset statistics for Adherence

Violation-to-Resolution (V2R)
Lang | Cat | Sub | Scen | Situ | Dial | AvgT

EN 12 | 120 | 1200 | 1200 | 1200 | 16.06
KR 12 | 120 | 1200 | 1200 | 1200 | 12.56
ZH 12 | 120 | 1200 | 1200 | 1200 | 13.49

Table 12: Dataset statistics for violation-to-resolution
(V2R)

A.2 Norm-Type Statistics

To provide an overview of the social norm taxon-
omy introduced in this study, Table 11, 12, and 13
present detailed summary statistics for the Adher-
ence, Violation-to-Resolution (V2R), and Viola-
tion categories, respectively. For brevity, column
headers are abbreviated as follows: Lang = Target
Language, Cat = Norm Category, Sub = Subnorm,
Scen = Scenario, Situ = Situation, Dial = Dialogue,
AvgT = Average Turn Count per dialogue. These
tables summarize the scale and structure of our
dataset across all categories and languages.

A.3 Subnorm Coverage and Cultural
Examples

Each of the 12 norm categories comprises 10 cultur-
ally grounded subnorms per language, resulting in
a total of 360 subnorm definitions with aligned ex-
amples across English, Korean, and Chinese. These
examples serve as reference points for scenario gen-
eration and support culturally appropriate dialogue
construction in each language. Full examples are
provided in Appendix C.

A.4 Instance Structure

Each dialogue instance in the dataset is composed
of the following stages:

* Norm Category & Subnorm: A high-
level social norm category and its culturally
grounded subnorm definition.

* Scenario: A brief 1-2 sentence description
outlining the situational context in which the
norm is relevant.
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Violation
Lang ‘ Cat ‘ Sub ‘ Scen ‘ Situ ‘ Dial ‘ AvgT

EN 12 | 120 | 1200 | 1200 | 1200 | 11.59
KR 12 | 120 | 1200 | 1200 | 1200 | 11.17
ZH 12 | 120 | 1200 | 1200 | 1200 | 10.82

Table 13: Dataset statistics for violation

* Situation: A 3-5 sentence elaboration of the
scenario that specifies tone, interpersonal rela-
tionship, and emotional cues to guide dialogue
generation.

* Dialogue: A multi-turn conversation consist-
ing of 5 to 15 turns that reflects the defined
norm and situational context.

* Annotations: Turn-level labels for social
norm adherence (e.g., Adherence, Violated,
V2R) and speaker reactions (e.g., Apology,
Empathy, Agreement), enabling fine-grained
evaluation of social behavior and pragmatic
intent.

This structured format enables controlled gen-
eration and fine-grained annotation of socially
grounded dialogues across multiple languages.

A.5 Language Balance and Complexity
Metric

To ensure cultural and linguistic balance, each lan-
guage is equally represented across all norm types.
While average token length is commonly used to
measure dialogue complexity, we omit it here due
to tokenizer variations across models. Instead, we
report average dialogue turns as a consistent and
model-independent proxy for complexity.

B Annotation Schema

This appendix describes the schema used for turn-
level annotation of generated dialogues. Each utter-
ance is annotated with a communicative function
label drawn from a predefined set of categories, fa-
cilitating fine-grained analysis of pragmatic intent
and interactional structure across cultural contexts.

B.1 Label Set Definition

We employ a set of 11 functional dialogue act labels
to annotate each turn, as summarized in Table 14.
These labels capture core social and communica-
tive functions, including acknowledgment, apology,
suggestion, justification, and other norm-relevant
speaker intentions.

B.2 Annotation Usage

Each generated dialogue is annotated at the turn
level. Given a dialogue D = wuyq, ..., u, consist-
ing of n utterances, we assign a label y; € Y to
each turn u; using an automatic annotation func-
tion fannotate- This annotation framework supports
comparative analysis of pragmatic behavior across
the following dimensions:

* Norm Type: Adherence, Violation, Violation-
to-Resolution (V2R)

e Cultural Context: English (EN), Korean
(KR), Chinese (ZH)

* Speaker Role: e.g., subordinate vs. authority
figure

This enables a structured investigation of how
social norms and communicative functions vary
across languages and roles.

B.3 Annotation Example

Appendix C.7 details the prompt formulations used
to perform turn-level annotation. For illustration,
Figure 7 presents a turn-level annotation example
for the “Adherence” category in English.

C Generation & Refinement Prompt
Templates

This appendix presents the full set of prompt tem-
plates used throughout the multilingual dialogue
generation and refinement pipeline. We first out-
line the overall algorithmic workflow, which de-
fines the step-by-step procedures for constructing
culturally grounded dialogues. We then provide
task-specific prompt templates corresponding to
each stage of the pipeline, designed to ensure con-
sistency, linguistic fluency, and norm alignment
across languages.

C.1 Algorithm of Our Framework

Algorithm 1 outlines the complete pipeline used
to construct our multilingual, norm-grounded dia-
logue dataset. The framework consists of four main
stages:

Step 1: Social Norm Construction. For each
language [ and social norm category ¢, we generate
a set of subnorms N . that encode fine-grained,
culturally grounded expectations. These subnorms
serve as foundational inputs for subsequent stages
of scenario and dialogue generation.
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Label | Description

ACK (Acknowledgment) Explicit acknowledgment that the speaker has heard or understood the interlocu-
tor’s statement.

AGR (Agreement) Expressing agreement or alignment with the other person’s opinion or position.

DIS (Disagreement / Refusal) Expressing disagreement or rejecting a suggestion.

APO (Apology) Expressing regret or remorse for one’s mistake or inconvenience caused.

THX (Gratitude) Expressing appreciation for help, kindness, or praise.

EMP (Empathy / Support) Emotionally validating or supporting the interlocutor’s feelings or situation.

JUS (Justification)

Offering an explanation or excuse to justify one’s actions or mistakes.

SUG (Suggestion / Advice)

Proposing a solution or sharing an opinion to help resolve an issue.

QUE (Question / Clarification Request)

Asking a question to seek further explanation or information.

CRT (Criticism)

Pointing out problems or expressing negative evaluations of the other person’s
actions or statements.

N/A (Not Applicable)

Used when the utterance does not clearly fall into any of the defined categories
above. Typically applies to greetings, topic transitions, structural openers, or filler

phrases.

Table 14: Turn-level annotation labels and descriptions

Step 2: Scenario-Situation Generation. For
each subnorm n and dialogue type t (e.g., Ad-
herence, Violation, Violation-to-Resolution), we
construct a scenario Sy ,, + that outlines the relevant
social context. This is followed by a situation 17 ;, ¢,
which elaborates on tone, relationship, and emo-
tional dynamics to constrain downstream dialogue
construction.

Step 3: Exemplar-Based Iterative Refinement.
To ensure cultural and pragmatic fidelity, an expert
manually refines a single exemplar (.S ..+, 7} .t)
per subnorm. This exemplar guides LL.M-based
refinement of structurally or semantically similar
pairs. The refinement process is repeated until the
quality score (; 5, ; exceeds a predefined threshold,
ensuring consistency across instances.

Step 4: Dialogue Generation and Annotation.
Each refined scenario—situation pair (.S} .+, T} . ¢)
is used to generate a multi-turn dialogue Dy, ;,
conditioned on the norm category, subnorm, sce-
nario, and situation. All dialogue turns are anno-
tated with norm and reaction labels, resulting in
a fully labeled dataset D suitable for training and
evaluation.

Summary. This structured pipeline enables the
generation of culturally faithful, pragmatically co-
herent, and richly annotated dialogues. It supports
multilingual benchmarking and serves as a scalable
foundation for norm-aware dialogue modeling.

C.2  Subnorm Generation Prompt

To generate culturally grounded subnorms for the
12 norm categories defined in Section 3.1, we con-
struct 10 subnorms per category for each target
language, yielding 360 subnorms in total. For Ko-
rean, where prior work on normative dialogue mod-
eling is limited, we leverage sociocultural value
indicators from the World Values Survey (WVS
Wave 7, South Korea) as illustrated in Table 15.
For English and Chinese, we adopt the subnorm
definitions from (Li et al., 2023) as semantic an-
chors. To ensure cross-cultural consistency, we
design prompts that adapt these definitions to align
with the Korean-derived subnorms. Table 16 il-
lustrates representative prompt templates used for
this alignment procedure. As a result, we design a
total of 360 subnorms across the 12 categories and
three languages, with illustrative examples shown
in Figure 3. This protocol ensures cross-linguistic
consistency while preserving cultural specificity
and serves as the foundation for downstream sce-
nario construction and dialogue generation.

C.3 Scenario Generation Prompt

To generate culturally grounded data, we first con-
struct concise yet diverse scenarios aligned with a
given subnorm within each social norm category.
For each target language (English, Korean, Chi-
nese), we prompt the model to produce 10 dis-
tinct and contextually appropriate scenarios per
subnorm. The prompts are designed to ensure that
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Section Content

Target Language | < Korean >

Parameter

< WVS Responses >

Instruction

expression.

universal norms.

place, with elders).

You are a culturally aware assistant with deep knowledge of Korean social norms
and communication practices. Given a specific social norm category (e.g., Apol-
ogy, Empathy), your task is to generate 10 Korean-specific conversational sub-
norms that reflect the core values and expectations found in Korean society. These
values are derived from nationally representative survey data, including interper-
sonal relationships, formality, group harmony, respect for authority, and emotional

Please follow these instructions when generating the subnorms:
1. Ensure that each subnorm reflects Korean cultural values and not generic or

2. Specify the context in which the norm should be applied (e.g., school, work-
3. Include verbal evidence (i.e., example phrases in Korean) that would signal

adherence to the subnorm in dialogue.
4. The subnorms should be actionable and observable in conversation.

Subnorm 1
Subnorm 2

Format

Subnorm 10

Table 15: Prompt for korean subnorm generation.

the resulting scenarios are socially plausible and
culturally relevant. As shown in Table 17, these
prompts provide structured guidance for consistent
and culturally sensitive scenario generation.

C.4 Situation Elaboration Prompt

Building on each generated scenario, this prompt
instructs the model to produce a realistic and emo-
tionally coherent situation in 3—-5 sentences. The
generated text is expected to reflect culturally ap-
propriate tone, interpersonal dynamics, and nar-
rative plausibility. These situational descriptions
serve as the contextual foundation for downstream
dialogue generation. A representative example is
provided in Table 18.

C.5 Exemplar-Based Refinement Prompt

To improve linguistic quality and pragmatic fidelity,
particularly in low-resource languages, we employ
a one-shot refinement strategy. The model is given
an expert-curated Scenario—Situation pair as an ex-
emplar and instructed to revise a batch of initial
outputs to match the demonstrated level of cultural
appropriateness, contextual richness, and fluency.

Table 19 illustrates the structure and usage of the
refinement prompt.

C.6 Multi-Turn Dialogue Generation Prompt

Given a refined scenario and situation, this prompt
guides the generation of a natural, coherent multi-
turn dialogue that adheres to the specified social
norm. Each dialogue comprises 5 to 15 turns and
is expected to reflect appropriate cultural tone, re-
lational dynamics, and norm-conforming behavior
in a realistic conversational format. An illustrative
example is provided in Table 20.

C.7 Turn-Level Annotation Prompt

To assess norm adherence and communicative func-
tion at the utterance level, this prompt guides the
annotation of each dialogue turn with: (1) a norm
label (Adherence, Violation, Not Relevant), (2)
a communicative function tag (e.g., APO, ACK,
THX), and (3) a brief justification.

This structured annotation facilitates consistent,
turn-level analysis of social behaviors and prag-
matic functions across cultures. An example is
shown in Table 21.
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Section Content

Target Language | < Chinese | English >

Parameter ‘ < Korean subnorm | Normdial subnorm >

Instruction

place, with elders).

You are a culturally adaptive assistant with knowledge of conversational norms
across multiple languages. Provided with a Korean subnorm reflecting a specific
cultural value (e.g., how to apologize, express empathy, or show respect), your
task is to generate a corresponding conversational subnorm in (Chinese | English)
that matches the Korean subnorm in meaning and function.

Use the following instructions:

1. Ensure the subnorm reflects the target language’s cultural norms (i.e., Chinese
or English), not just a literal translation of the Korean input.

2. Specify the context in which the norm should be applied (e.g., school, work-

3. Include verbal evidence (i.e., example phrases in Chinese or English) that
would signal adherence to the subnorm in dialogue.
4. The subnorms should be actionable and observable in conversation.

Subnorm 1
Subnorm 2

Format

Subnorm 10

Table 16: Prompt for chinese and english subnorm generation.

D Generation & Refinement Examples

This appendix presents full examples of gener-
ated and refined outputs for each social norm
type—Adherence, Violation, and Violation-to-
Resolution (V2R)—across English (EN), Korean
(KR), and Chinese (ZH). For each case, we provide
the subnorm definition, the Scenario—Situation pair
before and after refinement, the corresponding dia-
logue, and representative turn-level annotations.

To facilitate narrative understanding and cross-
cultural comparison, we include aligned figure ref-
erences for each norm type and language. These
visualizations illustrate the transformation process
and demonstrate how refinement enhances linguis-
tic fluency, pragmatic appropriateness, and socio-
cultural alignment. All examples are drawn from
the Apology category.

D.1 Adherence Examples

This section presents example dialogues that ad-
here to social norms from the initial generation
stage, across English, Korean, and Chinese. Al-
though these dialogues already demonstrate norm-
conforming behavior, we apply exemplar-based
refinement to enhance fluency, tonal consistency,
and cultural appropriateness. In high-resource lan-

guages like English, model outputs tend to exhibit
strong cohesion and emotional clarity even before
refinement (Figure 4. The initial dialogue demon-
strates contextual awareness and sincerity with min-
imal pragmatic inconsistencies. In contrast, the
Korean and Chinese examples reveal more pro-
nounced cultural deviations. For instance, Korean
outputs often lack the deference and softened phras-
ing expected in hierarchical contexts (Figure 5,
while Chinese dialogues may omit expressions of
empathy or communal responsibility crucial in pro-
fessional settings (Figure 6. Post-refinement, all
examples show marked improvements in pragmatic
subtlety, such as calibrated tone, culturally appro-
priate honorifics, and clearer interpersonal align-
ment, yielding more realistic and socially congru-
ent conversations. Turn-level annotation is subse-
quently applied to each dialogue, capturing both
norm adherence and speaker intent at the utterance
level. An annotated example illustrating this pro-
cess is shown in Figure 7.

D.2 Violation-to-Resolution(V2R) Examples

This section presents dialogues that initially vi-
olate social norms but subsequently demonstrate
conversational repair through culturally appropri-
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Section

Content

Target Language | < Korean | English | Chinese >
Category ‘ < Apology >
Instruction Based on the above Subnorm for the given Category, generate 10 distinct and

concise scenarios that could naturally occur in a similar social context within
Country culture. Please ensure realism and cultural grounding. Use names and
honorifics commonly used in the specified country.

Input Format

Category, Subnorm, Instruction, Type

Output Format Scenario 1
Scenario 2
gcenario 10
Table 17: Prompt for scenario generation.
Section ‘ Content

Target Language | < Korean | English | Chinese >

Category < Apology >

Instruction

not explanation.

Generate a culturally plausible Situation in 3-5 sentences. 1. Use realistic names
and honorifics. 2. Ensure emotional coherence. 3. Depict through action/dialogue,

Input Format

Category, Subnorm, Scenario, Instruction

Situation 1
Situation 2

Output Format

Situation 10

Table 18: Prompt for situation elaboration.

ate resolution strategies. These examples reflect
how speakers can realign interactions with social
expectations by acknowledging fault, expressing
remorse, and adopting conciliatory tones—core
mechanisms of the Violation-to-Resolution (V2R)
paradigm. Across English, Korean, and Chinese,
pre-refinement dialogues exhibit typical pragmatic
violations: abrupt interruptions, deflection of re-
sponsibility, or insufficient emotional engagement.
For instance, English outputs show initial breaches
in conversational protocol (e.g., interrupting a pro-
fessor, as illustrated in Figure 8), while Korean
and Chinese versions reveal culturally incongru-
ent justification strategies or failures to express
appropriate deference (Figure 9, 10). Through
exemplar-guided refinement, these dialogues are
revised to incorporate explicit acknowledgments
of fault, context-sensitive apologies, and relational

mitigation techniques. The resulting interactions
better conform to cultural norms governing hier-
archy, face management, and affective alignment.
Turn-level annotation is applied to each refined di-
alogue to encode both norm adherence and speaker
intent systematically. A representative annotation
example illustrating this process is provided in Fig-
ure 11.

D.3 Violation Examples

This section presents dialogues intentionally con-
structed to illustrate clear violations of social norms
without subsequent repair. These examples are de-
signed to expose pragmatic failures, such as disre-
gard for authority, lack of emotional engagement,
or avoidance of responsibility, and to demonstrate
their effects on interpersonal dynamics.

The selected instances span English, Korean, and
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Section

Content

Instruction

Given a naive Scenario—Situation pair and an expert-refined version, rewrite all
other naive inputs to match the expert style. Do not shorten content. Ensure
cultural richness and tone. Cover a wide range of settings and relationships. Avoid
repetition.

Input Format

Category, Subnorm, 9 Naive Scenarios, 9 Naive Situations, Exemplar

Rewritten Scenario 1
Rewritten Situation 1

Output Format

Rewritten Scenario 9
Rewritten Situation 9

Table 19: Prompt for exemplar-based scenario—situation refinement.

Section Content

Input stages

Category, Subnorm, Scenario, Situation

Instruction

Generate a natural and realistic dialogue between two speakers reflecting the Sce-
nario and Situation above. Write in English. Format each turn with speaker names.
Dialogue should be 515 turns long.

Output Format | Name: line of dialogue
Name: line of dialogue

... [END]

Table 20: Prompt for multi-turn dialogue generation.

Chinese, each reflecting culture-specific patterns
of norm deviation. In English, violations appear as
dismissive behavior toward institutional figures (for
example, laughing off a misstep with a principal,
as illustrated in Figure 12). In Korean, pragmatic
breakdowns occur in professional settings where
the speaker avoids apologizing by offering repeated
justifications, diverging from culturally expected
norms of deference (Figure 13). Chinese examples
show minimal accountability and disengaged be-
havior, violating expectations of relational harmony
and respect in hierarchical contexts (Figure 14).

These dialogues are preserved in their original
form to maintain the narrative dissonance they in-
troduce. To support structured analysis, each turn
is annotated with norm adherence and communica-
tive function labels. A representative annotation
example is shown in Figure 15.

E Evaluation Setup

Human Evaluation and Annotator Agreement
As described in Section 4 and Section 5, we con-
duct four distinct evaluation tasks to assess the

quality, coherence, and norm alignment of gener-
ated outputs. Each task is guided by a dedicated
prompt tailored to its respective objective. The
complete prompt formulations used for generation
and evaluation are provided in the appendix.

To assess model performance in low-resource
cultural settings, we recruited six graduate students
as human annotators, all of whom were indepen-
dent from the research team. Among them, four
were native Korean speakers and two were native
Chinese speakers, each with over ten years of im-
mersion in their respective cultural environments.
Annotators rated model outputs using Likert-scale
judgments across multiple evaluation dimensions,
including fluency, relevance, and social norm ad-
herence. All annotators were compensated fairly in
accordance with ethical research guidelines.

Inter-annotator agreement was calculated using
Krippendorff’s Alpha («) within each language
group. Korean annotators (n = 4) demonstrated
strong agreement (o« = 0.81), and Chinese an-
notators (n = 2) achieved substantial reliability
(e = 0.72), indicating internal consistency and
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Section ‘ Content

Instruction For each dialogue turn, label: (1) Norm-level adherence (Adherence / Violation
/ Not Relevant), (2) Speaker’s reaction label (e.g., APO, ACK, AGR), and (3)
Explanation for label.

Label Format ‘ Role | Norm Label | Reaction Label | Explanation

Reaction Labels

APO: Apology, ACK: Acknowledgment, AGR: Agreement, DIS: Disagreement,
THX: Thanks, EMP: Empathy, JUS: Justification, SUG: Suggestion, QUE: Ques-
tion, CRT: Criticism, N/A: Not applicable

Table 21: Prompt for turn-level annotation.

cultural coherence in the evaluation process.

IRB Information This study involved human
participants for data refinement and evaluation
tasks conducted in South Korea. All data used were
synthetic, generated by large language models, and
did not include any personally identifiable informa-
tion. Human experts manually refined the corpus,
and recruited annotators performed human evalua-
tion under informed instructions. No crowdworker
IDs or personal data were collected or stored, and
all annotations were submitted anonymously. Par-
ticipants were provided with fair compensation
according to the guidelines specified in the task
description. Based on national research ethics stan-
dards and in alignment with U.S. federal regulation
45 CFR 46, this study qualifies as exempt from
formal IRB review.

E.1 Dialogue Dataset & Language Models
Descriptions

We use multiple publicly available datasets, each
under specific licenses. DailyDialog is licensed
under CC BY-NC-SA 4.0 (Li et al., 2017). LCCC
is released under the MIT License (Wang et al.,
2022). PROSOCIALDIALOG and SODA are both
licensed under CC-BY-4.0 (Kim et al., 2022, 2023).
NORMDIAL (Li et al., 2023) is publicly released
on GitHub, but no formal license is specified at the
time of writing. All datasets are used in compliance
with their respective licenses for research purposes.

We utilize several open-source language models
under their respective licenses. LLaMA-3 models
are released under the Llama 3 Community License
Agreement (Dubey et al., 2024). Qwen-2.5 models
are distributed under the Apache License 2.0 (Team,
2024). All models are used in accordance with their
licensing terms for research purposes.

In data generation, we used a temperature of 0.7,

while in evaluation, we used zero temperature.

E.2 Refinement Quality (RQ)

To evaluate the effectiveness of exemplar-based
iterative refinement, we define three targeted evalu-
ation dimensions: (1) Norm Alignment, assessing
the degree to which the refined text conforms to
the intended social norm; (2) Language Quality,
measuring improvements in grammaticality, flu-
ency, and stylistic appropriateness; and (3) Seman-
tic Fidelity, evaluating whether the core meaning
and intent of the original input are preserved post-
refinement. These criteria are applied consistently
across human and LLM-based evaluations. Prompt
templates for each dimension are detailed below.

E.2.1 Norm Alignment Prompt.

Norm Alignment Prompt

Evaluation Instruction:

You are a domain expert who evaluates
ONLY Norm Alignment—how well each text
aligns with the given Social Norm. Ignore
grammar or style.

Inputs:

Social Norm: {social_norm}

Initial Text: {initial}

Refined Text: {refined}

Scoring: Give each text an integer score
1-5 (1 = completely unrelated, 5 =
perfectly aligned).

E.2.2 Language Quality Prompt.

Language Quality Prompt

Evaluation Instruction:

You are a professional copy-editor
judging ONLY Language Quality—grammar,
fluency, and naturalness. Ignhore meaning
preservation.

Inputs:
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Category English Subnorm Example Korean Subnorms Example Chinese Subnorm Example
In American culture, apologies are not typically accompanied by SAARZHO| A *Ij}é = ¢ 10| btZ Atabshes 240 In Chinese culture, bowing is not a common component of everyday
Apolo physical gestures like bowing, even when addressing older or higher- Z82817 0{ATICh apologies, even when addressing someone older or of higher status.
pology status individuals. What matters more is the sincerity conveyed through| (When apologizing to a superior, it is considered important to apologize | ~Instead, sincerity is conveyed through respectful language, modest
eye contact, tone, and word choice. immediately without making excuses.) tone, and a deferential attitude.
ot -E—§}01IA‘1 = XY '-N"ﬂﬁ YEA7LSSRt| L3S
Ol (), DhSt A RHECHS QU vTA BEtO{ 29 ZHe .
sa W, E*—"' E#0| o Hgo}qj oA x\ E} ojarey In Chinese workplace culture, when a superior acknowledges the effort
Compliment In the workplace, direct pr'a\se for effort is aclceplable and often ( In Korean cutture, when a superior acknowledges the efforts of a | 1@ sub'ordlzate‘ modest express\lt.)ns such as ézkgti or _mgﬁT;ial
pe rom a supe oa " in the workplace, modest N such as 'You've are preferred, as excessive C(;rxﬁ‘::?;(s can make the recipient feel
worked hard' or ‘Thank you Voryour effort' are considered more :
appropriate than excessive praise.)
oF= 230l AT YEHS We nQlo| Y=S Yo FIHF
EMAYD XXspuE§°§=NLPNO 7125¢el ooz " o i
wi di f ! " i fful and A gIeATRA FcH 1 I 71X o2l o1 In Chinese culture, it is customary to offer condolences in a calm and
Condolence hen attending a funeral or memorial service, offering respectful an oo N v Tone whie wishes for the deceased's peace. 55
sincere condolences in a calm tone is considered basic etiquette. (In Korean culture, when visiting a funeral hall, it is considered basic SIRE" is often used N
etiquette to pray for the repose of the deceased and to offer words of = g
comfort to the bereaved family in a cautious and respectful manner.)
HF oM et S0 M5 XN M HFH dgect HE
. " " . B T et Yajo] M= ElCt . o .
- In the workplace, offering constructive criticism in a direct but tactful ' ° - In Chinese workplace culture, indirect language and soft suggestions
Criticism way i nerall tabl (In the workplace, when pointing out a mistake made by a junior re preferred to preserve f nd avoid confrontation.
ay Is generally acceptable. colleague or peer, a gentle and suggestive approach is preferred over are preferred to preserve face and avoid conirontation.
direct criticism.)
o2 230ME £ It BE A 22X sjZect MY . " " .
In American culture, emotional validation is often prioritized over = 22t 27 }ﬂ ] 7}% A:; o, S U 25 shEEch A When someone is going through a difficult time, it is generally more
Empathy immediately offering solutions wh_en someone is going through a hard (In Korean culture, when someone is going through a difficult time, appropriate in Chinese cultur_e to ackno\_ﬂ\edge (he\r emotions first
time. N N rather than rushing to provide solutions.
emotional support takes precedence over problem-solving.)
o= 20N E AT YAE XS S i DHE 0|0
When meeting a supervisor or someone in a higher position for the first “OHF LA LI7k"2 D QIARSH 240] Of O]t In Chinese workplace culture, it is customary to use a polite verbal
Greeting time, a firm handshake, eye contact, and a polite greeting are (In Korean culture, when meeting a workplace superior for the first time, greeting like “/Z%#" while maintaining respectful posture and eye

considered standard etiquette.

itis considered proper etiquette to bow slightly and greet them by
saying, “Annyeong hasimnikka” (a formal way of saying hello)

contact.

Leave-taking

At the end of a meeting or formal gathering, expressing appreciation
for others' time and contributions is common.

3 2B0INE AXQ o 3 41 oMEL Ll
2 S1Arsto 80K & 0] ojelct
(In Korean culture, it is considered polite to part ways after a formal
meeting by saying, “You've worked hard” (sugo manhasyeotsseumnida))

In Chinese culture, after a meehng or formal gathering, polite farewell
phrases such as “¥% 7" or “BiSi AR E A" are customary.

When persuading someone in a higher position, respectful directness

o5 2oloiME SRS S e UL 2 Aoke S B
L 70| 2L o|Ct.

In Chinese culture, indirect suggestions such as “Z & 2&ATUEE—

Persuasion is more common than indirect suggestions. (InKorean cuture, when trying to persuade a superior, it is common to TR are used to maintain politeness.
approach through cautious and respectful suggestions.)
o= 20 £ A0 HEE I rREER e SNte Y 2HY
. . . . Ho|n YE et BHS A3t A0l ofolct . .
Request When making a request to a superior, poite but irect PATasing s |11 o can culture, when making s request & superion itis considered| M Cinese culture, itis customary to use |nd\%ei( and respectful
g CTEERHT JRE—T ?
acceptable and even expected polite to use indirect and respectful expressions such as, “May | ask a phrasing such as R 75 ARG —T
favor?”)
o= 2ol A Y20l S S QURI MY Eo Ay 22
Re \ When offering opinions to someone in a higher position, respectful yet 2 of& 70| 7|=olc}. In Chinese culture, deferential phrases like “B— SRR FAM A"
espect confident language is generally expected. (In Korean culture, it is customary to begin speaking cautiously with are used to show humility and respect.
phrases such as, “I might be wrong, but...”)
= 2EME Yae €8 [ rotg, O3 B ot e MY AEstA
" . N #HSstE 40| ojgo|ct. . N .
Responding to In American culture, it is generally considered appropriate to accept (In Korean culture, when receiving a compliment, it is considered In Chinese culture, people respond to compliments with humility using
. ' . s 2 o AR R or CREL U
Compliments compliments graciously and confidently. virtuous to respond with humility, such as by saying, “Oh, please don’t phrases like “H2HE" or “TEY.
say that”)
oh= 2EolME ZA B Al T2 X[ 9|2t 7|0 S e AE
Thanks In American workplaces, expressing thanks to a superior typically O] &t WAooz o AZICt In Chinese culture, gratitude often includes both the he\p and the role:
“i

focuses on appreciation without explicitly referencing their rank.

(In Korean culture, when expressing gratitude, it is considered polite to
mention the other person’s status and contribution together.)

) KRR, BHRBATIOE.

Figure 3: Subnorm examples

Initial Text: {initial}

Refined Text: {refined}

Scoring: Give each text an integer
score 1-5 (1 = very poor language, 5 =
native-level fluent).

E.2.3 Semantic Fidelity Prompt.

Semantic Fidelity Prompt

Evaluation Instruction:

You are a bilingual reviewer judging
ONLY Semantic Fidelity—how faithfully the
Refined text keeps the original meaning
and intent of the Initial text. Ignore
style and social-norm fit.

Inputs:

Initial Text: {initial}

Refined Text: {refined}

Scoring: Give each text an integer score
1-5 (1 = meaning lost / contradictory, 5
= meaning identical).

E.3 Dialogue Quality (DQ)

To comprehensively evaluate dialogue quality, we
assess multi-turn conversations across six dimen-

sions that capture linguistic fluency, pragmatic co-
herence, and contextual relevance. The evalua-
tion criteria are as follows: (1) Consistency, which
measures logical coherence across dialogue turns;
(2) Naturalness, which assesses fluency and id-
iomaticity of language; (3) Relevance, which eval-
uates how well the dialogue reflects the given sce-
nario and situation; (4) Emotional Appropriateness,
which measures the suitability of tone and affec-
tive expression; (5) Social Norm Appropriateness,
which determines the degree of alignment with the
intended norm; and (6) Scenario Coherence, which
assesses semantic continuity between the scenario-
situation and the dialogue. Each dimension is eval-
uated using dedicated prompt templates applied to
both human annotators and LLM-based evaluators.
The full set of prompt formulations is provided in
Table 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, and 28.

E.4 Generalization Quality (GQ)

To assess model generalization beyond the train-
ing distribution, we evaluate whether models fine-
tuned on our dataset can produce socially appro-
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priate and contextually coherent responses in out-
of-domain scenarios. Specifically, we use dialogue
contexts sampled from two external benchmarks:
DailyDialog (for English) and LCCC (for Chinese).
Each model is prompted to generate five-turn con-
tinuations for these contexts. The generated outputs
are then evaluated through A/B preference tests
conducted by both human annotators and LLM-
based evaluators. Judgments are based on crite-
ria such as naturalness and alignment with social
norms. To ensure robustness and comparability,
the evaluation spans multiple language model ar-
chitectures. Prompt templates for continuation gen-
eration and preference elicitation are provided in
Table 29.

F Comparative Analysis of Generation in
Low-Resource Settings

F.1 Examples of Common Errors

To better understand the limitations of prompt-only
generation in low-resource languages, we present
qualitative examples of common errors observed
in dialogues from typologically diverse languages.
These examples underscore the challenges that
arise when language models are required to gener-
ate pragmatically appropriate outputs in sociocul-
turally complex settings without sufficient ground-
ing.

Figure 16 illustrates two prevalent generation
errors: (1) lexical redundancy, where intensifiers
or formulaic actions such as “lowered his head and
said” are repeated across multiple turns, and (2)
tone mismatches, where informal phrasing appears
in contexts that require formal or respectful speech
levels. Both issues indicate a lack of contextual
awareness regarding interpersonal roles and emo-
tional nuance, which are crucial in conversation
norms for languages with rich honorific systems.

Figure 17 presents analogous issues. We observe
(1) emotional redundancy, with exaggerated repeti-
tions of intensifiers (e.g., "really really very very")
that undermine sincerity; (2) honorific inconsis-
tency, where formal pronouns are combined with
casual address terms within the same sentence; and
(3) register mixing, where archaic written forms are
abruptly followed by colloquial speech. These in-
consistencies reflect the model’s difficulty in main-
taining coherent style and role-appropriate polite-
ness strategies.

Collectively, these examples provide qualita-
tive evidence for the sociolinguistic brittleness

of prompt-only methods in languages with mor-
phosyntactic complexity and hierarchical speech
conventions. They further motivate our refinement-
based framework, which explicitly encodes cultural
subnorms and stylistic expectations to produce flu-
ent, contextually aligned, and socially coherent
outputs in low-resource settings.

F.2 Additional Pilot Refinement Experiment

We recognize that languages with divergent prag-
matic and honorific systems (e.g., Arabic, Swabhili,
Hindi) pose additional challenges. In such cases,
our exemplar-based refinement component is cru-
cial for the early injection of sociocultural con-
straints, especially in the absence of large anno-
tated corpora. To test generalizability beyond East
Asian typologies, we conducted pilot refinement
in Malay and Urdu, two pragmatically distinct lan-
guages. Using the same evaluation setup as in
Table 4, we find the results align closely with those
from our main experiments, shown in Table 22.
These findings demonstrate the framework’s gener-
alizability to typologically and culturally distinct
languages and will be included in the camera-ready
version as initial evidence of broader applicabil-
ity. We plan to extend to additional low-resource
languages, including Arabic and Swahili.
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Input: Languages £, Norm Categories C, Dialogue Types 7
Output: Annotated Dialogues D
foreach language | in L do
foreach category cin C do
Generate subnorm set M,c;
end
end
oreach language l in L do
foreach category c in C do
foreach subnorm n in N . do
foreach dialogue type t in T do
Generate Scenario .S , ;;
Generate Situation 7} ,, ; based on S ;, +;

(=)

end
end
end

end
foreach language l in £ do
foreach category cin C do
foreach subnorm n in N . do
Expert manually refines exemplar pair £ ,;
repeat
Refine Scenario-Situation pairs (S, 1), « aligned to Ej ,;
Evaluate refinement quality Q) ,;
until Refinement Quality Q) ,, meets threshold,
end

end

end

foreach refined pair (S,T'); ,,; do

Generate Dialogue D ,, + using (c, n, S, T) as input;
Annotate each turn in D;,, ; with norm and reaction labels;
end

return All annotated dialogues D

Algorithm 1: Multicultural social norm dialogue Generation Pipeline

Language Condition RQ (GPT-40) Avg. RQ (Human Evaluation) Avg.

Mala Initial 3.623 2.666
y Refined 4.830 4.333
Urdu Initial 3217 3.166
Refined 4.777 4.222

Table 22: Refinement quality (RQ) evaluation in Malay and Urdu. Scores are based on a 5-point Likert scale,
averaged over all evaluation dimensions and aggregated across both LLM-based and human raters.
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Category Subnorm

Bowing to elders when apologizing is not considered necessary or meaningful. In
American culture, apologies are not typically accompanied by physical gestures like
bowing, even when addressing older or higher-status individuals. What matters more is
the sincerity conveyed through eye contact, tone, and word choice. For example, one
might say, “I'm really sorry, sir. | take full responsibility,” while maintaining a calm and
respectful demeanor.

Apology

Scenario(After Refinement)

In a high school classroom, Jake accidentally bumps into his history teacher,
Mrs. Thompson, and immediately says, “I’m so sorry, Mrs. Thompson. | didn’t mean to run into you,” while looking her in the eye.

Situation(After Refinement)

As Jake hurried down the crowded hallway, balancing a stack of books, he accidentally collided with Mrs. Thompson just as she stepped out of her classroom. The books tumbled
to the floor, and Jake’s cheeks flushed with embarrassment. Quickly regaining his composure, he looked Mrs. Thompson in the eye and said, “I’'m so sorry, Mrs. Thompson. | didn’t
mean to run into you.” Mrs. Thompson smiled kindly, brushing off her sleeve, and replied, “It’s alright, Jake. Just be a little more careful next time.” Jake nodded, grateful for her
understanding, and stooped to gather his books.

Dialogue (After Refinement)

Jake: Oh no—Mrs. Thompson, I’'m so sorry! | didn’t see you there.

Mrs. Thompson: That’s alright, Jake. Are you okay?

Jake: Yeah, I’'m fine. | really didn’t mean to bump into you. | should have been paying more attention.

Mrs. Thompson: Don’t worry about it. The hallways are crowded today. Just try to be a bit more careful next time.
Jake: | will. Thanks for understanding. Let me get these books picked up.

Mrs. Thompson: Thank you, Jake. Let me help you with those.

Jake: Thanks, Mrs. Thompson. | really appreciate it.

Mrs. Thompson: No problem at all. Have a good rest of your day, and watch out for hallway traffic!

Jake: | will! You too, Mrs. Thompson.

Figure 4: Adherence norm example (EN)

Consistency Prompt

Section Content

Evaluation Instruction | You are a professional dataset auditor for social-norm dialogues. You are
given a culture category. Your task is to evaluate only the Consistency of
the dialogue. Ignore grammar, fluency, or style. Focus only on whether the
dialogue is logically and contextually consistent throughout.

Parameter culture, norm, dialogue

Evaluation Question Assuming the dialogue adheres to the given social norm, are all utterances
logically and emotionally coherent with one another?

— Do characters maintain a consistent attitude, tone, and perspective through-
out?

— Are there any contradictions or abrupt shifts in reasoning, emotion, or
information?

— Does the dialogue flow smoothly without unexpected or unjustified changes?

Scoring Criteria 1 = Major inconsistencies or contradictions
3 = Somewhat inconsistent or awkward transitions
5 = Fully consistent and coherent throughout

Table 23: Evaluation prompt structure for Consistency.
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Category Subnorm
SALZHO| A Abatet = ' Y glo| HR2 Atatdt= 20| S of AZICEH
Apology (When apologizing to a superior, it is considered important to apologize directly

without making excuses.)

Scenario(Before Refinement)

Scenario(After Refinement)

o [ITE=X9

[BZ]
o

Qe 3]0 Sof| 2RE RO &S LHSHD & AR ME 4 mrofst
Of, AFZ Ol A Y 2lo| "X SetL|Ch a2t Atatetct.

(Minsu, after presenting incorrect information during a meeting and realizing
the mistake, apologized to the president without making excuses by saying,

“I’'m sorry.”)

AlA
=2T

ALRIQl Bl 2|0 B HRE YRS WHD 5, £ HZ QXIS AL EMH HY
210 "Z|&etL| Tt et FF 3| Abutsict.

(As an employee, Minsu recognized his error immediately after presenting the
wrong information in a meeting and offered a polite apology to the president

without excuses, saying, “I’'m sorry.”)

Situation(Before Refinement)

Situation(After Refinement)

& Alo] ERE =X
ZH2 1 820 o3 HE25kAt
0, "Z| SetLICHARE ], 2 e of
LChetn 07 S 0|0 AUCH AFSEH2 Al S5HCH) e,

S O FOUSi A Z2fME 0| M S TAsF "2t 0 FETA CHERC

(In the meeting room, while giving his presentation, Minsu realized that he had
presented incorrect numbers. After the presentation ended, the president
immediately asked about that part, and Minsu’s face turned red. Feeling a
slight tremor, he bowed his head and said, “I’m sorry, President. | gave the
wrong information during the presentation.” The president paused for a
moment before replying gently, “Alright, please be more careful in preparing|
your materials for the next presentation.”)

=

Ty E N o
rxro
mjo >
e 2=
02 ne
ek ¢

AN 3 N

3)o| 5 UEE NYSE DL £ ALU0| YRE FAIB MANCHE AUE WY
QUCh WEE OFE K= AEH0| 88| 1 2EE HOFAIRt plo] G20 BA 2
OFZ T FA| g gie It ek 52a|2 1hE H0[0] Tk “HSHLICH
AT X2E 526 AEGK Ropn HRE WS CHSLICH ATHS BE0
B8 Hi2tE AT} XS 42| 2 YBAMTE “BROIR. L} A4 4+ 9O
L, CH O BB3| =H|of FA|R7 8|04 2 ChA| 8k K¢ £917|2 S0i2t

1, 2= DWE 20| 0|0 ZAte] 22 HAUCH

(During his presentation, Minsu realized that he had presented an incorrect
figure. Immediately after finishing, the president quietly pointed out the
mistake, and Minsu’s face flushed red. Momentarily at a loss for words, he
bowed his head and spoke in a trembling voice, “I’m sorry, President. | failed to
review the data thoroughly and gave the wrong information.” The president
looked at him for a while before speaking in a calm tone, “It’s alright. Anyone
can make mistakes, but please prepare more carefully next time.” The meeting
room soon returned to a quiet, composed atmosphere, and Minsu lowered his
head deeply to express his gratitude.)

Dialogue (After Refinement)

EF oM iy
a0 Liob

mxrexmre

8-

Poipoiy

(Minsu: I’'m sorry, President. | gave incorrect information during the
presentation.

President: That’s alright, Minsu. Thank you for admitting the mistake right away.
Minsu: I'll make sure to prepare the materials more thoroughly from now on.
President: Good. Next time, I’d appreciate it if you could be a bit more careful
in your presentation.

Minsu: Yes, | will. I’'m truly sorry.)

U A, GE ZSTLICH AtZ S M2 OISH] o 2R E YEE EREL
ct.

MEH: 5. HEore, Ui N EH|SICHE R O3 Ak Qlg 4= 2108,

2= ChAlE 0|3 20| YLE S O HE3| FH|SIASLICH

AEE: U, CHSollE H A8 WA ZRES| FH 2

Uz U, FOSHASLICH XS

MEHE: D2 o[ A RE Tt L= Kt2|0f| A M Q) QLA Abats =M A QS L Ch
Uz ZARILICH AV H. o2 = Wi WO T4 ¥ O 53| &olstaELct

2 HhEfL

gk

=

AMEE: 012, 0| 0| Bl WOIH = 2 A 7|7t &
U U, AZA SHAS LT CHAl o 713 FM A ZAL

Minsu: President, I’'m truly sorry. | didn’t check the data thoroughly and ended
up giving you the wrong information.

President: Hmm... it’s alright, Minsu. Mistakes like that can happen while
preparing.

Minsu: I’ll make sure to prepare more carefully so this never happens again.
President: Yes, please pay more attention in your next presentation.

Minsu: Yes, | will keep thatin mind. I’'m sorry.

President: Still, | appreciate that you took responsibility and apologized in front
of everyone.

Minsu: Thank you, President. From now on, I’ll review everything two or three
times more carefully before presenting.

President: Good. | hope this experience becomes a meaningful lesson for you
as well.

Minsu: Yes, it will. Thank you once again for giving me another chance.

Figure 5: Adherence

norm example (KR)
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Category

Subnorm

Apology

When apologizing to someone in a higher position, offering excuses beforehand is
typically seen as inappropriate in Chinese culture. A direct assumption of responsibility
is more acceptable and considered polite. For instance, saying “XRX2&KMZE , &%
BEMIE D" immediately shows sincerity and self-awareness without appearing
defensive or disrespectful.

Scenario(Before Refinement)

Scenario(After Refinement)

During the meeting, Li Ming said: “l was late, this is my fault, | don’t have excuse.”

During a team meeting, Li Ming apologized directly to £ by saying, “E4& 8 , XR
RBIRENIME , RBEEED

Situation(Before Refinement)

Situation(After Refinement)

Monday morning, Li Ming came late. He said, 'Manager Wang, this is my responsibility
for the late He didn’t bow. Manager Wang nodded. The meeting continued. People
thought it was weird.

On Monday morning, Li Ming entered the meeting room late. Without excuse, he gave a
slight ¥985 and said, 'EA , XIRFZHRMTE , ZEEAMED L= nodded.

The meeting continued smoothly. Colleagues noted his sincerity and professionalism.

Dialogue (Before Refinement)

Dialogue (After Refinement)

FH: T2, WAE, SRBRET, XREMFE, HHEM@MEA.
ERHE: 47, LTIE, WAL,

FH:HHELE, TRREER.

ERE: 17, TARHAH.

Li Ming: Manager Wang, I’m sorry. | was late today. This is my responsibility,
and | have no excuses.

Manager Wang: Alright, have a seat. Let’s continue the meeting.

Li Ming: Thank you, Manager Wang. I’ll be more careful next time.

Manager Wang: Fine, but don’t let it happen again.

0 (RAWET, WIS TR, WAE, BRBT. BREERHERY, ®ME
A, RHEEEAD.

EEME:4F, MERT. TAAG, HRLTR, BRIOVBHERW.

FH: R, FAM, MAFRRRMT, RAOREHK.

EGEORXR, AR . ARBEGIR, HEHES.

FIHA SREN, ROBEPHILERMUER.

0 WIS AR VIR, AR —ERIRHT, BERAERE.

EEE: 7, BBRIEEETTH.

Li Ming: (hurrying into the room, bowing slightly) Manager Wang, I’'m sorry I’'m
late. | didn’t manage my time properly. The responsibility is mine, and | have no
excuses.

Manager Wang: Alright, as long as you understand. Don’t let it happen again.
Take a seat, let’s continue the meeting.

Li Ming: Yes, Manager Wang. I’'m truly sorry for causing trouble for everyone.
Manager Wang: It’s fine, just pay attention in the future. We should all be
understanding and make progress together.

Colleague A: It’s okay, Li Ming. We’ve all had similar situations before.

Li Ming: Thank you for your understanding, everyone. From now on, I’ll plan
ahead to make sure I’'m never late again.

Manager Wang: Good, then let’s continue.

Figure 6: Adherence norm example (ZH)
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Turn-Level Annotated Dialogue — Adhered (EN)

Turn-Level Annotated Dialogue — Adhered (KR)

Turn-Level Annotated Dialogue — Adhered (ZH)

Jake: Oh no—Mrs. Thompson, I'm so sorry! | didn’t see you
there.

(Adhered | APO | Jake expresses a sincere apology for his
mistake, following the social norm.)

Mrs. Thompson: That's alright, Jake. Are you okay?
(Adhered | EMP | Mrs. Thompson shows emotional
concern for Jake’s well-being, expressing empathy.)

Jake: Yeah, I'm fine. | really didn’t mean to bump into you. |
should have been paying more attention.

(Adhered | JUS | Jake explains his intention and admits
his mistake, offering a justification.)

Mrs. Thompson: Don’t worry about it. The hallways are
crowded today. Just try to be a bit more careful next time.
(Adhered | SUG | Mrs. Thompson gives gentle advice
while normalizing the situation.)

Jake: | will. Thanks for understanding. Let me get these books 2H

picked up.
(Adhered | THX | Jake thanks Mrs. Thompson for her
understanding and takes action to correct the situation.)

Mrs. Thompson: Thank you, Jake. Let me help you with
those.

(Adhered | THX | Mrs. Th
offers support.)

expresses g

Jake: Thanks, Mrs. Thompson. | really appreciate it.
(Adhered | THX | Jake repeats his appreciation for the
help offered.)

Mrs. Thompson: No problem at all. Have a good rest of your
day, and watch out for hallway traffic!

(Adhered | SUG | Mrs. Th offers light-|
advice to conclude the interaction warmly.)

ted

Jake: | willl You too, Mrs. Thompson.
(Adhered | ACK | Jake acknowledges her message and
reciprocates the well wishes.)

al AR

g .

(Adhered |APO| 2147} XAl o] H40f Csy Arnrs}tq Mg
Yote Yo R, ABH FES 2 20 AS

Minsu: President, I'm truly sorry. | failed to check the data

thoroughly and gave you the wrong information.

(Adhered | APO | Minsu apologizes for his mistake and takes

responsibility, showing adherence to social norms.)

A S
slojg.
(Adhered | EMP | AFE0| 4=E o|slista
7lE BES A8

President: Hmm... it's alright, Minsu. Mistakes like that can
happen while preparing.

(Adhered | EMP | The president shows understanding and empathy,
using words that ease the emotional tension.)

P
=

fLICH A2 S HITh2 2Helstx| 28]

ol

L B0, Bl . FHISHCHER 12 U E 98 4

7Y
5G9

50| 278 8 &siAl

zs| =

Bl2: CHA S 0|21 Q0| YIS S O BEE| EB[SIAFLICH

(Adhered | SUG | RI=7t A2 2 714 WOk H|A|SHof X4 A2t
st

"
MudE
Minsu: I'll make sure to prepare more carefully so this never
happens again.

(Adhered | SUG | Minsu proposes his own improvement plan,
expressing responsibility.)

A ), CHE0l= O AZ WA Eas) FA Q.
(Adhered | SUG | AFZO0| ZQiat &2 8 S8 &= d
)

ol g

and g

EL
President: Yes, please be more attentive in your next presentation.
(Adhered | SUG | The president gives advice and a reminder about
what to be careful of in the future.)

U= b, FolSHASLICH I\

(Adhered | APO | 214=7} A} 30 CHA] BFH Apat
)

Minsu: Yes, I'll keep that in mind. I'm sorry.

(Adhered | APO | Minsu accepts the president’s advice and

apologizes once again.)

AP 2= O A 27 = Xt2|ofAf 2 AA Abatel
MM EpELCH
(Adhered | THX | APEO| Rls=0 MQUZ Q=B & 3oz H

7tsio] ZALE BEE)

President: Still, | appreciate that you took responsibility and
apologized here in front of everyone.

(Adhered | THX | The president positively evaluates Minsu'’s
responsible attitude and expresses appreciation.)

XbL|
Sa.

oto
4=

Usp: ZPARSELICH A
eIt L C
(Adhered | THX | 2I5=7} ZHAHE E8SID, T L WX| & 9fst
H =22 o3

Minsu: Thank you, President. From now on, I'll review everything
two or three times more carefully before presenting.

(Adhered | THX | Minsu expresses gratitude and mentions specific
efforts to prevent recurrence.)

BB SAEHH

AFEH: Eote. o
Lc.

(Adhered | EMP | AFEO| Z{2{et ¢
0rR2| & X 8.)

President: Good. | hope this experience becomes a valuable
lesson for you as well.

(Adhered | EMP | The president closes on a positive note with
encouragement and support.)

ZHO| 2l WO = T2 A 7|7t =| 2 vHet

of BlAIX|E Hate Sy

Qs dl, DA SE2ELICEH CHA| oF 81 73] M A ZEAtptL|Ch
(Adhered | THX | 2157} CHE 2t 8H| ZHAte] BH O 2 CH3HE OHR
2lg)

Minsu: Yes, | will. Thank you again for giving me another chance.

(Adhered | THX | Minsu ends the conversation with determination
and an expression of gratitude.)

= (RAQH, WS FTEE, WAE,
EREERHRY, FTEER, RHEEAMGEA.
(Adhered | APO | Li Ming delivers a sincere and formal
apology, takes full responsibility, and avoids making
excuses, aligning with Chinese workplace norms.)

Li Ming: (hurrying into the room, bowing slightly) Manager
Wang, I'm sorry I'm late. | didn’t manage my time properly. The
responsibility is mine, and | have no excuses.

BRET .

ELME: iF, MERT. TAAR, SELTE, RMNBLERW
(Adhered | EMP | Manager Wang accepts the apology in a
restrained and directive tone, maintaining authority while
acknowledging the apology.)

Manager Wang: Alright, as long as you understand. Don't let it
happen again. Sit down quickly, let’s continue the meeting.

=0 2, ERE, HARFRAT, AHRIEK.

(Adhered | APO | Li Ming further apologizes to the group,
reinforcing accountability and politeness.)

Li Ming: Yes, Manager Wang. I'm truly sorry for causing
trouble for everyone.

ERME RKR, ERHME. AREBRER, H#EHSD.
(Adhered | EMP | Manager Wang offers emotlonal support
and pr mutual cor with
collectivist values.)

Manager Wang: It’s fine, just be mindful from now on. Let’s all
be understanding and make progress together.

FRAZEFH, BMNbBELEMER.

(Adhered | EMP | The colleague expresses empathy and
normalizes the mistake, which is socially supportive
behavior.)

Colleague A: It's okay, Li Ming. We've all had similar
situations before.

=0 BHAARAVIER, NER—ERIRHT, HRAFRE
(Adhered | THX | Li Ming expresses gratitude and a
commitment to improvement, showing both humility and
responsibility.)

Li Ming: Thank you all for your understanding. From now on,
I'll plan ahead to make sure I'm never late again.

ELE: 5, BBABET T

(Not relevant | N/A | This utterance shifts the focus back
to the meeting agenda and is not directly related to the
evaluation of social norm adherence. It serves a purely
organizational function.)

Manager Wang: Good, then let's move on.

Figure 7: Turn-level annotated dialogue example — Adherence
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Category Subnorm

Bowing to elders when apologizing is not considered necessary or meaningful. In
American culture, apologies are not typically accompanied by physical gestures like
bowing, even when addressing older or higher-status individuals. What matters more is
Apology the sincerity conveyed through eye contact, tone, and word choice. For example, one
might say, “I'm really sorry, sir. | take full responsibility,” while maintaining a calm and
respectful demeanor.

Scenario(After Refinement)

In a college study group, Alex accidentally interrupts their professor, Dr. Patel, during a discussion, and their initial response comes off as dismissive rather than apologetic.

Situation(After Refinement)

During a lively seminar, Alex, eager to share a point, jumps in and cuts off Dr. Patel mid-sentence, saying, “Yeah, but | think it’s more about social factors,” without looking up from
their notes. The room falls quiet for a moment. Dr. Patel raises her eyebrows slightly, caught off guard. Realizing the interruption and how dismissive it sounded, Alex pauses, then
looks up to meet her eyes. “I’'m sorry, Dr. Patel—I didn’t mean to interrupt. Please go ahead,” they say sincerely. Dr. Patel’s expression softens, and she gives a small nod before
continuing. The tension in the room eases, and Alex listens more attentively, relieved to have handled the moment with maturity.

Dialogue (After Refinement)

Alex: (cutting in, eyes still on notebook) Yeah, but | just think social factors are actually more relevant—

Dr. Patel: (pauses, lifting an eyebrow, clearly caught off guard)

Alex: (keeps writing, unaware of the silence)

Dr. Patel: (calm but firm) Alex, hold on—I hadn’t finished my point.

Alex: (looks up, noticing the shift in tone) Oh—sorry, Dr. Patel. | didn’t mean to jump in like that.

Dr. Patel: (slightly frowning) | know you’re eager to contribute, and that’s great. But let’s make sure we’re giving everyone space to finish their thoughts.
Alex: (face flushing, now fully engaged) You’re right. | apologize—I got ahead of myself. Please, go ahead.

Dr. Patel: (nodding, tone softens) Thanks, Alex. | appreciate that. We’re all here to learn from each other, and that works best when we listen, too.
Alex: (genuinely) Absolutely. I’ll be more mindful going forward. Really sorry again.

Dr. Patel: (smiling) No worries. Let’s pick up where we left off...

Alex: (sits up straighter, fully focused)

Figure 8: Violation-to-resolution(V2R) norm example (EN)

Naturalness Prompt

Section Content

Evaluation Instruction | You are a professional dataset auditor for social-norm dialogues. Your task is
to evaluate only the Naturalness of the dialogue. Ignore whether the response
is factually correct or norm-appropriate. Focus on how naturally the dialogue
would sound to a native speaker.

Parameter dialogue

Evaluation Question Does the dialogue sound natural and fluent as if spoken by native speakers in
a real-world situation?

— Are the expressions, tone, and word choices contextually appropriate and
idiomatic?

— Do the conversational turns flow smoothly without sounding robotic or overly
scripted?

— Are there any awkward phrases or unnatural sentence structures?

Scoring Criteria 1 = Extremely unnatural or robotic
3 = Somewhat awkward or artificial
5 = Very natural, fluent, and human-like

Table 24: Evaluation prompt structure for Naturalness.
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Category Subnorm
Apology QAL A Atobet M= Y §l0] HEZ AtahShe 20| S8 o ATICE
Scenario(Before Refinement) Scenario(After Refinement)
Bl 2O AJZHo] R EN HE S DRUCE AR EO| "0 X7t E 0| 4%tH| Q772tn At D= 3|0l = Q54X 2 ZH2 ShE S T AL O X| X 0f K20 = |20 gt
SHAIRL, Bl= ZALZ| "OF, A A &2 7HE SZR|A p7HX| 0 Q. Y 38 A ot | o 'ﬂ.;;‘égg =2 0|'7_.”; E|E|O1 o) ol A Aﬁg{q..a %rcng_‘ﬂmsu Er :i._E-i Lt irxra
L/2lo{ I B g SECr A el g2l T 2083, sioldol e ZgshacE bl G HE ST S T L L e e A HR e
= FHS FaHARICHL YR 2SO DA TR Mo R YUCh ZSY e MEWIE*%I;HL"Efl_ STEETEEAET ereE
=, = HCF.

CHEIMR. M7t ER 2 A 2ot

(During the meeting, Minsu gave incorrect information. When the president said, “These
numbers look a bit unusual,” Minsu suddenly replied, “Ah, well... the data was sentin a
confusing way. It wasn’t supposed to be like that...” trailing off at the end. The president’s
face stiffened, and the meeting room fell into an awkward silence. Looking around
uneasily, Minsu then spoke up: “It’s entirely my fault. I’'m sorry, truly... | must have
misread it.”)

(Employee Minsu presented an important figure incorrectly during a meeting, and when
the president pointed it out, he initially tried to evade responsibility by saying, “The data |
received recently was organized in a confusing way.” However, sensing the president’s
stern expression and the heavy atmosphere in the meeting room, Minsu soon realized
that his response had been inappropriate and offered an apology.)

\

ore Refir )
Z2ME UL F Uss S 2R UUCHL YRIF LD A HO| Z85[, 2
M, &3 MAISHX| 7} 7| Z0| Y CHEC Q22t 0 SHALCE Q= A% g8t 2YOo
2,70k 3A 8, 3| 8 A2t & ST & AR, JILE o|4skel e O
& 20| 20 WS LAUCH AFY H2 OFF & 210] RIS FOIX|H B4, 39|
A 27| = WS 2 ACH Q= O MBEFH K0j M OIS SHH 2 1[5 E L] & A
LRCL Ko SHYLICEL AIRE S 2 A ot & 28 2. ZISTLCH AF

-
(During the project performance presentation, Minsu reported an incorrect number. After
the presentation ended, the president quietly said, “Minsu, the figure you just presented
doesn’t match the previous one.” Looking slightly flustered, Minsu replied, “Ah... well, the
accounting team’s data was a bit complicated. | did notice something seemed off... but |
just let it pass,” and gave a small laugh. The president said nothing, staring intently at
Minsu, and the atmosphere in the meeting room grew stiff. In the awkward silence, Minsu
shrugged his shoulders slightly and then said quietly, “It’s my oversight. It’s not that |
didn’t review the data, but it turned out this way. I’m sorry, President.”)

9|0 SAY UF=Sa
Off HHROIAM .2t M Y
At 2lg== KpAIO| Ef
AItELCE A =
Merata  Mct

2T, AP H S| K| H0| 3| A 8 Xt 27t B 7
o BH0| 21, 3]2] 40| A HH 0| & 7|
FemlSLICH AR, MR E S 2l H 20|
BEe «aghe. o O BB 2ols) =

(During a meeting, employee Minsu presented an important figure incorrectly, and when
the president pointed it out, he tried to evade responsibility by saying, “The accounting
team’s data was changed midway...” When the president’s expression hardened and the
room fell into a brief silence, Minsu reflected on his attitude and said, “I’'m sorry,
President. | sincerely apologize for making excuses first. It was my oversight.” The
president replied gently, “Alright. Please check more carefully next time)

Dial (After Refi )

Dial (Before Refil )
Qg (ZEIF B F) Of.. AR, oA 8 AR & ST & AoML. J7H &
O|g5t7l SH=H... 2 H2I0{ Q. ({431 RELH
AP (83| QIS Hi2h2Ch 2l N, SR8 At BHEA| 2HQIs) A 0F g L| Tt
2l (OIHE o238t KA Mol 2HYLICH AR E S 2 2 ot & 237
Hule. zSSLCH ArgE.
A (HA BS 2) U, ¥ 2= 0|3 AO| Q=5 FoSFA|7| HiErLICh
U (FA| S4BT UL ALY, S K7H SE23] 231X| R0, K2 Afnte
L2|X| 2ot 2 ZELICH S| Y2 MM 221 F ZY ZSLCL Y2 A A
YYLICH o= O] do BHEA| FAS LT
AP (B8Ol &5 2{ZICh Y], A4 W. 0|7 Ht2 Q7ESI Atsl A A 1
YSLCH =L da £ AX|OH MelS QWS n Wa| B2 E A SagLt
Qs U, BYSIASUCE A2 & O US| FHISHASLCE ChAl 3 2 S8
ct.
AP U, EELIC AS FUFA R, 2 M

Minsu: (after the presentation) Ah... well, the accounting team’s data was a bit
complicated. | did notice something seemed off... but | just let it pass. (smiles awkwardly)
President: (quietly looking at Minsu) Minsu, you must make sure to verify important
numbers.

Minsu: (shrugging slightly, speaking softly) It’s my oversight. It’s not that | didn’t review
the data, but it turned out this way. I’'m sorry, President.

President: (after a brief pause) Alright, please be careful so this doesn’t happen again.
Minsu: (after thinking for a moment) Yes... in fact, | didn’t check thoroughly just now, and
| also didn’t apologize properly. I’'m truly sorry for making excuses first. It’s entirely my
responsibility. | won’t repeat this mistake in the future.

President: (expression softening a little) Yes, Minsu. Thank you for admitting and
apologizing right away. Everyone can make mistakes, but acknowledging responsibility
and correcting it quickly is more important.

Minsu: Yes, I’ll keep that in mind. I’ll be more careful in my preparation from now on. |
sincerely apologize once again.

President: Good. Keep up the effort, Minsu.
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President: Minsu, it looks like last month’s figures were entered incorrectly in this sales
report. Have you checked it?

Minsu: (quickly looking at the monitor) Ah, yes... It’s probably because the accounting
team changed the data midway. | got confused too...

President: (expression hardening) Are you saying it was the other team’s fault?

(a brief silence, Minsu notices the president’s expression and pauses to think)

Minsu: Ah... I’'m sorry, President. | didn’t mean to make excuses, but | realize | didn’t
properly acknowledge the mistake when | spoke. | sincerely apologize. This was my error.
President: (voice softening a little) Alright. Anyone can make mistakes. Just be more
thorough next time. Can it be corrected now?

Minsu: Yes, I'll revise it right away and send it to you. | apologize once again.

President: From now on, if a problem arises, admit itimmediately and let’s work on a
solution together. That builds greater trust.

Minsu: Yes, I'll keep that in mind. Thank you.

Figure 9: Violation-to-resolution(V2R) norm example (KR)
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Category

Subnorm

Apology

When apologizing to someone in a higher position, offering excuses beforehand
is typically seen as inappropriate in Chinese culture. A direct assumption of
responsibility is more acceptable and considered polite. For instance, saying “iX
RERNTE , SFAEEMDE D" immediately shows sincerity and self-awareness
without appearing defensive or disrespectful.

Scenario(Before Refinement)

Scenario(After Refinement)

Zhang Qiang was late. He said traffic and rain made him late.

Zhang Qiang arrives late to a meeting with Bk E1E. Flustered, he gives excuses.

Situation(Before Refinement)

Situation(After Refinement)

He entered. Everyone stared. He said, 'Sorry, traffic was bad and it rained.'
Director Chen said, 'You are late. Not good.' Zhang said, 'Okay, | fix.' Meeting
continued. Problem gone.

The room goes quiet. Zhang says, W ANERREME , SR LEE |, ARATH
...... ' BREE replies sternly, JREIRLRRE] , TEHKIEH, 'Zhang pauses, then
bows slightly: X783t , RENERZHT. BRASEEELERAAR.
BREE nods. Tension eases. Zhang follows through.

(The room falls silent. Zhang says, “I’m sorry, Director Chen. There was heavy
traffic today, and then it suddenly started raining...”

Director Chen replies sternly, “Late is late—don’t make excuses.”

Zhang pauses, then bows slightly: “You’re right. | didn’t manage my time
properly. After the meeting, I’ll prepare the minutes and share them with
everyone.”

Director Chen nods. The tension in the room eases, and Zhang follows through
on his commitment.)

Dialogue (Before Refinement)

Dialogue (After Refinement)

B3R: MK, BRI T . EAERZEBERAY, MEXSTE, FrMIREE
HREEDA .

BRERE: (8) RRET, XEARMETH. BIITAABESHRIFHSN
FPANNEBRER.
i (Rk) 2, BRMIER. FXL, REZEEBEAKR, FHEED

R ITEE. FREAERNE, XERNER.

FREME: RBRRNEREFN. SEESFORAHEAL. BLT, HMNHK
SHTEWHE.

i RSENER. RTRSEMWIR, HRASFIRERIERL,
FREME: M, FERFILX—R. BOAESSITRRW PR Z BTHINLE.

Zhang Qiang: I’'m sorry, I’'m late. Because of heavy traffic and the rain, |
couldn’t arrive on time.

Director Chen: (frowning) You were late, and that’s not acceptable. Everyone
was waiting for you to start the meeting. Everyone’s time is important.

Zhang Qiang: (lowering his head) Yes, you’re right. In fact, | should have left
home earlier and made proper travel preparations. | didn’t manage my time
reasonably, and that’s my mistake.

Director Chen: It’s good that you can recognize your mistake. From now on,
please make sure to plan ahead. Have a seat, and let’s continue with the
meeting.

Zhang Qiang: Thank you for your understanding. Next time, I’ll be more careful
and make sure | won’t be late again.

Director Chen: Good. | hope you’ll keep that in mind. Now let’s continue with
the agenda from before the interruption.

3 (QWHT], W) BREE, B SREBLEE ERATW, £HE
R E A8
BREME: (%B,
BRAENE,
(RWE—FEER, JLAERELBIE LR

?&?%ﬁ(%ﬁ?ﬂ%%ﬁ, BWE) BREN, FIE ERTHAY AELED, &
FAERK.

FREME: (IBREM) RRIREIAMET. TIEmSHEIIES.

KiE: BRNERE, SWEREREBLERAAR, RIRREHE.
FREME: 17, 1ILEABILREFMNER.

kiR AA, ME—ERIIMEES. i ENRE.

FREME: (=3K) %, BBRNBLERUW.

BETW) REMRREY, HEREFURREEIL. THEE

Zhang Qiang: (hurrying in, slightly out of breath) Director Chen, I’m sorry. The
traffic was really heavy today, and then it suddenly started raining, so | couldn’t
make it on time...

Director Chen: (frowning, speaking sternly) Late is late. Don’t always use
external reasons as excuses. You need to have a proper sense of time at work.
(The meeting room falls silent, with several colleagues looking down at their
documents.)

Zhang Qiang: (pausing briefly, bowing) You’re right, Director Chen. It was poor
planning and insufficient preparation on my part. The responsibility is mine.
Director Chen: (tone softening) It’s good that you can recognize the problem.
Work requires taking responsibility.

Zhang Qiang: I'lL reflect on this carefully. After the meeting, I'll prepare the
minutes and send them to everyone so | can quickly catch up.

Director Chen: Alright, but remember not to make the same mistake again.
Zhang Qiang: Understood. I'll be sure to prepare in advance next time. Thank
you for the reminder, Director.

Director Chen: (nodding) Good, then let’s continue the meeting.

Figure 10: Violation-to-resolution(V2R) norm example (ZH)
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Turn-Level Annotated Dialogue — V2R (EN)

Turn-Level Annotated Dialogue — V2R (KR)

Turn-Level Annotated Dialogue — V2R (ZH)

Alex: (cutting in, eyes still on notebook) Yeah, but | just think
social factors are actually more relevant—

(Violation | DIS | Alex interrupts without acknowledging
the speaker or waiting for their turn, showing
dismissiveness and a lack of social awareness.)

Dr. Patel: (pauses, lifting an eyebrow, clearly caught off guard
(Not relevant | N/A | This is a non-verbal reaction and
does not constitute a verbal utterance within the labeling
scheme.)

Alex: (keeps writing, unaware of the silence)
(Not relevant | N/A | Alex does not produce a verbal
utterance in this moment; this is narrative description.)

Dr. Patel: (calm but firm) Alex, hold on—I hadn’t finished my
point.

(Adhered | CRT | Dr. Patel gives a calm correction,
pointing out the interruption respectfully, aligning with
appropriate academic authority.)

Alex: (looks up, noticing the shift in tone) Oh—sorry, Dr. Patel
| didn’t mean to jump in like that.

(Adhered | APO | Alex issues an immediate and direct
apology after realizing the inappropriate behavior.)

Dr. Patel: (slightly frowning) | know you’re eager to contribute,
and that's great. But let's make sure we're giving everyone
space to finish their thoughts.

(Adhered | SUG | Dr. Patel acknowledges Alex’s intent
and offers a constructive suggestion on classroom
discussion norms.)

Alex: (face flushing, now fully engaged) You're right. |
apologize—I got ahead of myself. Please, go ahead.
(Adhered | APO | Alex reiterates the apology with
emotional awareness and explicitly yields the floor.)

Dr. Patel: (nodding, tone softens) Thanks, Alex. | appreciate
that. We're all here to learn from each other, and that works
best when we listen, too.

(Adhered | THX | Dr. Patel acknowledges the apology and
affirms a collaborative learning envir )

Alex: (genuinely) Absolutely. I'll be more mindful going
forward. Really sorry again.

(Adhered | APO | Alex again apologizes and commits to
improved behavior, showing self-awareness and respect.)

Dr. Patel: (smiling) No worries. Let's pick up where we left
off...

(Adhered | EMP | Dr. Patel offers emotional support and
diffuses tension, signaling forgiveness and readiness to
move on.)

Alex: (sits up straighter, fully focused)
(Not relevant | N/A | This is non-verbal behavior and not
an utterance to be labeled.)

AREHEL: QIS W), O[H O§Z B D MOM RILHE X[7F =2 7
HE A Zua. =ols) 2o

(Adhered | QUE | 5%t O£ 2 EX 4&2 XIXstH 2ol
248

President: Minsu, it looks like last month’s figures were
entered incorrectly in this sales report. Have you checked it?
(Adhered | QUE | Politely points out the issue and requests
confirmation.)

Gl (S84 ZLUEE 20) Of, L. otap 3 A
Ztoll BHR{ oI O AL, ME sz ..
(Violation | JUS | 2| & 1’85} 2Ot CHE

O X Q2 2|n|sta = WYt AlE)

ERNES S

gstoz g2

KR (W], Wi ) BREM, 8RR, SR LSRR, 1R
AT, SHERELNE
(Violation | JUS | 538 is providing external reasons
(traffic, rain) for his tardiness, which reflects a
justification and not a direct apology.)

Zhang Qiang: (hurrying in, slightly out of breath) Director
Chen, I'm sorry. The traffic was really heavy today, and it
suddenly started raining, so | just couldn’t make it on time...

FREME: (8B BETR ) REFRIRE , JIRREEUERER
)L THEZENEWE.

(Adhered | CRT | BRE4E criticizes the use of excuses and
emphasizes the importance of time management,

Minsu: (quickly looking at the monitor) Oh, yes... It's probably
because the accounting team changed the data midway. | got
confused too...

(Violation | JUS | Attempts to justify by shifting blame to
another team rather than taking responsibility.)

AEE: (EY0| HISX|0f) CHE B 1 20|2t= 77k’
(Adhered | QUE | Y 3|1 2 20|& 2Us=of lof chsh Y
=Holsio o= metS AlE)

President: (expression hardening) Are you saying it was the
other team’s fault?

(Adhered | QUE | Seeks clarification of Minsu’s seemingly
evasive statement.)

U (B YA, U A H 8BS B0 FHA| St
(Not relevant | N/A | LH & 8Hda} &% 2HEE RALSH Li|0]

Moz, w3t gl

Minsu: (a brief silence, as he notices the president’s
expression and reflects for a moment)

(Not relevant | N/A | Narration of inner reflection and
observation; no actual utterance.)

Qs of.
X 2
=X
M ds=gLich
(Adhered | APO | 2¢219]
RS

Minsu: Ah... I'm sorry, President. | didn't mean to make
excuses, but | realize | didn’t fully acknowledge the mistake
when | spoke. | sincerely apologize. This is my error.
(Adhered | APO | Clearly admits his mistake and offers a
genuine apology.)
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(Adhered | EMP | &%= 7b54 8 21E3sIH &
i Zs g Mt =)

President: (voice softening slightly) Alright. Anyone can make
mistakes. Just check more carefully next time. Can it be
corrected now?

(Adhered | EMP | Expresses empathy by acknowledging the
possibility of mistakes, while also proposing a practical
solution.)

3]

=13
=

U Y|, B2 SFoM ZLHER2|I S LICH CHAl oF & &
Lck.

(Adhered | APO |
At Atateh)
Minsu: Yes, I'll correct it right away and send it to you. I'm
truly sorry again.

(Adhered | APO | Accepts responsibility, promises prompt
action, and apologizes once more.)
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xHol
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g +8011 WE ZHE

2310 )

MY FoRE ZH7FYT|H B2 YStn, SHEME

O] nRISt=Z o2, JA Cf 425 & 5 0| Q.
(Adhered | SUG | 2X| sl Z WAl S H|Alstn =it M2 &

‘ol chEt kX & HEE)
President: From now on, if a problem arises, admit it
immediately and work on a solution together. That way, you'll
build more trust.

(Adhered | SUG | Provides guidance on how to handle
mistakes and emphasizes the value of trust.)

U |, BHSHASLCH ZARLICH

(Adhered | ACK + THX | 22 & =835t ZAF QALE TE
Minsu: Yes, I'll keep that in mind. Thank you.

(Adhered | ACK + THX | Accepts the advice and expresses

gratitude.)

(A 3 3014 2917|7H X7 = I2X| D, BlaE NEY
K12 ChA| SFOISHCE AR Tk 910 2 Hofzic, ol
=Tk S chEon gRl Y

(Not relevan
(A moment later, the atmosphere in the meeting room eases.
Minsu quickly reviews the figures, while the president moves
on to the next agenda item. Minsu steadies himself and
refocuses on his work.)

(Not relevant | N/A | Narrative description of the scene rather

than spoken dialogue.)

reflecting proper pr | norm enfor
Director Chen: (frowning, speaking sternly) Late is late. Don’t
always blame external reasons. You need to have a sense of
time in your work.

(RWE—FERR , VL REELFEER )
(Not relevant | N/A | This is a narrative action description,
not a verbal utterance.)

(The meeting room falls silent, and several colleagues lower
their heads, flipping through their materials.)

KR (AT, W5 ) TREBX , BEE  RRRYTY
HEERED , TEER.

(Adhered | APO | 3k3& accepts responsibility without
further excuses and acknowledges his own fault—this is
a culturally appropriate apology.)

Zhang Qiang: (pausing briefly, bowing) You're right, Director
Chen. It was poor planning and insufficient preparation on my
part. The responsibility is mine.

FREME: (IBSEMN ) ERIRTOTRT. THERESEEY.
(Adhered | AGR | AT softens his tone and expresses

, lagreement that recognizing one's mistake is good; he
|reinforces responsibility.)

Director Chen: (tone softening) It's good that you can
recognize the problem. Work requires a sense of
responsibility.

KB RRNEARE , SWERFREELERAAR , RiR
BREBE.

(Adhered | SUG | 3k3& suggests a concrete follow-up
action (writing and sharing meeting minutes) to take
responsibility and make amends.)

Zhang Qiang: | will seriously reflect on this. After the meeting,
I'll prepare and share the minutes with everyone so | can
catch up quickly.

FRESE: 17, ICESIBLERHNER.

(Adhered | SUG | FAZ4E provides advice and a warning
not to repeat the same mistake—norm-consistent
correction from a superior.)

Director Chen: Alright, just remember not to make the same
mistake again.

KB A E , ME—ERAE S, S EEMIRE.
(Adhered | THX | 3k3& acknowledges the guidance and
expresses gratitude, showing politeness and willingness
to improve.)

Zhang Qiang: Understood. I'll make sure to prepare in
advance from now on. Thank you for the reminder, Director.

BREME: (=3k) &7, BREROAESN

(Adhered | N/A | This utterance resumes the meeting and
closes the interaction; no specific dialog act beyond
transition.)

Director Chen: (nodding) Good, then let's continue the
meeting.

Figure 11: Turn-level annotated dialogue example — V2R
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Category Subnorm

Bowing to elders when apologizing is not considered necessary or meaningful. In
American culture, apologies are not typically accompanied by physical gestures like
bowing, even when addressing older or higher-status individuals. What matters more is
Apology the sincerity conveyed through eye contact, tone, and word choice. For example, one
might say, “I'm really sorry, sir. | take full responsibility,” while maintaining a calm and
respectful demeanor.

Scenario(After Refinement)

Between classes in a busy high school hallway, Amy, a sophomore, accidentally steps on the foot of the school principal, Mr. Carter, while hurrying past with her friends.

Situation(After Refinement)

The hallway was crowded with students rushing to their next class. Amy, chatting and laughing with her friends, wasn’t watching where she was going. Suddenly, she stepped hard
on something. Looking down, she realized it was someone’s foot. She looked up—and froze. It was Principal Carter. Her face flushed, but instead of apologizing, she let out a quick
laugh and muttered to her friends, “Oops, guess | should watch where I’'m going.” Without making eye contact, she tugged her backpack strap and kept walking, still giggling.
Principal Carter stood still, raising an eyebrow as he watched her disappear around the corner—without so much as a word.

Dialogue (After Refinement)

Amy: (laughing, bumping into someone) Oh man, did you see that?

Principal Carter: (stopping, rubbing his foot) Excuse me—

Amy: (glancing up, recognizing him, then turning back to her friends) Ugh, that was close, | almost ate it.

Principal Carter: (expectant, watching Amy) Amy, you just—

Amy: (interrupting, not making eye contact) Yeah, sorry guys, I'm like half asleep today. C'mon, let's go, we’re gonna be late.
Principal Carter: (eyes narrowing, voice firm) Amy—

Amy: (already walking away with friends, over her shoulder) See ya, Mr. Carter!

Principal Carter: (standing still, sighs quietly, watching her walk off)

Figure 12: Violation norm example (EN)

Relevance Prompt

Section Content

Evaluation Instruction | You are a professional dataset auditor for social-norm dialogues. You are
given a culture category.

Your task is to evaluate only the Relevance of the dialogue to the provided
Scenario and Situation. Ignore grammar, fluency, or logical consistency.
Focus on whether the dialogue reflects the key intentions, emotions, and
context described in the Scenario and Situation.

Parameter culture, scenario, situation, dialogue

Evaluation Question Does the dialogue appropriately address and reflect the actions, intentions,
and emotional context presented in the scenario and situation?

— Are the key elements of the situation represented in the conversation (e.g.,
apology, embarrassment, disagreement)?

— Do the characters react in a way that makes sense for the described context?
— Are any critical actions or emotional responses missing from the dialogue?

Scoring Criteria 1 = Dialogue is mostly irrelevant to the situation
3 = Partially relevant, with some elements missing or misaligned
5 =Dialogue is highly relevant and faithfully represents the described situation

Table 25: Evaluation prompt structure for Relevance.
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Category Subnorm
SIAFZHOl| A Ababet = 10| BE2 Atatshe 20| SR8 o AZTICE
Apology (When apologizing to a superior, it is considered important to apologize directly without

making excuses.)

Scenario(Before Refinement)

Scenario(After Refinement)

OFE B0/ NI £ UE £5 URE X8 OSHOL NTHO IEAS WA N
HHR @3 S3He 0l R 51 S Asstol xphlol FRof ol Ret olag Faim
sich.

(During a meeting, Minsu mentioned an incorrect number in his presentation. However,
when the president questioned him, instead of apologizing immediately, he kept giving|
complicated reasons and explanations, creating the impression that the mistake was not
his fault.)

=20 0| BRE YRS LEUYKX| T AFSHO| O HES KXY S W 6tz Abat
OPKI $3 02 7HX| HE S StOY At M5 QIYBHR| Y=Ct

(Minsu presented incorrect information during the meeting, but when the president
pointed it out, he did not apologize immediately and instead made various excuses,
refusing to acknowledge his mistake.)

Si (Bef

e Refir )

Situation(After Refinement)

=]
=

= S|o| Mo Cra w2 UE2 OfS GIO|H S LESI L HATE AFSHO| Jﬂl)d
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e Qlioi AR | 20|1 =2 WEH ZWo|oy, “of, Yl... O HO|E.. %,
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°‘019 J2| 0 H7H M Y2|SHCE2E ObE off ChAl B3 . 2t B dd U O
X2 o0 "dM =5 0|5t S AE oL, T2 2 AH0|= OfL|L{7t M-S
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<ol 2 ofcl o 3e7ielE olopis
X|B OFR & S S1R| YUTH

(In the meeting room, Minsu delivered the sales data in a rather quick tone and then sat
down. The president quietly asked, “Minsu, these numbers are different from last
quarter’s. What’s the reason?”

Minsu tilted his head slightly to the left, blinked rapidly, and stammered, “Ah, yes... well,
you see... um, actually | only received those numbers last night, and another team sent
something without precise figures. Then | stayed up all night trying to sort it out, and
looked at it again this morning... yes...”

Forcing a smile, he added, “So there may be a slight discrepancy, but it’s not a big
difference, so I think it should be fine.”

The president nodded blankly, expressionless, and remained silent, leaving the roomin a
dazed atmosphere. Minsu mumbled a few more words afterward, but no one responded.)
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(In the meeting room, Minsu presented the company’s sales figures in front of his team.
After the presentation, the president asked, “Minsu, these numbers don’t match last
quarter’s. What happened?”

Minsu looked momentarily flustered but quickly pretended to stay composed and said,
“Ah, well... actually, the data kept being updated until yesterday. And another department
sent their figures late, so it was difficult to match everything exactly.” Smiling faintly, he
added, “The data just wasn’t fully organized yet.”

The president’s expression hardened, but Minsu continued with detailed explanations
without offering a clear apology. An awkward silence filled the meeting room.)
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(After Refi

Dial (Before Refil )
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President: Minsu, these sales figures don’t seem to match last quarter’s. What
happened?

Minsu: Ah, yes... well, | actually received the data only last night. Another team didn’t
send their numbers accurately, so | got a bit confused. | stayed up all night organizing it
and looked over it again this morning, um... yes, so it might be slightly different.
President: (after a brief pause) Hmm... | see.

Minsu: Haha, well, | don’t think it’s a big difference. It’s just that the team’s data came in
a bit late... Anyway, next time I’ll probably be able to match it better.

President: (expressionless) Alright.

Minsu: Yes... (muttering softly) Well... every team has a different way of doing things.
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President: Minsu, these sales figures don’t seem to match last quarter’s. What'’s the
reason?

Minsu: Ah, yes. Well... the data kept changing until yesterday. And another department
was late in sending their part as well.

President: Still, this is presentation material. Shouldn’t details like this be accurate?
Minsu: Yes, but the data wasn’t fully organized. Honestly, the deadline was very tight, so
it was difficult.

President: (after a brief silence) Minsu, I'd like you to be more careful about this kind of
mistake in the future.

Minsu: Yes, understood. I’ll be more careful next time. It’s just that yesterday the
department’s data came in late, which made it difficult.

(The atmosphere in the meeting room grows heavy, and everyone listens quietly to
Minsu’s words.)

Figure 13: Violation norm example (KR)
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Category

Subnorm

Apology

When apologizing to someone in a higher position, offering excuses beforehand
is typically seen as inappropriate in Chinese culture. A direct assumption of
responsibility is more acceptable and considered polite. For instance, saying “iX
RERNTE , FAEFMDE D" immediately shows sincerity and self-awareness
without appearing defensive or disrespectful.

Scenario(Before Refinement)

Scenario(After Refinement)

Chen Jie came ten minutes late. Manager Liu stopped talking. She didn’t say
sorry.

During a team meeting, F’& comes in 10 minutes late. X432 pauses. She
explains instead of apologizing.

Situation(Before Refinement)

Situation(After Refinement)

She looked tired, holding her bag. 'Manager Liu, the road was very blocked and
subway stopped.’ Nobody spoke. It was quiet. She sat, moved her stuff. The
meeting continued, but felt weird.

Tuesday morning. BR>& enters, out of breath. YA |, K L KT , hEkth
27 , TRHRERZEIN. ' Silence. XJ&EHE says nothing. Colleagues exchange
looks. BR5E avoids eye contact, fidgets. The meeting resumes, but tension
remains.

(Tuesday morning. Chen Jie enters, out of breath. “Manager Liu, the traffic was
terrible today, and the subway broke down—I really didn’t mean to be late.”
Silence. Manager Liu says nothing. Colleagues exchange glances. Chen lJie
avoids eye contact, fidgeting. The meeting resumes, but the tension lingers in
the room.)

Dialogue (Before Refinement)

Dialogue (After Refinement)

I K, FoRMRT. RAERXARRAARE MAXSTW, FTIMIRME
BT ENL .

BREME: (%B) RRET, XRANMITH. BROMEABESHRFBRW
BPANNEEHRESR.
aE: (fR3k) =H, BRMNER. XL ANZEFEAR, HHHEES

PMHTESE. BORAAERANE, XERMNER.

BREfE: RBRRIEREFN. SEESORHIFAL. BLT, RMN%
SHTWAR.

i RSENER. RTRREMIR, BRIASFREERIER.
BREME: M. FERFILX—R. BROVAESLEINERW PR ZATHINE.

Zhang Qiang: I’'m sorry I'm late. Because of the bad traffic conditions and the
rain, | couldn’t arrive on time.

Director Chen: (frowning) You were late, and that’s not acceptable. Everyone
was waiting for you to start the meeting. Everyone’s time is important.

Zhang Qiang: (lowering his head) Yes, you’re right. In fact, | should have left
home earlier and made proper travel preparations. | didn’t manage my time
well—this was my mistake.

Director Chen: It’s good that you can recognize your mistake. From now on,
please plan ahead. Have a seat, and let’s continue with the meeting.

Zhang Qiang: Thank you for your understanding. Next time, I’ll be more careful
and make sure | won’t be late again.

Director Chen: Good. | hope you keep that in mind. Now, let’s continue with
the agenda from before the interruption.

eR: (W), Biw) BREE, 8K, SREELFIE ERATW, K&
R E A8
FREME: (%8,
BERFENE,
(RWE—FEAR, JUARFRLBERR)

?&?:&(%ﬁ?ﬁﬁiﬁﬁ, BWE) BREN, FRIE ERHAY AELESD. &
FAERK.

FREE: (IBREM) ERIRE oA, TERBHIESL,

KiE: BLINARE, SWEREREBLERAAR, RIRREHE.
FRELE: 17, 1ILEBILREFMNER.

KR HE, ME—ERIIMEES. i ENRE.

BREME: (=3K) %, BBRNBERU.

BESHR) REBMRREY, HEREFURAEEIL. THEE

Zhang Qiang: (hurrying in, slightly out of breath) Director Chen, I’'m sorry. The
traffic was terrible today, and then it suddenly started raining—I really couldn’t
make it on time...

Director Chen: (frowning, stern tone) Late is late. Don’t always use external
reasons as excuses. You need to have a proper sense of time at work.

(The meeting room falls silent, with several colleagues looking down at their
documents.)

Zhang Qiang: (pausing briefly, bowing) You’re right, Director Chen. It was poor
planning and insufficient preparation on my part. The responsibility is mine.
Director Chen: (tone softening) It’s good that you can recognize the problem.
Work requires taking responsibility.

Zhang Qiang: I'll reflect on this carefully. After the meeting, I'll prepare the
minutes and share them with everyone so | can catch up quickly.

Director Chen: Alright, but remember not to make the same mistake again.
Zhang Qiang: Understood. Next time, I’ll be sure to prepare in advance. Thank
you for the reminder, Director.

Director Chen: (nodding) Good, then let’s continue the meeting.

Figure 14: Violation

norm example (ZH)
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Turn-Level Annotated Dialogue — Violation (EN)

Turn-Level Annotated Dialogue — Violation (KR)

Turn-Level Annotated Dialogue — Violation (ZH)

Amy: (laughing, bumping into someone) Oh man, did you see
that?

(Violation | N/A | Amy casually reacts to bumping into
someone without checking who it is or acknowledging
responsibility.)

Principal Carter: (stopping, rubbing his foot) Excuse me—
(Adhered | ACK | Principal Carter expresses having been
affected and implicitly expects acknowledgment.)

Amy: (glancing up, recognizing him, then turning back to her
friends) Ugh, that was close, | almost ate it.

(Violation | DIS | Amy notices that it's the principal but ignores
the social expectation to apologize, instead making a
dismissive comment.)

Principal Carter: (expectant, watching Amy) Amy, you just—
(Adhered | QUE | Principal Carter begins to address the
incident, likely to elicit accountability or a response.)

Amy: (interrupting, not making eye contact) Yeah, sorry guys,
I'm like half asleep today. C'mon, let’s go, we're gonna be late.
(Violation | JUS | Amy gives an excuse to her friends without
properly addressing Principal Carter or apologizing to him.)

Principal Carter: (eyes narrowing, voice firm) Amy—
(Adhered | CRT | The principal attempts to address her
inappropriate behavior again, showing disapproval.)

Amy: (already walking away with friends, over her shoulder)
See ya, Mr. Carter!

(Violation | DIS | Amy dismissively ends the interaction without &
resolving the situation, signaling disregard.)

Principal Carter: (standing still, sighs quietly, watching her
walk off)

(Not relevant | N/A | A descriptive action that shows
disappointment but is not a verbal utterance.)

AR Bl W), 0] 0fE
NESTET )

(Adhered | QUE | AFZE 0] 2| d&ojl clish 4
YIS EER)

President: Minsu, these sales figures don’t seem to match
last quarter’s. Can you explain why?

(Adhered | QUE | The president politely requests clarification
regarding the issue.)
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U< O Wl A {FI7HX] Ab= 7t A < BH 0 A0 7EK| 1
2. CHE #MOME Xtz AF =0 & SASLHICH
(Violation | JUS | RI=7} =& XY 1ysty|2rt 2| % 2ol
= S YYAE M=)

Minsu: Ah, yes. Well... the data kept changing until yesterday.
Another department was supposed to send it over, but they
were late.

(Violation | JUS | Instead of directly admitting his mistake,
Minsu cites external factors as justification.)

M’é“r:l: Jei= g X2l 0] 222 Ye|of 5hx|
L2

(Adhered | CRT | AFZHO| YT MAAS X3 Yad
R

President: Still, this is presentation material. Shouldn't this
kind of detail be accurate?

(Adhered | CRT | The president stresses accountability and
points out the lack of accuracy.)

U U, 2O X2 23| F2|7h oF SHH
HAIZHO] L7 HYEiM & '=°""-IE
(Vlolatlon | JUS | 27t EEPM g sk
= B3| AWK b1 YR
Minsu: Yes, but the data wasn't fully finalized yet. Honestly,
the deadline was too tight, so it was difficult.

(Violation | JUS | Minsu again blames circumstances, failing to B&
clearly acknowledge his own responsibility.)

dgo|giola. At

2 siof xpAle| Ml

=
R

AR (RHA 52
onisia.
(Adhered | SUG | AFEHH O]
O ZQ1S HAIE
President: (pausing) Minsu, I'd like you to be more careful
about this kind of mistake in the future.

(Adhered | SUG | The president offers advice and a
suggestion for improvement without direct blame.)

B4 M, O3 A4t

UH

W

HFHQ bl 10| HUES F73

U |, LAELICH CHEM O A
A2 2E A SO0 T 22U
(Violation | JUS | K20 ¢! Xl% BHYe
Al EHREM SES St M S
Minsu: Yes, I understand. I’II be more careful next time. It was
just that the department sent the data late yesterday, which
made things difficult.
(Violation | JUS | While first acknowledging the advice, Minsu
immediately shifts blame again, weakening his responsibility.)

282 oM = FM0M
Lt HEZ 0]0fA Tt

(29| ZRI7|7F RAYK L, RE Q0| TS RS E=CHER
(Not relevant | N/A | Walol 4o = %tz ofL o, 2pea 3}
223

(The atmosphere in the meeting room grows heavy, and
everyone listens quietly to Minsu’s words.)

(Not relevant | N/A | This is narration, not spoken dialogue,

and thus not part of the labeling.)

||

L(RODENHK  HES) NER , SRELKET BB
MEKARRAT |, BERRUEREIN,

(Violation | JUS | Chen Jie does not offer a direct apology
but instead justifies her tardiness by blaming external
factors like traffic and subway failure.)

Chen Jie: (pushing the door open hurriedly, out of breath)
Manager Liu, the traffic was terrible today, and then the
subway suddenly broke down. | really didn’t mean to be late.

MEE: RIRET—R
e IIAEFF IR
(Adhered | CRT | Manager Liu indirectly criticizes her
lateness by pointing out the group had to wait, then
moves forward professionally.)

Manager Liu: (looking up at her, tone flat) Hmm, everyone’s
been waiting for you for a while. Let's begin now.

BEFR) B, ARBE T R—2)L

BRE: (BT, BRIEAT) W, SBRIBIBL], AR
EXFPEHRRINE.

(Violation | JUS | Instead of acknowledging the
inconvenience caused or | ing, Chen Jie

£ 'to justify her lateness.)

Chen Jie: (lowering her head, setting down her bag
awkwardly, and sitting) Sigh, every time | leave early,
something like this happens. There’s nothing | can do.

?U@E (BFFENAEN , RBEM) AERIR—TERHIR
(Adhered | N/A | Manager Liu ignores herjustlflcatlon and
returns to the ti da, showing pr

without engaging further.)

Manager Liu: (opening the materials in his hand without
responding) Now, let's go over this week’s project progress...

ol (NERER) ZRBTEROE , ZES.

(Violation | JUS | Chen Jie mutters a complaint,
continuing to deny responsibility and reinforcing the lack
of self-awareness.)

Chen Jie: (muttering quietly) It wasn’t my fault anyway...
bad luck.

just

MEZE: (FHAA
R,
(Adhered | ACK | Manager Liu responds with a neutral
action to move the meenng forward, subtly signaling

i I but not )
Manager Liu: (pausing briefly, glancing at her with slight
displeasure) Let’s start with the market team’s report.

B ARG I3 T —AR) BRI LM IAET

BRIE: (RY |, SAEEE4 | BRI ZET)
(Not relevant | N/A | Non-verbal behavior with no verbal
utterance; no direct label applies.)
Chen Jie: (pressing her lips together, organizing her files,
avoiding eye contact with Manager Liu)
(BWEBRSEELEN , BRIIRIET , BRARE , 2

BHT , BEMAKDAREERS[P)

(Not relevant | N/A | Narrative description without dialogue:
helps set the tone but is not a labelable utterance.)
(The atmosphere in the meeting room feels somewhat tense.
Colleagues glance at each other, but no one speaks. The
meeting proceeds as usual, though the air is filled with
awkwardness and unease.)

Figure 15: Turn-level annotated dialogue example — Violation
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Emotional Appropriateness Prompt

Section

Content

Evaluation Instruction

You are a professional dataset auditor for social-norm dialogues. You are
given a culture category.

Your task is to evaluate only the Emotional Appropriateness of the dialogue.
Ignore grammar, norm correctness, or logical structure. Focus on whether
the tone, expressions, and emotional language used in the dialogue match the
emotional context of the situation.

Parameter

culture, scenario, situation, dialogue

Evaluation Question

Does the emotional tone, choice of words, and manner of speaking in the
dialogue align appropriately with the emotional context of the situation?

— Does the dialogue reflect the expected emotional state (e.g., tension, regret,
embarrassment, relief) implied in the situation?

— Are the expressions and tone suitable for the described emotional stakes?
— Is there any emotional mismatch that makes the dialogue feel unnatural or
inappropriate?

Scoring Criteria

1 = Emotionally disconnected or inappropriate
3 = Emotion is somewhat present but weak or inconsistent
5 = Emotional tone is highly appropriate and enhances the realism

Table 26: Evaluation prompt structure for Emotional Appropriateness.

Social Norm Appropriateness Prompt

Section

Content

Evaluation Instruction

You are a professional dataset auditor for social-norm dialogues. You are
given a culture category.
Your task is to evaluate only the Social Norm Appropriateness of the dialogue.
Assess how well the conversation reflects the given social norm, and categorize
the degree of adherence.

Parameter

culture, norm, dialogue

Evaluation Question

Based on the given social norm, how well does the dialogue align with it?
— Does the dialogue completely follow the norm?

— Does it violate the norm?

— Does it violate the norm but later attempt to resolve it?

— Is the behavior partially aligned with the norm?

Classification Criteria

1 = Fully Violated

2 = Partially Violated

3 = Violation then Resolved
4 = Partially Adherence

5 = Fully Adherence

Table 27: Evaluation prompt structure for Social Norm Appropriateness.
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Scenario Coherence Prompt

Section

Content

Evaluation Instruction

You are a professional dataset auditor for social-norm dialogues. Your task
is to evaluate only the Scenario Coherence of the dialogue. Ignore grammar
or emotional tone. Focus on whether the dialogue logically and smoothly
follows the sequence of events described in the scenario.

Parameter

culture, scenario, situation, dialogue

Evaluation Question

Does the dialogue unfold in a way that aligns with the narrative structure and
event flow of the scenario?

— Is there a smooth and coherent transition from the described situation into
the dialogue?

— Are there any gaps, jumps, or inconsistencies between what the scenario sets
up and what happens in the conversation?

— Does the dialogue logically follow the order of events and emotional pacing
described in the scenario (or situation)?

Scoring Criteria

1 = Dialogue and scenario (or situation) are disconnected or contradictory
3 = Some transitions or event links are missing or unclear
5 = Dialogue flows logically and coherently from the scenario (or situation)

Table 28: Evaluation prompt structure for Scenario Coherence.

Task

Prompt Template

Continuation Generation | You are continuing the following human-human dialogue. Continue the

conversation with 5 additional turns naturally and coherently.
Dialogue so far: {context}
Continue the dialogue:

A/B Evaluation

You are an evaluator. Below is a dialogue context followed by two
different continuations (A and B). Choose which continuation is more
appropriate, natural, coherent, and socially norm-aligned. Respond only
with "A" or "B".

Context: {context}

Response A: {output_a}

Response B: {output_b}

Which is better? Respond with A or B only.

Table 29: Prompt templates used for generalization quality evaluation.
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Example 1. Lexical Redundancy
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Late at night, Taehun cautiously sat in front of his father, who was reading alone in the living room. Even after hearing the recent news of his test failure, Taehun could
not immediately speak to his father.

Taehun said in a trembling voice.

“Father... | actually failed the interview. It was hard for me to tell you.”

His father put down the book and quietly listened.

Taehun said in a trembling voice.

“I feel like | let you down... I'm so sorry. You must be disappointed, right?”

His father paused for a moment, then said softly,

“Taehun, what your father wants is not the result, but your effort... You know that, don’t you?”
Tears welled up in Taehun's eyes. He said in a trembling voice,

“I'll show you a better version of myself from now on. I'll start again.”

Next to them, his mother smiled quietly.

During a lively seminar, Alex, eager to share a point, jumps in and cuts off Dr. Patel mid-sentence, saying, “Yeah, but | think it's more about social factors,” without
looking up from their notes. The room falls quiet for a moment. Dr. Patel raises her eyebrows slightly, caught off guard. Realizing the interruption and how dismissive it
sounded, Alex pauses, then looks up to meet her eyes. “I'm sorry, Dr. Patel—I didn’t mean to interrupt. Please go ahead,” they say sincerely. Dr. Patel's expression
softens, and she gives a small nod before continuing. The tension in the room eases, and Alex listens more attentively, relieved to have handled the moment with
maturity.

Example 2. Tone Mismatches

MY of% A|ZFECH oHE =2 A2, 2l7t StS T ZHE Off =ARUCE 0|0] X752 H|O|S0f B0t 52 & DtAIH 15 7|Chaid AR
“O§SOF, Y& Ojetsl 2. AlZtE 22 7A|2 X2f00]. 3] of 7|Ct2| A K|

Qs &2 120 WHE SQL, XE 220 "7, @A OtL| L7t WEO}. O|F| 2tEOL"

CHE T S= "22] b O = O A|Z10]. U|7t 7|Ce| =2t D 43HH|.” 3t ASHH 29|7|E S UCE.
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J 2o T E2 R3S HERD, UsE 20| 0|28 X QAL

It was much later than the scheduled dinner time when Minsu arrived at Hadongjin's café. His friends were already sitting at a table, drinking and waiting for him.
“Guys, I'm really sorry. | thought the time was 7 p.m. | must have kept you all waiting.”

Catching his breath, Minsu bowed his head. Jisoo smiled and said, “Well, it's no big deal. It's fine. You're here now.”

Another friend added, “We haven'’t even ordered yet. You must have had a hard time rushing over.” Lightening the mood.

Taking a deep breath, Minsu said, “I'll make sure to double-check my calendar next time. Dessert's on me today.”

At that, his friends burst into laughter, and Minsu smiled in relief.

We observe a stylistic inconsistency in the generated dialogue where the speaker mixes honorific and casual forms within the same utterance or across adjacent turns.
In particular, phrases like “0| 2t 2" (formal) and “Of ZOF, 7| Ck2| Al 4X|?” (informal) co-occur, despite the setting involving close friends. This mismatch in speech
levels is especially problematic in Korean, where speech style directly encodes social relationships and formality. Such inconsistencies often arise from token-level
decoding that lacks discourse-level awareness of speaker roles and relational context. Addressing this issue is essential for generating culturally coherent and socially
appropriate dialogue in morphologically rich languages like Korean.

Figure 16: Examples of common generation failures in Korean, illustrating two representative issues: (1) lexical
redundancy in emotionally sensitive contexts, and (2) tone mismatches arising from inconsistent use of honorific
and casual forms.
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Example 1. Lexical Redundancy

RE, I ERSEEIIINBRTRA, ATREBSWTNETHE.
‘B8, BANANEEEFENTES, RILEXKET, ANANTRREN, ROBFIRHEZ.

Late at night, Kobayashi stood in front of his mother’s door, hesitating for a long time before finally gathering the courage to knock and
enter.
“Mom, | am really, really, so, so sorry. I’ve let you down so much. | truly didn’t mean to. | feel especially, especially awful inside.”

The example demonstrates emotional redundancy through repeated intensifiers (e.g., “BMEH", “IEFEIEE", “4554%5"), which amplify
the sentiment in an unnatural and overly dramatic manner. Such expressions are rarely used in authentic spoken Chinese and are
stylistically misaligned with casual emotional disclosure. This overuse diminishes the perceived sincerity of the apology and undermines
the dialogue’s pragmatic realism.

Example 2. Honorific Inconsistency

AEFEE, NERLSEMMEELEBENEN, ECESE. W, BESREET, RBEFE, FRESIL. "

During the company coffee break, Xiao Wang saw Director Linlin cleaning the coffee machine and quickly ran over.
“Brother Lin, you’ve worked hard today. Let me handle this for you, take a rest.”

The example illustrates honorific inconsistency, where the speaker mixes formal and informal address terms within a single utterance (e.g.,
“FREF" with “4&" and “¢R"). Such inconsistency in speech level creates pragmatic confusion, as the speaker simultaneously signals both
deference and familiarity. This mismatch disrupts the perceived social relationship between interlocutors and results in stylistic
incoherence, particularly problematic in languages like Chinese, where honorifics play a key role in encoding hierarchical and relational
cues.

Example 3. Register Mixing

BEARAK, NHFRLETEFEZR, BREEAACRITIEL,
‘BN, RTFBOELZER KDBFERRA, ZERR, B... FEFEER, AHT2H&EN. "

Late at night in the dormitory, Xiao Chen ran into his homeroom teacher, Mr. Li, and wanted to explain why he had submitted his
assignment late.
“Mr. Li, the delay with that assignment was truly my oversight. | hope you can forgive me. I’'m... really sorry, it honestly wasn’t intentional.”

The example reveals a register mismatch, where highly formal written expressions (e.g., “Z3EIR", “SEJ3", “EB1E ILIR") are juxtaposed with
informal colloquial phrases (e.g., “Mb..... N F E BB, “BEMNT2E") within the same utterance. This abrupt shift in style disrupts
tonal consistency and weakens the pragmatic coherence of the dialogue. In Chinese, such mixing between classical written forms and
casual spoken language is rarely observed in natural conversation. It often results in outputs that feel constructed or artificial rather than
contextually grounded.

Figure 17: Examples of generation failures in Chinese, illustrating three common error types: (1) emotional
redundancy from repeated intensifiers, (2) honorific inconsistency due to mixed formal and informal address terms,
and (3) register mismatches from combining classical written expressions with colloquial speech.
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