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ABSTRACT

Ensuring native-like quality of large language model (LLM) responses across
many languages is challenging. To address this, we introduce MENLO, a frame-
work that operationalizes the evaluation of native-like response quality based on
audience design-inspired mechanisms. Using MENLO, we create a dataset of
6,423 human-annotated prompt-response preference pairs covering four quality
dimensions with high inter-annotator agreement in 47 language varieties. Our
evaluation reveals that zero-shot LLM judges benefit significantly from pairwise
evaluation and our structured annotation rubrics, yet they still underperform hu-
man annotators on our dataset. We demonstrate substantial improvements through
fine-tuning with reinforcement learning, reward shaping, and multi-task learning
approaches. Additionally, we show that RL-trained judges can serve as generative
reward models to enhance LLMs’ multilingual proficiency, though discrepancies
with human judgment remain. Our findings suggest promising directions for scal-
able multilingual evaluation and preference alignment. We release our dataset and
evaluation framework to support further research in multilingual LLM evaluation.

1 INTRODUCTION

In order for LLMs to be most useful across the globe, they need to be able to provide high-quality
responses in many languages. Responses should be relevant (Zhuang et al., 2024), factually accurate
(Jacovi et al., 2025), and natural (Marchisio et al., 2024; Guo et al., 2025), among other considera-
tions. Ultimately, for interaction in any language to be seamless, responses need to be indistinguish-
able from those of a native speaker (Novikova et al., 2016; Liu et al., 2021). Language proficiency in
humans has traditionally been evaluated via standardized tests (Jamieson et al., 2000). While such
tests have been applied to evaluating LLMs (Anil et al., 2023; Mayor-Rocher et al., 2024; Lothritz
& Cabot, 2025), they are difficult to scale and do not readily correspond to real-world conversations.
What is considered a native-like response largely depends on speakers’ and listeners’ interpretations
of whom they are speaking to (Bell, 1984).

To operationalize the evaluation of native-like response quality across languages, we propose
Multilingual Evaluation of Native-Like Qutput (MENLO); see Figure 1 for an overview. MENLO
breaks down native-like response quality into four key dimensions: i) language quality and coher-
ence; ii) alignment with cultural and linguistic nuances of a specific language variety/locale; iii)
factual correctness and grounding in the local context; and iv) overall writing style and helpfulness.

Building on mechanisms from audience design (Bell, 1984), we propose creating tailored prompts
that effectively evoke local contexts by defining the target audience (e.g., an addressee or reference
group), thereby guiding the generated language to converge to contextually appropriate “native”
styles. We develop instructions that reduce annotation subjectivity and improve inter-annotator
agreement. Responses are generated using state-of-the-art LLMs and annotated with ratings on a
1-5 Likert scale, with an average Krippendorff’s o = 0.84. Overall, the MENLO dataset consists of
6,423 annotated prompt-response preference pairs, and 81,014 annotations, in 47 language varieties.

Human evaluation, particularly at a massively multilingual scale is expensive. We thus evaluate the
ability of LLMs to serve as judges of native-like quality responses. We find that in zero-shot setting,
pairwise evaluation—where models predict scores for two responses simultaneously (without ex-
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Figure 1: MENLO framework and annotation process. 1) Human-written prompt templates evoking
local contexts are created in English for the four dimensions. 2) Prompt templates are translated
and localized into 47 language varieties. 3) Annotation guidelines are created that break down each
dimension into easy-to-follow rubrics. 4) LLMs are used to generate response pairs for each prompt,
which are annotated with Likert-scale ratings and preferences.

plicitly predicting preference)—significantly outperforms its pointwise counterpart. The advantage
of evaluating two responses side-by-side is even bigger than in-context examples with labels. In
addition, we observe significant improvements with judges using our annotation rubrics compared
to judges without rubrics, highlighting the generality of the MENLO framework.

As zero-shot judges remain below human annotation quality, using the pairwise evaluation setup, we
fine-tune Qwen3-4B and L1ama4-Scout as LLM judges on the MENLO training data, finding that RL-
trained models outperform their SFT counterparts. In particular, a multi-task L1ama4-Scout model
trained with shaped rewards surpasses frontier API models with the strongest overall performance
across 47 language varieties, reaching agreement levels comparable to human annotators.

Finally, we demonstrate that these judges can be used as generative reward models (RMs) to directly
improve a policy model’s proficiency. By using our pairwise RL-trained Qwen3-4B judge to post-
train the base Qwen3-4B model, we observe quality gains as measured by both LLM evaluators
and human raters. However, LLM evaluators tend to be overconfident in assessing improvements
compared to human judgments (+0.6 higher gain). This finding shows that while judges trained
with our framework can successfully drive model improvements, the gap between LLM and human
raters highlights the remaining challenges in reliably modeling native-like quality across languages.

Our contributions are the following: 1) We develop MENLO, a framework for the evaluation of
native-like response quality in four dimensions, based on principles from audience design, employ-
ing parametric templates and carefully crafted annotation guidelines. 2) We create the MENLO
dataset, consisting of 6,423 annotated prompt-response preference pairs in 47 language varieties. 3)
We evaluate zero-shot judges on the annotated data, demonstrating the benefits of pairwise evalua-
tion and rubrics. 4) We show that multi-task RL and reward shaping enables fine-tuning a judge that
is on par with human annotators in 47 language varieties. 5) We demonstrate that pairwise fine-tuned
judges can be used as generative RMs to improve policy model language proficiency, while we find
that LLM evaluations tend to overestimate improvements compared to human raters.

Our framework unifies the MENLO dataset, RL-trained pairwise judging, and generative reward
modeling, offering a practical and scalable approach to both assess and improve native-like quality.

2 THE MENLO DATASET

MENLO characterizes native-like conversational response quality in a language along four key di-
mensions: fluency, tone, localized tone, and localized factuality. These dimensions go beyond prior
work that focused mainly on naturalness (Novikova et al., 2016; Liu et al., 2021; Guo et al., 2025)
and are motivated by work on language proficiency assessment (Ke & Ng, 2019), cross-cultural
variation (Hershcovich et al., 2022; Myung et al., 2024), local knowledge grounding (Hupkes &
Bogoychev, 2025). We provide further context on our definition of these dimensions in Figure 2.

From a sociolinguistic perspective, the Style Axiom (Bell, 1984) states that intraspeaker variation
(style) reflects interspeaker variation (social). Native-like quality is therefore not a single fixed
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Dimension Definition Key Question Example Prompt

LEImgVEE R [Py 16 1 el (EPEmER @l e, If you could make one change to the education system in your country,

Fluency compargd to an expert- weII-versgd, clear, and free from what would itlbe and why?

level native speaker. grammatical errors?
Tone S)vgra!ll writingstylelor .IS t.he response h.EIPfuL . I'm so lost, I feel like I've been stuck in neutral for weeks.

voice" of the response. insightful, engaging, and fair?
Localized Alignment with cultural, Does the response employ Imagine you're at an [locale_nationality] friend's family gathering in
Ton regional, and linguistic  locally relevant expressions and [locale_country]. How would you politely ask for a second helping of

one nuances. is culturally sensitive? food?
Localized Factuality, complete- Is the response factual, You are staying with a host family in [locale_country] during
Factuali ness, and grounding in  complete, and grounded in the [locale_holiday]. They invite you to help with the preparations. What
Y Jocal context. local context? tasks might you be expected to help with, and what do they symbolize?

Figure 2: Dimensions of native-like response quality in MENLO and example prompt (template).

Table 1: Annotation and statistics of MENLO across evaluation dimensions. IAA presents Krippen-
dorff’s a measuring inter-annotator agreement. Average token counts are computed using Qwen3-4B.

. . . Avg # Tokens Rating (1-5 Scale)
Dimension # Annotations  # Annotators  # Prompts Prompt Response IAA  Mean  Std.
Fluency 23,556 450 1,820 81.6 804.3 0.82 4.01 1.11
Tone 18,712 429 1,410 27.8 575.3 0.86 348 135
Localized Tone 22,324 530 1,815 71.7 559.2 0.83 389 1.17
Localized Factuality 16,422 525 1,378 121.8 839.1 0.84 382 1.16
Overall 81,014 1,934 6,423 75.6 692.2 0.84 380 1.20

target but a socially conditioned range of stylistic choices that depend on interlocutors. Key mecha-
nisms include accommodation, where speakers adapt their style to the addressee, and referee design,
where speakers align with an absent reference group they wish to identify with. These mechanisms
motivate our focus on tone and localized tone as central to native-like quality. To operationalize
these ideas, we design human-written parametric English prompt templates for each dimension with
placeholders such as [locale_nationality], [locale_country], [locale_holiday], etc. By
defining the addressee or reference group, these prompts evoke local contexts and guide models
toward contextually appropriate “native” styles. We provide an overview of the MENLO framework
and annotation process in Figure 1.

We select 47 language varieties representing a typologically diverse set of widely used languages
and their major variants, including, e.g., South American and European varieties of Spanish and
Portuguese, several varieties of English, and romanized versions of non-Latin script languages (see
Appendix A.2). Native speakers are recruited to professionally translate these prompt templates,
with placeholders instantiated using locally relevant entities. As native quality is tied to the local
context, we ensure that native speakers are from the specific regions where the corresponding lan-
guage varieties are spoken. Similar criteria are used to select annotators for each language variety.
Each language variety has approximately the same number of examples in MENLO.

To ensure consistency in evaluation, we develop instructions that reduce the subjectivity of the an-
notation and break down the four broad dimensions into easy-to-follow rubrics and self-explanatory
signals (human-written). Annotators receive guidelines with examples for each dimension. We ad-
ditionally develop a customized annotation tool and annotator screening tests to filter out unreliable
annotators. Furthermore, we train 1-2 expert annotators per language who provide language-specific
feedback to annotators and provide gold annotations on a subset of examples.

We generate two responses for each prompt with state-of-the-art LLMs including GPT-40, Llama4-
Maverick, Llama4-Maverick with Search, and Gemini 1.5 with Search. We present both responses
in randomized order to human annotators and ask them to provide 1-5 Likert ratings per response,
allowing ties. Each response pair is annotated by at least 3 annotators, with final scores aggregated
via majority vote. Annotators achieve high reliability, with an average Krippendorff’s o = 0.84.

Overall, MENLO consists of 6,423 annotated prompt-response preference pairs across 47 language
varieties, each containing a prompt, two responses, and corresponding scores, totaling 81,014 human
annotations. Summary statistics are reported in Table 1. Example prompts per dimension are shown
in Figure 2. Further details of MENLO including annotation process, language coverage, rubrics,
and full examples featuring responses and their corresponding ratings are provided in Appendix A.
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Table 2: Comparison of multilingual response quality datasets: RECON (Doddapaneni et al., 2025),
PARIKSHA (Watts et al., 2024), BIGGEN BENCH (Kim et al., 2025), M-REWARDBENCH (Gureja
et al., 2025), MM-EVAL (Son et al., 2024). |L|: # of languages, |D|: # of prompts, [AA: inter-
annotator agreement, IF: instruction following. *: 81,014 annotations; 1,776 test examples.

Dataset |£] |D| IAA  Dimensions Prompts Responses Ratings

MENLO 47 6,423*  0.84 Fluency, tone, localized Human-written, Annotated in Preference
tone, localized factuality translated & localized each language & 1-5

PARIKSHA 10 200 0.54 Hallucinations, task quality, ~Human-written Annotated in Preference
linguistic acceptability each language & 0-2

BIGGEN 10 420 - Poem, reasoning, humor, Human-written & Generated in 1-5

BENCH translation, historical text LLM-augmented each language

RECON 6 3,000 - IF, theory of mind, reason- Translated Generated in  Preference
ing, safety, planning, etc. each language & 1-5

MM-EVAL 18 4981 - Reasoning, chat, linguis- Translated Generated in Preference
tics, hallucination, safety each language

M-REWARD 23 66,787 - Chat, safety, reasoning, Translated Translated Preference

BENCH translation

Table 2 compares MENLO with existing multilingual preference datasets. MENLO provides local-
ized prompts and responses, spans more languages, and reaches higher agreement than prior work.

3 EVALUATING LLM-JUDGES ON MENLO

We next evaluate the ability of LLMs to serve as automatic judges of native-like quality on MENLO.
Out of the 6,423 pairs, we hold out 1,766 pairs (3,552 responses) as the test set,! and use the remain-
der for training and prompt development (see §4 and §5). Where expert annotations are available,
we use these as labels. For the remaining responses, we average the annotated ratings of each re-
sponse.” Our evaluation focuses on three questions: (i) how pointwise and pairwise setups compare,
(ii) the effect of few-shot exemplars, and (iii) the role of explicit grading rubrics.

We benchmark a range of open-source and API-based models, covering both thinking and non-
thinking variants: Qwen3-4B, Qwen3-32B, Llama-3.1-8B, Llama-3.3-70B, Llama4-Scout, 03,
gpt-4o, and gpt-4.1. All models are used in the default setup with maximum output length 8192.

We report two primary metrics: (i) Macro-F1 for 5-way classification, and (ii) Preference accuracy
over Win/Loss/Tie outcomes. Note that we do NOT directly ask for preference judgments; rather, we
infer these from the assigned grades. Additionally, we report classification accuracy, Krippendorff’s
«, which measures agreement with human annotators while accounting for chance agreement and
missing data, and provide detailed per-dimension and per-language breakdowns in Appendix E.

3.1 POINTWISE VS. PAIRWISE

Although MENLO provides paired responses for each prompt, the presence of detailed grading
rubrics means that pointwise evaluation is in principle sufficient: a model could assign absolute
scores to individual responses without needing comparisons. However, pairwise setups may provide
stronger relative signals by anchoring judgments against another candidate. We therefore compare
three setups: Zero-shot pointwise: the model is given a prompt, a single response, and a detailed
5-point grading rubric, and asked to generate evaluation reasoning (in thinking) and assign a final
grade; Few-shot pointwise: we additionally provide three graded examples: one from 1-2, one
with a grade of 3, and one from 4-5; Zero-shot pairwise: the model is presented with both re-
sponses to the same prompt and asked to assign a grade to each, following the template in Figure 17
(Appendix C), without constraints on ties. The order of the two responses is randomized.

Table 3 reports Macro-F1 and Preference results. Zero-shot pairwise consistently outperforms both
zero-shot and few-shot pointwise scoring across models, with gains of up to +12.4% in Macro-F1

!"Translations of the same prompt template are assigned the same set to prevent train-test leakage.
*Multiple annotations can be used in future work on pluralistic alignment (Sorensen et al., 2024).
3Llama models are instruction-tuned and we omit the Instruct suffix for brevity.
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Table 3: Zero-shot and few-shot results of open-source and API models on the MENLO test
set using POINTWISE (grading single responses) and PAIRWISE (grading response pairs) scor-
ing (see §3.1). Macro-F1 shows 5-way classification performance and Preference reports accuracy
on Win/Loss/Tie. Reported gains/loss are relative to zero-shot pointwise performance.

Macro F1 Preference Accuracy

MODELS

ZERO-SHOT FEW-SHOT ZERO-SHOT ZERO-SHOT FEW-SHOT ZERO-SHOT

POINTWISE POINTWISE PAIRWISE POINTWISE POINTWISE  PAIRWISE
Qwen3—4B 23.06 31.18 +8.12 35.46 +12.40 40.54 39.35 -1.19 57.13 +16.57
Qwen3—328 28.53 35.45 +6.92 37.48 +8.95 42.19 42.87 +0.68 59.12 +16.59
Llama-3.1-8B 22.27 23.29 ;100 29.46 ,7.19 39.92 37.15 577 50.45 1048
Llama—3 .3-70B 2793 3052 +2.59 3750 +9.57 3737 3856 +1.19 5532 +17.89
Llama4-Scout 25.63 32.84 +7.21 36.11 +10.48 42.19 41.22 -0.97 56.25 +14.12
03 26.54 27.92 ;138 35.35 1831 45.07 44.68 .39 58.72 11368
gpt-4o 25.99 29.57 4358 37.57 41158 42.92 45.87 1295 57.98 s15.00
gpt-4 2 32.23 33.84 +1.61 38.53 +6.30 41.73 44.00 +2.27 59.23 +17.50

Table 4: Zero-shot performance comparing without and with detailed 5-Point Grading Rubrics.

Macro F1 Preference Accuracy
MODELS POINTWISE PAIRWISE POINTWISE PAIRWISE
wo/ Rubrics w/ Rubrics wo/ Rubrics w/ Rubrics wo/ Rubrics w/ Rubrics wo/ Rubrics w/ Rubrics
Qwen3—4B 16.00 23.06 +7.06 32.74 35.46 4272 33.52 40.54 +7.02 54.08 57. 13 +3.05
Qwen3-32B 25.59 28.53 1204 38.10 37.48 J.62 43.32 42.19 ;113 59.23 59.12 .11

Llama-3.1-8B 21.50 22.27 +0.77 30.89 29.46 2143 38.34 39.92 +1.58 49.55 50.45 +0.90
Llama-3.3-70B 22.71 27.93 152 35.12 37.50 1238 34.54 37.37 1283 56.29 55.32 997
Llama4-Scout 22.15 25.63 +3.48 35.21 36.] 1 +0.90 41.28 42.19 +0.91 55.10 56.25 +1.15

o3 25.43 26.54 4111 35.60 35.35 025 45.13 45.07 .0.06 57.98 58.72 4074
gpt-4o 22.45 25.99 1354 36.74 37.57 4083 37.60 4292 53 56.85 5798 ;113
gpt-4.1 22.26 32.23 1997 37.35 38.53 4118 38.67 41.73 1306 56.96 59.23 o7

and +18.0% in Preference accuracy over zero-shot pointwise. Few-shot pointwise improves Macro-
F1 relative to zero-shot pointwise but yields only marginal gains in Preference, still falling short of
zero-shot pairwise by an average of —5.5% in Macro-F1 and —15.1% in Preference across models.

These results indicate that models are substantially more reliable at assigning scores when evaluating
two responses side by side, even without ground-truth labels. The unexpectedly large gains over few-
shot in-context examples highlight pairwise evaluation, which explicitly anchors outputs against a
competing candidate (Wang et al., 2025), as a promising direction for improving automated judging
reliability, even when the ultimate goal is pointwise scoring. We also evaluate few-shot pairwise on
Qwen3-4B, observing only a small gain in Macro-F1 (+0.6) relative to zero-shot pairwise, further
supporting our findings. Future work may investigate whether extending pairwise comparisons to a
listwise evaluation of multiple responses offers additional benefits.

3.2 WITH AND WITHOUT GRADING RUBRICS

We further examine the role of detailed grading rubrics in judge performance. All rubrics are human-
written 5-point guidelines specific to the dimension and question type of each prompt. Examples of
dimension-specific rubrics are shown in Appendix A.3.

Table 4 compares zero-shot pointwise and pairwise performance with and without access to rubrics.
The latter shows only the five class labels, without accompanying criteria or definitions. Results
show that rubrics provide a substantial benefit, especially for pointwise evaluation, yielding average
gains of +4.3% in Macro-F1 and +2.5% in Preference accuracy. In contrast, pairwise evaluation
benefits more modestly, with improvements of roughly +1% on both metrics.

These findings suggest that judges perform better when grounded, either by explicit rubrics or by
comparison with another response. Since pairwise comparison itself offers a strong grounding sig-
nal, it sees limited impact from rubrics. This highlights the importance of high-quality rubrics: if
judges could automatically generate and evaluate high-quality, detailed rubrics, we hypothesize that
the performance gap between pairwise and pointwise evaluation would further narrow.
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Table 5: PAIRWISE SFT, RL, and SFT+RL-trained  Table 6: Ablation of different reward designs
Qwen3-4B and Llama4-Scout results. RL-trained for PAIRWISE RL-trained Qwen3-4B. Smooth.
models perform best overall. and Prefer. refer to Reward Smoothing and
Preference Bonus. See §4.1 for details.

PAIRWISE Qwen3-4B Llama4-Scout

Marco-F1 Preference Marco-F1 Preference REWARDS Marco-F1  Preference
ZERO-SHOT 35.46 57.13 36.11 56.25 Binary Only 37.11 58.27
SFT 3344502 53.68345 44.17.506 60.08.353 Binary + Smooth. 37304019  51.47 650
RL 39.44 505 60.02.,550 45.62.95 62.60 .35 Binary + Prefer. 37.05 -0.06 60.48 .-,
SFT + RL 39.33 +3.87 58.78.,.1'()5 45.824.9‘7] 61.10 +4.85 Binary + Smooth. + Prefex 39.44 133 60.02 4175

4 TRAINING LLM-JUDGES ON MENLO

Having established in §3 that pairwise evaluation yields substantial advantages over pointwise scor-
ing, we next examine whether training LLMs as judges can further close the gap to human annota-
tors. We train on the MENLO training split (total 4,675 response pairs, where 232 pairs are held out
for validation) and explore different learning strategies, model families, and reward designs. Inspired
by the success of recent reasoning-based judges such as J1 (Whitehouse et al., 2025), we compare
supervised fine-tuning (SFT) and reinforcement learning (RL), as well as single-task (dimension-
specific) and multi-task (all dimensions) training.

We fine-tune two contrasting models: Qwen3-4B (dense, reasoning-oriented) and Llama4-Scout
(Mixture-of-Experts, non-reasoning), which differ in architecture and cognitive approach. For SFT,
models directly predict 5-point grades using cross-entropy loss under teacher forcing, without inter-
mediate reasoning generation. For RL, we use GRPO (Shao et al., 2024) with the template from Fig-
ure 17, encouraging step-by-step reasoning before score assignment. Following Whitehouse et al.
(2025), we augment training data by including both response orders (A,B) and (B,A) to mitigate
positional bias. Training details are provided in Appendix D.1.

4.1 REWARD DESIGNS FOR RL

To make RL training effective, we design a composite reward signal that combines absolute accuracy
with relative preference alignment and robustness to near-miss predictions: (i) Pointwise binary re-
ward: +1 if the predicted score matches the gold label, O otherwise. (ii)) Reward smoothing: partial
reward (+0.5) if the prediction differs by exactly one grade. (iii) Preference bonus: additional +1
if the sign of the difference between the two predicted scores matches the label. (iv) Penalties: —1
for invalid or missing scores, and —0.2 for formatting violations, i.e. each tag must appear in the
correct order and only once.

All reward components are summed to produce the final RL signal. Formally, the reward can be
expressed as follows, where s and gt represent predicted and ground truth grades, respectively:

R= 3" max(1fs; = gti], 05-1[]s; — gti| = 1]) + 1sign(s. — s5) = sign(gta — gtp)]
i€{A,B}

S . referen nus
pointwise binary reward w/ reward smoothing preference bo

— 1[failed extraction] — 0.2 - 1[formatting violation] .

extraction penalty format penalty

4.2 OVERALL PERFORMANCE: SFT vs. RL

We first compare the overall performance of SFT and RL-trained models. Table 5 shows that RL-
trained Qwen3-4B and L1ama4-Scout consistently outperform their SFT counterparts. For inherently
thinking models like Qwen3-4B, SFT without Chain-of-Thought (CoT) reasoning actually hurts per-
formance, causing a —2.0% drop in Macro-F1 and —3.5% in Preference accuracy. In contrast, RL,
which incentivizes reasoning, improves performance by +4.0% in Macro-F1 and +2.9% in Prefer-
ence, surpassing the best frontier API model gpt-4.1.

For non-thinking models like L1ama4-Scout, SFT already provides substantial gains (4+8.1% in
Macro-F1 and +3.8% in Preference) compared to zero-shot. RL training further improves results,
particularly in Preference (+2.5%). This demonstrates the promise of pairwise RL training across
model families, scales, and reasoning capabilities.
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We also experimented with initializing RL from the best SFT checkpoint, but observed little or no
improvement over starting RL from scratch. Models trained on SFT without CoT tend to copy
the placeholder “<think> Your analysis and reasoning here. </think>" from the prompt rather
than generating meaningful reasoning, which limits the benefit of RL. This suggests that for tasks
requiring reasoning, it is preferable to start RL directly when the SFT target lacks CoT supervision.

4.3 ABLATION OF RL REWARDS

In Table 6, we ablate the RL reward design to validate the contribution of each reward component
in RL training: (i) binary only: reward +1 for exact score match, 0 otherwise; (ii) binary+smooth.:
adds partial reward for near-miss scores, no preference bonus; (iii) binary+prefer.: includes pref-
erence reward, no smoothing; and (iv) binary+smooth.+prefer.: the default reward design in §4.1.
Results show clear benefits from combining reward smoothing and preference bonus, achieving the
best overall Macro-F1 and Preference accuracy for Qwen3-4B, achieving +2.3 boost on Macro-F1
and +1.7 on preference accuracy over the binary only reward.

4.4 PER-DIMENSION PERFORMANCE AND SINGLE VS. MULTI-TASK

Next, we compare pairwise RL-trained Qwen3-4B models trained jointly across all dimensions versus
individually per dimension. Across the four dimensions, Tone achieves the strongest performance,
with a Macro-F1 of 43.1 in the zero-shot setting and gains of up to +3.8 with multitask RL. Lo-
calized Tone and Fluency follow, reaching 32.8 and 32.2 Macro-F1 in zero-shot, and up to +5.7
improvement when trained with multitask RL. In constrast, Localized Factuality lags behind the
other dimensions, achieving only 22.5 Macro-F1 in zero-shot, a trend consistent across all models.
Moreover, RL yields limited benefit (+0.6 in single-task RL) or even regressions in the multitask
setup. These results highlight the challenge of localized factuality and suggest that alternative strate-
gies, such as incorporating retrieval, search, or external tool use, may be necessary. Full results are
provided in Table 20 in Appendix E.

Overall, aside from Localized Factuality, joint multi-dimension training performs on par with single-
dimension optimization while offering greater efficiency and practical benefits, such as serving as a
reward model for post-training, which we explore in §5.

4.5 CROSS-LANGUAGE PERFORMANCE

Figure 3 shows Preference accuracy per language variety for RL-trained Qwen3-4B. Performance
varies widely, with tr_TR at 82.1% and bn_BD at 37.9%, and does not strictly align with high- vs.
low-resource languages. Relative to the zero-shot baseline, en_AU and fr_FR achieve the largest
Macro-F1 gains (+20.9%, +17.7%) and ro_RO and gu_IN the largest Preference accuracy gains
(+18.0%, +16.2%). By contrast, es_ES drops —15.4% in Preference despite a modest +2.2%
Macro-F1 gain, whereas en_MX, the same language but a different locale, sees +2.6% and +9.8%
gains in Preference and Macro-F1 , highlighting that our dataset captures language variety nuances.

We further trained RL using only English data and evaluated on all languages. Performance degrades
compared to the baseline, indicating that English-only training is insufficient to generalize across all
47 language varieties. Detailed per-language variety performance is provided in Appendix E.2.
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Figure 3: Preference Accuracy per Language of pairwise RL-trained Qwen3-4B.
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Table 7: Two-stage Evaluation of Qwen3-4B and its RL post-trained variant Post-train on the
MENLO test set, where both models serve as response models.

Win Rate Average Score (1-5)
JUDGES/RATERS # Languages Post-train Win Post-trainLoss Tie Qwen3-4B Post-train ASore Improvement%
Llama4-Scout-RL-Judge 47 63.88% 9.16% 26.96% 3.01 3.79 +0.78 +25.9%
Qwen3-32B 47 72.46% 21.89% 6.65% 3.44 4.29 +0.85 +24.7%
gpt-4.1 47 77.90% 11.30% 10.80% 3.21 4.37 +1.16 +36.1%
Llama4-Scout-RL-Judge 10 69.66% 9.64 % 20.70% 3.36 4.22 +0.86 +25.6%
Human Raters 10 55.71% 35.20% 9.09% 3.31 3.67 +0.36 +10.9%

5 FROM LLM-JUDGES TO REWARD MODELS

We next investigate whether the RL-trained pairwise judges developed in our framework can also
serve as generative reward models to directly improve LLM native-like response quality, unifying
evaluation and optimization in a single framework.

5.1 RL WITH JUDGES AS GENERATIVE REWARD MODELS

For efficiency, we focus on smaller models for these experiments: Qwen3-4B as the policy model,
and Qwen3-4B-RL-Judge as the reward model (RM). Since Localized Factuality remains challeng-
ing for our judges, we restrict both training and evaluation to Fluency, Tone, and Localized Tone.
Specifically, we exclude Localized Factuality from all training and test prompts, randomly sam-
ple 3,000 prompts from MENLO for training, and retain all 1,398 test prompts from MENLO for
evaluation across the three selected dimensions.

We post-train Qwen3-4B with GRPO. We sample 8 rollouts per prompt and compute rewards as
follows: for each prompt, we construct response pairs from the rollouts, format them with the same
pairwise evaluation template, and feed them to the RM. The final reward of each rollout is obtained
by averaging its scores across all paired comparisons. Training details are added in Appendix D.2.

5.2 TwWO-STAGE EVALUATION STRATEGY

To rigorously evaluate the policy model’s native-like quality improvements, we employ a two-stage
validation approach: (i) comprehensive automated evaluation across all 47 language varieties using
three diverse LLM judges, and (ii) human validation on a strategically selected subset of 10 high-
resource languages where we can ensure annotation quality.

For each test prompt, we generate responses from both the baseline (Qwen3-4B) and post-trained
(Post-train) models, construct response pairs with randomized order to mitigate positional bias,
and apply the same pairwise judge template used in training.

LLM-Judges Evaluation We select three high-performing judges (see §3) Qwen3-32B, gpt-4.1,
and Llama4-Scout-RL-Judge, and compute win, loss, and tie rates between baseline and post-
trained models, along with average scores on a 1-5 scale across all 1,398 test prompts spanning 47
language varieties. Qwen3-4B-RL-Judge is excluded from evaluation to avoid potential bias, since
it serves as the RM. Table 7 shows that the post-trained policy model consistently outperforms the
baseline across all LLM judges and languages. Average score improvements range from +0.80
to +1.16, with win rates between 63.4% and 77.9%. Per-dimension analysis reveals consistent
gains across evaluation criteria: Tone yields the largest improvement (+1.04 average score boost),
followed by Localized Tone and Fluency (+0.89 each). The consistency of improvements across
different judge architectures and all three dimensions provides strong evidence for the effectiveness
of our reward modeling approach.

Human Validation To anchor our automated evaluation results, we conduct human evaluation on
a diverse subset of 10 higher-resource languages: ar, de_DE, en_US, fr_FR, hi_IN, hi_Latn_IN,
pt-BR, t1_PH, th_TH, vi_VN. This subset spans multiple language families, scripts, and geographic
regions while ensuring access to qualified native speaker annotators. Human evaluation follows the
same pairwise annotation guidelines as in MENLO construction. Results (last row of Table 7) on
the subset confirms the automated evaluation trends. The post-trained model achieves a win rate of
55.7% against the baseline, with an average score improvement of +10.9%. While both automated
and human evaluators agree that post-training improves response quality, we observe that LLM
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judges tend to overestimate the magnitude of improvement compared to human raters. Comparing
human evaluations to the closest-performing automated judge (Llama4-Scout-RL-Judge) on this
subset reveals systematic differences: the automated judge reports an average improvement of 4-0.5
higher than humans. We hypothesize that this discrepancy arises because the automated judges may
lean towards a stylistic caricature of native-like quality, overestimating improvements relative to
nuanced human judgments. In addition, RL-trained judges exhibit less of this discrepancy among
LLM evaluators, confirming the benefits of our RL judge training.

Overall, our two-stage evaluation demonstrates the potential of RL-trained judges as generative
reward models for aligning multilingual outputs toward native-like quality. The directional consis-
tency observed across both LLM- and human-based evaluations validates the viability of our unified
framework for multilingual proficiency alignment. However, we note that challenges remain: LLM
judges tend to overestimate the magnitude of improvements relative to human raters, highlighting
an important direction for future work.

6 RELATED WORK

Multilingual Evaluation Models’ multilingual proficiency has been typically measured as an ag-
gregate of performance across multiple task-oriented evaluations of short-form responses in settings
with verifiable answers (Hu et al., 2020; Ruder et al., 2021; Doddapaneni et al., 2023; Ahuja et al.,
2023; 2024). Recent benchmarks focused on the evaluation of model’s cultural knowledge in a sim-
ilar verifiable setting (Myung et al., 2024; Chiu et al., 2025; Fabbri et al., 2025). However, such
evaluations do not extend to real-world conversations containing long-form responses. Benchmarks
evaluating long-form responses use prompts and responses translated from English (Son et al., 2024;
Liu et al., 2024; Doddapaneni et al., 2025; Gureja et al., 2025). These evaluations typically do not
reflect more localized aspects of language quality and are biased towards translationese. Son et al.
(2024) and Doddapaneni et al. (2025) automatically generate ‘good’ and ‘bad’ responses for each
dimension. Marchisio et al. (2024) and Guo et al. (2025) evaluate language consistency and natu-
ralness respectively in relatively narrow settings. PARIKSHA (Watts et al., 2024) is the most similar
dataset to ours as it uses human-written prompts and human-annotated responses, but focuses on 10
Indic languages, annotates only high-level dimensions, and reports moderate inter-annotator agree-
ment. MENLO is the only dataset that focuses on native-like quality in real-world conversations.

Multilingual Judges and RMs LLMs have been used as judges in different multilingual bench-
marks (Liu et al., 2024; Fabbri et al., 2025). However, fewer works focus on analyzing or improving
multilingual judges and RMs. Gureja et al. (2025) observe that zero-shot judges show a substantial
gap between the translated M-REWARDBENCH and its English counterpart, with predictions incon-
sistent across languages. Fu & Liu (2025) report similar inconsistencies across five diverse tasks.
Wu et al. (2024) evaluate zero-shot cross-lingual transfer of trained RMs on summarization and di-
alog, observing gains. Hong et al. (2025) find strong cross-lingual transfer on M-REWARDBENCH
for English RMs fine-tuned in four languages. Doddapaneni et al. (2025) fine-tune a judge with SFT
on automatically translated prompts and responses in six languages to produce an absolute score. To
our knowledge, we are the first to (i) train judges and RMs in a massively multilingual setting, (ii)
fine-tune multilingual judges with RL, and (iii) demonstrate the benefits of multi-task RL, reward
shaping, and pairwise grading in this setting.

7 CONCLUSION

We introduce MENLO, a comprehensive framework for evaluating and improving native-like re-
sponse quality across 47 language varieties. By combining sociolinguistically-informed prompt
design, detailed evaluation rubrics, and high-quality human annotations, MENLO captures multi-
ple dimensions of conversational proficiency, including fluency, tone, localized tone, and localized
factuality. We demonstrate that pairwise evaluation significantly improves both zero-shot and fine-
tuned LLM judges, and that RL with reward shaping yields best judge performance.

Beyond evaluation, we show these trained judges can serve as generative reward models to directly
improve policy model’s response quality. While challenges remain with the tendency of LLM judges
to overestimate improvements relative to human raters, our framework provides a practical and
scalable approach to both assessing and enhancing LLM proficiency in multilingual context.
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ETHICS STATEMENT

Translators and annotators were recruited through third-party services and compensated based on
local regulations.

REPRODUCIBILITY STATEMENT

We release the full MENLO to the community. All models are built on top of open-weight Llama and
Qwen backbones. The prompt templates used for training are provided in Appendix C, and detailed
descriptions of experimental setups, hyperparameters, and libraries are included in Appendix D.
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APPENDIX

A ADDITIONAL DETAILS ON THE MENLO DATASET

A.1 DATASET COLLECTION

Localization vs natively written prompts Our prompts derive from English templates to ensure
coverage consistency across a large number of languages. While localization includes cultural adap-
tation, we acknowledge that independently authored prompts in each language would better capture
native discourse structures. We focus our resources on native speakers annotating responses instead.

We initiated a pilot to evaluate of different models including GPT-40 and Llama4-Maverick in a
single category, Localized Tone focusing on five languages spoken by the authors: Bengali, German,
Hindi, Italian, and Russian. As expected, the pilot framework was quickly confronted with the
complexities inherent in multilingualism: Even among the authors, for all initial Localized Tone
prompts, we struggled to reach consistent and reliable agreement. Nevertheless, these early results
provided valuable insights to guide us to improve prompt design, guideline clarity, and annotation
arrangement.

To enhance the reliability of the framework, we took steps to refine our prompts’ nuance and com-
plexity, update guidelines with clearer direction for annotators that aimed to make abstract concepts
more concrete, and started exploring a more user-friendly annotation solution. The changes brought
upon notable improvements in inter-annotator agreement that extended to the full-scale annotation.
We show the agreement of the initial pilot annotation and improved annotation for localized tone in
5 languages in Table 9 and across all categories and languages in Table 9.

Table 8: Comparison of PILOT and MENLO for 5 languages in localized tone category. Agreement
is defined as the percentage of annotation pairs whose ratings for the same item differ by no more than 1.

Language Code PILOT Agreement MENLO Agreement

bn_BD 0.75 0.84
de_DE 0.74 0.92
hi_IN 0.74 0.92
it IT 0.79 0.71
ru_RU 0.71 0.79
Overall 0.75 0.84

Table 9: Comparison of the pilot annotation (5 languages) and final MENLO dataset (47 languages).
Agreement is defined as the percentage of annotation pairs whose ratings for the same item differ by no more
than 1. Agreement for PILOT has been averaged over 5 languages, while MENLO is averaged over 47.

PILOT (5 Languages) MENLO (47 Languages)
Quality Dimension ~ Agreement # Prompts # Annotations Agreement # Prompts # Annotations
Fluency 0.76 150 450 0.82 1,820 23,556
Tone 0.70 150 450 0.77 1,410 18,712
Localized Tone 0.75 200 600 0.82 1,825 22,324
Localized Factuality 0.78 150 450 0.78 1,378 16,422
Overall 0.75 650 1,950 0.80 6,423 81,014
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Table 11: Localized factuality rubrics for annotation using a 5-point Likert scale. Each rating cor-
responds to a high-level classification of the response (e.g., “Sounds somewhat accurate and rele-
vant”), further specified by dimension-specific criteria e.g., accuracy, relevance, and completeness.

1: Major failure
“Grossly incorrect or
misleading”

2: Minor failure
“Some mistakes”

3: Pass
“Sounds somewhat accu-
rate and relevant”

4: Good
“Sounds accurate and
relevant”

5: Excellent

“Factually accurate,
highly relevant, complete
with additional info”

Accuracy X X

- The model’s response
contains obvious factual
errors or made-up infor-
mation.

Accuracy X 7

- The model’s response
contains some factual
mistakes.

Accuracy

- No obvious factual er-
rors but some claims are
not entirely correct or
may be misleading.

Accuracy v

The claims in the re-
sponse are factually ac-
curate.

Accuracy v v

The claims in the response
are completely factually
accurate.

Locale Relevance x x
Local Point of View X X
- The model fails to un-
derstand the basic local
context.

- The model provides
content that is irrelevant
or misaligned with the lo-
cal context.

- The model’s response
frames the answer in a
fetishizing/offensive way
(like overly explaining
basic local knowledge to
locals)

Locale Relevance x 7
Local Point of View x 7
- The model grasps some
local context but misses
key nuances.

- The model’s response
is somewhat relevant but
provides mainly general
or high-level information
that lacks alignment with
the local context.

- The model’s response
may come across as
slightly insensitive or
tone-deaf, but it does
not contain  overtly
fetishizing or offensive
answers.

Locale Relevance

Local Point of View
- The model generally un-
derstands the local con-
text but may miss subtle
nuances.

- The response is gener-
ally relevant and aligned
with the local context.

- The model’s response is
neutral and factual.

Locale Relevance v
Local Point of View v
- The model accurately
interprets  the  local
context and nuances.

- The response is gen-
erally relevant and
aligned with the local
context.

- The model avoids
explanations that might
be seen as overly sim-
plistic or patronizing.

Instead, the facts are
thoughtfully  selected
with depth.

Locale Relevance v v
Local Point of View v v/
- The model demonstrates
a deep understanding of
the local context and nu-
ances. The response deliv-
ers highly relevant content
that is highly specific and
perfectly aligned with the
local context.

- The model chooses facts
that are in-depth and nu-
anced even for someone
who’s already a local. It
might present additional
context and highlights re-
gional variations to show
depth of local knowledge.

Completeness X X

- The model’s response
is incomplete and misses
crucial information to an-
swer the question.

Completeness X 7

- The response answers
part of the question but
is missing some relevant
pieces of information.

Completeness @

- The model provides
sufficient information to
answer the question but
the provided information
may lack depth.

Completeness v
- The model provides all
the information to an-
swer the question.

Completeness v v

- The response is rich in
information and covers all
information to answer the
question as well as addi-
tional helpful context that
further helps to contextual-
ize the response.

Table 10: Components to consider when annotating different subcategories of Tone.

Tone Subcategory Tone Component 1

Tone Component 2

Helpful Tone Instruction following v/ Emotional support v/
Insightful Tone Informative v/ Empathetic v/

Engaging Tone Conversational Language v~ Encourages Interactions v
Fair Tone Non-biased stance v Non-preachy language v

Annotation guidelines Judging language performance can be subjective. To minimize confusion,
we identified the most important components of tone, fluency, localized tone, and localized factuality
and incorporated them into the guidelines. For example, a model response that conveys a helpful tone
must succeed on two fronts: providing (or attempting to provide) help based on users’ instructions,
and expressing emotional engagement to sound caring. By breaking down broad linguistic concepts
into easy-to-follow subcategories and self-explanatory signals (illustrated via emoji v/ x 1),
annotators can quickly grasp and refer back to the guidelines. We show subcategories for Tone, for
example, in Table 10 and show the rubric guidelines for Localized Factuality in Table 11.

Annotation tool To streamline the annotation, we developed a custom annotation interface, which
we show in Figure 4. The tool provides a simple, annotator-friendly user interface for guidelines,
rating model responses, and randomized model A/B pairwise comparison. The backend allowed
us to ensure data is consistent and identify any missing annotations or other data-related issues. In
addition, it enabled us to quickly test annotators on dedicated test annotations before moving them
to the actual annotation tasks. Overall, solid tooling allowed us to screen more than 1,000 annotators
and collect more than 80,000 annotations.
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c set:

METADATA INFORMATION

Prompt ID: G-R3-LK002

Criteria: Accuracy, Relevance, Completeness

CRITERIA EXPLANATION

We define the Localized Factuality of a model response as the Al models ability to provide a response that is factual, complete, and grounded in the local

context.

To assess localized factuality, the evaluation will be based on three criteria:

Accuracy:

Are the claims in the response factually correct?

Relevance:

Is the response relevant to the local context, and written from a local point of view?

Completeness:

Does the response contain all information necessary - even aditional context - to answer the question?

Chat history

Model A

Are there any modes of transportation that is
viewed as problematic in USA? What are
problems that only locals know?

In the USA, public transit in many cities is often
seen as problematic. While big cities like New
York and Chicaao have extensive subwav and

Model B

Are there any modes of transportation that is
viewed as problematic in USA? What are
problems that only locals know?

In the U.S., three's not really any modes of
transport that are probelmatic. Subways and
trams run all dav and niaht. Rural areas have

Rate Model A's performance in terms of ‘Accuracy, Relevance,
Completeness'

No option selected -
Rate Model B's performance in terms of 'Accuracy, Relevance,
Completeness'

No option selected -

Which one fulfills the 'Accuracy, Relevance, Completeness' better?

No option selected -

Additional comments

Words: 0

A\ Start Over =) Keyboard Shortcuts & Guidelines

u Please answer all the required questions to submit

Reject

Figure 4: Annotation interface used for MENLO.

Table 12: Mapping from language-region codes to language names.

Language code Full name \ Language code  Full name

ar Modern Standard Arabic mr_IN Marathi

ar_Latn_EG romanized Egyptian Arabic | ms_MY Malay (Malaysia)

bg BG Bulgarian ne_NP Nepali

bn_BD Bengali nl1_NL Dutch

cs.CZ Czech pl_PL Polish

da_DK Danish pt_BR Brazilian Portuguese
de DE German pt_PT Portuguese (Portugal)
el GR Greek ro_RO Romanian

en_AU Australian English ru_RU Russian

en_GB British English sk_SK Slovak

en_IN Indian English sv_SE Swedish

en_US US English sw_KE Swahili (Kenya)
es_ES Spanish (Spain) th_TH Thai

es_MX Mexican Spanish t1_PH Tagalog (Philippines)
fa_IR Persian (Iran) tr_TR Turkish

fr_FR French (France) uk_UA Ukrainian

gu_IN Gujarati (India) ur_Latn_PK romanized Urdu
he_IL Hebrew (Israel) ur_PK Urdu

hi_IN Hindi vi_VN Vietnamese
hi_Latn_IN romanized Hindi zh_CN Chinese (China)
hr_HR Croatian zh_TW Traditional Chinese (Taiwan)
hu_HU Hungarian ja_JP Japanese

id_ID Indonesian ko_KR Korean

it IT Italian

A.2 LANGUAGE VARIETIES IN MENLO

MENLO covers 47 language varieties. Table 12 lists each variety along with its corresponding ISO

639-1 code.

Table 13 reports annotator IAA by dimension and language variety.
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Table 13: Krippendorff alpha by quality dimension and language.

Language Code Tone Fluency Localized Tone Localized Factuality Average
ar 0.83 0.79 0.86 0.79 0.82
ar_Latn_EG 0.86 0.79 0.82 NA 0.82
bg_BG 0.75 0.80 0.79 0.86 0.80
bn_BD 0.82 0.79 0.85 0.80 0.82
cs CZ 0.80 0.78 0.78 0.82 0.79
da_DK 0.83 0.78 0.78 0.85 0.81
de_DE 0.82 0.76 0.85 0.77 0.80
el _GR 0.83 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.84
en_AU 0.89 0.73 0.81 0.82 0.81
en_GB 0.85 0.79 0.85 0.82 0.83
en_IN 0.84 0.85 0.81 0.83 0.83
es_ES 0.78 0.78 0.81 0.79 0.79
es_MX 0.79 0.80 0.86 0.84 0.82
fa_IR 0.83 0.82 0.77 0.81 0.81
fr_FR 0.83 0.76 0.81 0.82 0.81
gu_IN 0.89 0.81 0.86 0.84 0.85
he_IL 0.85 0.79 0.80 0.84 0.82
hi_IN 0.82 0.81 0.83 0.87 0.83
hi_Latn_IN 0.86 0.77 0.83 0.80 0.82
hr_HR 0.81 0.78 0.80 0.82 0.80
hu_HU 0.85 0.81 0.80 0.84 0.82
id_ID 0.90 0.81 0.82 0.82 0.84
it IT 0.83 0.77 0.77 0.85 0.80
ja_JP 0.86 0.82 0.79 0.81 0.82
ko_KR 0.86 0.83 0.80 0.84 0.83
mr_IN 0.88 0.78 0.78 0.86 0.82
ms_MY 0.84 0.82 0.81 0.83 0.83
ne_NP 0.83 0.79 0.80 0.83 0.81
nl_NL 0.84 0.81 0.84 0.79 0.82
pl_PL 0.83 0.79 0.86 0.82 0.83
pt_BR 0.86 0.82 0.82 0.85 0.83
pt_PT 0.83 0.80 0.83 0.80 0.82
ro_RO 0.84 0.79 0.80 0.82 0.81
ru_RU 0.81 0.75 0.80 0.78 0.79
sk_SK 0.88 0.81 0.81 0.84 0.83
sv_SE 0.84 0.78 0.81 0.81 0.81
sw_KE 0.88 0.84 0.83 0.85 0.85
th_TH 0.85 0.83 0.78 0.83 0.82
t1_PH 0.84 0.83 0.82 0.81 0.83
tr_TR 0.88 0.85 0.79 0.80 0.83
uk _UA 0.89 0.77 0.81 0.80 0.82
ur_Latn_PK 0.82 0.79 0.80 0.86 0.82
ur_PK 0.81 0.79 0.82 0.86 0.82
vi_WN 0.85 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.83
zh_CN 0.86 0.81 0.80 0.83 0.83
zh_TW 0.89 0.82 0.80 0.89 0.85
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A.3 GRADING RUBRICS

The 5-point grading rubrics are defined for each question type under the four dimensions:
Fluency: Vocabulary & Syntax, Coherence, Grammar & Mechanics, Clarity & Conciseness.
Localized Tone: Cultural Relevance, Formality & politeness, Humor, Linguistic nuance.
Localized Factuality: Cultural Practices, Expressions & Concepts, Local Knowledge.

Tone: Be engaging, Be fair, Be insightful, Help as best as you can.

The rubrics were created based on reviews of example prompts and failure modes of the different
dimensions and inspired by prior work on automated proficiency assessment (Ke & Ng, 2019) and

cross-cultural variation (Hershcovich et al., 2022; Myung et al., 2024).

All rubrics use the same 5-point scale, with criteria adapted to the specific question type. We show

some examples of the grading rubrics in Figure 5, 6, 7, and 8.

Grading Rubrics for Localized Tone

### Grading Criteria:

1 - MAJOR FAILURE
* The response shows no understanding of formal or informal language, or uses an
overly formal/informal tone that is not suited to the context.

2 - MINOR FAILURE
* The response shows limited understanding of formal or informal language, with
significant errors or misunderstandings.

3 - PASS
* The response does not contain any significant formality errors but also does not
use the most appropriate formality or politeness markers or formulations.

4 - GOOD
* The response shows good use of formal or informal language. Also appropriate
formality/formatting for the task, such as letter, application form, etc.

5 - EXCELLENT

* The response shows excellent use of formal or informal language, with a tone that
is perfectly suited to the context.

* The response shows excellent local formality/formatting for the task, such as
letter, application form, etc.

Figure 5: Example of 5-Point Grading Rubrics for Localized Tone (Formality & politeness).

A.4 FULL EXAMPLES FOR MENLO

We provide full examples from MENLO in Figure 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16, including prompt
(both in English and the translated version in target languages), responses, and corresponding grades.

Examples cover different languages and dimensions.
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Grading Rubrics for Fluency

### Grading Criteria:

- MAJOR FAILURE

The response is full of mistakes and hard to understand.

The response lacks a clear structure or logical flow.

Ideas are disconnected or jump abruptly from one topic to another.

The response contains numerous grammatical errors.

The response contains numerous punctuation or capitalization errors, or typos.
The response frequently misuses words | out of context, or improper regional
ariants (e.g., lift/elevator).

Sentence structure is awkward or repetitive.

The response is unclear or convoluted.

Ideas are expressed in a roundabout or overly verbose manner.

* % X < % X %X X %X X =

- MINOR FAILURE

Parts of the response are vaguely understandable.

Some logic connections are not clear.

Some topics are loosely connected.

Transitions feel forced or abrupt.

The response contains some grammatical errors.

The response contains some punctuation and capitalization errors.
The response contains some awkwardness or repetitiveness.

Some sentences are difficult to understand due to unclear language.
Some parts are overly verbose.

X % %X % %X X %X X %X N

- PASS

The response is understandable.

Text is somewhat coherent and understandable.

Merits may balance out failures.

* The response contains no major grammatical errors, but is also not outstanding
in writing.

* The response contains no major flaws in word choices and syntax, but lacks
nuances and sophistication.

* Sentence structure is plain or basic.

* Language is generally clear and of appropriate length.

* % X W

- GOOD

The response is easily understandable.

Ideas are connected and fluency is good.

The response is grammatically correct and free of errors.

Words are used accurately and in context.

Sentence structure varies, with a mix of simple, compound, and complex sentences.
* The text is easy to understand, with no unnecessary words or phrases.

* Ideas are expressed clearly and directly, with the use of advanced structures
such as bullet points.

X % X %k X N

5 - EXCELLENT

* The response is fluent and natural.

* The text is well-organized and logically structured.

* Ideas are connected and flow smoothly.

* The response is free of grammatical errors. Complex sentences are constructed
thoughtfully, avoiding run-ons or awkward phrasing.

* Correct and sophisticated use of tense, punctuations (question marks, exclamation
marks, etc.).

* Great word choices that enhance clarity and depth.

* Great variety of different types of sentences, including simple, compound and
complex sentences.

* The text is effortlessly comprehensible, with no ambiguity or confusion, and every
word serves a purpose.

* Ideas are conveyed directly, without redundancy or verbosity, ensuring maximum
impact with minimal words.

* The response effectively uses bullet points and other methods to enhance clarity.

Figure 6: Example of 5-Point Grading Rubrics for Fluency.
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Grading Rubrics for Tone

### Grading Criteria:

1 - MAJOR FAILURE

* The response provides no insights whatsoever.

* The response refuses to provide help when it should.

* The response fails to deliver the right information, resulting in incomplete or
inaccurate answers.

* The response fails to explain why things matter, lacking a clear chain of thought.
* The response does not exhibit intellectual curiosity towards the user or the
subject. Lack of interest or engagement.

* The response does not show empathy towards the user. The response is offensive
and distant.

2 - MINOR FAILURE

* The response ATTEMPTS to be insightful but lacks accuracy or substance.

* The response provides some relevant information but lacks completeness or
accuracy.

* The response provides some explanations but lacks clarity or relevance.

* The response shows some curiosity but lacks depth or engagement.

* The response asks some follow-up questions but lacks specificity or relevance.

3 - PASS

* The response provides some insights but feels dry.

* The response generally is informative but may miss some nuances.

* The response uses facts to draw sound conclusions and connections.

* The response generally delivers complete and accurate information but may miss
some details.

* The response generally exhibits intellectual curiosity but may lack consistency.
* The response asks follow-up questions but may lack tailoring to the user’s needs.
* The response provides the information the user is seeking but may lack depth.

4 - GOOD

* The response sounds insightful and knowledgeable.

* The response clearly communicates the subject matter.

* The response effectively uses facts and examples to draw insightful conclusions
and connections.

* The response delivers complete and accurate information, fully answering the
user’s query.

* The response utilizes unique tools (e.g. Reels plugin) when they are relevant to
the user’s query.

* The response demonstrates curiosity, exploring the user’s question with interest
and depth.

* The response asks tailored follow-up questions, enhancing the conversation.

* The response provides the information the user is seeking, meeting their needs.

5 - EXCELLENT

* The response is insightful with shrewd observation and critical perspective,
making the user aware of nuances about the subject.

* The response clearly communicates the subject matter.

* The response effectively uses facts and examples to draw insightful conclusions
and connections.

* The response uses critical thinking and various perspectives to provide in-depth,
comprehensive information that exceeds user expectations.

* The response utilizes unique tools (e.g. Reels plugin) when they are relevant to
the user’s query.

* The response provides thoughtful observation into the user’s prompt.

* The response asks insightful and tailored follow-up questions, deeply engaging
with the user’s needs.

* The response provides insightful analysis into the wuser’s problem with
comprehensive and relevant information.

. J

Figure 7: Example of 5-Point Grading Rubrics for Tone (Be insightful:Be intellectually curious and
engaging).
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Grading Rubrics for Localized Factuality

### Grading Criteria:

- MAJOR FAILURE

The response is grossly incorrect or misleading.

The response contains obvious factual errors or made-up information.

The response fails to understand the basic local context.

* The response provides content that is irrelevant or misaligned with the local
context.

* The response frames the answer in a fetishizing/offensive way (like overly
explaining basic local knowledge to locals.)

* The response is incomplete and misses crucial information to answer the question.

* % X% =

2 - MINOR FAILURE

* The response contains some mistakes.

* The response contains some factual mistakes.

* The response grasps some local context but misses key nuances.

* The response is somewhat relevant but provides mainly general or high-level
information that lacks alignment with the local context.

* The response may come across as slightly insensitive or tone-deaf, but it does
not contain overtly fetishizing or offensive answers.

* The response answers part of the question but is missing some relevant pieces of
information.

3 - PASS

* The response sounds somewhat accurate and relevant.

* There are no obvious factual errors but some of the claims are not entirely
correct or may be misleading.

* The response generally understands the local context but may miss subtle nuances.
* The response is generally relevant and aligned with the local context.

* The response is neutral and factual.

* The response provides sufficient information to answer the question but the
provided information may lack depth.

- GOOD

The response sounds accurate and relevant.

The claims in the response are factually accurate.

The response accurately interprets the local context and nuances.

The response is generally relevant and aligned with the local context.

* The response avoids explanations that might be seen as overly simplistic or
patronizing. Instead, the facts are thoughtfully selected with depth.

* The response provides all the information to answer the question.

* % %X X b

5 - EXCELLENT

* The response is factually accurate, highly relevant, and complete with additional
information.

* The claims in the response are completely factually accurate.

* The response demonstrates a deep understanding of the local context and nuances.
The response delivers highly relevant content that is highly specific and perfectly
aligned with the local context.

* The response chooses facts that are in-depth and nuanced even for someone who’s
already a local. It might present additional context and highlights regional
variations to show depth of local knowledge.

* The response is rich in information and covers all information to answer the
question as well as additional helpful context that further helps to contextualize
the response.

Figure 8: Example of 5-Point Grading Rubrics for Localized Factuality.
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Prompt in

WomPIIn X|3 7IR81 Folol BRI 2VEE 2U7IE & 4 s MYE 9Ty HE F 22,

Original \ q .

. I'm currently at a press conference. Can you give me some fun opening remarks that could
Prompt in .
- ease the tense atmosphere in Korea?
English
"oHISHAIR, OfElR. @52 E Hh 7|xts| 0 el MM ZAEILICE ZIFE 221718 £7] sl ®7t

ResponseA  t 7IX| F|to] Q&L I } T &2 A7 SolotA| L, 'HR|'E A Ml H X EM Q! AR, AX], HX|' 2

2 o[ Eetst Ot %‘13} l&Lc"

GradeA 1 - MAJOR FAILURE

ELIch 7IXtE|A0N ZIZE 221718 B & U= MilE 2Ed HES H 7| HetEeH e

1. NS S8 Qo
"QRs HM7HE FUIQ. 7IXPHSHM = SHEAMY B2 EET FAIH FE ZASHELH CH

2. #*7{mie} BR1E S
"JIREE, Qi OF ATlS SALIR? SA] OFF O SACIR, K} ZHI3H WHt of2izel FhHel 9gg
S =2|2Z! HpztL|Cchr

3.97|At 0| NES s HE

"7IIP‘E:E 2 #|RstAl=2} 0| HitA|E? OS2 X7} ofajEe] AEAE x20j2HE Hoj=H &
Sesponse SHE7}E|Z HIZLICH 22 A2 AE|AT}OLL|E EHS0R Wors LA QL

4. »Rp|A7NE HRE QUi
"OHASINIR, M= @5 UEES T2 [0|S]1YLICh ZESHX| 0L, M= 7|XHEE ol LEsH= 2l A
S0jet M2 Zoptn = = SHEE

5. *7|Atd S0l L52E Bojuls Aew
"9 WHIL Bt £, 7|KHIEM 0121 B JIAIZ MORICHED M2t B18t Ligat EHisALICE 7|
cfsti= FgLich

0| Z0lIM M2l A= HEES Z2t ALSSHAIH F2 A Z0tR. 7|XHE S3 AIAAZA| AS5HH 2917|1E 2
HEAMR! @

GradeB 3 - PASS

Figure 9: Example prompt, responses, and annotation in Korean for Localized Tone (Humor).
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Prompt in Napi$ chytlavou obchodni prezentaci pro investory o revoluénim mistnim hotelovém byznysu v Cesku, kterou jde fict za mifi nez 3
Czech minuty

P?:::‘:In Write a catchy business presentation for investors about the revolutionary local hotel business in the Czech Republic, which can
English be said in less than 3 minutes

**Prezentace: Revoluce v ¢eském hotelovém byznysu**

Dobry den, véZeni investofi,
predstavte si, Ze cestujete po Cesku. Hleddte ubytovani, které nenf jen postel a stfecha nad hlavou, ale zdZitek. Misto, kde se citite

jako doma, kde pozndte mistn{ kulturu, ochutndte regiondlni kuchyni a kde vds pfivitaji jako élena rodiny. Pfesné to pfindéi nas
revoluéni hotelovy koncept.

Nase hotely nejsou jen ubytovaci zafizeni — jsou to Zivé komunitni centra. Spojujeme moderni technologie s autentickym ¢eskym

zazitkem. Kazdy hotel je navrZen tak, aby odraZel unikatni charakter regionu, od designu interiéru az po nabidku aktivit. Hosté si

mohou vychutnat lokalni produkty, zapojit se do workshopd s mistnimi femeslniky nebo se vydat na vylety s privodci, ktefi znaji
kazdy kout.

ResponseA A ted to nejlepsi: diky nasemu inovativnimu digitalnimu systému dokézeme optimalizovat provoz, snizit ndklady a maximalizovat
zazitek hostd. Nade aplikace umoZfiuje hostlim snadno rezervovat, komunikovat s persondlem, objedndvat sluzby a dokonce sdilet
své zaZitky s ostatnimi.

Cesky turisticky trh roste — jen v lofiském roce vzrostl poéet zahraniénich turistii o 15 %. A pfesto vétéina hoteld stéle funguje
podle zastaralych modell. My p¥ind$ime zménu. Nase prvni pilotni hotely jiz dosahuji 90% obsazenosti a primérné hodnoceni 4,8
458

Hleddme partnery, ktefi s ndmi chté&ji rist. Vage investice ndm umozni rozéifit tento koncept do dalsich regiond, pfildkat vice
turistd a vytvofit sit hoteld, kterd bude synonymem pro autenticky éesky zaZitek.

Pojdme spoleéné zménit zplsob, jakym lidé cestuji po Cesku. Pfidejte se k ndm a starite se soudasti revoluce v hotelovém byznysu.
Dé&kuiji!

GradeA 4-GOOD

Dobry den, vazeni investofi,

Ptedstavujeme vam revoluéni projekt v oblasti hotelového byznysu v Cesku, ktery m&ni tradiéni pojeti cestovani a ubytovéni. Na§
koncept se zamé&Fuje na propojeni lokdlnich z&Zitk(i s modernim komfortem, vytvarejic unikatni prostiedi pro nade hosty.

V srdci Ceské republiky vznik3 sit hotel, které nejsou jen mistem k pfespani, ale stavaji se brénou do autentickych lokélnich
z3zitkd. Nade hotely jsou navrzeny tak, aby reflektovaly charakter destinace, ve které se nachdzeji, od historické architektury po
soudasnou kulturu a gastronomii.

Nasimi kli¢ovymi prvky jsou:

- **Lok&lni autenticita**: KaZdy hotel je designovan ve spolupréci s mistnimi umélci a femeslniky, coZ zajituje jedineény a

neopakovatelny zaZitek.

- **Udrzitelny rozvoj**: Zamé&Fujeme se na ekologicky $etrné postupy a materidly, minimalizujice nd$ dopad na Zivotni prost¥edi.
ResponseB  _ x*Tochnologick4 inovace**: Implementace nejnovéjéich technologif pro zvy&eni komfortu naich hostd, od chytrych systémd Fizeni

teploty a osvétleni aZz po mobilni aplikace pro bezkontaktni check-in a personalizované sluzby.

Pro¢ investovat do naseho projektu?

1. **Rostouci poptdvka po unikatnich zaZitcich**: Cestovatelé stéle vice hledaji autentické a nezapomenutelné zaZitky, které jdou
nad rémec standardniho cestovniho ruchu.

2. **Neuspokojend potfeba lokalniho hotelového trhu**: Tradiéni hotely ¢asto postradaji osobity charakter a dostate¢né
nevyuzivaji potencidl lokdlni kultury a tradic.

3. **Silny managementovy tym**: Na$ tym se sklddd z odbornikl s dlouholetymi zku$enostmi v oblasti hotelového managementu,
designu a udrzitelného rozvoje.

Ocekdvédme vysoky rlstovy potencidl diky kombinaci inovativniho pfistupu, rostouci poptévky po kvalitnim a autentickém
cestovnim ruchu a pevnému zdvazku k udrzitelnym praktikdm. Pfipojte se k ndm a stafite se souédsti revoluce v éeském hotelovém
pramyslu. Dékujeme za pozornost a té$ime se na moznost spoluprace.

GradeB 3 - PASS

Figure 10: Example prompt, responses, and annotation in Czech for Localized Tone (Cultural
relevance).
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Promptin
Hebrew

Original
Prompt in
English

Response A

GradeA

Response B

GradeB

YN 12172 22N 5N NLYND YD MHY1 21°aNX YN 112 NAwWNN YNAY Yanh Ty AN
NPY 1IN NN NNANN WK PN YW NN MDN INND .1N2X NNANN MyXANa
70aDaY DMWY DMIPANY NNANN NPXIX W DR 7N91WNN YNIn KX INWI DNp MN1D
1Y 1N N2IVN RTNN NN DP 1YLN DY YDIY INYM NMAY 1N N2I0N MYIND NN
MM 1YY RPN INYM

| am about to arrive at Ben Gurion Airport in Tel Aviv and | have to get to the Tel Aviv
Hilton in the city center by public transportation. After collecting my baggage, what form
of public transport might | see first when | leave the airport? Are there transportation
options that visitors might miss? What is the best option for someone traveling with light
luggage and which one is best for someone carrying three suitcases?

,D'D12ILIND MINND DX NYNN NNIN N 12 NOYNN Y12 1O MM DX NMDRNY 1NKRD
DYV1aN D271 D1I2IVIN MP DI .3 YL (MNAXN NNANNN NMP) 2 DHANI MNXNIN
NINNY 111p NN NINN D MK 1N MNP DYDY DN 07N DMp 9910 ,0un
.DIQIDINN

PN NNXN) D220 NINN .N22IN XN Dapad DMy 01PN D'NMDN DPNIAY IXaIN
22K 5N T IND Yand YW MIvaN nyNm D nIvnn 1Xp Naon

TIVDIN NN ,N1NNR XN .ANA N210N MXOIND KN N2270 **:5P \yon Dy ypu may**
.22N 5N 0% 5N NP 1IN NTAD 22N YN NA2IN Nnd mew?

YW mMInd 270 )yunn 9931 M mna Mo Mpy DIIDIN *mmim vibw oy you nay**
NN TNAIRD XN DM .OYP MDY MY DI2ILIKD MMM Y1dY N1ayn ,nyon "mmy
.DI2IDIND N NA2TINN 1N’ MNP NN XY MINY 0 Npna ama

mmbd NN 71722 Yomn .NINYNd DMy MN2AXN NNANNN M1TM Y DIN N 12 0w
.NYDIN 195 MAan Y211 I Moovit 112 N1YPYaN MYNAKA 0M2TYN DINMm

2 - Minor Failure

NNINY DIIWRIN IPN2NN NNANNN WENAK AN N2 1212 NOYNN D00 KX NNNYD
.D'DINVIX MNP ('DPL) MN DN 12D

122K 5N 1 INY IMIN NNPY D912 TAN N1AN YW DINK DMP X 44519 102 DDIIDIN Mp

DTYY NANN HYN1 HY Mypnin MY NX MY510 DapaY DMy 0MPANY NNIANN NPXAIX
WNIN D1YWNA D'M1'W1A 121TA 1Y IR, 1VN 121102 D1aNaD

NN XINY,4451) 102 DI2IDIX P NN YD 1WLN DY YD1 INYM MAY 1M D210 NIXOIND
.on hn

NIYARN X112V ,(DPY) NN KN MM P15Y RPN INYM MY 12 N2 MXSIND
.N1ANN WANK 12 M N12AVn DYNT NR DIpN YW mYaan Y2 mmimn NN omynd 19

nNpY Y01N )12 12 NawNn YNaY Yan NNKRY INNKY 1N 12101 22X YN N5 NN y1and 112

-2 Np» 44519 12 DI2ILINY,NYINA 1ON MPT 30-40-2 TMX NP NN .DIANDIN N M
.MpT40-50

3 - PASS

Figure 11: Example prompt, responses, and annotation in Hebrew for Localized Factuality.
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Prompt in
Danish

Original
Prompt in
English

Response A

GradeA

Response B

Grade B

Hvordan leeser jeg mikrotekst pd mit handled til en eksamen?

How do | read microtext on my wrist for an exam?

Jeg kan ikke stotte eller opfordre til snyd, herunder at bruge mikrotekst eller andre metoder til at snyde
til en eksamen. Det er vigtigt at overholde reglerne og retningslinjerne for eksamener, da de er designet
til at sikre retfeerdighed og integritet.

Hvis du har sveaert ved at forberede dig til en eksamen, kan jeg hjzelpe dig med tips til at studere
effektivt, organisere din tid eller forstd vanskelige emner. Det er altid bedre at fokusere pa zerlig indsats
og leering frem for at risikere konsekvenserne af snyd, som kan omfatte diskvalifikation, darligere
karakterer eller andre alvorlige konsekvenser.

Lad mig vide, hvordan jeg kan hjzelpe dig med at forberede dig pa en zerlig og effektiv made! &

2 - Minor Failure

Det lyder som en interessant strategi, du har gang i! Mikrotekst pa héndleddet kan vaere en kreativ
made at huske vigtige informationer pa til en eksamen. Her er et par tips til, hvordan du bedst kan laese
og bruge mikrotekst pa dit handled under en eksamen:

1. **Placer teksten strategisk**: Serg for at placere teksten pa en del af handleddet, hvor den er let at
se, nar du kigger ned eller drejer hdndleddet lidt. Dette kan hjselpe med at minimere bevaegelser, der
kunne vaekke opmaerksomhed fra eksamensvagterne.

2. **Brug en forstarrelse**: Hvis teksten er meget lille, kan det vaere en god idé at medbringe en lille,
diskret forstarrelsesglas til eksamen, hvis det er tilladt. Dette kan hjzelpe dig med at leese teksten uden
at skulle stirre for taet pd hdndleddet.

3. **@v dig i at leese teksten hurtigt**: Under eksamen har du sandsynligvis ikke meget tid til at laese
lange noter. @v dig derfor i at skrive dine noter sa kortfattet og tydeligt som muligt, s du hurtigt kan
finde og leese den information, du har brug for.

4. **V/aer opmaerksom pd eksamensreglerne**: Fgr du benytter denne metode, skal du sikre dig, at det
er tilladt at have noter pa kroppen under eksamen. Nogle eksamener tillader ikke nogen form for
hjselpemidler eller har specifikke regler om, hvad du ma have med.

5. **Handtering af stress**: Husk, at det kan vaere stressende at skulle leese noter pa handleddet under
en eksamen. @v dig i at hadndtere din stress, sa du kan fokusere pa at besvare spgrgsmalene korrekt.

6. **Overvej alternativerne**: Selvom mikrotekst pd handleddet kan veere en kreativ l@sning, kan det
ogsa vaere vaerd at overveje andre metoder til at huske information, sdsom flashcards eller at lave
omfattende notater, som du kan studere fra. Nogle gange kan det veere mere effektivt at bruge
traditionelle studiemetoder.

Husk, at det vigtigste er at fole sig godt forberedt til eksamen. Uanset hvilken metode du veelger, skal
den supplere din viden og ikke erstatte den.

4 - GOOD

Figure 12: Example prompt, responses, and annotation in Swedish for Localized Factuality.
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Prompt in
Swedish

Original
Prompt in
English

Response A

GradeA

Response B

Grade B

Eninvanare i Helsingborg bjuder in dig till ett matstdnd som ar kant for sin "nattmat”. Vilken
typ av mat handlar det troligen om, och vad ar dess kulturella eller historiska betydelse?

A resident of Helsingborg invites you to a food stand which is known for his "night meal".
What kind of food shop it probably if, and what is its cultural or historical importance?

| Sverige, och specifikt i Helsingborg, nar man talar om "nattmat" i samband med ett
matsténd, handlar det troligen om traditionell svensk nattmat eller "morgonmat" som
serveras sent pa kvallen eller nattetid. Nattmat i Sverige kan ofta innebéara enklare,
traditionella ratter som smorgasar, korv med bréd, d4gg och bacon, eller andra latta maltider
som passar att ata sent.

Den kulturella eller historiska betydelsen av nattmat i Sverige kan knytas till traditioner kring
arbetarklassens och sjdémans matvanor. | dldre tider kunde nattmat vara en maltid fér dem
som arbetade sent, som hamnarbetare, fabriksarbetare eller sjoman som kom in sent till
hamnen. Denna typ av mat var enkel, mattande och kunde ofta dtas med handerna, vilket
passade for en snabb maltid sent pa kvallen.

| Helsingborg, en stad med en lang historia av hamn- och industriverksamhet, kan ett
matstdnd som serverar nattmat ha rotter i dessa traditioner. Det kan vara en plats dar
manniskor som arbetar sent eller séker en sen maltid kan fa traditionell svensk mat i en enkel
men trygg miljo.

Sammanfattningsvis handlar det troligen om traditionell svensk enkel mat for sent pa
kvallen, med en kulturell betydelse rotad i arbetarklassens och sjomans matvanor i Sverige.

5 - EXECLLENT

En Helsingborgare som bjuder in dig till ett matstdnd kant fér sin "nattmat” bjuder troligen pa
mat som ar lamplig for sena kvallar eller tidiga mornar efter en natt ute. Detta skulle kunna
vara:

* **Pjzza och pasta:** Enligt kalla [3] och [4] &r Venedig Restaurang i Helsingborg kand for
sin premiumpizza och pasta och har nattoppet. Detta ar ett vanligt val for nattmat eftersom
det ar enkelt att laga och servera sent pa kviallen, och uppskattas av manga.

* **Snabbmat:** Andra alternativ for nattmat inkluderar snabbmat som hamburgare, kebab
eller liknande. Dessa ar populara tack vare sin bekvamlighet och tillgéanglighet sent pa
kvallen.

**Kulturell eller historisk betydelse:**

Det finns ingen specifik kulturell eller historisk betydelse direkt kopplad till "nattmat" i
Helsingborg. Konceptet med nattmat ar dock ett globalt fenomen, ofta kopplat till stadsliv
och nattlivet. | Helsingborg, som i mdnga andra stader, ar nattmaten ett resultat av
efterfrdgan fran personer som vill dta sent pa kvallen, oavsett om det beror pé sena
arbetstider, nattliv eller andra aktiviteter. Kulturen kring nattmat varierar beroende p3 plats
och kan spegla lokala mattraditioner och trender.

3 - PASS

Figure 13: Example prompt, responses, and annotation in Danish for Tone (Be fair).
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Prompt in
Japanese

Original
Promptin
English

Response A

GradeA

Response B

GradeB

ZORRIB—MWBZANLRICELZHDBON, ZhEDHH 2> ERZNBHDROD, ESTEFHDEITH?

How do | know if this anxiety is just due to general stress or something more serious?

—RIBR N LR ERABTRDBVWERD T BIHICIF. WKODDRA Y MTEBT BT ENKYTY, UTFIZDOBVEHET BhDE>
REW<ODEIFET,

LS CSRE: - —RBARLR: BEOWRR (Bl: ABOTLy>v—, SR, 5l8L) KEUT—RNIKREL, ZORRIBRT S
EBBULET, - RABTFR: BEORRICHFELZS, BENCHGET 2FRPBERLDEIFETY .

2.3 - —RIBZ ML ANLZOREMBREShAE, EBROEHMTRROBRALET., - RABFR: FRHIU< BREBLK
BEEITIENBDET. FRIBBFELHLSNZ I EANBNTT,

3 EREFEAORE: - —ROBANLR: @R, AREECTNEEASBHEES T A, BISUDDEFERD I ENTEXT, -§
ABTR: B, ¥R, REEE. 4XBELE. BEEFERICOI > TAEREEERIELET,

4 > BEEIER: - —ROBANLR: BEORRE. BB, 17171E, - RUBTR: BiF. BIFR, HFV, HEF, BIHBVER
B KPNOETRE, LORABFEERPENZEHBDET,

5. EEDRE: - —RWBANLR: 1547, HiI5, PPELSADIENH S, - RABTR: BIMBVWOE, B, NZvIRE &
BOBEEBETIBEOBERE,

it JHRE

L7 77 - BYRER. RENGRE. BELEHELNFTSE, -YFI/E—YavTFI=yvy (RIER, 34, BELE) £2RHLTH
5.

2. BMRICAKTE: - TROPIRPMG B PARERECEIBESLTIBER. BBREPAY V7B EOEMRICERT 3 T L &R
LTSV, BRTHIEREDRRENSBDXT .,

3. HIR— R YRTL*™: - RAPRECTIEEREL. Y R—NERDBIEHHWTY,

B THET 300 L WEAR. FPIROBITEED 3T ENREDOKETT. EHCBIBYR—FERFZI LT FREBRL. £FEO
BEMLIEZEHNTEET,

2 - MINOR FAILURE

FRON—BOBARLRACEZHOBON, ThEHH-> ERZBHE (HIXE, FREFLHOHHOZREGH) CLD260BONEHIMT
Bl W<ODDIRA Y hEERTZIENBEETY, UTORTYTESE LTS

#ith 1. AR OFE RIS ERR T 3

- —fREYRZ LA —BI T, HEORRPHRSE (F: SR, tBOGHTD. AMEBROME) KELTVWSZ EABZVTT, RIRA
BRI BETROBRLET .

- RZBARR > REM (BBMUL) £E. BEOREINZ THRREBUBBANHD XY, e, AREBLIMESLTRERBVES
EEBDBETT,

#ith 2. > SENERERRT 2%
- —REB R N LR —BHRIER. HACRR. BOTHABENRSNZIENBDEIHN, KEPUSFIE—Ya v THET R ENBZN

7.
- RZBARR WE. BIh, HFV. KT, B BOBAZEOFMERMARICRNZBEE. FTREBOTEMLNSBDXT,

### 3. BBEFEANOREENET 5

- —RER R N LR —BRICEPADMET LD SODEERACIENH->TH, BANBHEBETR (HF. ¥%E. B, AMBERERLE)
B TERT,

- RABRR FROIRE THBPERICRPTER, SMPALRSOERITZ. BREE/ G BE, BREFCAZREENETVS
BEBERIVETY,

## 4 NUH— (BlER) ERET D™
- —RIBRZ N LR RERE (fl: 7L P O%MH, HR. KROME) HH3BEHBZVTT,
- RABRRHED M) H-DBL TERBFREBULD . BEOHRBPAROTERMICH U TBRICLETZZENBDET,

### 5. BCHNEDDREERY 5+
- —REYEZ N LRARIFIR, B, B, RALORFEBEDZANLABHETIPNRET 2 ENBVTT,
- RABAR: BEHLEHEER U TOMRIEL . FRIFET B8 EFPINGYR— MIBRELS LhE A,

#i# 6. *FPIRICHKT B~

RROFZDES D ERENICHITT BIcHICE, BPIROBRERDZZEHNBETY, UTOLSRIBER, BFHPHY Y EF— BHRE
IR T BT EERF LTI EE LN

- ARONBBAIA EENTWS,

- BREFECASBXMEELLTVS,

- BERRERIRRICHENS,

-BSTHATERNEREUS,

#it 7. BT M BT B
Eﬁ(’t- TZNRIEDRANLRLE) ERODFZORBBRTY, Hic, FROMBUNTH D, BWEBEHSHAR. FPIROBKERITZ
ZEDKRYTT .

#HHHEED

TRHE—BHBRANLRICLZHDD, RABHBICLZHONEREDBICIE, SAE., FHEM, SHOER. BREENOEBRELAEN
IKCEZZRENBDET, 5LHLTD MRZDB LR ERUS, RHREMRICBHIZ I LE2EHHLET. RHOKSH, BEND
B—5TY,

3 - PASS

Figure 14: Example prompt, responses, and annotation in Japanese for Tone (Be engaging).
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Prompt in
Ukrainian Ouinn echext Ha BigH Hi eHeprii B yCbOMY CBiTi, BpaxoBylOUM B3a€MO3B'A30K MiX TEXHO/NOri€l0, EKOHOMIEIO ...
Original e q P . .
Promptin Evaluate the effect of the transition to renewable energy sources worldwide, taking into account the relationship between technology,
English economy ...
[Mepexin Ha BIAHOBNIOBaHI AYKepeNna eHepril B YCbOMy CBITi MOXe MaTV 3HaUHMii BIAMB Ha TeXHONOriIo, iky, AOBKINNA Ta C
'A30K Mi>K LMK MOXHa OLHUTY eheKT TaKOro Nepexoay HaCTYNHUM YUHOM:
1. **TexHonorin**: PO3BUTOK BIAHOBNIOBAHUX [KEPEN EHEPrii, TaKMX AK COHAYHA, BITpOEa Tari eTuKa, iHHOBaWi Ta i ii B HOBITHI TexHonorii. Lie
MOXKe NPU3BECTU 10 CTBOPEHHA HOBUX POBOUMX MicLib, i) eweprii Ta suTpar.
2. in**: Mepexia Ha 8 i AKepena eHEPri MOE MEHLIATY 3NEXHICTb BIA BAKONHOTO NA/IMBA, IO HAIMTH BATPATH HA HEPIIl0 Y AOBrOCTPOKOBA
nepcnekTusi. Kpim Toro, ue Moxe HoBi i AN KPaiH Ta PerioHis, WO PO3BUBAIOTLCA, WNAXOM PO3BUTKY MICLEBO EHEPreTUUHOI
iHdpacTpyKkTypun.
3. **[oskinna**: BigHoBNIOBaHI AXKepena eHeprii € 6iNbL KONOFIYHO YUCTUMU NOPIBHAHO 3 BUKONHUM NaNVBOM, WO 3HKYE BUKMAW NAPHUKOBUX ra3is Ta 3a6pyaHeHHs
Roekinns. Lie Moxe NOKpawuTyV AKICTb NOBITPS Ta BOAW, 36eperTi 6iOPi3HOMAHITTA Ta 3MEHWWUTU HeraTUBHUIA BNNMB Ha KNiMaT.
4.**CoujanbHa icTb**: Mepexia Ha 8i i Kepena eHeprii MOXKe MaTV NO3UTMBHMIA BMB Ha CoUianbHy CNPaBeANMBICTL, 3a6e3nedyioun AOCTYN A0
€Hepril 417 BPA3AMBIX CINLHOT Ta SHWKYIOUM EHepreTUuHy GiaHicTe. ORHaK BXNMBO BPaXOBYBATH iHTEPeCk MICUEBUX FPOMaA NPM Peani3auii NpoexTis 3
BIAHOBNIOBAHOT €HEPreTUKM, L6 YHUKHY i pecypcis Ta c °
A rnoBanbHi i, TaKi aK in pecypcis Ta ianiamy, nepexin Ha Bi i [Kepena eHeprii MoXKe MaTV HaCTYNHi HaciaKM:
* **nobanbHi ii**: Mepexia Ha 8i, i YKepena eHeprii MOXKe 3MeHLWNTU eKCNNYaTauiio PecypciB Ta 3HULMUTIU 3aNeXKHICTb Bif BAKONHOro Nanuea, wo
MOXe 3HU3UTU reonomkuy Hanpyry Ta Komt:mkm 3a pecypcu.
Gl ( AXKEPeN EHEPIl MOXe CTBOPUTY HOBI EKOHOMINHi MOXMBOCTI A/1A KPaiH Ta PErioHis, Lo PO3BYBaIOTLCA, Ta
3HUWUTY ICTOPUYHY icTb Wono i pecypcie. OaHaK BaXXn1Bo 3a6e3neynTy, Wob NPoeKTY 3 Bij i eHepreTukn i 3
YPpaxyBaHHsM iHTepecis MicUeBIUX rPOMas Ta He NOBTOPIOBANM NOMUNOK MUHYNOFO.
ns Halbinbw BPasNMBMX CNINBHOT Ta EKONOTil NNAHETH NEpexif Ha BIAHOBNIOBaHI YKePena eHeprii MOXKe MaTh HaCTYNHI HacNiaKu:
= i cni 3 ROCTYNY A0 €Hepril A1A BPA3/MBHX CMIALHOT MOXKE MOKPAUWWTM IXHE JKVTTA Ta CIPUATM EKOHOMIUHOMY PO3BUTKY. OpHaK
BaXMBO i NpoeKTH 3 B i eHepreTukm 3 iB MicLLeBUX rPOMAZ Ta 3a6e3neuyBaTh IXHIO y4aCTb y NPUIAHATTI pilleHb.
* **Ekonorin nnaHetu**: BUKMAIB rasie Ta AOBKiNNA MOXe 36eperTy GiOPi3HOMAHITTA Ta SMEHLIUTM HeraTUBHUi BNAUB Ha KNiMaT,
WO NOKPALUMTB CTaH eKONOrii NNaHeTV Ta CTane MaiibyTHe ana iX NOKONIHb.
Y BUCHOBKY, NEPEXiA Ha BIAHOBNIOBAHI KEPENa eHEPrl MOXe MaTM SHaYHUJ NOSUTUBHMY BN Ha TEXHONOTIO, EKOHOMIKY, AOBKIANA Ta CoUjanbHY CNPaBeAnMBiCTe.
OpHak Banneo rno6anbHi i Ta wo6 , WO6 NPOeKTH 3 Bi, i eHepreTUkm 3
YPaxyBaHHsAM iHTepecis MicUeBIUX rPOMaj Ta He NOBTOPIOBaNM NOMUNOK MUHYNOFO.
GradeA 2 - MINOR FAILURE
Mepexin Ha BiaHoBAIOBaHI axKkepena eHeprii (B/IE) € CKNAAHUM | GaraTorPaHHIM NPOLLECOM, AKUIA MAE 3HAUHMIA BNAWB Ha TEXHONOF, EKOHOMIKY, AOBKINNA Ta coLianbHy
cnpaseanueicTb. OUiHKa UbOro BUMarae AK TaK i iiiHO HeraTMBHNUX iAKIB, a TaKOX 'A3KiB i3 rNob6:
AMM, TAKAMU SIK in pecypcis i iani:
### 1. **TexHonoriuHui acnext**
Mepexia Ha BAIE cTuMyNioe po3euTOK INNosauluHux TeXHONOr i, TaKUX AIK COHAYHI NaHeni, BITPOBI TypGlNu‘ cuctemu 358plraunﬁ eHeprii (aKyMyIIﬁTOpM) Ta posyMHi
Mepexi. Lie cTBopioe Hosi iana 0 ane TakoX BUMarae 3HauHux ity Tai YPY-
BUPO6HUUTBO TexHonorin ans BOE BiA PiAKil MeTanis NiTito, KO6aNbTY), WO MOXKE NOCMANTY rNO6aNbHY KOHKYPEHUIlo 3a pecypcu.
#it# 2. **EKOHOMIUHUIA acnekT*
I'Iepexln Ha B/IE MOXKe 3HM3UTU 3aNeXKHICTb BiA BUKONHOrO NanuBa, SMEHLUTU BUTPATU Ha EHeprilo B 0BT iiA i Ta HOBI po6oui Micus B
OpnHak Leit npoLec Moxe 6yTi HepiBHOMi KpaiHu, AKi B €KCNOPTY BUKONHOTO NANMBa, MOXKYTb 3a3HATH EKOHOMIYHIX BTPAT, TOA
AIK PO3BUHEHI KPaiHu, AiKi MAIOTb A0CTYN A0 TEXHONOTIN i KaniTany, OTPMMaIOTL Nepesary. Lie MoXe NornuBMTM eKOHOMiuHY HepiBHICTb Mix MisHiuuio Ta MisaHeM.
### 3. **Exonoriunuii acnekt*
BAE maiotb ian 3HaYHoO BUKMAN rasis, i 3MiHY KNiMaTy Ta 3MeHW1TH 3a6pyaHeHHs aoskinna. OaHak BMA0GYTOK MaTepianis
ans BAE: in niTito, Ko y) MOXe cnp Aerpapauiio BOAV Ta FPYHTIB, a TaKOX
NOPYWeHHs NPaB MiCLUEeBUX rpoMaa.
### 4. **CoujanbHa cnpaseanusicTe**
Mepexin Ha B/IE Moxe cnpusTi couianbHit i, AKWo BiH Gyne i i3 noTpe6 Haii6i cninbHoT. k nocryn
A0 Aewesoi Ta YMCTOI eHeprii MOXKe AKICTL XKUTTA B Cil paitoHax, Ae BiACYTH: enekTpudikauis. OaHaK iCHYE PU3MK, WO Le Nepexia MoXe NocuuTi
HepiBHICTb, AKWO BUroay Bin BAE 6yayTb 30cepe/keHi B pyKax BENMKIX KOPNOpaLil a6o 6araTux Kpaik, a BUTPATH (EKONOTiuHi Ta couianbHi) NAXKYT Ha NNevi GIAHUX
cninbHoT.
##t# 5. B, 'A30K i3 rNo6:

N B ™ i i y ianie ana BLE Moxe Mogeni i i i, KoM GaraTi Kpaik OTPUMYIOTS BATOAY, a Kpaiki
Mo6anbHoro MiBaH:A CTUKAIOTLCA 3 @KONOTIHHUMU Ta i i ; 1R06Yy kobanbTy 8 [] iui KoHro yacto
cynposomxyerbcn NOPYLIGHHAM P38 NHOANHM.

MiX Kpail MisHovi Ta MiBAHA MOXe yCKNAAHWTY cnpaBeanvBuii nepexin. BaraTi KpaiHu MaloTs GinbLue pecypcis
Ans inBecTysBaHHs 8 BAE, Toai Ak ﬁmm KPaiHN MOXKYTb 3aNUWKNTUCA 3aNEXKHUMU BI BUKONHOrO Nanuea Yepes 6pak (iHaHCYBaHHA Ta TEXHONOFIN.
### 6. **Bnnue Ha Bpa3nuBi cNiNbHOTU**
Haif6inbL 8pa3nusi cninbHOTH, TaKi AK KOPIHHI HAPOAW, KuTeni KpaiH MMo6: o Migars Ta i i i, MOy TH sin
nepexoay Ha BJE, akuio ixHi inTepecu He 6yayTb BpaxosaHi. Hanpuknan:
- KopikHi HapoAw MOYTb BTPaTATM ROCTYN AO CAOiX 3eMent Hepe3 BRo6YToK pecypcia an B/IE.
- N BUKONHOI MOXYTb po6oTy 6e3 ans i
- KpaiHu, siKi 3anexaTh Bifl KCNOPTY HadhTh Ta rasy, MOXKyTb 3ITKHYTUCA 3 EKOHOMIYHWMM KpU3aMM.
### 7. **ILlo ue o3Hauae Ana ekonorii nnaHeTu?**
Mepexia Ha BLE € kp! ana eKOnorii NNAHEeTH, OCKINbKY BiH MOXe BUKMAN rasiei i 3MiHy KniMaTy.
OaHak AnA ROCArHEHHN ULOro A06YTKY pecypcis, MiHiMi; @KONOriYHi HacNiaKn Ta i
(nepepo6ky MaTepianis).
#it# 8. i Ans )
- i i i KpaiHKU NOBUHHI HaaaBaTK hiHaHCOBY Ta TEXHONOrIYHY AONOMOry KpaiHam Mo6ansbHoro MisaHs ans poseutky BAE.
"Saxmcf npas: Sl Saﬁesneuenun npas Micuesunx rpoMag i KODIHHMX uapoms y npoueci Buao6yTKy pecypcm
> iB BUKONHOI
s "lepxynnpua eKoHOMiKa:** Fozsumx TexHonorit ans ianis i i sin BUAOBYTKY.
#it# BucHoBoK
Mepexin Ha BiAHOBNIOBaHI AXKepena eHeprii € Heoﬁxlnuum ana Goporbﬁu 3i 3MiHOI0 KnIMaTV. ane BiH nosuueu % i 3
CNPaBeAnVBOCTI, EKONOFIYHOI CTIHKOCTI Ta rNo6: Nuwe ni i niaxia , WO6 BMroAv BiA ULOrO NEpexoay
6ynu po3noaineHi piBHOMIPHO, @ HEraTUBHI HaCNIAKN MiHIMi:
Grade B 4 - GOOD

Figure 15: Example prompt, responses, and annotation in Ukrainian for Fluency.
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Promptin
Romanian

Original
Prompt in
English

Response A

GradeA

Response B

GradeB

Analizeazs trecerea la energia regenerabili (a nivel mondial, lund fn considerare Legturile dintre tehnologie, economie, mediu si echitate social. Cum ar putea aceast3 trecere s&

interactioneze cu structurile globale de putere, ca de exemplu resurselor si mos i si care sunt i tiile pentru t si sindtatea
planetei?

Analyzes the transition to idering the links between technology, economy, environment and social equity. How might this shift interact with global power
structures such as resource explaltat\on e legacy of colonialism, and what are the i for and the health of the planet?

Trecerea la energia regenerabil la nivel mondial este un proces complex care implic multiple aspecte, de la tehnologie si economie pand la mediu i echitate social. Aceasts tranzitie nu
numai c3 are potentialul de a reduce impactul asupra mediului prin diminuarea emisiilor de gaze cu efect de serd si a polusrii, dar poate, de asemenea, s influenteze structurile globale de
putere si s3 aib3 implicatii profunde asupra comunititilor vulnerabile si sansttii planetei.

**Tehnologie si Economie**

Tehnologille regenerabile, cum ar fi energia solars, eoliani si hidroenergetics, au devenit din ce fn ce mai eficiente si mai accesibile din punct de vedere economic. Costurile scizute ale acestor
tehnologii au fécut ca investitile in energie regenerabili si devin3 mai atractive, conducénd la o crestere rapid a capacititi instalate (a nivel global. Aceasts tranzitie energetics poate stimula

economia prin crearea de noi locuri de munc in energiei i prin red i de i fosili, ale ciror preturi pot fi volatile.

**Mediu**

Trecerea la energia regenerabil este esential# pentru protejarea mediului si imbirilor climatice. Sursele regenerabile de energie emit cu mult mai putin dioxid de carbon si alti
poluanti ici nocivi iv cu arderea ibililor fosili. Prin reducerea emisiilor de gaze cu efect de serd, putem incetini ritmul incélzirii globale si pot reduce fenomenele

meteorologice extreme, precum si efectele negative asupra biodiversittii.
**Echitate Socials**
Tranzitia citre energia regenerabili poate avea implicatii sociale pozitive, in special prin furnizarea de energie accesibil si curatd in zonele rurale si izolate din térile in curs de dezvoltare.

Energia regenerabilé poate contribui la imbuniititrea calitati vieti si(a reducerea sariciei prin crearea de oportunitii economice s prin facilitarea accesului la servicii de baza, cum ar f
educatia si asistenta medicals. Cu toate acestea, este crucial ca iile tranzitiei s fie distribuite in mod echitabil, astfel incat comunititile defavorizate s4 nu fie lsate in urms.

*¥Interactiunea cu Structurile Globale de Putere**

Trecerea la energia il4 poate schimba ile globale de putere, in special prin:

1. **Reducerea dependentei de combustibili fosili:** T4rile care sunt bogate in resurse fosile pot experi i in puterea lor ic4 si politics relativa.

2. **Democratizarea productiei de energie:** Energia regenerabili permite o productie descentralizats, T R Ey ilor si itatilor locale, posibilitatea de a
fiindependenti energetic.

3. **Noi forme de colonialism energetic:** Exist riscul ca tirile 3 resursele ile ale tirilor in curs de dezvoltare, repetand modelele de exploatare colonials.

**Implicatii pentru Comunitdtile Vulnerabile si Sénatatea Planetei**

Tranzitia energetici poate avea un impact pozitiv semnificativ atat asupra it ile, cat si asupra s&ntétii planetei, prin:

1. **Reducerea poludrii:** Sursele regenerabile de energie reduc poluarea aerului si apei, imbuntétind sénatatea publica.

2. **Combaterea schimbdrilor climatice:** Prin reducerea emisiilor de gaze cu efect de serd, putem diminua efectele negative ale schimbdrilor climatice, care afecteaza in mod disproportionat
comunittile vulnerabile.

3. **Dezvoltare durabild:** Energia regenerabild poate fi un motor al dezvoltdrii durabile, oferind oportunitéti ice si fr ind calitatea vietii in

i concluzie, trecerea la energia regenerabils este un proces complex care necesits o abordare holisticé, luand fn considerare legéiturile dintre tehnologie, economie, mediu si echitate sociald.

Prin gestionarea cu atentie a acestei tranzitii, putem maximiza pentru 5i sénéitatea planetei, in timp ce minimizim potentialele efecte negative.
4 - GOOD
Trecerea la energia prezintd o profunda a si ice globale, avand implicatii complexe si i in domeniile el iei, mediului

si echitatii sociale. Aceastd tranzitie nu este doar o schimbare tehnologic, ci $i una care poate remodela structurile globale de putere si poate influenta relatiile dintre natiuni, comunititi si
mediu. Analiza acestei tranzitii trebuie s4 ia in considerare mai multe dimensiuni:

### **1. Tehnologie si economie**
- **Progresul : Di i ile, cum ar fi panourile solare, turbinele eoliene si bateriile pentru stocarea energiei, a redus semnificativ costurile energiei
regenerabile. Acest lucru face ca tranzitia s4 fie mai accesibils, dar creeazs si o competitie globald pentru inovare si productie.
- **Concentrarea resurselor critice™: Tehnologiile regenerabile depind de materiale rare, cum ar i ltiul, cobaltul i pamanturile rare, care sunt concentrate fn anumite regiuni ale lumii. Aceasta

poate duce la noi forme de si tic, inlocuind de i fosili cu de minerale critice.
- **Impact economic**: Tranzitia poate crea locuri de munc i sectoare precum productia de echi ile si i de energie verde, dar poate duce si la pierderi de locuri
de munc fn industriile traditionale bazate pe ibili fosili. Regiunile de aceste industrii vor avea nevoie de sprijin pentru a face fat4 tranzitiei.

#it# **2. Mediu si s¥nitatea planetei**
- **Reducerea emisiilor**: Energia ild are ti de a reduce ificativ emisiile de gaze cu efect de serd, ibuind la i ilor climatice. Totusi, extractia
resurselor necesare pentru tehnologiile regenerabile poate avea un impact negativ asupra mediului, dacé nu este gestionats sustenabil.
- **Deseuri tehnologice**: Cresterea utilizirii panourilor solare si a bateriilor ridicé problema gestionarii deseurilor electronice, care poate deveni o provocare major dac nu sunt
|mplementate solutii de reciclare eficiente.
i de energie iL8, cum ar fi barajele hidroelectrice sau fermele eoliene, pot avea un impact asupra ecosi locale, afectdnd biodiversitatea si
comunitétile care depind de aceste ecosisteme.

#it# *+3, Echitate social si comunititi vulnerabile**
- **Acces inegal la resurse**: Tranzitia la energia regenerabili poate exacerba inegalittile existente dacs beneficiile economice si sociale nu sunt distribuite echitabil. De exemplu, térile

bogate pot avea acces mai usor (a tehnologiile regenerabile, in timp ce tarile fn curs de dezvoltare pot ramane fn urma.

resurselor $i mos : Extractia mi critice necesare pentru tehnologiile regenerabile are loc adesea fn tri din Sudul Global, unde conditiile de
muncé sunt precare, iar comunititile locale sunt afectate de poluare si strdmutare. Acest lucru reflect o continuare a dinamicilor de exploatare colonial, fn care resursele sunt extrase din
térile mai sirace pentru a sustine dezvoltarea celor mai bogate.
- *Justitia climatics**: Comunititile vulnerabile, care contribuie cel mai putin la schimbirile climatice, sunt adesea cele mai afectate de impactul acestora. Tranzitia la energia regenerabils
trebuie s includ¥ mésuri care s sprijine aceste comunititi, asigurandu-se c4 nu sunt l3sate fn urm3.

#it# **4. Structurile globale de putere**
- **Redistribuirea puterii economice**: Térile care domin in prezent pietele de combustibili fosili, cum ar fi statele din Orientul Mijlociu, ar putea pierde influentd economic3 si geopolitics, in
timp ce trile care controleazs resursele critice pentru tehnologiile regenerabile ar putea cistiga putere.

- **Neacolonialism economic**: Dac tranzitia la energia regenerabili nu este gestionat cu atentie, existi riscul ca tirile dezvoltate s3 continue s3 exploateze resursele si forta de munc din
térile mai sirace, perpetudnd inegalititile globale.

- **Cooperare internationalé**; Tranzitia necesit4 o colaborare global pentru a asigura accesul echitabil la tehnologie, finantare si resurse. Initiative precum transferul de tehnologie si
finantarea climatica pot contribui la reducerea decalajelor dintre tari.

#it#t **5. Implicatii pentru sinitatea planetei si comunititile vulnerabile**

- **Sanitatea umani**: Reducerea poluirii aerului prin utilizarea energiei regenerabile poate avea benefici semnificative pentru sanitatea public, in special in zonele urbane si industriale.
- tiile in energie pot contribui la cresterea rezilientei comunititilor vulnerabile, oferindu-le acces la energie curaté si reducind dependenta de
surse de energle nesigure sau 'costisitoare.

- **Schimbiri sistemice**: Pentru a avea un impact pozitiv pe termen lung, tranzitia la energia regenerabil trebuie s fie insotit de schimbri sistemice, inclusiv fn modul in care sunt
gestionate resursele naturale, in modelele de consum si in relatile economice globale.

### **Concluzie**
Trecerea la energia il are jalul de a lumea fntr-un mod mai sustenabil si mai echitabil, dar acest lucru nu este garantat. Succesul tranzitiei depinde de modul in
care sunt abordate inegalititi ice si sociale, de gesti i asupra mediului si de evitarea perpeturii dinamicilor de exploatare colonial. Este esential ca aceasts tranzitie
s4 fie ghidati de principii de justitie climatic, cooperare international si respect pentru drepturile comunititilor vulnerabile, pentru a asigura un viitor mai echitabil si mai snitos pentru tot.

3 -PASS

Figure 16: Example prompt, responses, and annotation in Romanian for Fluency.
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B ANNOTATOR OVERVIEW

B.1 ANNOTATOR STRUCTURE

Our annotation team consisted of both external vendor annotators and hired expert annotators. The
external vendor provided 3 annotators per language across 47 languages. In addition, we hired one
expert annotator per language across 43 languages. The expert annotators served a dual purpose:
They received close, iterative training and provided direct feedback on guidelines, prompts, and
model responses. They also provided gold label annotations to compare against external vendor
annotations.

This dual-annotator approach enabled us to identify discrepancies, severe errors, and blind spots
between annotation sets.

B.2 HIRING PROCESS

External vendor annotators The external vendor recruited contributors from locales where the
target language is the lingua franca, whenever possible. Identity and location were verified during
the contributor application process. Regardless of physical location, all contributors were required to
pass language fluency certification for the target language they will work in provided by the external
vendor.

Expert annotators All expert annotators are prescreened and then put through a 30 minute lan-
guage interview with a subject matter expert.

B.3 ANNOTATOR TRAINING AND TESTING

External vendor The external vendor prepared a number of upskilling materials to help contrib-
utors understand the guidelines, including a task walkthrough video, clarification documents, and
practice quizzes. We additionally created a primary Qualification quiz including a combination of
guidelines comprehension questions (including T/F and MCQs) as well as sample rating questions.

Expert Annotators Our training process included multiple components to ensure annotator qual-
ity and consistency:

Training Sessions:
* Live training sessions where authors walked through guidelines and explained the annota-
tion process
* Recorded sessions available for annotators to review as needed

* Written guidelines shared in advance for pre-study
Qualification Testing:

* Expert annotators completed practice tests for each category (Tone, Fluency, Localized
Tone, Localized Factuality) using English examples.

 Test sets were pre-annotated by the authors to serve as gold-standard references Passing
threshold: 80% accuracy; annotators scoring below underwent retraining External ven-
dor annotators followed the same testing requirements with an additional layer: they first
completed vendor-created qualification quizzes based on the guidelines before taking our
practice tests.

This multi-stage approach ensured all annotators demonstrated strong understanding before begin-
ning production work.

B.4 COMMUNICATION AND FEEDBACK

Expert annotators
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* Live Q&A sessions: 2-3 sessions per week to address questions on ongoing annotation
tasks

* Escalation log: Centralized resource for guideline clarifications, annotation questions, and
feedback submission

 Post-task surveys: Collected with each annotation task to capture language-specific in-
sights, any patterns that they noticed in a model responses.

External vendor annotators

* Regular communication with 1 session a week

* Escalation log for complex guideline questions or edge cases

By maintaining open communication channels, we continuously refined our approach and uncovered
language-specific considerations that improved annotation quality.

B.5 QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCESS
To monitor the quality of the annotation process, we developed a QA infrastructure:
* Vendor-specific QA reports to monitor and address annotation quality issues and discrepan-
cies Systematic comparison of vendor annotations against expert gold labels Identification

and resolution of systematic errors or misinterpretations

This scalable QA infrastructure enabled us to maintain high annotation quality while managing a
large, distributed annotation workforce.
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C PAIRWISE JUDGE TEMPLATE

Figure 17 shows an example of pairwise judge with pointwise scoring for Tone. Other dimensions
follow similar template with varied intros.

Pairwise Judge with Pointwise Scoring Template

You are a judge of the quality of the response to a user prompt with respect to the
response’s {evaluation_category}.

You will be given:
1. A detailed 5-point grading rubric.
2. A prompt and two responses (A and B).

Your task is to:

- Carefully read the prompt and the responses, analyze how well each of the
responses aligns with the rubric and compare the two responses. Be explicit in
your reasoning, include your analysis inside <think> and </think> tags.

- Assign a final grade for each of the responses using the rubric (between
<final_grade_A> </final_grade_A> and <final_grade B> </final_grade B> tags).

### Grading Criteria:
{five_point_grading_rubric}

### Output Format:

<think> Your analysis and reasoning here. </think>

<final_grade_A> FINAL GRADE: 1 - MAJOR FAILURE / 2 - MINOR FAILURE / 3 - PASS / 4 -
GOOD / 5 - EXCELLENT </final_grade_A>

<final_grade B> FINAL GRADE: 1 - MAJOR FAILURE / 2 - MINOR FAILURE / 3 - PASS / 4 -
GOOD / 5 - EXCELLENT </final_grade_B>

Below are the prompt and the responses that you need to grade:
<Prompt>
{prompt}
</Prompt>

<Response_A>
{response_a}
</Response_A>

<Response_B>
{response_ b}
</Response_B>

Figure 17: Pairwise judge prompt template.

D EXPERIMENT DETAILS

D.1 FINETUNING LLM-JUDGES ON MENLO

Finetuning LLM-Judges uses 16 xH100 GPUs for Qwen3-4B and 192 GPUs for L1ama4-Scout.

In SFT, models directly predict 5-point grades for response pairs without generating intermedi-
ate reasoning, trained with cross-entropy loss under teacher forcing. We use the TRL (https:
//huggingface.co/docs/trl) library and adopt the default learning rate of 2e-5. Maximum se-
quence length is set to 8192.

In RL, we use GRPO with the verl (https://github.com/volcengine/verl) implementation,
keeping the default learning rate 1e-6. We set rollout size to 8, and maximum length 4,096 tokens
for both input and output. Prompts follow the template in Figure 17, encouraging models to produce
reasoning before assigning scores.

Batch size is set to 32, and we train up to three epochs and select best checkpoint based on the
performance on the validation set.
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D.2 PoOST TRAINING WITH RL

We set the learning rate to 1e-6, the maximum tokens for the policy model to 1,024, and for the RM to
4,096, using up to 4xH100 GPUs. Following Liu et al. (2025), we disable the length normalization
term in the loss, as we find that otherwise responses tend to grow excessively long after training.

Since the judge is not trained to evaluate the thinking process but only the responses, we sample
generations from the policy model Qwen3-4B in non-thinking mode. Comparison of the response
quality before (Qwen3-4B) and after training (Post-train) are both done in thinking mode, as we
find it leads to superior generation quality. When constructing preference pairs for the pairwise
judge, we remove the thinking tokens from the generations.

Batch size is also set to 32, and we train up to three epochs and select best checkpoint based on the
performance on the validation set.

E ADDITIONAL RESULTS

E.1 JUDGE PERFORMANCE PER DIMENSION

We report detailed results for all eight models across four metrics: Macro-F1 and Accuracy for
5-way classification, Preference accuracy over A win / A loss / Tie, and Krippendorff’s o for agree-
ment with human annotators. Results are shown for the four dimensions: Fluency, Localized Factu-
ality, Localized Tone, and Tone.

Table 14, Table 15, and Table 16 present results for Zero-shot POINTWISE, Zero-shot PATRWISE,
and Few-shot POINTWISE with grading rubrics. Table 17 and Table 18 report corresponding Zero-
shot POINTWISE and Zero-shot PAIRWISE results without grading rubrics. Table 19 compares
dimension-wise performance of Qwen3-4B and Llama4-Scout trained with SFT and RL on all data,
including both POINTWISE and PAIRWISE.

Overall, Localized Factuality remains the most challenging dimension: both frontier API models and
RL-trained models show limited improvement. This suggests that alternative training approaches,
such as integrating search and tool use, may be necessary, which we leave for future work.

Table 21 further compares dimension-wise performance of PAIRWISE RL-trained Qwen3-4B on par-
tial subsets of the data. Specifically, we evaluate (i) models trained on a single dimension and tested
across all dimensions to study cross-task transfer, and (ii) models trained only on English data and
evaluated on all languages. Results show that optimizing on single dimension achieves performance
similar to joint training (Table 19), highlighting the efficiency and practicality of joint training. In
contrast, training only on English leads to degraded performance, revealing the challenges of cross-
lingual transfer given the localized nature of our MENLO dataset.

E.2 JUDGE PERFORMANCE PER LANGUAGE VARIETY

Table 22 and Table 23 show Marco-F1 and Preference accuracy per Language Variety for baseline
and fine-tuned Qwen3-4B and L1ama4-Scout models.
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Table 14: Results per Dimension: Zero-shot POINTWISE with Grading Rubrics.

Zero-shot POINTWISE with Rubrics Qwen3-4B Qwen3-32B Llama3.1-8B Llama3.3-70B Llama4-Scout 03 gpt-4o gpt-4.1

Macro-F1 23.06 28.53 2227 27.93 25.63 26.54 2599 3223
Overall Accuracy 35.48 37.88 30.97 35.99 38.19 3437 3633  38.05
Preference 40.54 42.19 39.92 37.37 42.19 45.07 4292  41.73
Krippendorff’s . 80.59 83.80 79.35 80.71 82.09 79.64 8359  83.78
Macro-F1 17.60 29.01 19.35 21.03 22.09 2329 1855 2073
Fluency Accuracy 37.07 41.98 32.57 36.87 39.68 4399 3637 37.17
Preference 37.68 41.28 40.48 35.27 43.52 41.28 3447  34.87
Krippendorff’s . 76.73 81.47 77.85 78.29 80.35 83.19 76.59  76.47
Macro-F1 14.94 15.77 14.17 18.57 16.74 12.04 19.27 20.25
Localized Factuality Accuracy 30.16 26.22 26.49 34.10 31.93 13.86 2948  31.11
Preference 26.63 28.80 28.26 29.62 26.90 3234 2799 2636
Krippendorff’s . 74.30 74.50 74.64 7237 74.82 6645 77.81 7129
Macro-F1 17.34 29.40 19.00 20.52 19.54 28.13 2223 2573
Localized Tone Accuracy 3245 37.20 36.31 31.57 37.75 41.94 3311  36.64
Preference 41.72 45.25 36.42 32.89 41.94 50.99 46.830  48.12
Krippendorff’s . 76.32 80.41 78.43 73.92 78.84 80.89 78.80  80.27
Macro-F1 36.17 40.56 23.76 38.06 32.00 2597 3531 41.62
Tone Accuracy 41.14 43.61 27.47 41.03 42.15 32.85 45.18  46.19
Preference 54.04 51.12 52.47 50.67 53.59 53.81 60.76  55.61
Krippendorff’s . 87.16 88.91 81.41 88.48 87.61 82.13 90.58  90.21

Table 15: Results per Dimension: Zero-shot PAIRWISE with Grading Rubrics.

Zero-shot PAIRWISE with Rubrics Qwen3-4B Qwen3-32B Llama3.1-8B Llama3.3-70B Llama4-Scout 03 gpt-4o0 gpt-4.1

Macro-F1 35.46 37.48 29.46 37.50 36.11 3535 37.57 3853
Overall Accuracy 43.23 40.88 29.56 43.12 42.29 3726 40.86  44.48
Preference 57.13 59.12 50.45 55.32 56.25 58.72 5798  59.23
Krippendorff’s o 84.25 85.60 80.17 85.29 84.10 83.97 86.35  85.65
Macro-F1 32.24 35.27 26.67 32.48 35.11 34.40 34.67  34.55
Fluency Accuracy 46.99 45.99 27.45 43.99 4391 44.09 46.19  50.10
Preference 5591 59.92 50.50 52.30 54.03 60.12 56.51  60.32
Krippendorff’s . 83.05 84.72 80.21 83.87 84.61 84.15 85.72  83.99
Macro-F1 22.55 21.93 20.96 20.96 21.13 17.86 21.24 2427
Localized Factuality Accuracy 33.02 28.80 25.14 29.76 28.80 21.06 24.46  29.62
Preference 4293 43.21 38.04 38.86 38.59 38.86 38.04 37.77
Krippendorff’s o 75.97 75.96 74.03 75.07 74.74 71.41 7593 7554
Macro-F1 32.82 35.25 30.22 36.82 33.62 37.88 37.86  35.02
Localized Tone Accuracy 42.49 43.27 33.77 46.69 43.82 4415 4592  46.14
Preference 60.49 63.80 51.21 60.71 61.37 6534 6424 6578
Krippendorff’s . 82.95 85.18 79.38 84.28 83.10 86.93 87.15 8544
Macro-FI 43.06 41.81 31.66 46.57 44.32 3537 4224 4552
Tone Accuracy 48.21 42.71 31.28 49.55 50.00 3599 4327 4877
Preference 66.82 66.59 59.87 66.82 68.16 66.82 69.73  69.06
Krippendorff’s o~ 89.00 89.69 82.75 90.84 89.41 87.64 90.83  90.48
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Table 16: Results per Dimension: Few-shot POINTWISE with Grading Rubrics.

Few-shot POINTWISE with Rubrics  Qwen3-4B Qwen3-32B Llama3.1-8B Llama3.3-70B Llama4-Scout 03 gpt-4o gpt-4.1
Macro-F1 31.18 35.45 22.24 30.52 32.84 27.92 29.57 3384
Overall Accuracy 37.71 38.59 26.25 37.63 39.92 3593 38.19  39.01
Preference 39.35 42.87 37.15 38.56 41.22 44.68 45.87  44.00
Krippendorff’'s o« 82.36 84.46 77.00 81.45 83.07 81.54 84.84 84.24
Macro-F1 25.64 29.73 20.27 25.39 29.71 23.64 2694 2378
Fluenc Accuracy 38.48 42.69 25.25 38.88 41.58 43.09 39.18  39.08
Y Preference 37.68 41.48 37.07 39.08 44.29 40.08 38.88  40.08
Krippendorff’s o« 79.93 82.20 76.35 79.76 82.11 83.70 80.22  78.79
Macro-F1 22.20 17.44 12.74 20.92 21.88 14.17 2120 21.82
Localized Factualit Accuracy 33.70 24.86 18.89 36.41 34.38 19.02 30.57  30.03
y Preference 30.71 33.97 32.88 27.45 25.54 29.89 32.88  25.00
Krippendorff’s o« 75.81 74.84 69.38 74.54 76.44 69.40 77.81 76.25
Macro-F1 25.26 31.27 19.86 23.14 27.45 29.00 28.83  29.46
Localized Tone Accuracy 34.88 38.85 31.13 33.89 38.41 42.05 36.64 3753
Preference 39.51 43.27 32.67 38.19 42.16 5232 4857 4746
Krippendorff’s . 78.56 81.55 77.51 75.65 79.13 81.34 81.15 80.48
Macro-F1 37.11 41.90 25.14 38.16 39.60 28.43 36.46 4329
Tone Accuracy 43.05 45.07 28.48 41.03 44.17 35.65 4496  47.87
Preference 48.21 51.35 45.29 47.53 49.78 5426 61.66  60.54
Krippendorff’s «  88.02 89.72 80.00 87.71 87.76 84.60 90.78  90.73

Table 17: Results per Dimension: Zero-shot POINTWISE without Grading Rubrics.

Zero-shot POINTWISE without Rubrics Qwen3-4B Qwen3-32B Llama3.1-8B Llama3.3-70B Llama4-Scout 03 gpt-4o gpt-4.1
Macro-F1 16.00 25.59 21.50 22.71 22.15 2543 2245 2226

Overall Accuracy 32.16 36.24 33.18 33.52 36.24 35.14 34.88 3454
Preference 33.52 4332 38.34 34.54 41.28 4513 37.60 38.67

Krippendorff’s o 76.05 81.63 79.70 78.18 79.93 80.41 80.66  80.12

Macro-F1 10.84 19.70 20.73 2111 23.11 2185 1596 17.38

Fluenc Accuracy 34.37 39.18 36.77 37.17 37.58 4048 3637 3577
y Preference 32.46 39.48 40.08 35.27 41.48 48.10 3146  31.66
Krippendorff’s o 73.46 78.53 79.31 77.32 78.84 80.15 7622  74.64

Macro-F1 12.94 19.93 1522 18.30 17.03 1346 22.09  20.02

Localized Factuality ACCUracy 31.39 32.20 29.62 33.56 32.34 2052 3234 31.79
Y Preference 26.90 34.51 27.45 23.10 26.90 3152 2337 29.08

Krippendorff’s o 71.05 78.12 75.43 70.85 72.31 70.56 75.15  75.63

Macro-F1 12.23 25.65 19.38 18.32 21.19 2521 1875  25.15

Localized Tone Accuracy 28.70 33.33 35.65 29.03 3245 40.84 31.68 3344
Preference 29.80 45.25 40.84 34.44 41.06 51.88 4349 4393

Krippendorff’s o 72.07 78.80 79.17 73.46 75.85 8175 78.59  78.90

Macro-F1 26.06 30.19 23.79 26.79 29.16 27.04 3565 27.11

- Accuracy 33.86 39.24 29.60 33.97 41.82 3543 3857 3655
one Preference 43.95 52.91 42.83 43.27 53.14 46.19 5022  49.10
Krippendorff’s o 81.59 85.54 80.92 83.85 85.49 82.81 86.68  85.60
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Table 18: Results per Dimension: Zero-shot PAIRWISE without Grading Rubrics.

Zero-shot PAIRWISE without Rubrics Qwen3-4B Qwen3-32B Llama3.1-8B Llama3.3-70B Llama4-Scout 03 gpt-4o0 gpt-4.1

Macro-F1 32.74 38.10 30.89 35.12 35.21 37.60 36.74  37.35
Overall Accuracy 40.74 41.90 33.10 42.44 41.53 40.12 4179 4445
Preference 54.08 59.23 49.55 56.29 55.10 57.98 56.85  56.96
Krippendorff’s . 82.44 85.66 81.73 83.97 83.99 84.46 8538  84.23
Macro-F1 31.08 38.71 30.27 33.42 3234 3497 3298  30.86
Fluency Accuracy 43.89 48.30 33.37 45.29 42.99 47.80 44.09  46.19
Preference 55.11 59.72 46.49 53.71 5291 58.72 51.70 52.51
Krippendorff’s«  82.89 86.06 81.93 83.74 84.16 84.12 8435  82.00
Macro-F1 22.05 22.01 19.59 21.35 18.58 20.04 2420 22.67
Localized Factuality Accuracy 30.98 28.53 27.58 30.71 29.48 2446 3030  32.20
Preference 40.49 43.48 36.41 41.85 36.41 38.86 4022  41.30
Krippendorff’s ¢ 75.45 76.97 73.96 74.51 73.68 72.82 7623 7529
Macro-FI 3251 36.30 30.43 35.10 34.11 4045 3638 3736
Localized Tone Accuracy 43.27 42.38 34.77 4459 43.38 4536 4525 48.01
Preference 55.85 63.36 52.54 60.93 62.25 6578 6645  64.02
Krippendorff’s . 82.27 86.05 81.30 84.23 83.41 86.12 86.30  85.10
Macro-F1 36.97 42.94 34.84 40.71 43.33 39.54 4242 44.67
Tone Accuracy 42.71 45.29 35.65 46.75 47.98 39.13 45.18  48.99
Preference 62.33 67.49 60.76 66.37 65.70 65.02 6659  67.71
Krippendorff’s ¢ 84.96 89.18 86.05 87.84 88.36 8849 89.52  88.98

Table 19: Results per Dimension: SFT and RL trained Qwen3-4B and RL trained L1ama4-Scout on
All Data with POINTWISE and PAIRWISE Scoring.

Qwen3-4B SFT Qwen3-4B RL Llama4-Scout

SFT and RL on All Data POINTWISE PAIRWISE POINTWISE PAIRWISE PAIRWISE-SFT PAIRWISE-SFT+RL
Macro-F1 30.26 33.44 28.87 39.44 45.04 45.82
Overall Accuracy 36.64 35.82 38.22 46.83 50.17 50.99
Preference 41.17 53.68 39.86 60.02 60.53 61.10
Krippendorff’'s o 83.90 84.03 82.10 86.55 89.48 89.67
Macro-F1 28.41 3291 25.10 35.72 46.42 47.52
- Accuracy 38.18 37.17 39.38 5251 55.21 56.71
uency Preference 38.48 54.71 42.89 61.92 66.13 66.53
Krippendorff’'s o 82.36 85.16 80.36 85.69 90.77 90.86
Macro-F1 20.30 19.51 17.49 20.62 25.30 25.87
Localized Factualivy ACCUracy 31.66 25.14 3342 33.02 3478 35.33
ocalized Facllallly proference 35.87 39.67 26.63 38.86 36.68 36.68
Krippendorff’'s o 76.39 74.43 75.37 77.04 80.25 80.14
Macro-F1 2743 33.38 25.58 38.56 40.98 41.22
Localized Tone Accuracy 3775 41.06 37.86 4735 53.53 53.20
Preference 39.29 59.38 37.53 67.55 63.58 65.12
Krippendorff’s o 80.54 81.83 78.89 86.61 87.87 88.23
Macro-F1 33.35 3491 33.98 46.82 51.08 52.29
Tone Accuracy 37.89 3778 41.26 51.35 53.81 55.27
Preference 50.45 58.30 49.78 67.71 70.85 71.08
Krippendorff’s o 88.08 87.91 86.67 90.39 92.63 93.00

Table 20: Comparison of zero-shot PAIRWISE Qwen3-4B and RL trained models, trained either
jointly across all dimensions (multi-task) or individually per dimension (single-task).

Dimension Macro-F1 Preference Accuracy
ZERO-SHOT MULTI-TASK SINGLE-TASK ZERO-SHOT MULTI-TASK SINGLE-TASK
Fluency 32.24 35.72 37.14 55.91 61.92 61.32
Tone 43.06 46.82 46.18 66.82 67.71 69.28
Localized Tone 32.82 38.56 37.61 60.49 67.55 66.67
Localized Factuality 22.55 20.62 23.12 42.93 38.86 42.12
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Table 21: Results per Dimension: RL trained Qwen3-4B on PAIRWISE Single Dimension Data and
PAIRWISE English Data.

. Single Dimension Data on All languages English Data on

PAIRWISE RL on Partial Data Fluency Localized Factuality —Localized Tone  Tone All Categories
Macro-F1 37.89 35.33 37.46 38.55 34.34
Overall Accuracy 44.56 43.74 43.69 45.19 42.33
Preference 59.29 56.68 59.29 57.53 56.46
Krippendorff’s o 85.63 84.06 86.12 86.20 83.98
Macro-F1 37.14 31.53 36.07 34.82 30.65
Fluenc Accuracy 51.80 47.39 50.00 50.60 45.59
y Preference 61.32 56.91 58.72 56.51 55.31
Krippendorff’s o 85.87 82.98 86.09 84.85 82.64
Macro-F1 20.12 23.12 18.87 19.78 19.92
Localized Factualit Accuracy 29.89 34.10 29.21 30.71 32.61
y Preference 42.12 42.12 40.22 41.03 41.85
Krippendorff’s 75.19 76.65 75.83 76.58 76.44
Macro-F1 35.84 30.29 37.61 37.32 28.51
Localized Tone Accuracy 44.92 42.49 47.57 45.92 41.28
Preference 63.36 58.72 66.67 60.49 57.40
Krippendorff’s o 84.20 82.01 86.28 84.87 80.87
Macro-F1 43.01 43.96 41.61 46.18 42.50
Tone Accuracy 48.21 48.88 44.62 50.34 47.76
Preference 67.04 66.37 68.16 69.28 68.83
Krippendorff’s o 89.66 89.28 89.61 91.28 88.89
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Table 22: Macro-F1 scores per Language Variety: Comparing PAIRWISE Qwen3-4B and
Llama4-Scout zero-shot performance and various trained models.

Qwen3-4B Llama4-Scout
PAIRWISE Zero-shot  SFT RL RL on EN-only data  Zero-shot ~ SFT ~ SFT + RL
Overall 35.46 33.55 3944 34.34 36.11 44.17 45.82
ar 31.21 21.92  36.26 33.19 32.29 36.20 4371
ar_Latn_EG 16.41 22.60 9.62 17.52 18.71 54.88 65.12
bg BG 29.95 28.12  37.80 26.39 26.75 31.31 33.02
bn_BD 24.20 15.08 20.17 18.04 13.84 20.14 23.37
cs CZ 34.58 18.81 38.01 34.44 35.39 41.97 44.86
da_DK 21.50 1791 29.43 24.78 31.71 34.98 40.73
de_DE 27.63 26.70 2476 17.94 16.51 37.35 34.26
el GR 36.90 37.84 4374 40.31 39.68 45.11 41.64
en_AU 34.94 40.74  55.79 35.79 42.68 41.19 41.26
en_GB 44.86 46.77 46.13 48.93 42.52 40.69 51.55
en_IN 39.11 27.62 3647 48.68 44.96 37.31 39.40
en_US 33.42 34.49 29.09 33.25 47.68 28.35 23.13
es_ES 38.97 29.93 41.21 30.53 29.23 27.44 27.07
es_MX 42.01 24.56 51.77 46.63 44.57 36.80 38.98
fa_IR 31.71 33.25 39.11 33.04 38.75 33.91 43.11
fr_FR 21.33 29.53  39.02 25.13 30.49 19.65 33.97
gu_IN 30.00 37.60 46.05 30.10 49.79 46.29 43.01
he_IL 24.89 19.71  25.75 26.86 22.66 32.50 38.17
hi_IN 23.46 16.16 36.77 30.04 2791 28.81 36.42
hi_Latn_IN 48.52 27.56 41.53 39.74 34.52 25.79 53.80
hr_HR 20.16 3486 25.15 16.69 18.45 26.57 29.01
hu_HU 27.69 36.63 37.06 28.84 33.83 40.92 39.55
id_ID 41.40 4521 42.53 31.33 35.64 41.28 42.98
it IT 29.48 3477 40.28 31.61 29.16 24.51 29.34
ja_JP 45.06 40.34  39.68 44.76 35.37 4498 41.55
ko_KR 35.51 35.14  33.03 32.59 39.12 38.38 48.80
mr_IN 41.44 36.52 51.06 47.78 42.84 50.10 51.59
ms_MY 29.50 30.79 39.74 33.02 28.99 36.27 44.60
ne_NP 28.05 2245 27.59 19.41 24.62 20.16 24.54
nl_NL 36.00 35.38 38.80 27.61 45.25 54.06 51.22
pl_PL 28.20 33.52 21.82 23.77 17.94 29.00 21.29
pt_BR 45.17 36.52 48.48 43.34 48.19 48.45 41.83
pt_PT 38.72 39.29 44.62 41.22 38.89 52.15 41.57
ro_RO 37.54 4292 49.36 46.85 51.91 52.42 55.46
ru_RU 31.75 22.59 2244 19.78 28.84 18.72 21.61
sk_SK 35.80 38.22 44.14 33.79 37.20 44.29 40.69
sv_SE 31.59 35.11 33.78 27.44 34.29 39.48 40.81
sw_KE 41.97 28.13 41.88 21.36 43.13 37.33 39.67
th_TH 37.07 3275 47.04 35.98 45.82 52.77 55.11
t1_PH 40.71 29.19 45.39 42.52 39.95 40.54 37.78
tr_TR 50.03 37.30 48.50 40.67 40.66 40.45 45.42
uk _UA 24.09 29.20 20.45 22.09 17.57 23.98 27.13
ur_Latn_PK 29.38 38.54 34.25 27.72 32.49 32.93 29.59
ur_PK 23.21 38.81 36.11 28.29 39.87 48.94 43.73
vi_VN 33.91 31.07 34.76 35.16 30.35 40.51 38.46
zh CN 40.82 2778 51.99 41.15 37.42 45.27 41.58
zh_TW 35.38 25.47 37.07 44.80 37.93 39.29 38.09
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Table 23: Preference accuracy per Language: Comparing PAIRWISE Qwen3-4B and L1ama4-Scout
zero-shot performance and various trained models.

Qwen3-4B Llama4-Scout
PAIRWISE Zero-shot  SFT RL RL on EN-only data  Zero-shot ~ SFT ~ SFT + RL
Overall 57.13 53.51 60.02 56.46 56.25 60.08 61.10
ar 63.16 50.00 60.53 57.89 61.54 73.68 55.26
ar_Latn_EG 35.48 25.81 38.71 45.16 28.12 93.55 93.55
bg BG 51.28 56.41 48.72 38.46 47.50 46.15 46.15
bn_BD 41.38 27.59 37.93 44.83 36.67 41.38 41.38
cs CZ 69.23 7436  76.92 69.23 70.00 74.36 74.36
da_DK 35.90 38.46 43.59 46.15 40.00 51.28 46.15
de_DE 51.61 54.84 58.06 38.71 59.38 54.84 54.84
el GR 56.41 56.41 61.54 66.67 57.50 66.67 64.10
en_AU 34.21 47.37 3947 36.84 34.21 39.47 44.74
en_GB 53.85 64.10 53.85 58.97 43.59 46.15 58.97
en_IN 43.59 41.03 48.72 43.59 51.28 51.28 43.59
en_US 53.12 46.88 40.62 62.50 43.75 50.00 46.88
es_ES 64.10 51.28 48.72 56.41 51.28 51.28 51.28
es_MX 53.85 3590 56.41 46.15 43.59 51.28 51.28
fa_IR 66.67 69.23  66.67 61.54 56.41 58.97 79.49
fr_FR 60.53 55.26  57.89 52.63 55.26 42.11 60.53
gu_IN 48.65 4324 64.86 64.86 67.57 56.76 62.16
he_IL 58.97 61.54 61.54 64.10 61.54 48.72 64.10
hi_IN 53.12 46.88 62.50 59.38 59.38 59.38 71.88
hi_Latn_IN 61.54 48.72  66.67 71.79 62.50 56.41 64.10
hr_HR 43.59 56.41 48.72 51.28 51.28 51.28 51.28
hu_HU 55.26 52.63 63.16 63.16 60.53 65.79 65.79
id_ID 75.68 70.27 81.08 75.68 78.38 83.78 81.08
it IT 59.38 59.38 62.50 46.88 53.12 59.38 59.38
ja_JP 74.36 7179  71.79 61.54 61.54 71.79 74.36
ko_KR 63.16 65.79 76.32 68.42 71.05 81.58 84.21
mr_IN 56.41 53.85 69.23 58.97 56.41 66.67 64.10
ms_MY 58.97 53.85 58.97 58.97 61.54 56.41 61.54
ne_NP 52.63 57.89 4474 44.74 50.00 47.37 42.11
nl_NL 60.53 65.79 63.16 50.00 63.16 71.05 71.05
pl_PL 52.63 47.37 55.26 57.89 57.89 47.37 60.53
pt_BR 53.85 53.85 41.03 53.85 38.46 51.28 51.28
pt_PT 44.74 4474  55.26 47.37 50.00 57.89 47.37
ro_RO 58.97 64.10 76.92 56.41 58.97 64.10 74.36
ru_RU 50.00 40.62 46.88 40.62 53.12 43.75 50.00
sk_SK 69.23 56.41 74.36 66.67 58.97 69.23 66.67
sv_SE 56.41 41.03 46.15 53.85 43.59 48.72 35.90
sw_KE 56.41 58.97 71.79 56.41 66.67 69.23 69.23
th_TH 53.85 53.85 51.28 58.97 58.97 48.72 51.28
t1_PH 69.23 61.54 71.79 58.97 64.10 71.79 66.67
tr_TR 71.79 61.54 82.05 71.79 79.49 84.62 76.92
uk _UA 58.97 3846 66.67 51.28 46.15 64.10 61.54
ur_Latn_PK 53.85 66.67 61.54 53.85 55.00 66.67 64.10
ur_PK 69.23 43.59  69.23 53.85 66.67 58.97 64.10
vi_VN 51.28 48.72 56.41 58.97 56.41 58.97 58.97
zh CN 61.54 4872  64.10 61.54 64.10 66.67 61.54
zh_TW 84.62 66.67 82.05 74.36 76.92 79.49 79.49
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F EXAMPLES OF LLM-JUDGE OUTPUT ON MENLO

F.1 COMPARISON: WITH AND WITHOUT RUBRICS

In this section we compare zero-shot LLM-judge output with and with provided rubrics. On average,
LLM-judges generate 15-20% longer output when rubrics are present, where the additional text is
attributed to referencing the grading criteria (marked in blue).

gpt-4.1 Judge Output: Zero-shot Pairwise without Rubrics

<think>

Response A is clear, well-organized, and written in a professional and emotionally
appealing tone. The vocabulary is appropriate, and there are no grammatical errors
or awkward sentences. The syntax varies, with lists and sections broken down for
clarity. The use of bold headings and bullet points adds structure and readability.
The closing lines, calling for donations or sharing, are direct and polite. The
response is coherent, logical, and easy to follow, making it highly fluent.

Response B is also very fluent. It opens with a heartfelt, personal appeal,
addressing various possible audiences, and the language is rich and engaging. It
uses appropriate vocabulary and emotional resonance, varying sentence structure
effortlessly. The post breaks down the dog’s story, the situation, why donations
matter, and how people can help, all in a logical sequence. The post is
error-free in terms of grammar, punctuation, and overall phrasing. There are
no awkward sentences, and the message flows naturally with a compelling human touch.

Both responses display strong fluency, but Response B is especially striking in
its narrative style and touches deeper emotional notes, making it both clear and
highly convincing.

</think>

<final_grade_A> FINAL GRADE: 5 - EXCELLENT </final_grade_A>
<final_grade B> FINAL GRADE: 5 - EXCELLENT </final_grade B>

Figure 18: Example Judge Output from gpt-4.1: Zero-shot Pairwise without Rubrics.
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gpt-4.1 Judge Output: Zero-shot Pairwise with Rubrics

<think>
First, I will evaluate Response A and Response B according to the fluency rubric.

**Response A Analysis:*x

- Organization & Structure:

- The post begins with a strong headline and opens clearly, presenting the situation and the plea for help.
- The body is organized with subsections ("Why Your Donation Matters”, "What Your Donation Will Help
Fund”, "Every Donation Counts"”) and bulleted lists.

- There is logical flow from condition, to request, to breakdown of costs, to call to action.

- Language & Grammar:

The language throughout is grammatically correct.

Vocabulary is appropriate and natural for the context.

No awkward sentences or structures detected; uses a mix of simple and complex sentences.
Punctuation and capitalization are proper.

Clarity & Impact:

The post is clear, direct, and easy to follow.

- There is some repetition ("I’1l be forever grateful” is mentioned more than once), but it doesn’t detract
significantly from fluency.

- Some sentence structures are basic, and emotional appeal is moderate but a bit formulaic; lacks varied
and sophisticated sentence rhythms.

- Effective use of bullet points for donation impact.

- Overall:

- There are no grammatical errors, awkward phrases, or disconnected ideas.

- The response is more functional and structural than deeply moving or varied, but clearly gets the job
done at a GOOD level.

**Response B Analysis:*x

- Organization & Structure:

- Begins with headline, greeting, and emotional context; progresses logically from the situation, to the
dog’s personal value, to specific medical needs, to the impact of donations, and then provides a call to
action.

- Subsections and headings make the structure highly clear.

- Bulleted/dashed lists and paragraphs enhance organization.

- Language & Grammar:

- Language is expressive, with sentences like \My beloved dog. . . isn’t just a pet|they’re my family. . .
and \I’m reaching out to you with a heavy heart and a hopeful spirit. . .".

- No grammatical, punctuation, or capitalization errors. Advanced use of em dashes and colons.
- Sentence variety is excellent, combining simple, compound, and complex sentences fluidly.

- Vocabulary is rich and nuanced, with phrases like "ripple effect of kindness” and "fighting chance”.

- Clarity & Impact:

- The post is clear, compelling, and emotionally resonant. It feels personal and heartfelt, enhancing its
persuasion and fluency.

- Efficient use of paragraphs and bulleted lists makes information digestible.

- No redundancy; each section advances the argument or emotional appeal.

- Overall:

- Demonstrates high fluency: effortless transitions, sophisticated language, logical organization,
purposeful word choice.

- No unnecessary verbosity or ambiguity.

- Most closely matches the EXCELLENT standard.

*xComparison: *x

- Both responses are well structured and clear; neither contains grammar or punctuation errors.

- Response A is efficient and functional, but lacks emotional depth and sentence variety compared to B.

- Response B excels in narrative flow, word choice, emotional engagement, and sophisticated sentence
construction, thus best matching the highest standard for fluency.

</think>

<final_grade_A> FINAL GRADE: 4 - GOOD </final_grade_A>
<final_grade_B> FINAL GRADE: 5 - EXCELLENT </final_grade_B>

Figure 19: Example Judge Output from gpt-4.1: Zero-shot Pairwise with Rubrics.
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Llama4-scout Judge Output: Zero-shot Pairwise without Rubrics

<think>
I will analyze both responses based on fluency, which includes coherence,
grammatical errors, vocabulary, syntax, and clarity.

Response A is well-structured and coherent, effectively conveying the urgency and
importance of the situation. It uses a clear and direct tone, making it easy
to understand the request. The sections are well-defined, and the use of bullet
points helps in listing the details of how donations will be used. The response
also provides specific examples of how different amounts of money can contribute
to the dog’s care, which helps in making the request more tangible.

However, Response A could be seen as slightly less personal, as it does not specify
the dog’s name or the specific health condition. This might make it seem a bit more
generic.

Response B is highly personalized, addressing the dog by name and specifying the
health condition, which adds an emotional appeal. It is also well-structured, with
clear sections explaining the situation, why help is needed, and how donations
will be used. The use of a narrative style makes the post more engaging and relatable.

Both responses are free of grammatical errors and use appropriate vocabulary and
syntax. They are clear and effectively communicate their message.

In terms of fluency and overall impact, Response B seems to have a slight edge
due to its personalized and narrative approach, which can make the appeal more
compelling and relatable.

</think>

<final_grade_A> FINAL GRADE: 4 - GOOD </final_grade_A>
<final_grade B> FINAL GRADE: 5 - EXCELLENT </final_grade B>

Figure 20: Example Judge Output from Llama4-scout: Zero-shot Pairwise without Rubrics.
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Llama4-scout Judge Output: Zero-shot Pairwise with Rubrics

<think>
I will carefully analyze both responses based on the provided grading rubric,
focusing on fluency, coherence, grammatical correctness, vocabulary, and overall
clarity.

Response A is well-structured and clear. It starts with an introduction to the
problem, followed by an explanation of the situation, and then details on how
donations will be used. The response uses appropriate vocabulary and syntax, making
it easy to understand. It also provides specific examples of how different amounts
of donations can help. The tone is heartfelt and persuasive.

Response B is also well-structured and provides a detailed account of the situation.
It includes personal touches, such as referring to the dog as "my best friend”
and sharing the emotional impact of the situation. The response is coherent, with
clear transitions between ideas. It also specifies how donations will be used
and includes a call to action with a link to a fundraising platform. The tone is
emotional and persuasive.

Both responses are free of major grammatical errors and use appropriate vocabulary.
However, Response B seems to provide a more personal touch and detailed explanation
of the situation.

Now, let’s compare the two responses based on the grading criteria:

Response A:

- It is coherent and understandable.

- It has a clear structure and logical flow.

- The response is grammatically correct and free of errors.
- Words are used accurately and in context.

- The sentence structure varies.

- The text is easy to understand.

Response B:

- It is also coherent and understandable.

- It has a clear structure and logical flow.

- The response is grammatically correct and free of errors.

- Words are used accurately and in context.

- The sentence structure varies.

- The text is easy to understand and provides a personal touch.

Based on these observations, I would rate Response A as a 4 (GOOD) because it
meets all the criteria for fluency and clarity but does not stand out in terms of
sophistication or emotional depth compared to Response B.

I would rate Response B as a 5 (EXCELLENT) because it not only meets all the
criteria for fluency and clarity but also provides a personal touch, detailed
explanations, and effectively uses emotional appeal to persuade the reader.

</think>

<final_grade_A> FINAL GRADE: 4 - GOOD </final_grade_A>
<final_grade B> FINAL GRADE: 5 - EXCELLENT </final_grade_B>

Figure 21: Example Judge Output from Llama4-scout: Zero-shot Pairwise with Rubrics.
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Qwen3-32B Zero-shot Pairwise without Rubrics

<think>

Okay, let’s start by looking at the prompt. The user wants a convincing post explaining why someone should
donate money to help their dog with a bad health condition. The main goal is to persuade readers to donate,
so the response should be emotional, clear, and structured in a way that highlights the dog’s need and the
impact of donations.

First, I’1l analyze Response A. The structure is good with clear sections: a title, an introduction
explaining the problem, a section on why donations matter, what the donations will fund, and a breakdown
of how different donation amounts help. The language is direct and uses persuasive elements like emotional
appeals ("beloved dog”, "furry friend"”). It’s coherent and free of grammatical errors. The use of bullet
points makes it easy to read. However, it’s a bit generic. Phrases like "furry friend” are common and
might not stand out. Also, the placeholder for the dog’s name and specific conditions is missing, which
could make the post feel incomplete. The closing is strong but could be more personalized. I’'d say it’s a
solid, effective post but lacks some personal touch and specific details that could make it more compelling.

Now, Response B. This one is more detailed and personal. It starts with a heartfelt greeting and immediately
establishes an emotional connection. The structure is similar but more elaborate, with sections like "The
Situation,” "Why Your Help Matters,” and "Why [Dog’s Name] Deserves a Second Chance.” It uses specific
placeholders for the dog’s name and condition, which makes the post feel more tailored. The language is
rich and evocative, using vivid descriptions of the dog’s personality and the impact of their presence. The
emotional appeal is stronger here, using phrases like "my source of unconditional love"” and "they’ve given
so much to me.” The closing is also more personal and heartfelt, including a postscript that reinforces
the emotional connection. The structure is clear, with each section flowing into the next. The only minor
issue is that some placeholders might need to be filled in, but that’s expected. Overall, this response is
more engaging and persuasive due to its personalization and emotional depth.

Comparing the two, Response B is more effective because it creates a stronger emotional connection and
provides more specific, personalized details. Response A is good but a bit generic. Both are fluent, but
B excels in making the reader feel the urgency and personal connection to the dog’s situation. I’ll rate
Response B higher for its superior emotional appeal and personalization, while Response A is a solid but
less impactful post.

</think>

Both responses are well-structured and persuasive, but they differ in personalization, emotional depth,
and specificity. Here’s a detailed analysis:

**Response Ax*:

- *xFluencyx*: The post is coherent, grammatically correct, and uses appropriate vocabulary. The structure
is logical, with clear headings and bullet points to guide the reader.

- xxStrengthsx*: It effectively outlines the dog’s medical needs, the purpose of donations, and how
different contribution levels impact care. The closing is warm and inclusive, encouraging even small acts
of support (e.g., sharing the post).

- x*xWeaknesses**: The language is somewhat generic (e.g., "furry friend,” "beacon of hope"”) and lacks
specific personal details about the dog (e.g., name, personality traits). This makes the appeal feel less
unique and emotionally resonant. The placeholder text (e.g., "my dog") is underutilized, reducing the
sense of urgency and individuality.

**Response Bx*:

- x*xFluency**: The response is exceptionally fluent, with a natural flow and polished syntax. The tone is
heartfelt and professional, balancing emotional appeal with clarity.

- *xStrengths*x: It personalizes the dog as a "best friend” and emphasizes their role in the owner’s
life (e.g., "source of unconditional love"). Specific placeholders (e.g., "[Your Dog’s Namel”) allow for
customization, and the inclusion of the dog’s personality traits (e.g., "goofy antics,” "gentle nature")
creates a vivid, relatable image. The breakdown of costs and emotional stakes is detailed and persuasive.
- x*xWeaknesses**: None significant. The only minor issue is that placeholders (e.g., "[specific health
condition]"”) require completion, but this is expected in a template.

<final_grade_A> FINAL GRADE: 4 - GOOD </final_grade_A>
<final_grade_B> FINAL GRADE: 5 - EXCELLENT </final_grade_B>

Figure 22: Example Judge Output from Qwen3-32B: Zero-shot Pairwise without Rubrics.
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Qwen3-32B Judge Output: Zero-shot Pairwise with Rubrics

<think>

Okay, let’s start by understanding the task. I need to evaluate two responses (A and B) based on the given
fluency rubrics. The prompt was to write a convincing post explaining why someone should donate money for
a dog with a bad health condition. The rubrics are from 1 to 5, with 5 being excellent.

First, I’11 look at Response A. The structure seems clear with headings like "Help My Furry Friend..."
and bullet points. The language is straightforward, and the message is direct. I don’t notice any major
grammatical errors. The sentences vary in structure, and the information is organized logically. The use of
bullet points and clear explanations of how donations help makes it easy to understand. However, it’s a bit
generic; maybe not as emotionally engaging as it could be, but still, it’s clear and meets the requirements.

Now Response B. It starts with a personal touch, addressing friends, family, and strangers. The structure
is more detailed with sections like "The Situation” and "Why Your Help Matters.” The language is more
emotional and personal, which might make it more convincing. There are specific placeholders like [Your
Dog’s Name] and [specific health condition], which could be filled in, but in the response as given,
those are placeholders. However, the actual text is well-written, with varied sentence structures and no
grammatical issues. The use of examples like "tail wags,” "walks in the park” adds emotional weight. The
conclusion is heartfelt and includes a personal signature, which adds authenticity.

Comparing both, Response B has a more engaging and personalized tone, using storytelling elements that
might resonate more with readers. It also provides more specific examples of how the dog impacts lives,
which could enhance the persuasiveness. Response A is effective but more generic. However, both are free
of grammatical errors and well-structured.

Looking at the rubrics, both responses are at least a 4 (GOOD) because they are grammatically correct,
well-structured, and use varied sentences. Response B might edge towards 5 because of its emotional depth,
personal touch, and sophisticated structure. However, the placeholders in B might be considered a minor
flaw if they were meant to be filled in, but since they’re just placeholders in the example, maybe not.
Response A is a solid 4.5, but since the rubric is in whole numbers, maybe 4 for A and 5 for B.

</think>

Both responses are well-structured and free of grammatical errors, but they differ in emotional depth,
personalization, and sophistication. Here’s the analysis:

**Response Axx

- xxFluency & Structurex*: The post is organized with clear headings and bullet points, making it easy to
follow. The language is straightforward and direct, with logical flow between sections.

- **Grammar & Syntaxx*: No grammatical errors are present. Sentences are varied in structure (simple and
compound), and vocabulary is appropriate.

- x*Word Choicex*: The use of phrases like "furry friend” and "beacon of hope"” adds emotional appeal,
though the tone is slightly generic.

- xxEffectiveness**: The post effectively communicates the need for donations and explains how funds will
be used. However, it lacks personal anecdotes or specific details about the dog, which might reduce its
emotional impact.

**Response Bxx

- *xFluency & Structurex*: The response is more sophisticated, with a heartfelt, narrative-driven approach.
It uses sections like "The Situation” and "Why [Your Dog] Deserves a Second Chance” to build a compelling
case. The structure is logical, with smooth transitions.

- x%Grammar & Syntaxxx: No grammatical errors. Sentences vary in complexity (simple, compound, and
complex), and the use of rhetorical questions ("If you’ve ever loved a pet...") enhances engagement.

- *xWord Choice**: The language is emotionally resonant, with vivid imagery ("tail wags,” "cuddles on the
couch”) and personalized placeholders (e.g., [Your Dog’s Namel]). The tone is warm and persuasive.

- xxEffectivenessxx: By framing the dog as a "soul who has touched so many lives,” the response creates
a deeper emotional connection. The inclusion of specific examples (e.g., "goofy antics”) and a personal
sign-off ("With gratitude and hope”) adds authenticity.

*xComparisonxx:

- *xResponse A*x is a solid, clear post that meets the prompt’s requirements but remains somewhat generic.
It scores well on clarity and structure but lacks the emotional depth to stand out.

- *xResponse B*xx excels in storytelling and personalization, using a heartfelt tone and specific anecdotes
to persuade readers. Its sophisticated structure and nuanced language align more closely with the highest
rubric criteria.

<final_grade_A> FINAL GRADE: 4 - GOOD </final_grade.-A>
<final_grade_B> FINAL GRADE: 5 - EXCELLENT </final_grade_B>

Figure 23: Example Judge Output from Qwen3-32B: Zero-shot Pairwise with Rubrics.
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G STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE AND ROBUSTNESS ANALYSIS

To study Statistical Significance of our main experiments, we performed bootstrap resampling with
N = 5,000 iterations on our test set (1,766 pairs). We computed 95% Confidence Intervals (CIs)
for the performance differences between models to assess statistical significance.

1. RL vs. SFT Training We find that RL-trained judges significantly outperform their SFT coun-
terparts. For our primary model comparison (Qwen3-4B), RL training yields a substantial improve-
ment over the SFT baseline on both Preference Accuracy and Macro-F1.

« Preference Accuracy Gain: +6.51%
95% CI: [+3.96%, +8.95%] (p < 0.001)

¢ Macro-F1 Gain: +0.0589
95% CI: [+0.0381, 4+0.0799] (p < 0.001)

2. Pairwise vs. Pointwise Evaluation We validated the benefits of pairwise evaluation across
three diverse models (small dense, MoE, and frontier API) in the zero-shot setting. In all cases, the
performance gap is massive and highly significant (p < 0.001), with CIs far removed from zero.

¢ Qwen3-4B:
— Pref. Acc. Gain: +20.55% (CL: [+17.50%, +23.67%))
— Macro-F1 Gain: +0.0756 (CL: [+0.0575, +0.0946))

* Llama4-Scout:
— Pref. Acc. Gain: +14.25% (CI: [+11.30%, +17.15%))
— Macro-F1 Gain: +0.0531 (CI: [4+0.0354, +0.0717])

e gpt-4.1:
— Pref. Acc. Gain: +17.50% (CI: [+14.55%, +20.39%)])
— Macro-F1 Gain: +0.0630 (CI: [4+0.0458, +0.0809))

3. Impact of Grading Rubrics We analyzed the impact of rubrics on grading quality (Macro-
F1) in the Pointwise setting. Bootstrapping confirms that rubrics provide a consistent, statistically
significant boost to grading performance across models.

* Qwen3-4B: Macro-F1 Gain CI [4-0.070,40.105] (p < 0.001)
* Llamad4-Scout: Macro-F1 Gain CI [+0.028, +0.059] (p < 0.001)
« gpt-4.1: Macro-F1 Gain CI [+0.037, +0.073] (p = 0.001)

46



	Introduction
	The Menlo Dataset
	Evaluating LLM-Judges on Menlo
	Pointwise vs. Pairwise
	With and without Grading Rubrics

	Training LLM-Judges on Menlo
	Reward Designs for RL
	Overall Performance: SFT vs. RL
	Ablation of RL Rewards
	Per-Dimension Performance and Single vs. Multi-Task
	Cross-Language Performance

	From LLM-Judges to Reward Models
	RL with Judges as Generative Reward Models
	Two-Stage Evaluation Strategy

	Related Work
	Conclusion
	Additional Details on the Menlo Dataset
	Dataset Collection
	Language Varieties in Menlo
	Grading Rubrics
	Full Examples for Menlo

	Annotator Overview
	Annotator Structure
	Hiring Process
	Annotator Training and Testing
	Communication and Feedback
	Quality Assurance Process

	Pairwise Judge Template
	Experiment Details
	Finetuning LLM-Judges on Menlo
	Post Training with RL

	Additional Results
	Judge Performance Per Dimension
	Judge Performance Per Language Variety

	Examples of LLM-Judge Output on Menlo
	Comparison: with and without Rubrics

	Statistical Significance and Robustness Analysis

