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Abstract

Bridging the significant gap between large
language model’s English and non-English
performance presents a great challenge.
While some previous studies attempt to mit-
igate this gap with translated training data,
the recently proposed question alignment
approach leverages the model’s English ex-
pertise to improve multilingual performance
with minimum usage of expensive, error-
prone translation. In this paper, we ex-
plore how broadly this method can be ap-
plied by examining its effects in reason-
ing with chain-of-thought, executable code
and common sense. We also explore how
to apply this approach efficiently to ex-
tremely large language models using proxy-
tuning. Experiment results on multilingual
reasoning benchmarks MGSM, MSVAMP
and XCSQA demonstrate that the question
alignment framework can be extended to
boost multilingual performance across di-
verse reasoning scenarios, model families,
and sizes. For instance, when applied to the
LLaMA2 models, it brings an average ac-
curacy improvements of 12.2% on MGSM
even with the 70B model. To understand
the mechanism of its success, we analyze
representation space, step-by-step answers
and translation data scales, which reveals
how question translation training strength-
ens language alignment within LLMs and
shapes their working patterns.

1 Introduction

Although large language models (LLMs) have
shown the ability to solve complex prob-
lems (Chowdhery et al., 2023; Touvron et al.,
2023), LLMs still struggle in multilingual con-
texts (Shi et al., 2022; Huang et al., 2023; Qin
et al., 2023). This is unsurprising, given that their
training data is predominantly made of English
text and instructions (Blevins and Zettlemoyer,
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Figure 1: An illustration of the benefits of fine-
tuning on question translation data (QAlign) compared
to only fine-tuning on question-response instruction
data (RAlign). QAlign enhances the performance of
LLaMA models across ten languages. Experiment re-
sults on more reasoning scenarios, model families and
sizes will be reported in the experiment section.

2022; Wang et al., 2023). However, an important
challenge remains: how to improve LLM perfor-
mance on reasoning tasks in languages other than
English with scarce multilingual resources.

Previous studies attempt to collect multilingual
data for instruction-tuning (Chen et al., 2023)
or continued pre-training (Nguyen et al., 2023).
However, training for reasoning across potentially
dozens or hundreds of languages is both costly and
inefficient, and sometimes the necessary resources
are either unavailable or of poor quality (Zhu et al.,
2024a).

A compelling solution is to leverage the LLM’s
English proficiency in non-English contexts (Shi
et al., 2022; Sherborne et al., 2023). Focus-
ing on multilingual mathematical reasoning, Zhu
et al. (2024a) demonstrate that their devised two-
step training framework can effectively enable the
sharing of English reasoning capabilities across
different languages. Specifically, they employ
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question translation training to strengthen lan-
guage alignment, and then utilizes cutting-edge
English instruction data for response alignment to
unlock LLM’s reasoning capabilities for multilin-
gual contexts.

Despite the progress made in the previous work,
there remain three limitations: (1) single rea-
soning scenario: the scope of consideration was
limited to math reasoning with English chain-of-
thought, with other reasoning scenarios not yet be-
ing taken into account. (2) opaque training effects:
the impact of the two-stage training on the LLM’s
working patterns and each training stage’s contri-
bution remain unclear. (3) limited model size: the
effectiveness and efficiency of this approach has
yet to be confirmed on LLMs significantly larger
than 13 billions parameters.

In this paper, we comprehensively address these
limitations. First, we examine how broadly appli-
cable the training framework is across three chal-
lenging and varied reasoning tasks. These in-
volve distinict types of problem-solving languages
and reasoning objectives: math reasoning with
chain-of-thought, math reasoning with exectuable
Python code (Toshniwal et al., 2024), and com-
mon sense reasoning (Lin et al., 2021). By uti-
lizing specialized instruction data, we leverage
the LLM’s specific English expertise to enhance
its performance in other languages. We also ex-
plore the case of non-English response and dis-
cover that incorporating En-X translation data dur-
ing response alignment stage can implicitly bias
the LLM to generate non-English response.

To gain clearer insights, we analyze how our
fine-tuned model utilizes its English reasoning ca-
pability in non-English contexts. Our analysis be-
gins with the representation space, which funda-
mentally determines how the model derives the
output answer. We discover that question trans-
lation training significantly affects the distribution
of multilingual representations in LLM’s middle
to top layers, aligning them within the same se-
mantic space as English. Additionally, we exam-
ine the LLM’s step-by-step answers and find that
the unified representation space makes the model
to employ more similar problem-solving process
to address multilingual questions.

Besides, we investigate how well question
alignment aproach scales and whether it offers
benefits to the most powerful open-source LLMs.
We explore applying question alignment to ex-

tremely large models, e.g., LLaMA2-70B (Tou-
vron et al., 2023). While fully fine-tuning LLM’s
parameters is straightforward, the computation
cost becomes prohibitive as the number of param-
eters increases significantly. In constrast, we illus-
trate that proxy-tuning (Liu et al., 2024) offers as
an efficient alternative for both dense models and
Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) models. We also dis-
cover that by carefully selecting the proxy model,
we can achieve 98.1% performance of fully fine-
tuning without updating any parameters.

Experiments on several multilingual reason-
ing benchmarks MGSM, MSVAMP and XCSQA
demonstrate that the question alignment frame-
work is a broad technique applicable across a wide
variety of difficult reasoning tasks and its mod-
ulaized training pipeline enables us to efficiently
unlocks LLM’s multilingual capabilities in the tar-
geted skills. By applying question alignment to
extremely large language models, we find that it
scales well and further strengthen those power-
ful LLM’s multilingual reasoning abilities. For
instance, our fine-tuned LLaMA2-70B achieves
63.0% average accuracy on MGSM (Figure 1),
pushing the multilingual reasoning performance of
open-source models to a new height.

2 Related Work

LLM’s language bias With a large number of
parameters pre-trained on large-scale corpora and
instruction-tuned on powerful instruction data,
LLMs have demonstrated a remarkable level of
intelligence (Touvron et al., 2023; Jiang et al.,
2023). However, extensive empirical analyses
have shown that LLMs still face challenges in mul-
tilingual contexts, especially with low-resource
languages (Shi et al., 2022; Huang et al., 2023;
Zhu et al., 2024b). This is not surprising, given
that English predominates both in the pretraining
data (Blevins and Zettlemoyer, 2022) and instruc-
tion data (Wang et al., 2023). In this paper, we fo-
cus on the core capability of LLM, i.e., the reason-
ing capability, and aim to push forward the bound-
aries of LLMs in multilingual reasoning.

Advancing multilingual reasoning Previously,
there have been some attempts to improve LLM’s
performance on multilingual reasoning. Huang
et al. (2023) and Qin et al. (2023) prompt Chat-
GPT (OpenAI, 2022) to translate non-English
query into English and then generate responses



based on these translations. However, it has been
found that this prompting method is not always ef-
fective for open-source LLMs (Zhu et al., 2024a).
To improve the multilingual capabilities of open-
source LLMs, Nguyen et al. (2023); Fujii et al.
(2024) perform continue-pretraining with a mas-
sive non-English corpus, but this approach re-
quires huge computational resources and is not
data-efficient. Chen et al. (2023); She et al. (2024)
follow the translate-training paradigm (Artetxe
et al., 2020) and use machine-translated multilin-
gual data for instruction-tuning. Although mul-
tilingual instruction-tuning yields improvements,
continuously translating an increasing volume of
English instruction data is prohibitive and trans-
lating lengthy, logical response can sometimes be
error-prone (Zhu et al., 2024a).

To make the best use of continuously evolv-
ing English instruction data and avoid drawbacks
of translate-training paradigm, an ideal solution
is to enable LLM to leverage English expertise
in non-English scenarios. Motivated by this idea,
Zhu et al. (2024a) propose a two-step instruction-
tuning framework to guide LLMs to implicitly re-
late non-English questions to their English coun-
terparts and solve the reasoning problems with
their English expertise. In line with this philos-
ophy, Yoon et al. (2024) also recognize the impor-
tance of building language alignment and explore
the use of an additional multilingual encoder, the
encoder of MT5 (Xue et al., 2021), to map mul-
tilingual queries into the LLM’s English seman-
tic space for unified processing. In this paper,
we build upon the pioneering work of Zhu et al.
(2024a) and delve deeper to broaden the scope of
that work and provide deepened insights.

3 Methodology

In this section, we will first recap the two-step
training framework of Zhu et al. (2024a) (Sec-
tion 3.1). Next, we introduce how we can ex-
tend the framework to diverse reasoning scenarios
by modifying response alignment training (Sec-
tion 3.2). Then, we present how we can flexibly
implement question alignment stage using general
domain translation data and introduce its benefits
(Section 3.3). Finally, we present efficient recipes
to scale this framework to extremely large lan-
guage models (Section 3.4).

3.1 Recap: Two-stage Training Framework

The original training framework consists of two
stages: question alignment and response align-
ment. During quesiton alignment, X-En ques-
tion translation data (Xe,Xl) from Dl is utilized
to train the model to associate non-English ques-
tions Xl with their English counterparts Xe (Fig-
ure 2, subfigure I). This process enhances lan-
guage alignment within the large language model.
The optimization objective can be written as:

argmax
θ

∑
l∈L

∑
{Xe,Xl}∈Dl

log pθ(Xe|Xl)

where l is the target language, L is the set of con-
sidered non-English languages, and θ denotes the
model’s parameters.

During response alignment, English cutting-
edge instruction data De is used to unlock LLM’s
English reasoning capability (Figure 2, subfigure
II). The optimization objective can be written as:

argmax
θ

∑
{Xe,Ye}∈De

log pθ(Ye|Xe)

where Xe and Ye denotes the English question and
its corresponding response respectively. Thanks to
the previously established language alignment, the
LLM can effective leverage its English expertise in
non-English question contexts.

3.2 Extending to Diverse Reasoning
Scenarios with Specialized Data

In this section, we present how we incorporate
specialized data during the response alignment
stage to adapt the training framework to diverse
reasoning scenarios (Figure 2).

Math Reasoning with chain-of-thought in mul-
tiple languages The first reasoning scenario
is solving mathematical reasoning task through
chain-of-thought (CoT). To unlock the model’s ca-
pability on this, we follow Zhu et al. (2024a) and
utilize the English instruction data depicted in Fig-
ure 3. However, we notice that the model, when
fine-tuned in this manner, tends to respond in En-
glish to multilingual questions. This could be
problematic as users from diverse linguistic back-
grounds may prefer responses in the same lan-
guage as their queries, which enable them to bet-
ter understand the model’s problem-solving pro-
cess (Kew et al., 2023).
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Figure 2: Illustration of the original two-step training framework (Zhu et al., 2024a) and our extension version
(Section 3.2). Subfigure I and II illustrate the training and inference process of the orignal training framework,
in which the fine-tuned model usually responds in English to non-English questions. By maintaining the question
alignment stage unchanged and modifying the response alignment stage, we adapt this framework to a wider range
of scenarios. In subfigure III, we incorporate En-X translation data in the second stage of training to bias the LLM
to generate non-English response. In subfigure IV, we use code instruction data for the second stage of training to
unlock the LLM’s capability for reasoning with executable code.

Training Stage II: Response Alignment

Randy has 60 mango trees on his farm. He also has 5 
less than half as many coconut trees as mango trees. 
How many trees does Randy have in all on his farm?

Half of the number of Randy's mango trees is 60/2 = 30 
trees. So Randy has 30 - 5 = 25 coconut trees. Therefore, 
Randy has 60 + 25 = 85 trees on his farm.

tuning stage I model  with cutting-edge English-only instruction dataϕ

arg min
ϕ ∑

{X,Y}∈D

− log pϕ(Y |X)Question X
Response Y

Question

Response 

Figure 3: Illustration of our employed instruction data.
We use this instruction data to teach model to solve
mathematical reasoning task with chain-of-thought.

To enable multilingual chain-of-thought gener-
ation, we propose to mix English instruction data
with En-X general domain translation data dur-
ing the response alignment stage (Figure 2, sub-
figure III). We discover that the multi-task train-
ing enables LLM to spontaneously produce multi-
lingual CoT, even when no multilingual question-
response pairs are available during training.

Math reasoning with executable code The sec-
ond reasoning scenario involves solving mathe-
matical reasoning task with executable code. In
this scenario, the response no longer contains a
chain-of-though in natural language; instead, it
consists of Python code. One major advantage of

Training Stage II: Response Alignment

Randy has 60 mango trees on his farm. He also has 5 
less than half as many coconut trees as mango trees. 
How many trees does Randy have in all on his farm?

Let's solve this problem using Python code.  
<llm-code> 
mango_trees = 60  
half_mango_trees = mango_trees / 2  
coconut_trees = half_mango_trees - 5  
total_trees = mango_trees + coconut_trees  
total_trees  
</llm-code>  
<llm-code-output>  
85.0  
</llm-code-output>

tuning stage I model  with cutting-edge English-only instruction dataϕ

arg min
ϕ ∑

{X,Y}∈D

− log pϕ(Y |X)Question X
Response Y

Question

Response 

Question

Figure 4: Illustration of our employed instruction data.
We use this instruction data to teach model to solve
mathematical reasoning task with executable code.

reasoning through executable code is that it helps
avoid basic computational errors (Toshniwal et al.,
2024). To unlock the model’s capability on this,
we utilize the instruction data depicted in Figure 4.
Specifically, the model needs to generate Python
code enclosed within “<llm-code>” and “</llm-
code>” tags. Then a Python interpreter will be
used to execute this code block. The derived nu-
merical answer, corresponding to the value of the



variable in the last line of the code block, will be
enclosed within “<llm-code-output>” and “</llm-
code-output>” tags.

Common sense reasoning The third reasoning
scenario is common sense reasoning. Different
from math reasoning, this scenario requires the
model to solve the given question based on its
common sense knowledge. To unlock the model’s
capability on this, we utilize the instruction data
depicted in Figure 5. In this task, the model needs
to select the appropriate answer from the given op-
tions through common sense reasoning. This also
presents a new scenario that does not involve gen-
erating an intermediate reasoning process.

When does an apple tree have apples that are not yet 
ready to eat?  

Option:  
  (A) summer  
  (B) fall  
  (C) spring  
  (D) valley  
  (E) washington state

The answer is (A).

Question

Response 

Figure 5: Illustration of our employed instruction data.
We use this instruction data to teach model to solve
common sense reasoning task.

3.3 Flexible and Combinable Implementation
of Question Alignment Stage

The original implementation requires question
translation data for the question alignment stage.
We discover that similar goal can be achieved
by using general domain X-En translation data,
which allows a more flexible implementation of
the question alignment stage. More importantly,
by combining question translation data Dl with
general domain translation data D̃l, we can lever-
age the value of both data and further enhance the
model’s understanding on non-English questions.

argmax
θ

∑
l∈L

∑
{Xe,Xl}∈Dl∪D̃l

log pθ(Xe|Xl)

3.4 Scaling to Extremely Large LM
Extremely large language models, e.g., LLaMA2-
70B, Mixtral-8×22B, often demonstrate state-of-
the-art performance among open-source LLMs.

Therefore, it is non-trivial to examine how well
the training framework scales to these models and
whether it offers benefits on the multilingual per-
formance of these powerful LLMs.

Vanilla fine-tuning While fully fine-tuning ex-
tremely large models is a straightforward solution,
the process can be prohibitively time-consuming
and computationally expensive, due to the vast
number of parameters that need to be optimized.

Efficient proxy-tuning Inspired by Liu et al.
(2024), we explore proxy-tuning as an efficient al-
ternative solution. The objective of proxy-tuning
is to guide a large pre-trained model M to be-
have like a tuned model without updating any pa-
rameters. This is achieved by employing a small
pre-trained model M− and a small tuned model
M+, which serve as the expert model and the
anti-expert model1. The underlying assumption
of proxy-tuning is that the difference in logits be-
tween M− and M+ can approximate the differ-
ence between M and a truly-tuned large model.
At each inference step t, we condition the base
model M, the expert M+ and the anti-expert M−

on the question X and the generated prefix Y<t.
The probability distribution for the proxy-tuned
model M̂ is derived from the prediction distribu-
tions of these models:

pM̂(Yt|X ,Y<t) ∝ pM(Yt|X ,Y<t)
pM+ (Yt|X ,Y<t)

pM− (Yt|X ,Y<t)

Besides, we discover that the selection of the
small expert and anti-expert model is crucial for
the final performance. By carefully selecting small
models for proxy-tuning, such as using a 13B
model instead of a 7B model to proxy-tune the
70B model, we can almost achieve the perfor-
mance of fully fine-tuning without updating any
parameters.

4 Experiment setting

Base LLMs We consider a range of the most
powerful open-source LLMs for our experiments.
In most experiments, we use LLaMA2-7B as
the base models. In experiments involving rea-
soning with Python code, we use CodeLLaMA-
7B (Roziere et al., 2023) as the base model. In

1The small models must have the same vocabulary as the
large model to support arithmetic operations on prediction
distributions.



Dataset # Lang # Sample Usage Question Response Scenario

METAMATHQA 1 395,000 Training ! ! 1⃝
OPENMATHINSTRUCT 1 1,343,849 Training ! ! 2⃝
GSM8KINSTRUCT 10 73,559 Training ! % 1⃝ 2⃝
FLORES-101 10 18,081 Training - - 2⃝
MGSM 10 2,500 Evaluation ! ! 1⃝ 2⃝
MSVAMP 10 10,000 Evaluation ! ! 1⃝ 2⃝

XCSQA-TRAIN 1 8,888 Training ! ! 3⃝
XCSQA-TEST 15 17,184 Training ! % 3⃝
XCSQA-DEV 15 16,000 Evaluation ! ! 3⃝

Table 1: Statistics of involved datasets. “#Lang” denotes the number of languages covered by the dataset and
“#Sample” refers to the total number of samples it contains. The labels “Question” and “Response” denotes
whether each sample includes a question and a corresponding response. The symbols 1⃝ 2⃝ 3⃝ correspond to the
three scenarios discussed in Section 3.2: math reasoning with chain-of-thought in multiple languages, math rea-
soning with executable code and common sense reasoning.

experiments involving extremely large language
models, we consider LLaMA2-70B, LLaMA3-
70B (Meta, 2024), Mixtral-8x7B (Jiang et al.,
2024) and Mixtral-8x22B (Mistral, 2024).

Training dataset In multlingual mathematical
reasoning, we use multilingual questions from
GSM8KINSTRUCT (Chen et al., 2023) for ques-
tion alignment. During response alignment,
we use METAMATHQA (Yuan et al., 2023) to
teach LLM to reason with chain-of-thought and
use multilingual translation data from FLORES-
101 (Goyal et al., 2022) to bias LLM to gener-
ate multilingual CoT. To teach LLM to reason-
ing with Python code, we use OPENMATHIN-
STRUCT (Toshniwal et al., 2024). In multlingual
common sense reasoning, we use multilingual
questions from XCSQA-TEST for question align-
ment and use English supervised data in XCSQA-
TRAIN (Lin et al., 2021) for response alignment.
Statistics of involved datasets are reported in Ta-
ble 1. Besides, we illustrate the flexible and com-
binable implementation of the question alignment
stage by using translation data from large multilin-
gual translation dataset WIKIMATRIX (Schwenk
et al., 2021).

Training details Following Zhu et al. (2024a),
we use QAlign2 as the code base. We use consis-
tent training hyper-parameters across two stages of
training. At each stage, we fine-tune LLM’s full
parameters for 3 epochs on 8×A100 GPUs. The
learning rate is 2e-5, with a batch size of 128.

2https://github.com/NJUNLP/QAlign

Baseline model The direct baseline for the
two-step training framework is only performing
response alignment (RAlign), i.e. fine-tuning
with monolingual reasoning data. Comparing
this baseline with the alignment-enhanced model
(QAlign→RAlign) directly illustrates the benefits
of performing question alignment and the effec-
tiveness of leveraging English expertise.

Evaluation dataset We use MGSM (Shi et al.,
2022) and MSVAMP (Chen et al., 2023) to eval-
uate LLM’s performance on multilingual mathe-
matical reasoning. We use XCSQA-DEV to eval-
uate LLM’s performance on multilingual common
sense reasoning. Dataset statistics are reported in
Table 1. We report LLM’s answer accuracy in a
zero-shot and greey-decoding setting. We measure
answer accuracy by comparing the last numerical
value (for MGSM, MSVAMP) or the label within
brackets (for XCSQA) that appears in the LLM-
generated response with the gold answer.

5 Experiment results

In this section, we will report experiment results
and introduce our main findings.

Incorporating different specialized data for re-
sponse alignment broadens the framework’s
applicability across diverse reasoning scenarios
At first, we extend the trainining framework to var-
ious reasoning scenarios by using different spe-
cialized instruction data for stage II training. Ex-
periment results on MGSM, MSVAMP and XC-
SQA are depicted in Figure 6. The improve-
ment in multilingual performance is evident in all

https://github.com/NJUNLP/QAlign
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Figure 6: Reasoning accuracy on MGSM, MSVAMP and XCSQA. The improvement in multilingual performance
is evident in all three reasoning scenarios: reasoning with chain-of-thought, executable code and common sense.

three reasoning scenarios: reasoning with chain-
of-thought, executable Python code and common
sense. These results demonstrate that the two-
stage training framework can be broadly applica-
ble across diverse reasoning scenarios.

Incorporating En-X translation data during re-
sponse alignment implicitly bias LLM to gen-
erate non-English response As shown in Ta-
ble 2, the original QAlign→RAlign model usu-
ally exhibits extremely low question-response lan-
guage consistency3 for non-English tasks, because
it tends to respond in English to multilingual ques-
tions. After incorporating En-X translation data

3We perform language identification with the OPENLID
toolkit (Burchell et al., 2023).

for stage II training, the fine-tuned model more
frequently responds in the same language as the
question, demonstrating a significant increase in
language consistency (52.3% vs. 9.7%). However,
we also acknowledge that while this approach in-
creases question-response language consistency, it
compromises reasoning accuracy. Future work
will need to address this trade-off and balance
both language consistency and reasoning accuracy
without significant sacrifices in either area.

Combining question translation and general
domain translation for question alignment
stage could bring further improvements Next,
we demonstrate the flexible and combinable im-
plementation of the question alignment stage us-



System (7B)
Question-Response Language Consistency (MGSM)

Bn Th Sw Ja Zh De Fr Ru Es En Avg.
QAlign→RAlign (w.o. En-X translation) 0.0 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.0 93.8 9.7
QAlign→RAlign (w. En-X translation) 26.8 42.7 49.3 63.1 26.8 63.2 36.9 82.4 37.9 93.4 52.3

System (7B)
Reasoning Accuracy (MGSM)

Bn Th Sw Ja Zh De Fr Ru Es En Avg.
QAlign→RAlign (w.o. En-X translation) 32.4 39.6 40.4 44.0 48.4 54.8 56.8 52.4 59.6 68.0 49.6
QAlign→RAlign (w. En-X translation) 21.2 21.6 24.8 28.0 41.6 50.8 55.2 45.6 54.4 66.4 41.0

Table 2: Effects of incorporating En-X general domain translation data for response alignment training. En-
X translation training implicitly bias LLM to generate non-English chain-of-thought and increase the question-
response language consistency.

Translation Data # Pair MGSM (COT)
Lrl Hrl En

- - 6.4 50.1 65.6
WikiMatrix 64k 13.4 51.1 68.0
WikiMatrix 400k 23.4 51.0 67.2
Question 73k 36.4 52.7 68.0
Question+WikiMatrix 73k+400k 39.6 53.6 67.2

Table 3: Experiment results for different implementa-
tion of the question alignment stage. the first row de-
notes the model that does not have the question align-
ment stage. “#Pair” refers to the total number of trans-
lation pairs we use. “Lrl” and “Hrl” denotes the average
multilingual performance on non-English low-resource
and high-resource languages respectively.

ing general domain translation data4. Experi-
ment results in Table 3 show that using general
domain translation for question alignment stage
can achieve a similar enhancement purpose, al-
though it is less data-efficient compared to using
in-domain question translation data. The bene-
fit of discovering this alternative implementation
is that when we combine two types of translation
data for stage I training, we can harness the value
of both data types and achieve higher results on
non-English tasks, especially in low-resource lan-
guages.

The two-stage training framework scales well
to extremely large language models with both
vanilla fine-tuning and efficient proxy-tuning.
Table 4 shows that the two-stage training frame-
work is effective across different model sizes (7B,
8B, 13B, 70B) and scales well even on the 70B
model. Notably, our fine-tuned LLaMA2-70B

4For each X-En directions, we sample at most 50k trans-
lation data from WIKIMATRIX. Since it does not cover
Thai, we make observations on the remaining eight non-
English languages and English. Following the definition
in Shi et al. (2022), we divide these non-English languages
into two groups in Table 3: low-resource langauges (Bn, Sw)
and high-resource languages (Ja, Zh, De, Fr, Ru, Es).

models reach a new performance ceiling on multi-
lingual reasoning benchmarks, achieving an accu-
racy of 63.0% on MGSM. However, the computa-
tional cost required for fine-tuning extremly large
language models is prohibitively high5.

Consequently, we explore proxy-tuning as an
efficient alternative to fine-tuning. As we in-
troduced in Section 3.4, we use the small fine-
tuned model as the expert model and its untuned
version as the anti-expert model. Across differ-
ent model families (LLaMA2, LLaMA3, Mixtral),
including both dense models and MoE models,
proxy-tuning consistently enhances performance
in both non-English and English tasks, effectively
extrapolating our results from small models to ex-
tremely large models. Furthermore, experiments
on LLaMA2 demonstrate that carefully select-
ing small models for proxy-tuning, such as using
LLaMA2-13B instead of using LLaMA2-7B as
the small proxy model, allows us to achieve 98.1%
of the performance of fully fine-tuning (61.8 vs.
63.0) without updating any parameters.

6 Mechanism Analysis

In this section, we conduct further analysis to gain
a deeper understanding of the training regime and
its impact on LLM’s working pattern. The analysis
is performed in the scenario of mathematical rea-
soning with chain-of-thought on MGSM dataset.

Question alignment produces a more unified
semantic space, facilitating the utilization of
English expertise in non-English contexts Our
analysis begins with the representation space,
which fundamentally determines how the model
derives the output answer. We feed multilingual

5For instance, in our experiments, instruction-tuning
LLaMA2-70B with METAMATHQA dataset (comprising
395K question-response pairs) on 8×A100 GPUs takes 15
days.



Small tuned M+ Small untuned M− Large untuned M̂ Large tuned M MGSM
Non-En En Avg.

RAlign (7B) - - - 35.4 65.5 38.4
QAlign→RAlign (7B) - - - 47.6 68.0 49.6

RAlign (13B) - - - 41.2 68.4 43.9
QAlign→RAlign (13B) - - - 55.7 69.2 57.1

- - - RAlign (70B) 47.7 78.4 50.8
- - - QAlign→RAlign (70B) 61.5 76.0 63.0

QAlign→RAlign (7B) LLaMA2 (7B) LLaMA2 (70B) - 55.8 70.8 57.3
QAlign→RAlign (13B) LLaMA2 (13B) LLaMA2 (70B) - 60.1 76.8 61.8

RAlign (8B) - - - 47.3 74.4 50.0
QAlign→RAlign (8B) - - - 58.4 72.0 59.8
QAlign→RAlign (8B) LLaMA3 (8B) LLaMA3 (70B) - 64.0 77.2 65.4

RAlign (7B) - - - 35.2 70.4 38.7
QAlign→RAlign (7B) - - - 48.2 70.8 50.4
QAlign→RAlign (7B) Mistral (7B) Mixtral (8×7B) - 49.4 74.4 51.9
QAlign→RAlign (7B) Mistral (7B) Mixtral (8×22B) - 55.6 78.0 57.9

Table 4: Experiment results of scaling the question alignment approach to extremely large language models. For
the lines containing three models, this means that we use small models M+ and M− to proxy-tune the large
model M̂. “Non-En” and “Avg.” denotes the average multilingual performance on non-English languages and all
ten languages respectively. Bold text denotes the highest score among the same model families.
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Figure 7: Visualization analysis on the representations of the last input tokens from multilingual questions. For
brevity, we uniformly sample 5 layers out of the total 32 layers to illustrate the visualized distribution. Different
colors denote the languages of the questions.

questions from the MGSM dataset into RAlign
and QAlign→RAlign models in a teacher-forcing
manner, and then visualize6 the representations
of the last input token, which decides the con-
tent of the first output tokens and serves as an
important clue for how the model starts its rea-
soning process (Wendler et al., 2024). The vi-
sualization results are shown in Figure 7. For
both models, the context representations of mul-
tilingual queries always stay apart in the bottom

6For visualization, we use T-SNE for dimension reduc-
tion.

layer (1st and 8th layers). But from the middle
to top layers, a notable difference emerges be-
tween our alignment-enhanced model and its un-
aligned counterpart: question alignment produce a
more compact space, enabling the model to pro-
cess multilingual queries in a unified way and fa-
cilitating the sharing of its English expertise across
different languages.

The sharing of the English expertise makes the
model to employ similar problem-solving pro-
cess to address multilingual questions In ad-
dition to analyzing the layer-wise generation pro-
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Figure 8: Comparative analysis of reasoning path consistency across different systems. The number in each
cell represents the reasoning path consistency between the languages in the corresponding row and column. The
number is in percentage. Darker blue denotes higher level of consistency.
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Figure 9: The impact of the size of the question trans-
lation data on multilingual reasoning accuracy.

cess of the initial output token, we further ana-
lyze step-by-step answers in CoT, revealing the
larger impact of the unified representation space
on the reasoning process. We evaluate the con-
sistency among them when the model is presented
with the same question expressed in different lan-
guages. Specifically, we extract intermediate com-
putation results as lists from CoT and compute
the Jaccard similarity between them to evaluate
the consistency of the reasoning paths (illustrated
in Table 5, Appendix A). The quantitative results
are depicted in Figure 8. The alignment-enhanced
models (QAlign→RAlign) generally have higher
consistency compared to their unaligned counter-
parts (RAlign), particularly in low-resource lan-
guages. This evidence further demonstrate that
the question alignment approach can facilitate the
sharing of reasoning abilities across languages.

The impact of the size of question translation
data Another important factor that influences

the effectiveness of the question alignment ap-
proach is the size of the question translation data.
To analyze this factor, we uniformly downsample
the multilingual question translation data from 8k
pairs per language to 1k per language. Generally,
question alignment does not significantly affect
the model’s proficiency in English but does impact
its performance on non-English tasks. For high-
resource languages, the performance peak is usu-
ally achieved at smaller data scale, indicating that
language alignment can be established in a more
data-efficient way for these languages. For low-
resource languages, such as Bengali, Thai, and
Swahili, scaling up the question translation data
always yields substantial improvement, indicating
the potential of this approach to empower LLMs
in supporting long-tail low-resource languages.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we build upon the pioneering work
of Zhu et al. (2024a) and delve deeper in multilin-
gual reasoning to broaden the scope and provide
deepened insights. We demonstrate the two-stage
training framework can be extended to a variety
of challenging reasoning scenarios and the frame-
work scales well with extremely large language
models. Employing either vanilla fine-tuning or
the efficient alternative proxy tuning, we can en-
hance the multilingual reasoning performance of
those most powerful open-source LLMs to new
heights. In the mechanism analysis section, we
provide in-depth analysis on the representation
space, step-by-step answers and question transla-
tion data scales. This analysis illuminates how
the training regime influences LLM’s multilingual
working pattern.
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[Question (English)]
There are 27 unicorns left in the world. One third of them are in the Scottish Highlands. Two thirds of the Scottish unicorns are female. How
many female Scottish unicorns are there?
[Chain-of-thought response]
One third of the unicorns are in the Scottish Highlands, so there are 27/3 = 9 unicorns in the Highlands.

Two thirds of the unicorns in the Highlands are female, so there are 9 * 2/3 = 6 female unicorns in the Highlands.

Therefore, there are 6 female Scottish unicorns.

The answer is: 6
[Extracted step-by-step answers]
A = [9, 6, 6, 6]

[Question (Chinese)]
世界上剩下27只独角兽，其中三分之一在苏格兰高地。
苏格兰高地的独角兽的三分之二是雌性。苏格兰雌性独角兽有多少只？

[Chain-of-thought response]
If there are 27 remaining unicorns in the world, and one-third of them are in the Scottish Highlands, then there are 27/3 = 9 unicorns in the
Scottish Highlands.
If two-thirds of the unicorns in the Scottish Highlands are female, then there are 9 * 2/3 = 6 female unicorns in the Scottish Highlands.

Therefore, there are 6 female unicorns in the Scottish Highlands.

The answer is: 6
[Extracted step-by-step answers]
B = [9, 6, 6, 6]

[Reasoning path consistency]
Ã = set(A), B̃ = set(B)

J(A,B) = |Ã ∩ B̃|/|Ã ∪ B̃| = 100%

Table 5: With this case, we illustrate the our computation process for evaluating reasoning path consistency.
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A Illustration of Evaluating the
Consistency Between Reasoning Paths

In Table 5, we illustrate how we evaluate the
reasoning consistency among reasoning process.
Specifically, we extract the last numerical value in
each sentence as intermediate computation results
and compute the Jaccard similarity between them
as the consistency score of the reasoning paths.


