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Abstract

In the era of large language models (LLMs),
building multilingual large language mod-
els (MLLMs) that can serve users worldwide
holds great significance. However, existing re-
search seldom focuses on the truthfulness of
MLLMs. Meanwhile, contemporary multilin-
gual aligning technologies struggle to balance
massive languages and often exhibit serious
truthfulness gaps across different languages,
especially those that differ greatly from En-
glish. In our work, we construct a bench-
mark for truthfulness evaluation in multilingual
scenarios and explore the ways to align facts
across languages to enhance the truthfulness
of MLLMs. Furthermore, we propose Fact-
aware Multilingual Selective Synergy (FaMSS)
to optimize the data allocation across a large
number of languages and different data types.
Experimental results demonstrate that our ap-
proach can effectively reduce the multilingual
representation disparity and enhance the multi-
lingual capabilities of LLMs 1.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) have strong abil-
ity in generating human-level text in many do-
mains (Brown et al., 2020; Jiang et al., 2023; Tou-
vron et al., 2023). However, most LLMs are pre-
trained primarily on English corpora, leading to a
significant performance gap between English and
non-English languages. Contemporary LLMs gen-
erally strive to achieve powerful multilingual capa-
bilities, which promotes their applications world-
wide (Team et al., 2023; AI@Meta, 2024). Nev-
ertheless, there are few universal benchmarks for
evaluating the truthfulness of LLMs in multilingual
settings. Meanwhile, methods for truthfulness en-
hancement have also been predominantly tested on
English LLMs (Tonmoy et al., 2024; Wang et al.,

*Work done during an internship at Microsoft.
1Code and datasets will be released soon.

What did humans evolve from?
English

人类是从什么进化而来的？
Chinese

تطور البشر؟من ما
Arabic

……

Humans evolved from apes.

人类是从鸟类进化而来的。

تطور البشر هو أنهم من ما
يتميزون بالمخاطبة والمعرفة و

…

English LLM

Humans evolved from primates, 
a group of mammals that also 
includes apes and monkeys.

人类是从灵长目进化而来的。

.البشر نشأوا من الرئيسيات

…

Aligned LLM

FaMSS

Figure 1: FaMSS is able to align the multilingual capabil-
ities of LLMs, making them more truthful in answering
multilingual questions.

2023b), including designing new decoding strate-
gies (Shi et al., 2023; Chuang et al., 2023), synthe-
sizing high quality training data (Tian et al., 2023)
and representation editing (Zhang et al., 2024).

To address this gap, we construct a benchmark
tailored for truthfulness evaluation in multilingual
scenarios. Furthermore, we make preliminary ex-
plorations into methods aimed at improving the
truthfulness of MLLMs, with a focus on align-
ing the internal representations of factual descrip-
tions. The most commonly used technique for
building MLLMs is cross-lingual instruction tun-
ing (Kulshreshtha et al., 2020; Muennighoff et al.,
2023), which usually requires synthesizing multi-
lingual parallel corpus for various down-streaming
tasks (Taori et al., 2023) and struggle to overcome
the alignment difficulties caused by introducing too
many languages. In this work, we propose Fact-
aware Multilingual Selective Synergy (FaMSS), a
practical approach for multilingual alignment that
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relies solely on task-agnostic bilingual data. Mean-
while, we introduce a language bias probe, which
demonstrates the distinct influence of each lan-
guage and guides the optimization of multilingual
data allocation in FaMSS. As illustrated in Figure 1,
models utilizing FaMSS demonstrate higher truth-
fulness in multilingual question-answering tasks.

We conduct extensive experiments to investigate
the impact of FaMSS on multilingual truthfulness
alignment and enhancement. Our experimental
results demonstrate that FaMSS effectively aligns
representations across various languages and sig-
nificantly improves the truthfulness of LLMs.

In summary, our contributions are as follows:

• We construct MTruthfulQA, a novel bench-
mark designed to evaluate the truthfulness of
LLMs in multilingual scenarios. This bench-
mark encompasses nine languages, each con-
taining the same set of questions to ensure
equitable evaluation of multilingual capabili-
ties.

• We introduce a practical method for multi-
lingual truthfulness alignment called FaMSS.
Experiments demonstrate that FaMSS can sig-
nificantly boost truthfulness of LLMs across
multiple languages.

• We propose a simple Language Bias Probe to
detect biases between languages. Leveraging
this probe, we devise some effective strategies
of data allocating.

• We systematically investigate how FaMSS
helps multilingual truthfulness transfer among
different languages. Based on our findings, we
draw a conclusion that it will be better not just
mix data of all languages into one huge pile.

2 Related Work

2.1 Truthfulness Evaluation Benchmark

For question-answering tasks, TruthfulQA (Lin
et al., 2022) provides 817 challenging questions
including 38 topics. FreshQA (Vu et al., 2023)
is a dataset aimed at testing LLMs on up-to-date
world knowledge. For long-form text generation,
FActScore (Min et al., 2023) evaluates the factu-
ality of LLMs by breaking down long texts into
atomic claims. However, these classic benchmarks
for truthfulness evaluation are all in English. In

our work, we take a step towards evaluating and en-
hancing the truthfulness of LLMs in a multilingual
setting.

2.2 Multilingual Ability Evaluation

Previous works have provided several datasets and
metrics for multilingual fact verification (Gupta and
Srikumar, 2021), multilingual summarization (Aha-
roni et al., 2022; Qiu et al., 2023) and open-book
cross-lingual question-answering (Zhang et al.,
2021; Lewis et al., 2020) tasks. With the develop-
ment of LLMs, many more flexible and comprehen-
sive evaluation datasets have been released. Mean-
while, many evaluation tasks have been expanded
to multilingual settings. For instance, MGSM (Shi
et al., 2022) evolved from GSM8K (Cobbe et al.,
2021) provides mathematical ability evaluation in
multilingual contexts. SeaEval (Wang et al., 2023a)
hand-crafted high-quality Cross-MMLU and Cross-
LogiQA datasets to test general knowledge ques-
tion answering and reasoning capabilities of LLMs
in multilingual scenarios. In addition to these, nu-
merous studies have employed translation tools to
construct relevant datasets or devise various met-
rics for MLLMs (Lai et al., 2023; Lin et al., 2024;
Chen et al., 2023; Shafayat et al., 2024).

2.3 Handling Massive Languages

Most works leverage cross-lingual pretraining and
fine-tuning on different tasks to achieve multilin-
gual capabilities in their models (Qin et al., 2024;
Lample and Conneau, 2019; Huang et al., 2019;
Devlin et al., 2019; Xue et al., 2021; Muennighoff
et al., 2023; Zhu et al., 2023). However, the diffi-
culty of learning multiple languages increases expo-
nentially with the number of languages. Conneau
et al. (2020) discussed the challenges of scaling
MLLMs to more languages, such as the curse of
multilinguality, where increasing the number of
languages can dilute the model’s capacity and po-
tentially decrease overall performance. Therefore,
some works mainly focus on training with high-
resource languages(Yang et al., 2022) or mining
specific language pairs (Fan et al., 2021a; Lin et al.,
2023). Other approaches propose clustering target
languages into groups and training a single model
for each cluster (Tan et al., 2019; Fan et al., 2021b).
In our work, we introduce a new method to select
optimal languages from a massive language set for
multi-language alignment, achieving a good aver-
age performance by tuning a single model.
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3 Multilingual Truthfulness Benchmark

3.1 Data Source
Since we mainly focus on the truthfulness of
LLMs rather than their faithfulness (Es et al., 2023;
Maynez et al., 2020), we prefer to consider context-
free evaluation tasks. We employ TruthfulQA (Lin
et al., 2022), a widely used dataset for evaluating
the truthfulness of models in a question-answering
format, as our foundation data. Compared with
other QA datasets, TruthfulQA places grater em-
phasis on the ability to avoid false beliefs or mis-
conceptions rather than complex reasoning.

3.2 Multilingualism Formulation
To build a multilingual benchmark, we first se-
lect a few target languages from a diverse lin-
guistic pool. Our evaluation system incorpo-
rates nine different languages, spanning high, mid-
dle and low resource categories: English (En),
French (Fr), German (De), Spanish (Es), Chi-
nese (Zh), Japanese (Ja), Russian (Ru), Thai (Th)
and Arabic (Ar). For the questions and answers in
original dataset, we translate them into the target
languages through prompting GPT-4 2. Consider-
ing the instability of LLM-based translation, we
introduce several strategies to ensure the quality of
the translated text.

• We translate each question or answer into
other languages in a single API call, which
helps to alleviate discrepancies in translated
expressions across different languages.

• We carefully select translation demos to help
models avoid common translation mistakes.

• We perform postmortem verification to ensure
the consistency across languages and further
improve our selected examples in prompts.

3.3 Evaluation Metrics Migration
We migrate and improve the evaluation metrics
used in TruthfulQA (Lin et al., 2022). For multi-
choice QA, we adopt three likelyhood scores MC1,
MC2 and MC3, which is similar with (Chuang
et al., 2023). Detailed calculations of metrics are
reported in Appendix A.2.

For open-ended generation, we replace the evalu-
ation model in the original pipeline with a stronger
open source model Mistral-7b (Jiang et al., 2023).

2Unless otherwise specified, we use GPT-4-1106 in this
paper

We then utilize a similar translation pipeline to
build the multilingual classification dataset and
fine-tune two models for truthfulness and infor-
mativeness evaluation, which we refer to as "MM-
Judge (Multilingual-Mistral-Judge)". An accept-
able answer should be both truthful and informa-
tive (e.g. "I have no comment." is truthful but lacks
valuable information). These two scores to judge
whether the answer is truthful and informative are
denoted as True (%) and Info (%) respectively. The
product True*Info (%) serves as a more compre-
hensive and reasonable metric.

4 Fact-aware Multilingual Selective
Synergy

To balance and enhance truthfulness in different
languages, we propose Fact-aware Multilingual Se-
lective Synergy (FaMSS), which can effectively fine-
tune models for multilingualism with fact-aware
multilingual data in a selective languages synergy
manner.

4.1 Fact-aware Multilingual Alignment

Our primary training data is derived from a vari-
ety of parallel corpus. Although there are many
kinds of parallel corpus used in machine transla-
tion including WikiMatrix (Schwenk et al., 2021),
UNPC (Ziemski et al., 2016), Tatoeba (Tiedemann,
2020), etc., we consider not using too much com-
mon machine translation corpus in our training.
These MT corpora mainly consist of simple sen-
tences in each language with limited factual de-
scriptions or only focus on specific areas, which
does not contribute much to improving the truthful-
ness of models and may impair the reasoning capa-
bilities of LLMs. Consequently, we employ fact-
aware multilingual data, which includes rich bilin-
gual factual descriptions alongside high-quality par-
allel corpora. By performing translation instruction
tuning on these data, the model achieves semantic-
level multilingual alignment of factual descriptions
during training, thereby improving its multilingual
truthfulness. Details of fine-tuning are presented in
Appendix C. In general, we include three different
types of data:

Factuality Translation Data Similar to
MLQA (Lewis et al., 2020), we first perform
parallel sentence mining over Wikipedia articles
through LASER toolkit3 (Artetxe and Schwenk,

3https://github.com/facebookresearch/LASER
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2019) with some specific topics, including history,
biography, geography, science and cultural. For
each parallel sentence, we extract a broader
context (e.g. a paragraph) that provides additional
factual details related to the sentence. This ensures
the factual integrity and depth of the content.
Given the challenges of exploring fully aligned
context across nine languages, we also maintain
a 4-way aligned approach, which means that a
factual description appears in at least four different
languages (always including English).

Common Translation Data In our study, we
find that a certain amount of common translation
data is still beneficial for multilingual alignment.
FLORES-200 (Costa-jussà et al., 2022) provides
high-quality translation data between more than
200 languages, making it a suitable choice for our
purposes.

Pretraining Data Dou et al. (2024) find that
excessive amount of instruction data during su-
pervised fine-tuning (SFT) can degrade the world
knowledge stored in LLMs, leading to performance
drop in knowledge tasks. Our experiments also
support this conclusion. Thus, besides translation
data, we incorporate extra pretraining data from
Wikipedia to alleviate the world knowledge forget-
ting.

We have data of all nine languages mentioned in
section 3, which means a massive number of possi-
ble translation directions (9× 8 = 72) for a single
example. Therefore, similar to Zhu et al. (2023),
we follow the most widely used English-centric
way and further adopt the best translation direction,
which means we only put the non-English text on
the target side and the English text on the source
side. Table 1 shows the statistics of our fact-aware
multilingual data.

Data Type De Fr Es Ru Zh Ja Th Ar
Factuality Translation 4517 4235 5253 5223 5137 4236 4239 5335
Common Translation 997 997 997 997 997 997 997 997

Table 1: Statistics of all used training data in our experi-
ment. Note that we usually add about 10% pretraining
data for an specific data allocation.

4.2 Language Bias Probe

To better show the effect of machine translation
task and guide the selection of training data, we
propose language bias probe to estimate the abil-
ity bias of models between languages. Language

bias measures the differences in multilingual rep-
resentations of semantically equivalent sentences.
Inspired by the findings of Ju et al. (2024) that
different layers in LLMs may encode different con-
textual information, we hypothesize that models
exhibit minimal mean language bias in the layer
where they encode semantic representations.

Algorithm 1 Language Bias Probe
Input: ModelM, parallel corpus C, language set
L.

Output: Bias D between any language pair in L
of each layer inM.

1: L← {"English", "Chinese", "Spanish", . . . }
2: N ← number of decoder layers inM
3: M ← number of samples in C
4: for i = 0 to N do
5: H[i]← mean sentence hidden states calcu-

lated from C at layer i
6: H[i]← Standardization(H[i])
7: for (lj , lk) in (L,L) do
8: for m = 0 to M − 1 do
9: d← ∥(H[i][lj ][m]−H[i][lk][m])∥22

10: D[i][lj ][k]← D[i][lj ][k] + d
11: end for
12: D[i][lj ][lk]← D[i][lj ][lk]/M
13: end for
14: end for
15: Return D

Formally, we define the bias between languages
as their average representation distance on the
probe corpora C, denoted as disx2x. We distin-
guish the biases at each decoder layer of the model
as well as between all different language pairs. The
algorithm to calculate the language bias between
each pair is described in Algorithm 1, where C
comes from FLORES-200 (Costa-jussà et al., 2022)
in our work. As shown in Figure 2, the mean bias
of languages in three popular foundation models
initially decreases and then increases as the index
of decoder layers increases. Thus, we can infer that
the lowest point on each curve indicates the seman-
tic layer of each foundation model (e.g., layer 14
may be the semantic layer of Gemma-7B). In the
following subsection, we will leverage this informa-
tion to analyze the performance changes of specific
languages and further optimize our combination of
training data.
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Figure 2: Mean bias between languages. We take the
average distance value of all language pairs for each
layer.

4.3 Selective Languages Synergy

Incorporating a large number of languages com-
plicates the alignment process, which is known as
the curse of multilinguality (Conneau et al., 2020).
Therefore, we aim to select a core subset of lan-
guages, which helps align all languages in a collab-
orative and diffusive manner. This idea also coin-
cide with Pareto principle (Sanders, 1987), which
indicates that the most important factors in a system
are only about 20% but affect 80% of the results.

Suppose that we have M languages in our train-
ing corpora C and evaluation set denoted as L =
{l1, l2, . . . , lM}. Our goal is to select an optimal
language set so from L, which can boost the align-
ment between English and other non-English lan-
guages as effectively as possible.

We take two major steps to form so, 1) group
all languages into several clusters and 2) select a
core language from each cluster as one element
in so. Algorithm 2 illustrates the algorithm to se-
lect optimal language set so, where the role of the
parameters m and d is to control the number of lan-
guages involved in the training stage and to avoid
merging languages with too large differences into
the same set. For the nearest set, we define the
distance between two sets s and s′ as the minimum
language bias among all language pairs (l1, l2) in
s × s′. For core language selection, we conduct
individual experiment for each language, and the
language with minimum mean bias movement after
fine-tuning on that language is considered the core
language of that set. For more details, please refer
to Appendix B.

Algorithm 2 Optimal Language Set Selection

Input: Language set L, language bias matrix D
of the semantic layer, maximum number of
languages m, distance threshold d.

Output: Optimal language set so
1: S ← { {l} | l ∈ L}
2: while |S| > m do
3: S ′ ← S
4: for each s ∈ S do
5: s′ ← nearest_set(s, S, d)
6: if s′ exists then
7: S ′ ← (S ′\{s, s′}) ∪ {s ∪ s′}
8: end if
9: end for

10: if |S| = |S ′| then
11: break
12: end if
13: S ← S′

14: end while
15: so ← {select_core(s) | s ∈ S}
16: Return so

5 Experiments

5.1 Setup

In our experiments, we utilize three representative
open source foundation LLMs as our base mod-
els: LLaMA-3-8B (AI@Meta, 2024), Mistral-7B-
v0.1 (Jiang et al., 2023) and Gemma-7B (Team
et al., 2024). We employ full parameters fine-
tuning over a subset of fact-aware multilingual data.
Details about our training is placed in Appendix C.

For evaluation benchmarks, we first evaluate
our models on MTruthfulQA we construct in
both multi-choice QA and open-ended genera-
tion settings. We also do evaluations on Cross-
MMLU (Wang et al., 2023a), which contains 150
high-quality human-annotated questions for com-
mon knowledge testing across seven languages: En-
glish, Chinese, Indonesian, Spanish, Vietnamese,
Malay, and Filipino.

5.2 Main Results

Table 2 and Table 3 present the results of models
on MTruthfulQA. All experiments are performed
in a five-shot setting. We analyze the performance
of all models in depth and draw some conclusions.

MTruthfulQA reveals the absolute ability of
LLMs’ truth-telling and truth-recognizing in
multilingual scenarios. First, in open-ended gen-
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Models True*Info(%)
En De Fr Es Ru Zh Ja Th Ar Avg.

GPT-4 (Achiam et al., 2023) 69.8 71.4 72.5 67.9 68.9 68.9 68.1 56.5 68.5 68.1
Bloomz-7B1-mt (Muennighoff et al., 2023) 18.7 21.9 20.7 13.2 16.0 26.8 16.4 13.5 14.2 17.9
LLaMA-3-8B-Instruct (AI@Meta, 2024) 56.7 30.7 43.7 29.1 37.3 34.4 18.7 17.3 31.6 33.3
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 (Jiang et al., 2023) 66.7 52.5 57.9 49.9 49.1 52.9 27.7 24.6 42.7 47.1
With FaMSS
LLaMA-3-8B (AI@Meta, 2024) 36.6 31.6 31.1 27.3 38.8 31.1 25.1 20.1 42.1 31.5
LLaMA-3-8B + FaMSS 44.9 34.9 34.5 37.3 42.4 36.2 39.9 24.7 41.9 37.4
Mistral-7B-v0.1 (Jiang et al., 2023) 36.0 35.9 28.8 29.3 34.0 35.9 19.5 15.4 22.2 28.5
Mistral-7B-v0.1 + FaMSS 39.6 41.2 31.4 29.3 33.0 40.0 20.5 14.5 29.6 31.0
Gemma-7B (Team et al., 2024) 25.7 19.7 17.7 17.1 21.5 27.8 34.6 15.8 19.7 22.2
Gemma-7B + FaMSS 37.8 45.9 22.2 23.6 30.8 41.7 40.1 19.7 25.2 31.9

Table 2: Experimental results on MTruthfulQA dataset under open-ended generation setting. Presented metric is
True*Info (%) score, representing ability to generate truthful and informative contents. Full results can be found in
Appendix D.

Models MC1 (%)
En De Fr Es Ru Zh Ja Th Ar Avg.

Bloomz-7B1-mt 26.7 27.1 27.3 24.4 29.0 26.2 29.7 26.2 27.7 27.1
LLaMA-3-8B-Instruct 40.6 36.4 40.5 37.5 35.7 37.9 36.0 28.5 35.7 36.5
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 55.4 49.7 52.8 47.4 44.7 42.2 40.3 29.7 37.5 44.4
With FaMSS
LLaMA-3-8B 32.4 31.5 33.5 30.5 31.6 28.9 34.6 28.3 29.9 31.2
LLaMA-3-8B + FaMSS 35.0 31.7 32.7 34.5 32.8 30.2 35.5 26.9 30.1 32.2
Mistral-7B-v0.1 30.6 33.5 33.0 29.7 33.0 32.1 32.9 28.2 31.3 31.6
Mistral-7B-v0.1 + FaMSS 32.8 33.7 32.8 31.6 33.4 32.9 32.7 27.7 31.8 32.1
Gemma-7B 33.4 32.4 33.2 33.4 30.5 29.9 33.0 27.7 31.7 31.7
Gemma-7B + FaMSS 37.3 34.8 36.2 33.9 31.3 30.4 33.4 28.9 31.6 33.1

Table 3: Experimental results on MTruthfulQA dataset under multi-choice QA setting. Presented metrics are MC1
scores mentioned in section 3. Full results can be found in Appendix D.

eration evaluation, strong baselines such as GPT-
4 (Achiam et al., 2023) and Mistral-7B-Instruct-
v0.2 (Jiang et al., 2023) get much higher scores
compared with other models, showing more pow-
erful truth-telling ability across massive languages.
Similar results are observed for truth-recognizing
in multi-choice setting. Furthermore, we can ob-
viously see models exhibit different truthfulness
levels across different languages, usually higher
in English or other languages similar with English.
This is reasonable given that LLMs are trained with
more data in these languages. Additionally, the gap
between different language pairs is not uniform
in the two evaluation settings. We can see larger
gap in True*Info (%) scores compared with MC
scores, indicating that open-ended generation is a
more challenging task and better distinguishes the
multilingual capabilities of models.

FaMSS is convenient and effective. Although we
just train our models with a majority of transla-
tion instruction data, our method achieves great

Model Acc Consis AC3
GPT-4 85.0 80.0 83.0
LLaMA3-8B-Instruct 57.0 48.0 52.0
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 49.0 30.0 37.0
With FaMSS
LLaMA-3-8B 46.8 28.6 35.5
LLaMA-3-8B + FaMSS 52.0 40.8 45.7
Mistral-7B-v0.1 51.2 45.1 48.0
Mistral-7B-v0.1 + FaMSS 52.6 46.3 49.2
Gemma-7B 48.4 54.2 51.1
Gemma-7B + FaMSS 54.0 52.0 53.0

Table 4: Experimental results on Cross-MMLU dataset.

enhancement of truthfulness in tested founda-
tion models. We get +5.9% of improvement in
True*Info (%) score on LLaMA-3-8B, +2.5% on
Mistral-7B-v0.1 and +9.7% on Gemma-7B. Mean-
while, the result of multi-choice QA on MTruth-
fulQA is also averagely positive. Additionally,
models fine-tuned with FaMSS show stronger multi-
lingual capabilities in common knowledge bench-
mark. As shown in Table 4, our method is signifi-
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Figure 3: Visualization results in the representation space of LLMs on FLORES-200 before and after utilizing FaMSS.
Our method successfully enhances the multilingual representation alignment in the middle layers, where models
encode more semantic-level information. In contrast, the top and bottom layers contain more syntactic information,
resulting in little overlap in representations across different languages.

cantly effective on Cross-MMLU, raising accuracy
of prediction by +5.2% on LLaMA-3-8B, +1.4%
on Mistral-7B-v0.1 and +5.6% on Gemma-7B. A
notable phenomenon is that the performance im-
provement of Mistral-7B-v0.1 is relatively small.
This may be due to the relatively limited vocabu-
lary size of it compared with other models, which
restricts the efficiency of multilingual alignment
and highlights the importance of a large vocabu-
lary for MLLMs. In general, these positive results
highlight the effectiveness of FaMSS, showing that
fact-aware multilingual data can be conveniently
used to enhance multilingual truthfulness.

Trained and not directly trained languages can
both benefit from FaMSS. We investigate the dif-
ference in performance change between trained
languages and untrained languages. For exam-
ple, when we fine-tuned Gemma-7B on language
set S = {German, Chinese, Arabic}, our tuning
method get higher True*Info (%) scores in these
languages in S compared to the base model, which
can be regarded as these languages "learn" from En-
glish during FaMSS. On the other hand, languages
not in S also benefit from the alignment procedure
between English and S , showing relatively smaller
improvement on True*Info (%) score. Moreover,
the performance gain on Cross-MMLU further sup-
port this conclusion, as there are very few lan-
guages that are both included in Cross-MMLU and
S (i.e., just Chinese since English is the source
language). To get a deeper understanding of the

enhancement in semantic alignment between lan-
guages brought by FaMSS, we also present a visual
comparison through t-SNE 4 algorithm in Fig 3.

6 Ablation and Further Analysis

To further explore the influence of FaMSS across
languages and explain the data allocation schema
used in our experiments, we conduct ablation stud-
ies and additional analyses. The reported results
are obtained on Gemma-7B, but similar conclusions
were found across other models as well.

6.1 Data Allocation of Languages
Alignment between multiple languages may not
be performed synchronously. Ideally, we would
combine data from all languages and hope for an
aligning process between each individual language
and English. However, the representation of En-
glish text in semantic space cannot simultaneously
align with all other languages. In fact, languages do
interfere with each other when trained together. To
demonstrate this point, we separately fine-tuned the
base model with data in each language and lever-
aged language bias probe to measure the movement
of language bias between English and other lan-
guages. As shown in Figure 4, the representation
of a given language X consistently becomes closer
to English when fine-tuned on translation data in
language X . However, for some languages, this
can also cause a larger gap between English and

4https://scikit-learn.org/stable/
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another language Y . For instance, fine-tuning on
translating English to French makes French closer
to English but negatively impacts the alignment
between English and Chinese.

Figure 4: Language bias movement when fine-tuned on
language Y and probed on language X. All displayed
values are calculated on the 14th layer of Gemma-7B.
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Figure 5: Performance on MTruthfulQA when tuned
with different language sets.

Combination of a few languages is more ro-
bust. One main advantage of our leveraged
FaMSS method is that we can fine-tune models
with just a subset of target languages while achiev-
ing more robust performance. To further confirm
the rationality behind selective languages synergy,
we compared the model’s performance under dif-
ferent language selection settings. We report the
True*Info (%) scores of training with different lan-
guage sets on Gemma-7B in Figure 5. The results
show that simply mixing training data from similar
languages may actually harm the model’s perfor-

mance, even if the total amount of training data
increases. This indicates that training with data
from different languages makes it more challeng-
ing for the model to improve its overall multilingual
capabilities. In contrast, selecting only three core
languages enables the model to learn the intrin-
sic connections between multiple languages more
efficiently, thereby achieving a higher level of mul-
tilingual proficiency.

6.2 Effectiveness of Mixture Data Types
Figure 6 displays the results on Gemma-7B with
different mixtures of data types. The optimal per-
formance is achieved with a balanced integration
of all three data types. The synergistic effect of a
diverse data mixture may stems from the comple-
mentary nature of different data types (red line).

All Data Types w/o  Factuality Translation Data

w/o  Common Translation Data w/o  Pretraining Data

Figure 6: Multilingual performance of LLMs with dif-
ferent mixture of data types.

The omission of factuality data (green line) leads
to a noticeable struggle in enhancing the truthful-
ness of LLMs. This is primarily due to the model’s
reduced capacity to discern and generate factually
accurate information. Meanwhile, the inclusion of
the other two types of data further improves the
truthfulness level across most languages.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we construct a novel MTruthfulQA
benchmark, which enables the evaluation of truth-
fulness in multilingual scenarios, especially in mul-
tilingual open-ended generation. We also propose
a method called FaMSS to synergistically align the
factuality representations of different languages in
semantic space. By utilizing a mixture of data types
and optimally selecting language sets based on the
results of our advanced language bias probe, we
achieve significant enhancements in truthfulness of
LLMs with very limited training data.
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Limitations

In our study, we primarily evaluate our models on
close-book QA tasks. It remains unclear whether
our method is equally effective on extractive QA
or other context-demanded tasks, which are more
related to the faithfulness of LLMs. Regarding the
data allocation of different languages, it is possible
that incorporating a small proportion of not consid-
ered languages rather than entirely omitting them,
might yield better results. Considering the numer-
ous scenarios introduced by varying data propor-
tions, we leave it as future research to explore the
impact of diverse language ratios on the model’s
overall multilingual performance.

Ethical Considerations

The translated multilingual data utilized in this
work may not be perfectly aligned with the original
source data and could contain some unreasonable
descriptions. We have made every effort to mitigate
these issues to the best of our ability. Additionally,
the results in our language selection process might
lead to misconceptions regarding the superiority
or inferiority of certain languages; however, our
work does not contain any bias against any lan-
guage. Our work strictly adheres to the license and
policies of released LLMs and publicly available
datasets.
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A Details of Benchmark Construction

A.1 Prompt for Translation
We use the prompt format in Figure 7 to translate
questions and answers in TruthfulQA into other
languages.

A.2 Metrics for MTruthfulQA
Formally, we define the question in language l as
Ql and the response of LLM L as RL(Ql). For
multi-choice QA, we defineABl as the best answer,
AT l as the set of correct answers and AF l as the
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Input Format:

Please translate given text into different languages and do not change the 
meaning  of them. These languages are English(En), French(Fr), German(De), 
Spanish(Es), Chinese(Zh), Japanese(Ja), Russian(Ru), Thai(Th), Arabic(Ar).
{demos}
 <Trans> <En>{text_en}</En>

Translation Prompt:

Output Format:

<Fr>{text_fr}</Fr> <De>{text_de}</De> <Es>{text_es}</Es> <Zh>{text_zh}</Zh> 
<Ja>{text_ja}</Ja> <Ru>{text_ru}</Ru> <Th>{text_ru}</Th> <Ar>{text_ar}</Ar> 
</Trans>

Figure 7: Prompt to translate questions and answers.

set of wrong answers in corresponding language
l. The three likelihood scores MC1, MC2 and
MC3 are calculated as follows:

MC1l =

{
1, if p(ABl) > maxi p(AF l,i)

0, else

MC2l =

∑
i exp(p(AT l,i))∑

i exp(p(ABl,i)) +
∑

i exp(p(AF l,i))

MC3l =

∑
i[p(AT l,i) > p(AF l,i)]

|ABl|

where l represents the language evaluated on,
p(x) represents the logits of x and the symbol with
subscript i denotes the ith item in the correspond-
ing set. The final MC scores are the average scores
of all test samples.

For open-ended generation:

• True (%): the percentage of responses that
are classified as truthful.

• Info (%): the percentage of responses that are
classified as informative.

• True*Info (%): the percentage of responses
that are classified as both truthful and infor-
mative.

B Details About Optimal Languages
Selection

In the process of optimal language set selection
described in Algorithm 2, M is set to 3 and d is set
to the average bias between all different language
pairs (i.e., d = 0.84). As shown in Fig 8, we first
merge all languages into three sets, each containing
similar languages. Then, according to the mean

bias movement for each language, which can be
calculated from Fig 4, we finally select three core
languages from these corresponding three sets (i.e.,
German, Chinese and Arabic).

C Details of the Fact-aware Multilingual
Alignment

C.1 Hyperparameters

Hyperparameter Value
learning_rate 3e-6
batch_size 4
gradient_accumulation_steps 2
epochs 4
model_max_length 2048
lr_scheduler_type cosine
fp16 True
optimizer AdamW

Table 5: Fine-tuning hyperparameters.

C.2 Statistics of Training Data
See Table 6.

Data Type Target Language Number of Items

Factuality Translation
De 4517
Zh 5137
Ar 5335

Common Translation
De 997
Zh 997
Ar 997

Pretraining En 1946

Table 6: Detailed information of training data used for
FaMSS with optimal allocation of data types and lan-
guages.

C.3 Template for Translation Instruction
Tuning

Translation Instruction Tuning Template:

Translate text in language {source language} to {target language}. 
Remember that they have the same meaning. 
<{source language}>: {source text} => <{target language}>: {target text}

Figure 9: Format of instruction tuning data in translation
task.

D Detailed Main Results

We report more detailed results evaluated on
MTruthfulQA in Table 7, 8, 9 and 10. These met-
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Models True (%)
En De Fr Es Ru Zh Ja Th Ar Avg.

GPT-4 72.2 72.7 73.7 69.3 70.4 70.4 68.9 57.0 71.5 69.6
Bloomz-7B1-mt 92.5 55.0 92.3 99.5 84.8 76.1 82.1 68.4 91.3 82.5
LLaMA-3-8B-Instruct 71.2 85.7 70.5 77.4 47.7 74.3 91.4 76.5 68.4 76.0
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 80.0 78.6 76.5 79.2 75.4 69.8 80.2 51.9 69.8 74.1
With FaMSS
LLaMA-3-8B 58.9 78.6 76.5 79.2 75.4 69.8 80.2 51.9 74.9 74.1
LLaMA-3-8B + FaMSS 60.5 62.5 56.3 65.0 49.4 47.9 57.2 37.9 52.3 54.3
Mistral-7B-v0.1 55.2 59.0 60.8 68.3 61.9 49.7 82.1 67.1 81.5 65.1
Mistral-7B-v0.1 + FaMSS 46.4 59.6 66.7 70.6 63.0 52.6 84.3 64.7 85.9 66.0
Gemma-7B 76.5 85.6 85.2 87.3 80.2 71.2 69.9 76.9 77.7 78.9
Gemma-7B + FaMSS 78.5 84.7 86.0 86.2 73.6 64.7 60.7 68.7 79.2 75.8

Table 7: True (%) score of models evaluated on MTruthfulQA. In our experiment, we find that a single True (%)
score does not reflect the actual ability to give truthful answers since models are always refusing to give a clear
answer, which also improve their True (%) score.

Models Info (%)
En De Fr Es Ru Zh Ja Th Ar Avg.

GPT-4 97.6 98.4 98.8 98.7 98.4 98.5 99.0 99.1 97.1 98.4
Bloomz-7B1-mt 26.2 61.2 28.4 13.6 30.2 49.8 32.9 36.2 22.8 33.5
LLaMA-3-8B-Instruct 84.9 45.0 72.6 51.7 69.4 60.0 27.2 40.3 62.5 57.1
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 86.5 73.9 81.0 70.6 73.4 83.0 47.0 68.9 66.1 72.3
With FaMSS
LLaMA-3-8B 77.6 67.9 69.5 60.7 84.1 78.2 50.7 70.9 83.0 71.4
LLaMA-3-8B + FaMSS 84.0 72.2 78.2 72.1 92.5 88.1 81.4 85.1 88.5 82.5
Mistral-7B-v0.1 80.8 76.0 67.6 60.7 71.4 84.7 36.6 44.1 39.2 62.3
Mistral-7B-v0.1 + FaMSS 93.1 80.7 64.3 58.2 69.1 86.1 35.1 45.3 42.6 63.8
Gemma-7B 49.2 33.9 32.2 29.6 41.0 56.5 63.8 38.1 41.9 42.9
Gemma-7B + FaMSS 59.2 61.0 35.9 37.5 56.2 76.6 78.9 49.9 45.9 55.7

Table 8: Info (%) score of models evaluated on MTruthfulQA. Higher Info (%) score usually means models provide
more useful information.

Models MC2 (%)
En De Fr Es Ru Zh Ja Th Ar Avg.

Bloomz-7B1-mt 46.4 47.5 45.5 42.4 50.9 47.4 51.2 48.0 48.2 47.5
LLaMA-3-8B-Instruct 59.3 56.8 60.0 55.5 56.2 54.7 54.7 48.0 54.2 55.5
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 70.9 67.8 69.5 64.8 64.9 62.2 60.2 47.9 58.8 63.0
With FaMSS
LLaMA-3-8B 50.2 51.1 53.6 47.6 52.3 50.5 54.2 47.0 51.5 50.8
LLaMA-3-8B + FaMSS 52.7 52.1 52.6 51.3 53.0 50.5 53.8 44.3 51.7 51.3
Mistral-7B-v0.1 45.9 51.4 51.9 45.1 52.9 51.6 53.2 46.7 50.4 49.9
Mistral-7B-v0.1 + FaMSS 46.3 51.6 51.3 45.8 53.1 52.4 52.9 45.9 50.5 50.0
Gemma-7B 51.6 49.8 52.1 51.7 52.2 50.9 52.7 45.5 52.4 51.0
Gemma-7B + FaMSS 56.8 54.5 54.6 54.2 52.9 52.2 54.7 49.7 51.8 53.5

Table 9: MC2 (%) score of models evaluated on MTruthfulQA.
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Models MC3 (%)
En De Fr Es Ru Zh Ja Th Ar Avg.

Bloomz-7B1-mt 24.1 24.9 24.3 22.5 28.0 26.0 28.7 25.4 25.8 25.5
LLaMA-3-8B-Instruct 34.4 32.5 35.6 32.8 32.8 33.2 32.1 26.3 32.0 32.4
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 46.0 44.0 44.5 41.0 40.3 38.6 36.1 26.7 32.8 38.9
With FaMSS
LLaMA-3-8B 26.8 28.2 28.7 26.2 28.6 27.6 31.0 26.3 28.3 28.0
LLaMA-3-8B + FaMSS 29.0 28.2 28.1 29.1 28.4 27.6 31.2 24.6 28.8 28.3
Mistral-7B-v0.1 24.4 29.4 28.1 25.7 30.2 30.3 30.5 25.9 27.3 28.0
Mistral-7B-v0.1 + FaMSS 26.4 29.5 27.7 28.4 30.5 31.1 30.3 25.1 28.5 28.6
Gemma-7B 28.0 28.1 27.8 28.8 28.1 29.2 29.1 25.0 28.4 28.1
Gemma-7B + FaMSS 30.7 30.9 31.5 29.4 29.4 29.7 29.4 26.3 28.9 29.6

Table 10: MC3 (%) score of models evaluated on MTruthfulQA.
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