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Abstract

In the burgeoning field of large language mod-
els (LLMs), the assessment of fundamental
knowledge remains a critical challenge, partic-
ularly for models tailored to Chinese language
and culture. This paper introduces Found-
aBench, a pioneering benchmark designed to
rigorously evaluate the fundamental knowledge
capabilities of Chinese LLMs. FoundaBench
encompasses a diverse array of 3354 multiple-
choice questions across common sense and K-
12 educational subjects, meticulously curated
to reflect the breadth and depth of everyday and
academic knowledge. We present an extensive
evaluation of 12 state-of-the-art LLMs using
FoundaBench, employing both traditional as-
sessment methods and our CircularEval pro-
tocol to mitigate potential biases in model re-
sponses. Our results highlight the superior per-
formance of models pre-trained on Chinese cor-
pora, and reveal a significant disparity between
models’ reasoning and memory recall capabili-
ties. The insights gleaned from FoundaBench
evaluations set a new standard for understand-
ing the fundamental knowledge of LLMs, pro-
viding a robust framework for future advance-
ments in the field.

1 Introduction

As the field of large language models (LLMs) pro-
gresses, there has been a noticeable escalation in
their quantity, parameter magnitude, and overall
capabilities. While certain large language models
possess the capacity to store and recall extensive
world knowledge, they still exhibit a discernible
gap when compared to the basic knowledge capa-
bilities of ordinary individuals. The knowledge
requisites of a large language model can be divided
into three categories: fundamental knowledge, spe-
cialized knowledge, and time-relevant knowledge.

Specialized knowledge refers to specific indus-
tries or domains and is in-depth and often con-
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fined to its field of application. A general model
need not master all such domains, since this, along
with time-relevant knowledge, can be sourced from
knowledge bases. In contrast, fundamental knowl-
edge, which includes everyday life experiences and
basic theoretical knowledge, is universal and will
not change over time.

Parallel to the rapid advancement of Chinese
LLMs, there has been a significant increase in
the emergence of Chinese benchmarks. These
can be principally divided into two primary cat-
egories. The first category focuses on common
sense or world knowledge, many translations of
English benchmarks, such as XCOPA (Ponti et al.,
2020) and XStoryCloze (Lin et al., 2022). How-
ever, these often lack comprehensive applicability
to Chinese culture. The second category includes
subject-oriented benchmarks such as GAOKAO-
Bench (Zhang et al., 2024), AGIEval (Zhong et al.,
2023) and Xiezhi (Zhouhong et al., 2023). These
benchmarks may lack a distinction between the dif-
ficulty of the evaluation and may not adequately
correspond to the level of fundamental knowledge
of ordinary people.

In this paper, we present FoundaBench, the first
comprehensive benchmark specifically designed
to evaluate the fundamental knowledge capabili-
ties of Chinese LLMs. This benchmark is con-
structed based on a taxonomy tailored for funda-
mental knowledge, divided into two sections: com-
mon sense and K-12 subjects. The questions are
derived from a wide range of sources, including
Wikipedia, various knowledge platforms, and Chi-
nese educational platforms available on the Internet.
FoundaBench includes 3354 multiple choice ques-
tions that cover everyday common sense reasoning
and knowledge, including Chinese culture, society,
art, entertainment, and also extend to the K-12 ed-
ucational stages, including primary, middle, and
high school. The taxonomy is depicted in Figure 1.

We collected original evaluation questions and
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Figure 1: Overview diagram of the FoundaBench

answers from various sources and performed a thor-
ough cleaning and processing. We also collect text-
books, documents that include knowledge points,
and general knowledge to design an optimized
prompting process, thus generating and improv-
ing evaluation questions to ensure their difficulty
level. Furthermore, we incorporate psychostatisti-
cal methods to assess and improve the reliability
and validity of the entire evaluation set, ensuring
its effectiveness. We also balanced the number of
questions across each domain and category to align
with the fundamental knowledge capabilities of an
ordinary person.

Furthermore, we evaluated 12 models of varying
sizes and language orientations in a normal eval-
uation method and 7 of them in CircularEval(Liu
et al., 2023) to reveal the exact results of the evalu-
ations. This evaluation aimed to experiment with
current top-performing models to evaluate the level
of fundamental knowledge capabilities and identify
the influencing factors of them.

In summary, the contributions of our work are as
follows:

• We construct FoundaBench and propose a tax-
onomy for evaluating the fundamental knowl-
edge capabilities of large language models,
covering common sense and K-12 educational
subjects. The benchmark is comprehensive
and covers five main categories, 19 subjects,
and 35 subcategories, including 1529 knowl-
edge points.

• In terms of quality assessment of the bench-
mark questions, we have defined detailed mul-
tidimensional quality standards for the con-

tent. This, in combination with manual qual-
ity control, ensures consistency with the level
of fundamental human knowledge capabili-
ties by introducing the reliability and validity
concepts of psychostatistical methods.

• We employ evaluation methods that include
zero-shot and circular comparisons. We per-
form analysis on 12 different open-source and
closed-source models with varying parameter
scales, thus defining a baseline for the funda-
mental knowledge capabilities of LLMs.

2 Related work

2.1 Common sense benchmarks

Regarding the Chinese common sense benchmarks,
there are two categories. The first category is the
benchmarks that are originally English and trans-
lated to Chinese, such as XCOPA (Ponti et al.,
2020) and XStoryCloze (Lin et al., 2022). However,
these translated benchmarks lack Chinese factors,
such as culture, region, history, and lifestyle habits,
and therefore cannot fully and comprehensively
assess the performance of LLMs in the Chinese
scenario.

The second category is the native Chinese bench-
marks. The elementary common sense task in
CMMLU mainly focuses on topics such as heat-
stroke, fire, diet, first aid, etc. for elementary
students. CORECODE (Shi et al., 2023) is the
dataset aimed at evaluating common sense conflict
detection in Chinese LLMs. Some benchmarks are
focused on one topic, such as RoleEval-Chinese
(Shen et al., 2023), which is used to evaluate the
capabilities related to famous Chinese characters.
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However, all the above benchmarks are not com-
prehensive and complete enough for the Chinese
scenario, and the data collection and curation pro-
cess is not systematic and lacks a reasonable classi-
fication system.

2.2 K-12 subjects benchmarks

K-12 education is an important educational phase
in China that refers to the sum of primary and sec-
ondary education. Almost all Chinese people had
K-12 education, so the subjective knowledge they
learned in K-12 education should be the fundamen-
tal and general knowledge of Chinese LLMs.

Previous Chinese benchmarks, including CEval
(Huang et al., 2023), CMMLU (Li et al., 2024),
GAOKAO-Bench (Zhang et al., 2024), AGIEval
(Zhong et al., 2023), and Xiezhi (Zhouhong et al.,
2023), have also included subjects at the K-12 level.
Among these, only Xiezhi includes subjects at the
elementary school level. Unfortunately, we can-
not isolate questions specifically relevant to the
elementary school level due to the lack of grade
information provision by Xiezhi. This presents a
challenge in curating content that is most appropri-
ate for students at this particular academic stage.
Furthermore, the lack of information about key
knowledge points in these benchmarks undermines
the granularity of insights that can be derived from
benchmark scores.

3 Chinese Fundamental Knowledge
Benchmark

3.1 Design principle

Overview. Before starting to describe the design
of a taxonomy, it is crucial to establish a clear
definition of ’fundamental knowledge’. We define
fundamental knowledge as the knowledge that a
person of normal intelligence in society should
or would have. This encompasses both common
sense, often referred to everyday life experience,
and subject-specific knowledge typically acquired
through education.

The taxonomy for foundational knowledge in
LLMs aligns with human learning processes, draw-
ing from everyday experiences and academic
knowledge from compulsory education. Therefore,
the dataset is divided into a common sense subset
and a subject-specific subset for grades K-12. How-
ever, the data handling methods differ from source
to source. A comprehensive breakdown of subjects
and their categories is provided in Table 1.

Category Subjects Number of
Questions

Common Reasoning 289
Sense Life 111

Culture 264
Society 128
Sci. & Tech. 96
Art 54
Entertainment 43

K-12 Chinese 291
Math 295
English 300
Politics 189
History 200
Geography 200
Physics 200
Chemistry 199
Biology 200
Science 96
General Tech. 100
Info. Tech. 99

Total 3354

Table 1: Statistics of FoundaBench

Taxonomy design. In accordance with our de-
sign principles, the taxonomy can be divided into
two sections: common sense and K-12 subjects.
The common sense taxonomy is derived from a
comprehensive analysis of various sources, includ-
ing the Chinese version of Wikipedia, leading Chi-
nese knowledge platforms such as Zhihu and Baidu
Tieba, and popular topics from online LLM chat
platforms. This ensures coverage of the categories
of information that are most interesting to people.
Referring to the above categories, we combined
similar categories and the taxonomy designed as in
Figure 1.

3.2 Data construction

The dataset curation and dataset construction
pipeline is introduced as follows.

Data collection. Drawing on the common sense
section of our taxonomy, we collected questions
from the Internet, including those from Chinese
civil service exams. These exams test candidates’
common and basic knowledge and their analyti-
cal abilities, mirroring our objective of evaluating
LLMs. Additionally, we incorporate web-curated
questions from online users, focusing on traditional
Chinese culture and life experiences.
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For the K-12 section, we gather questions from
Chinese academic examinations, targeting specific
disciplines such as mathematics, science, and his-
tory. To standardize future evaluations, we pri-
oritized multiple-choice questions with a single
correct answer, referred to as closed questions.

Next, we categorized all the questions according
to our taxonomy, supplementing uncovered areas
like entertainment, life, and art knowledge. We
aimed to find some documents and textbooks sum-
marizing general knowledge, laying the ground-
work for future semiautomatic question generation.

Data cleaning and processing. The original
questions, arriving in various formats, were con-
verted into a structured layout, with those offer-
ing non-four-option answers or multiple correct an-
swers removed. Knowledge summary documents
were refined by excluding lengthy explanations and
keeping simplified concept or noun descriptions.
Content with errors or less common concepts was
manually removed.

To adhere to our text-only benchmark, questions
containing images were excluded. Each question
was structured to include a unique ID, description,
four choices, a standard answer, and classification.

We then de-duplicated the multiple-choice ques-
tions to avoid repetition. These questions were
manually labeled and filtered, excluding those with
problematic phrasing, incorrect answers, or non-
commonsense judgments. The remaining questions
were classified according to our taxonomy.

Automatic generation. While GPT is com-
monly used for question testing, we have ventured
into its application to generate evaluation ques-
tions. Our initial step involved extracting key con-
tent from knowledge documents and formulating a
prompt using collected course outlines, test points,
and the corresponding examples, and then using
GPT4 to generate sample questions.

However, the initial output revealed issues such
as inadequate complexity, lack of specific corpus
integration, and unbalanced options. To rectify
these, we sent the initial questions back to GPT4 for
further questioning, leading to improved prompts.
These prompts were manually verified, and unsuit-
able ones were discarded, resulting in a refined
new prompt. For instance, we introduced a require-
ment for five-option questions to enhance complex-
ity. Using this refined prompt, we generated more
context-specific questions. This optimization pro-
cess is depicted in Figure 2.

The provision of content in batches facilitated

the generation of hundreds of questions, encom-
passing a wide range of categories such as tradi-
tional Chinese culture, art and entertainment, life
and health, and the majority of K-12 subjects.

3.3 Quality control

In the quality control process, we innovatively in-
corporate psychostatistical methods to ensure the
quality of the benchmark dataset. This creative ap-
proach represents a departure from methods tradi-
tionally employed in previous benchmark curation.

Align with human level. Given that our bench-
mark dataset is designed to evaluate LLMs’ com-
prehension and application of fundamental knowl-
edge derived from the human world, human judg-
ment shall be involved to determine whether these
questions indeed represent fundamental knowl-
edge.

According to the definition of common sense, a
question is not considered common sense if most
people cannot answer it correctly based on their in-
tuition and the existing long-term memory. There-
fore, if individuals can answer common sense ques-
tions in our benchmark dataset with high accuracy,
we regard the dataset as high quality.

In the K-12 section, we consider the quality of
the questions to be high when they meet the stan-
dards of Chinese primary and secondary school
exams, and the evaluation set covers most of the
knowledge points. The statistics of the key points
are provided in Table 2.

Subjects Number of
Key points

Chinese 153
Math 238
English 166
Politics 122
History 133
Geography 121
Physics 154
Chemistry 140
Biology 135
Science 70
General Technology 51
Information Technology 51
Total 1529

Table 2: Statistics of key points

Model-based quality assurance. Before con-
sidering whether a question qualifies as common
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Prompt
假设你是一名政治老师，以下为今天学习的重点内容，请
根据重点内容构建选择题，考查学生是否掌握该知识。
每个选择题包含四个选项，每个问题包含四个选项，其中
一个是正确答案，其他三个是干扰项，应确保干扰项具有
一定的迷惑性并符合历史背景。
重点内容：{context}

Assume you are a politics teacher. The following 

is the key content for today’s learning. Please 

generate multiple-choice questions based on the 

key content to test whether students have 

mastered the knowledge. 

Each multiple-choice question should contain four 

options. Among them, one is the correct answer, 

and the other three are distractors. Ensure that 

the distractors are reasonably misleading and 

consistent with historical context.

Key content: {context}

Context
第二单元 生产、劳动与经营
第四课 生产与经济制度
大力发展社会生产力 
①发展是解决我国一切问题的基础和关键……

Unit Two: Production, Labor, and Management

Lesson Four: Production and Economic Systems

Energetically develop productive forces: ①…

LLM’s Answer

Improve Prompt

1. Compare difference

2. LLM’s Answer
以下是可能导致问题过于简单的三个原因：
选项失衡：正确答案往往包含积极和实事求是的词汇，而其他选项则含有一些负面或不符合常规逻辑的表述。
内容熟悉度：这些问题涵盖的主题是大众较为熟悉的政治和社会话题，人们可以依靠自己的经验轻易作答。
缺乏复杂性：现有的问题没有提供足够复杂或具体的情境以测试学生深度理解的程度。

以下是改进的prompt建议：
假设你是一名政治老师……
每个问题应该包含五个选项，其中一个是正确答案。正确答案和其他四个干扰项应同样具有吸引力，避免使
用过于明显或过于消极的词汇。
请确保问题具有足够的上下文并涵盖了相关主题。问题可以结合现实例子，例如提供一段具体数字和复杂情
境的材料，让学生基于该材料进行分析和决策。
避免使用过于普通的低质量问题，例如直接询问定义或者非常基础的概念。要求学生运用他们学到的知识去
解决真实世界的问题，而不仅仅是记忆事实。

New Prompt
假设你是一名政治老师……
请根据上文，以{keypoint}为考察点，对于每个考察点分别构建3
道高质量选择题，并给出正确答案。
请确保问题具有足够的上下文并涵盖相关主题。问题应该结合现
实例子，包含一段复杂、含具体数字的材料，根据材料生成问题。
请避免过于普通的低质量问题，例如直接询问定义或者非常基础
的概念。

Assume you are a politics teacher…

According to the above, please take {keypoint} as the test point 

to generate three high-quality multiple-choice questions with 

correct answers.

Please ensure that the question has sufficient context and 

covers related topics. The problem should be combined with 

real examples, including a complex piece of material with 

specific figures. The problem should be generated according to 

the material. Please avoid low-quality questions that are too 

common, such as directly asking for definitions or basic 

concepts.

Context
第二单元 生产、劳动与经营
第四课……

Unit Two: Production, Labor, and Management

Lesson Four…

LLM’s Answer

提高劳动者素质有助于实现什么目标？
A. 节省生产成本 B. 提高生产效率 
C. 降低消费水平 D. 刺激经济泡沫 正确答案：B

What can be achieved by improving the quality of 

workers? 

A. Save production costs

B. Improve production efficiency

C. Lower consumption level

D. Stimulate bubble economy

The correct answer is: B

以下是我通过模型生成的选择题，题
目过于简单，较差的模型也可以回答
正确。请给出3个理由为什么题目过
于简单？并给出改进后的prompt。
目前的prompt：{Prompt}
生成的选择题：{LLM’s Answer}

What can be achieved by improving the quality of 

workers? 

A. Save production costs

B. Improve production efficiency

C. Lower consumption level

D. Stimulate bubble economy

The correct answer is: B

The following is a multiple-choice question generated by a

LLM. It is too simple even a low-quality model can answer 

correctly. Give me 3 reasons why the question is too 

simple? And give an improved prompt.

The current prompt: { prompt } 

Generated multiple-choice question: { LLM's answer }

Here are three possible reasons why questions are too simple:

Options Imbalance: The correct answer often contains positive and realistic words, while the 

other options contain negative or non-logical expressions.

Content familiarity: These questions cover topics familiar to the public in political and social 

issues, and people can easily answer them based on their own experience and understanding.

Lack of complexity: The existing questions do not provide complex or specific context to test 

the degree of students' in-depth understanding.

Here is an improved prompt recommendation:

Assume you are a politics teacher…

Each question should contain five options, one of which is the correct answer. Distractors should 

be as attractive as the correct answer by avoiding using too obvious or too negative words.

Please ensure that the question has sufficient context and covers related topics. Problems 

can be combined with real examples, such as providing specific figures and a complex situation 

for students to analyze and make decisions based on this information.

Avoid low-quality questions that are too common, such as directly asking for definitions or basic 

concepts. Students are required to use what they have learned to solve real-world 

problems rather than memorizing facts.

某企业采取了一套
全新的员工培训系
统，导致其员工的
生产效率提高了
30%，这说明什么？ 
A. 提高劳动者素质
可以提升生产效率 
B. 提高生产效率可
以降低消费水平 
C. 提高劳动者素质
无法解放和发展社
会生产力 
D. 提高生产效率必
须牺牲劳动者素质
正确答案：A

A company has adopted a new 

employee training system, resulting 

in a 30% increase in the productivity 

of its employees. What does this 

mean? 

A. Improving the quality of workers 

can improve production efficiency

B. Improving production efficiency 

can lower consumption level

C. Improving the quality of workers 

cannot develop productive forces.

D. Improving production efficiency 

must sacrifice the quality of workers

The correct answer is: A

Figure 2: Improved process for question generation

sense or meets the requirements of a standard test,
the question itself must be correct. This implies
that the phrasing of the question is accurate and un-
ambiguous, there are no erroneous characters, there
is a strong correlation among the choices provided
within a question, and the answers are correct.

We initially assessed the quality of the questions
and their answers, revising or discarding those of
low quality. This process used both automated
corrections by InternLM developed by Shanghai
AI Lab(Team, 2023) and few manual adjustments.
Automated corrections is realized by constinuously
optimizing the prompt and have the model modify
the questions and answers in the dataset in batches.
Questions with numerous errors in their statements
or answers were eliminated.

Psychostatistical methods. Then we employed
psychostatistical methods to improve the quality of
the entire dataset. Psychological scales, frequently
used in psychological research to assess individual
abilities, rely on two important indices for qual-
ity evaluation: reliability and validity. We treated
our benchmark dataset as such a scale, designed
to gauge the capability of the model, thereby ne-
cessitating the enhancement of its reliability and
validity.

Reliability assurance. Reliability refers to the
stability and consistency of the measurement re-
sults of a scale, and we tested it by evaluating mul-
tiple models twice on the same dataset. Variance
in responses could be due to ambiguous questions,

non-unique answers, or model instability. Despite
these factors, the high correlation between two sets
of results represented a reliable, high-quality evalu-
ation dataset.

Validity assurance. Validity, refers to accuracy
and relevance of a scale, was ensured by the eval-
uation of experts and the accuracy calculations of
the annotators using our dataset. Given the varying
difficulty levels of the questions, we expected the
accuracy to follow a normal distribution. Questions
with annotator accuracy less than two standard de-
viations were removed as non-commonsense ques-
tions, enhancing the dataset’s validity and its effec-
tiveness in evaluating the fundamental knowledge
capabilities of LLMs.

4 Experiments

In this section, we evaluate the performance of var-
ious state-of-the-art language models on our bench-
mark dataset. We selected models that encompass
various sizes and language orientations, but all in
fine-tuned stages. We scored 12 models with the
normal evaluation method and 7 of them with the
CircularEval method. We compare their answers
against the standard answers across all examples
and tasks. Detailed descriptions of the evaluation
results are listed in Appendix A.

4.1 Evaluation

Assessment. First, we evaluate the models’ an-
swers with the original choice sequence, in the
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Figure 3: Evaluation of all models

same way as a human performing exams. While in
the context of multiple choice questions, a correct
response from a language model does not necessar-
ily denote a genuine comprehension and reasoning
of the question; it could be a guess. As indicated
by OpenCompass(Contributors, 2023), the Circu-
larEval methodology can be used to distinguish
these situations and mitigate the bias of language
models towards certain options. This approach
involves enhancing the questions by shifting its
options. If the LLM correctly answers all varia-
tions of the augmented question, it is considered
correct under the CircularEval framework. In our
research, we implemented this methodology in a
zero-shot setting and the evaluation results using
CircularEval are listed in the Appendix A.

Prompt. We employ a prompt, serving as the
template for the test, detailed as:

Question: {question}
A. {textA}
B. {textB}
C. {textC}
D. {textD}
Answer: {answer}

In the case of zero-shot evaluation, We present the
questions directly in the prompt.

4.2 Models

We access 12 top-performing LLMs in different
sizes from 6 model families. As listed in Figure 3,
to provide an overview of the existing LLMs in
the dataset, we selected both English-oriented and
Chinese-oriented models.

GPT-4 and GPT-3.5 are the strongest genera-
tion models from OpenAI, delivering powerful per-
formance across a range of languages. We em-
ployed versions "GPT-4-1106-preview" and "GPT-
3.5-turbo-0613" in our research. LLaMA2, another
well-regarded model, delivers strong results with
limited data, primarily trained on English corpora
from diverse sources.

Additionally, Chinese-oriented models includ-
ing InternLM, Qwen, Baichuan, and ChatGLM are
also selected to evaluate, which are further adapted
on conversational data. InternLM (Team, 2023)
is developed by Shanghai AI Lab, which is an
open-source lightweight training model that pre-
trains on data with over a trillion tokens. Qwen
(Bai et al., 2023), open-sourced by Alibaba, pre-
trained on 22 trillion tokens, supporting English
and Chinese. Baichuan2 (Baichuan, 2023) is the
new generation of large language model launched
by Baichuan Intelligent Technology, which is pre-
trained on high-quality corpora with 2.6 trillion
tokens. ChatGLM (Zeng et al., 2022) is jointly re-
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leased by Zhipu AI and Tsinghua KEG, supporting
code execution, tool invocation and agent tasks in
complex scenarios.

4.3 Results and analysis
After verifying the validity of the scoring using
FoundaBench, we analyzed the level of fundamen-
tal knowledge of models, the effect of the evalua-
tion methods, and hard examples and obtained the
following conclusions.

Level of fundamental knowledge. Among
the comprehensive scores of all models, InternLM-
123B and GPT4 have the highest scores, indicating
that they have the best effect on mastering the basic
knowledge of Chinese. Besides the effect of param-
eters’ size, InternLM’s series is even better than the
GPT series. This is due to the pre-training corpora
of InternLM being Chinese supported. Compar-
ing InternLM-7B, Qwen-7B, and LLaMA-7B with
the same model parameters, the results of the first
two models are significantly better than those of
LLaMA, showing that the model using Chinese as
the main corpus has significantly better capabilities
for Chinese than the model using English as the
main corpus. The ranking of all models is shown
in Figure 3.

In order to align with the level of human funda-
mental knowledge, we define 60 as the baseline of
K-12 subjects section (the baseline for passing ex-
ams) and 68 as the baseline of common sense (the
average scores test by human testers in common
sense section).

Effect of model size. We observed models
of different sizes, InternLM-123B, InternLM-70B,
and InternLM-7B (they use corpora of similar size),
LLaMA-7B, and LLaMA-13B pretrained on data
of 1T tokens. From Figure 3 we can observe that
the larger the model parameters, obviously the bet-
ter accuracy.

Question types and model capabilities. In the
evaluation of common sense section, the scores of
each model in the reasoning questions are signif-
icantly lower than the memory questions (taking
InternLM-123B as an example, 62.28 vs. 86.06
<weighted average>). A paired sample t-test was
performed on each model on reasoning questions
and memory questions. The average score of rea-
soning questions was 28.69 points lower than that
of memory questions (t = -10.11, p < 0.001), in-
dicating that the knowledge reasoning capabilities
of these models were significantly weaker than the
memory-based knowledge capabilities.

Circular. After using CircularEval, each model
has a different degree of point drop, among which
ChatGLM has the most serious point drop. This
shows that although the model correctly selected
the questions, it does not mean that it has indeed
learned the relevant knowledge, and there is the
possibility of coincidence. For models with lower
accuracy, there are more drop points after Circu-
larEval, and the two pairs show a negative correla-
tion (r = -0.47, p < 0.001). This shows that in these
data, the results of random guessing account for a
higher proportion, so the accuracy is significantly
reduced after using CircularEval.

In common sense evaluation data, the drop point
of the reasoning questions after using CircularEval
is significantly higher than that of the memory ques-
tions (using Wilcoxon signed-rank test, z = -2.201,
p = 0.018), which shows that the model randomly
guesses the reasoning questions. The proportion
of results is relatively high, again proving that the
reasoning ability of each model is weak.

Hard examples. Following the macro analysis,
we proceeded with a micro-level examination of
the model results. We identified failure cases com-
mon to most models and discovered challenging
examples that most ordinary people could answer
correctly, but models often struggled to handle ac-
curately. Examples are depicted in Appendix B.

4.4 Conclusion

In this paper, we present FoundaBench, a compre-
hensive benchmark for evaluating the foundational
knowledge capabilities of large language models
across common sense and K-12 educational sub-
jects. This benchmark, enriched by a taxonomy
spanning five main categories, 18 subcategories, 35
subjects, and 150 knowledge points, is upheld by
rigorous multidimensional quality standards and
manual quality control to ensure alignment with
human foundational knowledge. Through the ap-
plication of various evaluation methods, including
zero-shot, few-shot, and circular comparisons on
14 diverse models, we have established a baseline
to assess the foundational knowledge capabilities
of LLMs.

5 Limitations

This study is based on Chinese scenarios to set a
strategy for curating the dataset and designing the
evaluation of the fundamental knowledge. How-
ever, the same method could be used to curate the
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evaluation dataset for other scenarios.
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A Breakdown of model performance

Table 3 and Table 4 show the detailed breakdown
of models’ accuracy per subject of common sense
and K-12 section in zero-shot settings.

B Hard examples for LLMs

The figures below show some hard examples that
we found that most ordinary people could answer
correctly, but models often struggled to handle ac-
curately.

Example 1: Correspondence reasoning ques-
tions

For the given question, the human accuracy rate
was 63. 33%, while the LLMs had a success rate of
0/11, and none of them provided the correct answer.
Most models chose ’B’ as the answer. One of the
examples is shown in Figure 4.

Example 2: Time calculation reasoning ques-
tions

For the given question, the human accuracy rate
was 80%, while the LLMs had a success rate of
1/11, and only GPT4 gets the correct answer. One
of the examples is shown in Figure 4.

Example 3: numerical reasoning questions
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Figure 4: Hard example for correspondence reasoning question

Figure 5: Hard example for time calculation reasoning question
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Subjects InternLM-123B InternLM-70B GPT4 GPT3.5-turbo Qwen-14B Baichuan2-13B ChatGLM3-6B
All 65.89 67.11 55.74 39.7 52.79 47.72 26.8

Reasoning 43.94 49.48 26.99 20.42 25.26 22.49 7.96
Sci.&Tech. 85.42 81.25 80.21 65.63 64.58 66.67 38.54

Society 75.78 75 65.63 42.97 62.5 56.25 28.12
Life 61.26 65.77 58.56 43.24 47.75 46.85 28.83

Culture 72.35 71.97 64.39 37.88 67.42 54.55 33.33
Art 88.89 79.63 88.89 59.26 81.48 68.52 51.85
Ent. 86.05 88.37 62.79 79.07 69.77 83.72 34.88

Table 3: Evaluation results by category in circular settings

Subjects Education Phase InternLM-123B InternLM-70B GPT4 GPT3.5-turbo Qwen-14B Baichuan2-13B ChatGLM3-6B
All 50.58 45.35 47.63 18.64 40.31 23.35 11.88

Chinese Primary 46.88 43.75 30 9.38 51.04 22.92 11.46
Middle 52.08 38.54 16 2.08 63.54 18.75 5.21
High 48.48 29.29 11 5.05 51.52 7.07 6.06

Math Primary 20 17.89 43 11.58 37.89 10.53 7.37
Middle 24 21 46 11 31 7 3
High 17 11 36 2 11 3 1

English Primary 65 55 63 35 69 26 6
Middle 55 43 51 28 56 17 8
High 69 51 62 36 59 26 18

Physics Middle 55 42 56 14 28 18 14
High 38 22 47 10 12 1 6

Chemistry Middle 65.66 57.58 54 16.16 25.25 28.28 25.25
High 20 13 17 5 8 2 3

Biology Middle 63 64 66 34 36 34 20
High 40 39 40 16 24 24 8

Geography Middle 55 60 62 29 48 40 23
High 52 48 53 21 39 24 12

History Middle 75 78 58 29 58 43 24
High 62 62 59 19 53 33 15

Politics Middle 73.03 74.16 67 15.73 51.69 47.19 17.98
High 56 51 36 13 62 37 12

Info Tech. High 60.42 65.63 61 26.26 29.17 33.33 15.63
General Tech. High 47.47 49.49 56 29 33.33 23.23 8.08

Science Middle 54 52 53 30.21 30 34 15

Table 4: Evaluation results by education phase in circular settings

Example in Figure 6, the human accuracy rate
was 86.66%, while LLMs had a success rate of
1/11, and only GPT4 gets the correct answer.

Example 4: questions for Chinese culture
Example in Figure 7, the human accuracy rate

was 53.33%, while LLMs had a success rate of
0/11, and none of them provided the correct answer.
Most models chose ’C’ as the answer.
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Figure 6: Hard example for numerical reasoning question

Figure 7: Hard example for Chinese culture
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