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Abstract

The breakthrough of generative large language
models (LLMs) that can solve different tasks
through chat interaction has led to a significant
increase in the use of general benchmarks to as-
sess the quality or performance of these models
beyond individual applications. There is also a
need for better methods to evaluate and also to
compare models due to the ever increasing num-
ber of new models published. However, most
of the established benchmarks revolve around
the English language. This paper analyses the
benefits and limitations of current evaluation
datasets, focusing on multilingual European
benchmarks. We analyse seven multilingual
benchmarks and identify four major challenges.
Furthermore, we discuss potential solutions to
enhance translation quality and mitigate cul-
tural biases, including human-in-the-loop veri-
fication and iterative translation ranking. Our
analysis highlights the need for culturally aware
and rigorously validated benchmarks to assess
the reasoning and question-answering capabili-
ties of multilingual LLMs accurately.

1 Introduction

Recent advances in large language models (LLMs)
have demonstrated very strong capabilities across
a wide range of natural language processing (NLP)
tasks. The performance of these models is mea-
sured and quantified using well-established bench-
marks in which the models have to perform specific
tasks such as, among others, reasoning, question
answering (QA), or common-sense inference on
English text (see, for example, Hendrycks et al.,
2021; Lin et al., 2022; Zellers et al., 2019). The
benchmarks consist of text labeled by human anno-
tators (Ding et al., 2024) or they were developed
with the help of machine learning techniques that
annotate or label the original text data automati-
cally (Pfister and Hotho, 2024).

Benchmarks are intended to simulate complex
problems so that they can provide, when applied to

a specific model, an overall impression of how well
the model can solve a particular task. Numerous
benchmarks exist for a very wide range of tasks,
especially with regard to the English language and
English-centric LLMs. High-quality multilingual
benchmarks for multilingual models are relatively
rare. There are non-English monolingual bench-
marks developed together with annotators who are
native speakers (Pfister and Hotho, 2024) and a few
high-quality multilingual benchmarks on reading
comprehension, e. g., Bandarkar et al. (2024).

Recently, researchers have been using multilin-
gual benchmarks that are comparable and quantifi-
able across languages (Touvron et al., 2023). For in-
stance, in late 2024, three multilingual LLMs were
published that cover all 24 European languages (Ali
et al., 2024; Martins et al., 2024; Gonzalez-Agirre
et al., 2025). These LLMs were evaluated using En-
glish (MMLU, Hellaswag, TruthfulQA) and a few
multilingual benchmarks (Hendrycks et al., 2021;
Zellers et al., 2019; Lin et al., 2022; Bandarkar
et al., 2024). These evaluations were performed us-
ing machine-translated versions of well-established
English benchmarks regarding multilingual reason-
ing, QA, or common-sense inference (Thellmann
et al., 2024). The translated benchmarks are, like
the original English versions, multiple-choice prob-
lems, where the model has to choose the correct
answer or output from four possible answer options.
The correct answer can be calculated by generating
the correct output (Zellers et al., 2019) or mea-
suring the log-likelihood of each possible answer
(Wiland et al., 2024). The benefit of automatically
translated benchmarks is that, besides cost- and
time-efficiency in terms of dataset generation, the
scores are comparable across languages.1

This process has two pitfalls that complicate
interpreting the benchmarks’ scores. First, the

1https://huggingface.co/spaces/occiglot/
euro-llm-leaderboard
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benchmarks are not flawless translations of the En-
glish versions. Benchmarks that contain a signifi-
cant amount of incorrect, incomplete or inadequate
translations can distort model predictions – espe-
cially considering that a single incorrectly trans-
lated option in a multiple choice setting changes
the whole problem space (Lin et al., 2022).

To overcome this issue human annotators or
an improved and more comprehensive translation
pipeline are needed. For instance, a translation-
verification process with a human in the loop could
help enhance these benchmarks in terms of their
translation quality. Another solution could be an it-
erative process of automatically ranking the transla-
tions and re-translating them until the total transla-
tion ranking has crossed a certain threshold. There
are already models and metrics that can measure
and score translation quality (Rei et al., 2020).

The second problem relates to cultural biases in-
herently embedded in the English benchmarks that
cannot be addressed using automated translations
only (Singh et al., 2024). For example, the MMLU
benchmark contains graduate questions from the
US that rely heavily on national knowledge (regard-
ing history, religion etc.) (Hendrycks et al., 2021).
These questions are not meaningful when evalu-
ating the reasoning and QA capabilities of LLMs
regarding European languages and cultures.

However, there are already some efforts to trans-
late these benchmarks into multiple languages
with regard to cultural biases. Note that these
approaches involve human annotators that correct
these biases (Singh et al., 2024).

This paper analyses the most commonly used
benchmarks for multilingual LLMs for European
languages. We highlight the benefits and inter-
pretability of the existing benchmarks and outline
their limitations.

2 Approaches

In this section, we discuss the different approaches
to developing multilingual benchmarks. We exam-
ine seven multilingual general-domain benchmarks,
some of which only partially cover all 24 official
EU languages; only one benchmark covers 23 out
of 24 languages (Bandarkar et al., 2024). We anal-
yse benchmarks that include at least nine of the 24
languages. It must be noted that we do not discuss
machine translation benchmarks such as FLORES-
200, as these assess the quality of translations rather
than the performance on general tasks.

2.1 Multilingual Benchmarks

The benchmarks can be broadly categorised into
two groups based on the way they were developed.
On the one hand, multilingual benchmarks are
based on English-language benchmarks that were
translated into different languages. These bench-
marks are either machine-translated or translated
by human annotators (occasionally, professional
translators). GlobalMMLU (Singh et al., 2024) and
MMMLU2 belong to this category, they were de-
veloped by translating the MMLU benchmark into
multiple languages. Two different approaches were
used: professional human translators translated
MMMLU into 14 languages; using professional
human translators is less cost- and time-efficient
than simply using automated translation technolo-
gies. GlobalMMLU was machine-translated and
then annotated by human annotators, organised as
an open-source community, using a public anno-
tation framework. As the translation process was
automated, Singh et al. (2024) have been able to
translate the original dataset into a total of 42 lan-
guages including 11 European languages. To max-
imise the inclusion of human-translated content,
GlobalMMLU also includes human translations
of MMMLU. Both data sets show that including
human annotators and translators to improve trans-
lation quality leads to a smaller task scope and
overall sample size (Singh et al., 2024).

Thellmann et al. (2024) published EU20, a
benchmark that contains translations of five well-
established English benchmarks for 20 official EU
languages, which cover grade-school science ques-
tions (Clark et al., 2018), grade-school math word
problems (Cobbe et al., 2021), common-sense in-
ference (Zellers et al., 2019), tests to measure a
model’s propensity to reproduce falsehoods (Lin
et al., 2022), and elementary mathematics, US his-
tory, computer science, law, and multiple choice
QA (Hendrycks et al., 2021). The benchmarks
were translated using the DeepL translation ser-
vice. The automated translations were not validated
by human translators. For the OKAPI benchmark
Lai et al. (2023) translated the same benchmarks
as EU20 except for GSM8K. This benchmark dif-
fers from EU20 with regard to language coverage
and the used translation service. For OKAPI, Lai
et al. (2023) used ChatGPT instead of Deepl. It
comprises translations into 26 different languages,
including 11 European languages.

2https://huggingface.co/datasets/openai/MMMLU
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The second category of benchmarks includes
multilingual datasets that are not based on English
data but on regional or multilingual data sources.
Here, we can also distinguish between task-specific
and multi-task benchmarks.

Include (Romanou et al., 2024) is a knowledge-
and reasoning-centric benchmark across 44 lan-
guages, including 15 European languages. It was
constructed based on local exam sources in the
44 languages it includes and consists of 197,243
multiple-choice QA pairs. The benchmark was
extended with non-English benchmarks like Turk-
ishMMLU (Yüksel et al., 2024) or PersianMMLU
(Ghahroodi et al., 2024). Include is more exten-
sive than EXAMS (Hardalov et al., 2020), a cross-
lingual and multilingual QA benchmark using high
school exams with limited domain coverage.

Belebele (Bandarkar et al., 2024) is a multiple
choice machine reading comprehension (MRC)
benchmark that covers 122 languages, including all
EU languages except Irish. It was developed based
on FLORES200 (NLLB Team et al., 2022) and
contains a total of 900 questions in a total of 122
languages, each with four multiple-choice answers.

Xtreme (Hu et al., 2020), on the other hand, is a
comprehensive collection of datasets covering nine
tasks and 40 languages (including 15 European
languages). As the nine tasks do not cover all 40
languages, an evaluation across the majority of
languages is only possible for a subset of tasks (Hu
et al., 2020). Two datasets (XQuAD and MLQA)
have been translated into all 40 languages from the
English source using an “in-house translation tool”
(Hu et al., 2020). Overall, Xtreme covers four
different categories of tasks: QA, classification,
structured prediction, and retrieval.

2.2 Evaluation Methods

Most of the benchmarks described in Section 2.1
are multiple-choice benchmarks that do not test the
multilingual language generation but multilingual
language understanding capabilities of an LLM.
Therefore, the metric for evaluating an LLM using
one of these benchmarks is accuracy or the har-
monic mean of precision and recall (F1 score). The
only exception is the benchmark of Hu et al. (2020),
which contains classification and structured predic-
tion tasks that are also measured using accuracy
and F1-score. However, for the QA tasks of the
Xtreme dataset, the exact match metric is also used.

3 Challenges

We can identify four main challenges regarding
these benchmarks. Below, we explain these and
show why these limitations have to be considered
when using the benchmarks for the evaluation of
LLMs that cover many or all European languages.

3.1 Challenge 1: Cross-Lingual Comparison

Besides providing an overview of an LLM’s capa-
bilities in various languages, multilingual bench-
marks are used to enable cross-lingual comparisons,
which highlight a model’s capabilities for all lan-
guages and show its limits for multilingual use
cases. For multilingual benchmarks these compar-
isons also provide insights into a model’s transfer
learning capabilities if they have only been trained
on a subset of the languages.

Benchmarks like Xtreme contain a dataset col-
lection covering various tasks, which makes them
difficult to interpret for a cross-lingual compari-
son. Xtreme claims to cover 40 languages; for each
task, they provide at least one gold-standard data
set. But that does not cover all aspects of each
language necessary for transfer because the charac-
teristics of a language can vary depending on the
task, domain, and register in which it is used (Hu
et al., 2020).

To provide such insights, the samples in a
benchmark have to be comparable across lan-
guages. Benchmarks like GlobalMMLU, Belebele
or MMMLU use human annotators and translators
to verify the sample comparison (Singh et al., 2024;
Bandarkar et al., 2024) while automatically trans-
lated benchmarks like Thellmann et al. (2024) or
Lai et al. (2023) are, by definition, unable to enable
or guarantee cross-lingual comparisons without a
human validation of the translations. Translations
can contain tokens or syntactic structures that let
the reader backtrack to the original source language.
This phenomenon is called translationese (Koppel
and Ordan, 2011).

3.2 Challenge 2: Translationese

Translationese is a linguistic phenomenon charac-
terised by interference from the source language,
leading to unnatural structures in the target lan-
guage (Singh et al., 2024). In other words, trans-
lationese can be described as artifacts or markers
in the target translations that can be used to iden-
tify the source language (Koppel and Ordan, 2011).
Typically, these artifacts cause a drop in evalua-

3
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tion quality. On the other hand, models unfamiliar
with the source language could benefit from those
artifacts in the target translation.

Nevertheless, there are solutions to overcome
these linguistic qualms. Professional annotators
or translators who validate translations to improve
their quality through post-edits can mitigate transla-
tionese artifacts in the target language (Singh et al.,
2024). There are also tools for automatic trans-
lation quality estimations that use a human-based
scoring system to assess the quality of a specific
translation (Rei et al., 2020; Kocmi and Federmann,
2023). It can be shown that these metrics are sen-
sitive to translationese. The COMET score, for
example, varies in terms of its absolute ranking
between target translations with and without trans-
lationese. However, the results do not show on the
system-level ranking (Zouhar et al., 2024), which
averages three lexical segment-level metric scores
(Rei et al., 2020).

3.3 Challenge 3: Cultural Bias

Most of the benchmarks evaluate the reasoning
capabilities of LLMs. However, reasoning, be-
havior, and communication are shaped by culture
(Tao et al., 2024). Therefore, cultural biases in
multilingual datasets present substantial obstacles
with regard to their scope, validity and reliability
as global benchmarks (Singh et al., 2024). Cul-
tural biases will not be mitigated if benchmarks are
automatically translated from English into other
languages. The published benchmarks apply two
different options to address this limitation. First,
human annotators evaluate cultural biases present
in the original dataset. Global-MMLU, for instance,
improved the quality of a multilingual MMLU by
engaging with professional and community anno-
tators that label samples as culturally-sensitive or
culturally-agnostic (Singh et al., 2024). Using an-
notators to verify translations and evaluate cultural
bias supports the effectiveness of a multilingual
benchmark.

The second option is to develop a benchmark
based on regional resources. The Include bench-
mark (Romanou et al., 2024) was created based
on local exam sources instead of translating bench-
marks with inherent cultural bias and debiasing
translations. Local exams contain questions about
local history, culture, politics, and geographical
and regional knowledge.

Cultural Sensitivity and Inclusion

Both approaches described in Section 3.3 would
result in benchmarks with less English-centric cul-
tural biases. However, the first approach miti-
gates and/or outlines existing biases by identifying
whether a dataset is culturally agnostic or not, while
the other approach results in benchmarks with cul-
tural biases regarding the intended languages and
cultures by not considering English sources that
could contain English-centric biases.

The integration of diverse and culturally
grounded knowledge is necessary to achieve a cer-
tain level of inclusivity and fairness for multilingual
evaluations (Singh et al., 2024). Mitigating cultural
bias from benchmarks is fundamental for achieving
a certain level of reliability for global benchmarks,
but – as already mentioned – culture shapes reason-
ing and is, therefore, an essential component in and
for communication and for solving multilingual
tasks.

3.4 Challenge 4: Ensuring Data Quality

Guaranteeing or at least achieving a certain level
of data quality is challenging for all benchmarks.
The reasons can differ and are also related to chal-
lenges already discussed (see Sections 3.1 and 3.2).
This section will discuss cascading data quality is-
sues that emerge from the source material or the
benchmark generation process.

The samples should be evaluated to ensure high
data quality in each iteration of the data processing
pipeline. This can be done by regular manual or
automatic inspections (Bandarkar et al., 2024). For
instance, automatically translated samples can be
evaluated using translation scores or human annota-
tors. Thellmann et al. (2024) show that some trans-
lations have an error rate of up to 2.3%, which was
identified by manually checking samples with un-
expectedly low COMET scores (Thellmann et al.,
2024). These error rates differ in individual lan-
guages and, therefore, also have an impact on cross-
lingual comparability.

As a solution, the scoring and evaluation could
be included in the translation process, and lower-
rated samples could be re-translated or manually an-
notated. However, most translated benchmarks rely
on manual assessment. Bandarkar et al. (2024) use
manual methods to ensure data quality. Through-
out the process of developing the dataset, annotator
alignments were defined. Note that forced annota-
tor alignments for translations could increase trans-

4



ISCA/ITG Workshop on Diversity in Large Speech and Language Models

lationese (Clark et al., 2020) but it ensures equiv-
alent question difficulty across languages (Ban-
darkar et al., 2024).

4 Conclusions

In this paper, we analysed, to the best of our knowl-
edge, all benchmarks for the European language
area and identified their challenges. The shortcom-
ings of each benchmark are diverse and can be
mitigated at different stages of dataset generation.
It can also be shown that other approaches for de-
veloping datasets can have certain advantages. It
can be concluded that a diverse and comprehen-
sive collection of European language benchmarks
is beneficial to analyse and compare multilingual
language models in detail.
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