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Abstract

Reasoning language models have made substantial advances on a variety of complex tasks, yet
their capabilities remain overwhelmingly English-centric: models primarily reason in English
regardless of the language they are prompted in. This is inaccessible for non-English-speaking
users, risks losing the intent of the original question, and forgoes knowledge more readily
expressed in the target language. In this work, we advance L2 reasoning, the ability of a
model to reason consistently in the language of the user’s prompt, thus building an in-language
bridge between the prompt and the answer. We approach this problem from a data-centric
angle, investigating how to optimize data composition and scheduling in SE'T for reasoning
generalization. Building TINY AvyA L2-THINKER at 3.35B scale, we achieve an L2 reasoning
rate above 93% across 60 languages on 6 benchmarks spanning math, commonsense reasoning,
instruction following, open-ended generation, and cultural reasoning while keeping performance
strong. We show the path to generalizing 1.2 reasoning to held-out languages goes through
broader language coverage, readily available multilingual non-reasoning data, and a sufficient
English reasoning backbone. These findings indicate that reasoning is a language-agnostic
behavior that can be transferred across typologically diverse languages through careful data
mixing and without requiring reasoning supervision in every target language. We release our
model weights and multilingual reasoning data to support further research on accessible,
in-language reasoning.

%9 Models: tiny-aya-12-thinker, tiny-aya-en-thinker, tiny-aya-base-32K

% Dataset: tiny-aya-12-thinker-multilingual-reasoning

1 Introduction

Reasoning has become a central paradigm for improving the capabilities of language models. By
generating intermediate sequences of tokens as a bridge to generating an answer, reasoning mod-
els can solve problems that require multi-step deduction, calculation, exploration, and verification.

*Principal senior advisors.
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However, the development of these capabilities has been overwhelmingly English-centric (Ghosh
et al., 2025), even in models that are robustly responding to non-English prompts in the respective
languages (Bakouch et al., 2025; Qwen Team, 2026; Gemma Team et al., 2025; DeepSeek-Al et al.,
2026). The large majority of open-source reasoning datasets for fine-tuning are English-only (Guha
et al., 2025; Nathawani et al., 2025) and only very few datasets contain native-language long-form
reasoning traces (Zhang et al., 2026; Lightblue, 2025), with a dominance of math problems. For
many large open-weights reasoning models, the linguistic composition of the reasoning training
data is often not disclosed (Guo et al., 2025; Qwen Team et al., 2025), making it difficult to de-
termine whether multilingual reasoning supervision is represented at all and if so, to what extent.
Multilingual models are nonetheless expected to transfer reasoning capabilities acquired primarily
through English supervision to other languages. Although substantial cross-lingual transfer oc-
curs, it does not necessarily result in native-language reasoning (Wang et al., 2025a; Skorobogat
et al., 2026), i.e., reasoning traces that match the language of the prompt, which we refer to as L2
reasoning.” This creates an important gap between multilingual understanding and multilingual
reasoning: a model accepts a prompt in one language while carrying out its reasoning to answer in
another language, most commonly English (Wang et al., 2025b).

The Implications of the Multilingual Reasoning Gap. Switching from a non-English prompt
to English reasoning introduces the risk of losing intent, nuance, or framing that is specific to the
source language context in the process of internal translation, a problem coined as “lost in trans-
lation” by Saji et al. (2026), leading to lower accuracy. It has been shown that crosslingual un-
derstanding is a major bottleneck for multilingual reasoning even if models have strong translation
abilities (Kang et al., 2026; Ko et al., 2025), as models switch back and forth between the prompt’s
content in the target language and reasoning logic in English (Wang et al., 2025a; Yong et al., 2025).
Furthermore, there are types of problems where the required knowledge is more readily accessible in
the target language due to language-specific associations built in pre-training. For example, Sahu
et al. (2026) show that cultural knowledge about relevant regions occurs more frequently in the
language that is spoken in that region. As a result, questions that draw on culturally embedded
knowledge, locally specific terminology, domain expertise or notions of harm, may benefit from
native-language reasoning (Tam et al., 2025). While English reasoning has now become a choice
of convenience,? it critically limits the ability to inspect, evaluate, and interact with the reasoning
models’ intermediate reasoning to those users who speak English—contributing to the deepening
of the Al language gap (Joshi et al., 2020; Peppin et al., 2025; Ranathunga & De Silva, 2022). The
inspection and understanding of reasoning traces by users is critical in high-stakes domains like
healthcare and medical reasoning (Onyame et al., 2026; Ferrazzi et al., 2026), and establishing L2
reasoning would also offer an opportunity for more broadly advancing generalization of current
reasoning methods, as it allows for meaningful native-language data inspection and reasoning trace
analysis (Marjanovic et al., 2026; Lee et al., 2026) or studies of faithfulness in reasoning (Chen
et al., 2025).

We argue that English-only reasoning should not be accepted as the status quo, and challenge
existing assumptions that L2 reasoning can only be achieved by trading off performance (the “mul-
tilinguality tax”) (Qi et al., 2025; Yong et al., 2025). This is a rare take, as to date, there are only
a few existing open models that support L2 reasoning directly, and even fewer model releases by
frontier labs that advertise this feature; one exception being Magistral (Mistral-Al et al., 2025)
For higher-resourced languages, it is often possible to enforce L2 reasoning to a limited extent at

'We prefer this term over the more generic “multilingual reasoning”, which captures both reasoning for multilingual
prompts and reasoning in the user’s language.

2Tt is an open question whether English would be the objectively optimal reasoning language, or generally if any
one individual language would be optimal if only task performance is concerned (Guo et al., 2025; Kambhampati
et al., 2026; Huang et al., 2026).
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Figure 1: Performance and L2 Reasoning Rate in a combined metric averaged over four benchmarks: MIST-OEG,
MGSM, Marco-Bench-MIF, and GlobalPIQA. For each benchmark, scores are averaged over all languages (not all
might be supported by each model). GPT-4.1 (gpt-4-1-04-2025) is used as the judge across four rubrics of MIST-
OEG. All models are evaluated by prepending an L2 reasoning phrase to the user prompt to incentivize L2 reasoning.
M-THINKER-7B, R1-DISTILL-QWEN-7B-MULTILINGUAL, MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B, and COMMAND A+ are trained
for L2 reasoning. Even the best L2 reasoning models at large scale fail to achieve perfect in-language
reasoning, which shows how challenging the end-goal is. Tiny Aya L2-Thinker (ours), at 3.35B scale,
achieves a decent score while being substantially smaller.

test-time (“language forcing” (LF), e.g. via adding “Think in language X” as a prefix to the user
prompt) (Yong et al., 2025; Qi et al., 2025), but with less success for lower-resourced languages (Wang
et al., 2025b). For open-weights and smaller models with weaker instruction and cross-lingual gen-
eralization skills, this switch is even more difficult (Yang et al., 2025). As Figure 1 illustrates,
models at smaller scales (3—7B) such as QWEN3.5-4B (Qwen Team, 2026), M-THINKER-7B (Zhang
et al., 2026), or R1-DISTILL-QWEN-7B-MULTILINGUAL® struggle to remain strong in both task
performance and L2 reasoning rate (defined in § 3.4), and even the strongest L2 reasoning models
such as COMMAND A+ and DEEPSEEK-V4-FLASH don’t achieve perfect in-language reasoning,
underscoring how challenging the end-goal is.

To make the model accessible for low-resource deployments and use cases, we experiment with the
massively multilingual 3.35B TINY AYA as a base model (Salamanca et al., 2026), which we extend
to a dual-mode L2 reasoning model covering 45 languages—to our knowledge, the broadest coverage
among open-source models optimized for L2 reasoning. At this scale, crosslingual generalization and
instruction following are key obstacles (Murthy et al., 2025; Lim et al., 2025; Zeng et al., 2025), which
we address by optimizing how we mix in auxiliary data from English reasoning and multilingual
non-reasoning. With our resulting model TiINY AvA L2-THINKER, we show that when building
multilinguality right from the start—not as a posthoc adaptation of an English reasoning model—L2
reasoning can be achieved with minimal loss in performance, and for many languages
at once. Owing to the efficient tokenizer of TINY AvYA (Abagyan et al., 2026) and our efficient
reasoning training data (§ 3.3), TINY AvA L2-THINKER has far less degenerate repetition than
QWEN3.5-4B and uses thinking tokens more efficiently. Moreover, the broad language and task
coverage of our training data further yields much smaller cross-language variance in L2 reasoning
rate than M-THINKER-7B and MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B (results in § 4).

The core question we ask is, how can we optimize jointly for multilingual task accuracy and L2

3https://huggingface.co/lightblue/DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-7B-Multilingual
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Figure 2: Our contribution: Creating target-language bridges between prompts and responses by optimizing multi-
lingual reasoning capabilities through data augmentation, data mixing and carefully calibrated fine-tuning.

reasoning, while generalizing to as many languages as possible? We take a data-centric approach,
and show how SFT data should be composed and scheduled so that reasoning behavior generalizes
across languages. Through careful evaluations across multiple benchmarks covering multiple facets
of reasoning, we find that (2) more languages help L2 reasoning transfer and do not cause interfer-
ence (§ 5.1): broadening L2 supervision maintains accuracy and in-language reasoning on covered
languages while increasing L2 reasoning rates on those never supervised, so a single jointly trained
model transfers better than per-region specialists, and the curse of multilinguality (Conneau et al.,
2020) does not apply to reasoning. We further identify (i7) non-reasoning data as a cheap lever for
cross-lingual transfer (§ 5.2), as multilingual instruction data benefits both L2 reasoning rate and
accuracy on unseen languages, while English reasoning data remains the necessary backbone espe-
cially for difficult math tasks (§ 5.3). Lastly, we find that (4i7) how supervision is combined matters
(§ 5.4), with data mixing offering better trade-offs between task accuracy and L2 reasoning rates
than sequential adaptation or weight merging. Figure 2 sketches the building blocks of our pipeline
at a high level, showing how we go from English-dominated reasoning traces to target-language
bridges between prompts and responses.

Together, these results suggest that reasoning is largely language-agnostic for reasoning language
models (RLMs) as it is for humans (Kean et al., 2026), and that the language a model uses to
bridge between user query and final answer can be controlled with proper training and data mixing.
We achieve this with only a small amount of multilingual reasoning data, bringing multilingual
reasoning within reach even for languages where such data is scarce. We release the model weights,
and the multilingual reasoning data to support further work on accessible, in-language reasoning.
We hope that these releases can spark further research into how reasoning can be even less English-
centric and more natural and diverse across languages.

2 Methodology

Our goal is to build L2 reasoning without requiring large amounts of training data for every lan-
guage, and learn to reason beyond easily verifiable domains like math. We focus on the supervised



finetuning (SF'T) stage, where the model learns from given reference reasoning traces. We leverage
established post-training techniques, and describe (1) how we go from English reasoning teachers
to L2 reasoning traces, and (2) which techniques combine multiple data sources.

2.1 Data augmentation via translation

The scarcity of in-language reasoning traces and strong reasoning systems that would produce those
makes it impractical to train a separate reasoning system for every target language. Following es-
tablished practices in closing data gaps in multilingual instruction following (Muennighoff et al.,
2023; Ustiin et al., 2024), we leverage automatic translation to go from abundant English reason-
ing traces to translated target language reasoning traces for training. This allows us to obtain
multilingual reasoning supervision while preserving the underlying problem and solution structure
of the original trajectory. This approach is also known as “translate-train” (Hu et al., 2020) and
stands in contrast to approaches that target translation at test time (Huang et al., 2023). While
English reasoning models commonly perform translation as part of their reasoning, training-time
translation has the advantage of allowing for more control of the quality of this translation by e.g.
optimizing the choice of translation model (particularly relevant for small models that might not
be the strongest translators), or filtering translation inputs or outputs.

Compared to translating instruction following data, expected costs for translating reasoning traces
are, however, significantly higher, and quality can be expected to be lower. Reasoning traces often
span tens of thousands of tokens, and translation models are not typically trained (or tested) on
reference translations of reasoning traces, nor specialized on typical reasoning domains like math
and code that require strong domain expertise (Wang et al., 2025b). Thus, errors might easily
accumulate (Kocmi et al., 2025¢), and small mistakes can have disproportionate effects on the
logical coherence and factual correctness of the reasoning trace. For lower-resourced languages,
costs and quality degradations might further increase due to inefficient tokenization (Ahia et al.,
2023).

We consequently treat translated reasoning as a scarce resource, focusing on 44 diverse languages
but with a small set of samples (< 5K) for each (details in § 3.3). While scaling up translation
further is possible in principle, we prioritize measuring and optimizing for crosslingual general-
ization only with this small seed set. The quality of our target language data depends on the
source and the quality of translation, so we carefully filter available English prompts to remove
sources that are particularly susceptible to translation artifacts: We require the prompt, reason-
ing trace, and response to be consistently identified as English, and remove examples containing
intra-document code-switching. We additionally remove trajectories that explicitly discuss trans-
lation or name target languages (e.g., translat, tradu, tbersetz) since translating such content can
introduce inconsistencies. Finally, we remove prompts containing constraints that are difficult to
preserve reliably under translation such as exact word counts, length bounds, and capitalization or
formatting requirements.

2.2 Multi-Task post-training

Muennighoff et al. (2023) discovered that by multi-task learning (Caruana, 1997), i.e., joint training
with mixed data, crosslingual generalization can be achieved in fine-tuning, even for languages
absent from the finetuning data. We build on this observation and ask whether the same principle
applies to reasoning language: can multilingual supervision teach a model to condition its reasoning
language on the input language, including for languages for which no L2 reasoning traces were
provided?



We combine three sources of supervision. English reasoning (ER) provides abundant reasoning
traces and serves as the primary source of task-solving capability. Multilingual reasoning (MR)
data directly supervises reasoning in target languages and multilingual non-reasoning (NR) data
provides ordinary instruction-following examples in many languages without an accompanying rea-
soning trace. The latter is substantially cheaper to obtain and encourages language alignment
to transfer into the reasoning mode. We adopt a dual-mode setup: reasoning examples contain
explicit reasoning traces, while non-reasoning examples contain an empty reasoning block and in-
struct the model to answer directly. We combine these sources through joint training within each
batch—Ilearning to reason in English, reason in other languages, and follow instructions at the same
time.

3 Experimental Setup

3.1 Base Model

TINY AYA is a family of small-scale (3.35B) multilingual language models supporting 70+ languages
covering five world regions: Asia-Pacific, Europe, Africa, West Asia, and South Asia, making it
well-suited for controlled studies of multilingual reasoning across typologically diverse languages.
We use the TINY AvAa Base model as starting point for all experiments (Salamanca et al., 2026),
with the first modification being the extension of its context length from 8K to 32K, as described
below.

3.2 Long-Context Training

We extend the model’s context length to 32K tokens by resuming cooldown training midway through
a linear learning-rate schedule initialized at 1.25 x 10~%. During this stage, we interleave 8K and
32K context sequences at a 3:1 ratio. We balanced the training mixture across data domains (Fu
et al., 2024) and context-length buckets to maintain data diversity and ensure a stable transition
to long-context modeling.

3.3 Training Data

English reasoning (ER) data. We consider two English reasoning mixes, a smaller one for
more efficient ablations and preliminary experiments, and one larger one for building the final
model. The simple mix pairs AM-Thinking prompts (Ji et al., 2025) with reasoning traces and
responses generated by GPT-08$-120B (OpenAl et al., 2025), spanning mathematics, science, and
general reasoning domains (~0.66M, ~0.17M, and ~0.89M samples respectively, totalling ~1.7M
samples). The extended mix augments these with the math and science subsets of Dolci-Think-
SFT-32B (Olmo et al., 2025) (~75K) and Open-Thoughts-114K (Guha et al., 2025) (~380K), which
contribute substantially longer traces. The controlled experiments in § 5.1 and § 5.2 use the simple
mix: its shorter traces keep training time controlled and make the many-way data-composition and
strategy comparisons tractable. We reserve the extended mix for the later scaling experiments in
§ 5.3 and our final model.

Multilingual reasoning (MR) data. To supervise L2 reasoning, we translate the English reason-
ing data into diverse target languages selected from the list of languages that TINY AYA supports,
with the main goal of creating a rich subset that captures language family, script and resource lev-
els. We translate the data using COMMAND-A-TRANSLATE (Kocmi et al., 2025b) for its supported
languages and DEEPSEEK-V3 (Liu et al., 2024) for the rest, sampling sources independently per



language to maximize input diversity, and cap each language at 5K samples®. For preliminary
experiments and ablations in § 5 we work with a subset of ten languages, two selected by region:
Europe (German, French), Asia-Pacific (Japanese, Korean), South Asia (Hindi, Bengali), West Asia
(Arabic, Persian), and Africa (Swahili, Zulu). For the final MR dataset, we translate reasoning
traces into an additional 34 languages across the five regions (breakdown in Figure 3), teaching our
TINY AvA L2-THINKER model to reason in 45 languages (incl. English).” Detailed statistics are
given in Table 3.5

B Math W Science General

(a) Samples by region and domain (b) Domain composition within region
Europe 117,390 Europe 28% - 35%
(17 langs) (17 langs) I
Asia-Pacific Asia-Pacific o -

80,985 27% 37%
West Asia 42,087 West Asia 28% . 38%
(5 langs) (5 langs) -
Africa Africa = I
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e - e R
South Asia South Asia o
24,737 25% 26%
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Figure 3: Data composition of our multilingual reasoning data per TINY AYA regions (Europe, Asia-Pacific, West
Asia, Africa, South Asia) and data categories (Math, Science, and General)

Multilingual non-reasoning (NR) data. Fine-tuning exclusively on less multilingual, and less
domain-diverse reasoning data risks losing specific capabilities such as target-language generation
and instruction following in TINY AYA’s languages. To counteract this, we incorporate multilin-
gual non-reasoning instruction-following data into our training mix. It consists of a total of ~4.9M
samples spanning all of TINY AYA’s 67 languages to prevent catastrophic forgetting of languages
that are not included in the MR data. Our non-reasoning data combines translated general in-
struction data (e.g. from Dolci Instruct SFT (Olmo et al., 2025)) and curated and filtered public
translation data (Kocmi et al., 2025b; Proietti et al., 2025), region-specific instruction data (Mora
et al., 2025), the Aya Collection (Singh et al., 2024), and prompts from Khairi et al. (2025), together
with a small amount of synthesized data targeting common MCQA formatting (disjoint from all
our benchmarks).

NR examples are included with empty thinking blocks and marked with special tokens that signal
the model to respond directly without reasoning. This allows the model to retain general multi-
lingual capabilities alongside its reasoning skills, without requiring full reasoning supervision. In
Section 5.2, we study how the proportion of NR data in the mixture affects multilingual under-
standing and cross-lingual L2-thinking generalization.

4For the controlled experiments in § 5.1 and § 5.2, we cap the number of samples at 5K per language (~1.5K per
domain); however, in the final TINY AyA L2-THINKER model we use all of our available translated data that includes
more samples for some high-resource languages: ar, fr, de, ja, ko.

SLanguage list: Amharic, Bulgarian, Bengali, Catalan, Czech, English, Greek, Basque, Persian, Finnish, Filipino,
Irish, Hausa, Hebrew, Hindi, Hungarian, Indonesian, Igbo, Italian, Javanese, Khmer, Lithuanian, Malay, Maltese,
Norwegian, Punjabi, Polish, Russian, Slovak, Swahili, Tamil, Telugu, Thai, Turkish, Ukrainian, Urdu, Vietnamese,
Yoruba, Chinese, Zulu, Arabic, German, French, Japanese, Korean

5We release the data at https://huggingface.co/datasets/CohereLabs/tiny-aya-12-thinker-multilingua
l-reasoning
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3.4 Evaluation

Benchmarks. We evaluate multilingual reasoning across a diverse set of capabilities relevant for
multilingual use cases, including both parallel (translated) and non-parallel benchmarks with a wide
language coverage:

e« Math at multiple difficulty levels: To cover the to-date most dominant direction of evalua-
tions (Ghosh et al., 2025), we include the GlobalMGSM (Salamanca et al., 2026) extension of
MGSM (Shi et al., 2023)—referred to as MGSM throughout the text—and PolyMath (Wang
et al., 2025b) for evaluating math reasoning. MGSM includes grade-school arithmetic math
problems and PolyMath includes more advanced math problems in four difficulty levels (the
first level being equivalent to MGSM); both are translated from English. They require writing
answers to math prompts in multiple languages, but the correct answers that are used for
evaluation are mostly identical across languages since they are numerical.

e Multicultural and multilingual reasoning: In addition to evaluating multilingual pro-
ficiency, we assess cultural reasoning abilities utilizing GlobalPIQA (Chang et al., 2026)
(non-parallel subset) and the multilingual variant of Macaron-MCQ (Elsetohy et al., 2026).
GlobalPIQA evaluates physical commonsense reasoning, which requires the model to make
a binary choice between two seemingly plausible alternatives to a highly language/culture-
specific prompt. Macaron-MCQ consists of natively written culturally grounded questions
spanning 22 cultural aspects and 7 reasoning types (mathematical, commonsense, causal,
temporal, logical, spatial, and multihop) across 20 languages. The questions require strong
language proficiency, reasoning abilities and cultural understanding, to select the correct
answer from four plausible options.

e Localized instruction following: The ability to follow instructions in any language is key
to allowing meaningful user interactions. This aspect is usually overlooked when training
reasoning models. Marco-Bench-MIF (Zeng et al., 2025) tests this ability with localized
prompts that require fulfilling constraints for desired output formats and contents in the
model response.

e Linguistically diverse open-ended generation: To assess language proficiency in writing,
we include the open-ended generation sub-task from the WMT 2025 Multilingual Instruction
Shared Task (MIST-OEG) (Kocmi et al., 2025a). It contains localized open-ended questions
such as brainstorming, creative or professional writing, or information requests, which require
aspects like naturalness and coherence that are not captured in any of the other benchmarks.
We use the same open-ended generation rubric-based LLM-as-a-judge setup as (Salamanca
et al., 2026) that extends the one from (Kocmi et al., 2025a) by the dimension of accuracy.
We use GPT-4.1 (gpt-4-1-04-2025) as the judge across four rubrics.

Language selection. Where necessary, we automatically translate benchmark instruction prompts
into the target languages so that they do not contain any English instructions anymore. We exclude
benchmark languages that the base model TINY AyvA does not support due to our post-training
scope. This still covers a diverse list of 60 languages including high- and low-resource languages.
For ablations, we distinguish seen languages (those languages from each benchmark present in MR
data) from unseen ones (absent from MR but present in NR data). More details are in § C.1.

Metrics. Our main concerns are whether the model answers correctly, and which language it
reasons in: we want both high task accuracy and high L2 reasoning rate. Furthermore, we want



to achieve efficient use of a fixed 32K token budget. We track these complementary aspects of a
successful L2 reasoning model with the following metrics:

Task accuracy measures to what degree the final answer is correct under the metric definition
of the respective benchmark. This is the commonly tracked metric in reasoning research.

L2 reasoning rate measures the percentage of the samples where the model’s reasoning trace
is predominantly written in the prompt language, according to a FastText language-identification
(Joulin et al., 2016) classifier, with GlotLID (Kargaran et al., 2023) as a fall-back for FastText’s
unsupported languages.

Repetition rate measures the fraction of repeated 4-grams in a reasoning trace (Li et al.,
2023; Yao et al., 2025), capturing potentially degenerate repetitions, and we use it as a proxy for
doomlooping. When models “doomloop”, i.e. never recover from looping through the same sequence
of tokens, they often exhaust the token budget preventing them from arriving at a final answer,
which in turn hurts task accuracy. For a trace with distinct 4-grams g € G occurring with counts
cg, we define the 4-gram repetition score as:

Zg: cg>1(Cg - 1)

M
Zg Cg

We also track the reasoning length in number of tokens, where reasoning traces are tokenized based
on each model’s own tokenizer.

3.5 Baselines & External Comparisons

Same scale comparison with inference-time language forcing. Our primary comparison
is against inference-time language forcing methods on QWEN3.5-4B (Qwen Team, 2026), a mas-
sively multilingual reasoning model at our scale supporting 201 languages trained only on English
reasoning—reflecting the status quo of multilingual reasoning at the 3-4B scale.

For QWEN3.5-4B, we use two approaches for forcing in-language reasoning at inference time, either
via a user message prefix or as prefix for the reasoning trace. For the former, we prepend the phrase
“Think in the same language as the prompt.” to the user request (user prefix LF); this is a
low-cost approach that any user can apply. As an alternative, we prefill the start of the reasoning
trace with the equivalent of “Here's a thinking process to solve the problem:”—a phrase
that appears frequently at the beginning of QWEN3.5-4B’s reasoning traces—translated into the
prompt’s language (thinking prefix LF). Downstream users cannot pre-fill the reasoning trace when
access is gated behind a platform, so this second approach must in practice be handled by the
model provider and requires an additional language-identification step of the user prompt to pick
the prefix in the right language. This makes it less attractive in practice, as it requires language-
specific processing and prevents genuine exploration by the model within these first reasoning trace
tokens.

English-only reasoning. For a direct data-controlled comparison, we also train a TINY Ava-
derived English reasoning model. It receives the same training data as its L2 counterpart, but the
reasoning traces are entirely in English.

Larger L2-reasoning optimized models. In addition, we compare against two existing larger
models that were specifically optimized towards L2 reasoning (see § 6):



MGSM PolyMath MIST-OEG Marco-Bench-MIF GlobalPIQA Macaron-MCQ

Model Langs.
Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2%
English Reasoning
TiNy AvA EN-THINKER English 92.8 100.0 17.3 99.3 95.3 100.0 71.2 97.6 75.0 100.0 — —
(Ours) Other 70.8+14.9 0.8431 18.6+1.4 01401 853454 105485 52.8+50 7.9+6.4 723495 2844281 42.6+101 15.2+16.0
English 96.4 100.0 24.6 99.3 90.8 98.0 37.0 95.7 88.0 100.0 - =

WEN3.5-4B . . P
Q o Other 52.24247 31.0422.7 39.8456 0.2405 79.9+10.4 15.2478 23.8480 314477 78.6+10.5 7.9411.1 37.0414.0 12.8+126

L2 Reasoning

TINY AvA L2-THINKER English 93.6 100.0 16.9 98.9 95.0 100.0 72.7 98.5 70.0 100.0 - =
(Ours) Other 68.0+14.1 96.5496 11.1425 949477 8584148 95.24152 50.74+53 96.8455 70.7497 98.3+84 398492 93.84152
QWEN3.5-4B English 93.8 99.6 21.9 99.2 91.3 99.0 34.6 97.8 90.0 100.0 - -
(user prefix LF) Other 51.24252 33.9+424.8 40.3452 0.24095 81.5483 2944113 21.2475 333480 781+10.9 1224132 30.2419.2 13.5+12.0
QWEN3.5-4B English 92.0 100.0 23.7 100.0 57.3 100.0 34.6 95.6 90.0 100.0 - =

(thinking prefix LF) Other 50.64+34.4 94.3+12.2 27.649.3 87.6+156 67.7+15.4 93.3+12.4 33.8+14.3 82.349.0 T7.0413.1 94.7415.7 37.T+190.7 91.1420.7

M-THINKER-TB English 84.8 97.6 42.6 98.3 90.7 99.0 57.1 97.2 71.0 100.0 - =
B Other 38.0+31.6 87.8424.0 32.6+7.4 88.0420.5 30.0+16.4 96.5+122 28.2173 9411166 59.249.0 92.2421.6 32.7+8.8 87.7+209
English 98.0 99.6 32.1 100.0 97.8 100.0 78.9 96.1 88.0 99.0 - =

MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B " a2 @ S
Other 64.21+31.2 33.6+39.1 15.948.1 39.4+32.0 80.8+12.5 60.4+32.3 50.9+16.5 48.9430.4 77.1+10.5 49.0+43.3 49.61138 14.7+£26.4

Table 1: Task accuracy (Acc) and L2 reasoning rate (1.2%) on English and averaged over all covered languages
besides English (4 std across those languages) for baselines and our TINY AyA L2-THINKER model trained on 45
reasoning languages. Models after the dashed separator have larger scale than our model but we still include them
for comparison: 7B/24B vs. 3.35B. Macaron-MCQ is country-based and does not have English in the original
implementation. LF stands for language forcing. The task accuracy metric for MIST-OEG is a 1-7 judge score rescaled
to [0,100]; the PolyMath column blends the three difficulty levels per language as (2 medium +4 high+ 8 top)/14. The
highest value among non-english averages is bold for Acc and L2%.

M-THINKER-7B (Zhang et al., 2026)" is optimized on five languages (ja/ko/fr/pt/th) via SFT and
RL with L2 reasoning-tailored rewards on math, based on DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-7B (Guo et al.,
2025)%, and MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B supports 24 languages while being trained on in-language
reasoning traces for a few of them (fr/es/it/de/zh/ru) via language consistency reward (Mistral-Al
et al., 2025). Decoding settings are described in § D.

4 Results

We group systems by whether they are meant to reason in the user’s language. One group reasons in
English by design: QWEN3.5-4B and TINY AvA EN-THINKER, an English-only reasoner trained on
the same backbone as our model (same base and data, but with English reasoning traces). The other
group targets L2 reasoning, either at inference time through language forcing (QWEN3.5-4B user/
thinking LF) or through training (TINY AvA L2-THINKER, M-THINKER-7B, MAGISTRAL-SMALL-
24B).

For each system we report metrics on two language groups in Table 1: English, for English prompts
as a control, and Other, averaged over the remaining benchmark languages, with the standard
deviation across those languages (§ C.1 for more details). Per-language numbers are detailed in
tables 5 to 12 in the Appendix.

"We chose the 7B model (https://huggingface.co/XueZhang-bjtu/M-Thinker-7B-Iter2) over the 1.5B one
based on preliminary probes where 1.5B performed very poorly.
8https://huggingface.co/deepseek-ai/DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-7B

10


https://huggingface.co/XueZhang-bjtu/M-Thinker-7B-Iter2
https://huggingface.co/deepseek-ai/DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-7B

® MGSM M PolyMath A Marco-Bench-MIF Global-PIQA MIST-OEG + Macaron-MCQ

Tiny Aya En-Thinker Tiny Aya L2-Thinker Magistral-Small-24B

©
[o¢]
!

©
o
)
—l—

= | 1 [

;
—a— | —l—

4-gram repetition score
© o
N
TL
-
1

= ~@A— f

©
©
’

Qwen 3.5-4B (en reasoning) Qwen 3.5-4B (thinking prefix LF) M-Thinker-7B

o
®
‘
P

[
i

—ek= —— &+
- ] | 1 ~ +4>---‘

©
o
!

4-gram repetition score
©
N

©
N
| ) \
—p—H

©
©

103 104 103 104 103 104
Mean thinking tokens Mean thinking tokens Mean thinking tokens

Figure 4: 4-gram repetition score as our doomlooping proxy versus mean number of thinking tokens (log scale)
across six benchmarks; error bars are 1 s.d. across all the benchmark’s languages. Longer traces track more
repetition: Qwen3.5-4B (LF) sits at the high-token, high-repetition extreme, while TINY AvyAa L2-THINKER reasons
in far fewer tokens except for the competition-level PolyMath task, and shows markedly less repetition. Scores are
length normalized, averaged across 1024-token windows.

4.1 Forcing the reasoning language is not a substitute for training

Thinking prefix LF lifts QWEN3.5-4B’s L2 reasoning rate far above user prefix LF, yet even this
stronger variant falls short of TINY AvAa L2-THINKER. Trained for in-language reasoning on mul-
tilingual data, TINY AYA L2-THINKER reaches a higher L2 rate than QWEN3.5-4B with thinking
prefix LF on every benchmark and is more stable across languages. It is also more accurate on
several tasks, most clearly on the open-ended generation benchmarks MIST-OEG and Marco-Bench-
MIF, where linguistic understanding matters most.

Forcing is fragile by construction as it relies on templates the model may have never encountered
in training, so its success depends on the model’s instruction-following and on how sensitive it
is to edits of the prompt or reasoning prefix (Zhang et al., 2026). Prefilling the forcing phrase
as a generation prefix can also steer the model away from its more likely generation paths and
cost accuracy: on QWEN3.5-4B, thinking prefix LF lowers other-language accuracy on four of six
benchmarks, by roughly 12 points on both PolyMath and MIST-OEG. When L2 reasoning is instead
introduced during training, it is naturally integrated into the model’s learned behavior. TINY AYA
L2-THINKER reasons in the target language on more than 93% of traces on every benchmark,
across both seen and unseen languages, and does so with consistently low variance. It exceeds
M-THINKER-TB (87.7-96.5%) on five of six benchmarks at half the size, and exceeds MAGISTRAL-
SMALL-24B on all tasks by a considerable margin. In Table 1 we report both language-forcing
variants for QWEN3.5-4B, but in the remainder of the paper we report only the stronger method,
thinking prefix LF.

4.2 In-language reasoning comes at minimal cost to accuracy

Switching from English to in-language reasoning barely moves TINY AvA L2-THINKER’s other-
language accuracy relative to its English-reasoning counterpart: it drops by at most 2-3% on five
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of the six tasks and gives ground only on PolyMath (11.1% vs. 18.6%). English performance
is preserved too: the model continues to reason in English on English prompts and matches the
English reasoner on most benchmarks, the one real drop being 5 points on GlobalPIQA. In-language
reasoning therefore costs at most a few points outside competition-level math, in exchange for an
L2 rate that climbs from near zero to above 93%.

PolyMath is the one benchmark where QWEN3.5-4B leads on accuracy (40.3% for QWEN3.5-4B
(user prefix LF) vs. our 11.1%), but the gap decomposes: 21.7 points separate QWEN3.5-4B from our
own English-reasoning model (18.6), and only 7.5 separate that model from TINY AyA L2-THINKER.
This reflects the absence of an RL stage for our models, since competition-level math benefits from
RL refinement (Shen et al., 2026), which also smoothes translation artifacts (Wang et al., 2025b).
M-THINKER-7B shows the cost of chasing that accuracy too narrowly: math-targeted RL on five
languages raises its PolyMath score to 32.6, but the model collapses on open-ended generation
(30 on MIST and 28.2 on Marco-Bench-MIF, against 85.8 and 50.7 for our model). TINY AyvAa
L2-THINKER instead reasons concisely in the prompt language across every evaluated language,
making it a well-rounded multilingual reasoner rather than a specialist.

4.3 Long traces signal doomlooping, not deeper reasoning

Longer reasoning is not undesirable in itself: harder problems such as advanced math captured
in PolyMath warrant more deliberation, but traces that stay long regardless of difficulty signal
degenerate generations rather than deeper reasoning. Figure 4 bears this out: across models,
the 4-gram repetition score—our proxy metric used to detect doomlooping (Li et al., 2023; Yao
et al., 2025)—rises with the mean number of used thinking tokens. This shows that when traces
get longer, there are also more repetitions within these traces. Some repetition is unavoidable as
sequences grow against a fixed vocabulary, but longer traces should ideally add new contents rather
than redundantly repeating existing contents. QWEN3.5-4B with thinking prefix LF sits at the
high-token, high-repetition extreme, with particular outliers on Marco-Bench-MIF and MIST-OEG
(above 0.6 and 0.4 4-gram repetition scores respectively). Recalling from Table 1, these are the tasks
for which QWEN3.5-4B has the weakest performance, showing that the extra tokens are not buying
performance. Manual inspection confirms that many of these traces are in fact doomlooping, (see
§ H for an example). Boizard et al. (2026) also find that longer traces correlate with failure and tend
to be incorrect. TINY AvAa L2-THINKER, trained at the same 32K context length as QWEN3.5-4B,
controls length far better, staying short and low-repetition on easier benchmarks while spending
more tokens on PolyMath.

4.4 Efficiency and Coverage on Low-resource Languages

Figure 5 draws a three-way trade-off among coverage (L2 reasoning rate), useful performance (task
accuracy), and efficiency (mean number of reasoning trace tokens), across four tiers of resourcedness
(1: highest, 4: lowest). We rank languages by Common Crawl page count and bin them into
four groups as a proxy for available web data for pretraining: tier 1 (20-870M) for the highest-
resource languages, tier 2 (5—20M), tier 3 (400K-5M), and tier 4 (5bK—400K) for the lowest-resource
languages. The comparison is restricted to models that actually produce in-language reasoning to
some degree: TINY AvA L2-THINKER, M-THINKER-7B, and MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B via training,
and QWEN3.5-4B (thinking prefix LF) via inference-time language forcing. For each tier, we first
average the metric across benchmarks covering each language before averaging uniformly over
languages within each tier.

None of these metrics is sufficient without the other two, and they should be considered all together.

12



e
[0}
(o}

100

Tiny Aya L2-Thinker B M-Thinker-7B I Magistral-Small-24B Qwen 3.5-4B (thinking prefix LF)
80 20000

60 .
40 £ 10000
20 IL 5000
0 ol == 0 J.

Tier1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Tier 4 Tier1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Tier 4 Tier1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Tier 4

©
o}

» (]
5] o}
Task accuracy (%)

[
()]
(o]
(o]
o

L2 reasoning rate (%)
N
(o]

Mean # of thinking tokens

Languages grouped by estimated web data availability

Figure 5: Efficiency and coverage of L2 reasoning LLMs across tiers of language resourcedness. Tiers
range from the highest-resourced (Tier 1) to the lowest-resourced (Tier 4) languages. TINY AyA L2-THINKER maintains
broad L2 reasoning coverage across all four tiers, whereas M-THINKER-7B and MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B achieve lower
L2 reasoning rates when evaluated on lower-resourced languages. TINY AYA L2-THINKER is also more token-efficient,
using under 2,000 thinking tokens on average, while QWEN3.5-4B uses far more, with token counts increasing toward
the lower-resourced tiers. Values are averaged over the languages in each tier and over the benchmarks that include
them.

Tier 1: cs, de, en, es, fr, id, it, ja, nl, pl, pt, ru, tr, vi, zh

Tier 2: ar, bg, ca, el, fa, fi, he, hu, ko, no, ro, sk, sv, th, uk

Tier 3: bn, et, eu, gl, hi, hr, It, mr, ms, ne, sl, sr, ta, te, ur

Tier 4: am, cy, gu, ha, ig, jv, km, my, sn, sw, tl, wo, xh, yo, zu

TINY AvA L2-THINKER is the only model that remains strong on all three axes as resourcedness
falls. Its L2 rate stays near ceiling on tiers 1-2 (99%) and declines only modestly on lower-resourced
languages (94.3% on tier 3, 94.5% on tier 4), while MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B’ s in-language reasoning
collapses (72% — 5%). M-THINKER-7B’s performance drops as we move toward lower-resourced
tiers on all metrics: L2 reasoning rate falls from 99.6% to 71.6%, task accuracy from 48.8% to
23.5%, and mean thinking length roughly doubles from 3.2k to 6.6k tokens. While thinking prefix
language forcing keeps QWEN3.5-4B’s L2 rate high even on lower-resourced tiers (93.3% on tier 1,
87.2% on tier 4; still below TINY AvA L2-THINKER), its task accuracy drops quickly. While
on tier 1 QWEN3.5-4B has higher accuracy than TINY AyA L2-THINKER (61.5% vs. 58.8%), on
tier 4 it stands behind TINY AvA L2-THINKER by more than 25%, and the reasoning traces get
unnecessarily long for lower-resourced languages.

Overall, our model achieves both broader language coverage (45 vs. 6 languages) and stronger
performance than M-THINKER-7B, a model twice its size. The variance in L2 reasoning rates
for TINY AvyA L2-THINKER is roughly half that of M-THINKER-7B, indicating more robust L2
thinking. Compared to QWEN3.5-4B, TINY AvA L2-THINKER attains comparable performance
while achieving higher L2 reasoning rate, and more efficient traces.

5 Analysis and Building Blocks

We organize the analysis around two questions. The first question is how to achieve cross-lingual
L2 reasoning with minimal target-language reasoning supervision. We analyze the impact of three
main pillars with a set of controlled experiments—broader language coverage (§ 5.1), a small fraction
of multilingual non-reasoning data (§ 5.2), and a sufficient English reasoning backbone (§ 5.3)—each
of which transfers L2 reasoning to languages carrying little or no in-language reasoning data. The
second question is how to navigate the trade-off between task accuracy and L2 reasoning rate:
comparing joint mixing against sequential adaptation and model merging (§§ G.1 and G.2); we find
that mixing gives the best trade-off and the most predictable failures.
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Figure 6: Effect of language coverage across MGSM, Marco-Bench-MIF, and GlobalPIQA. Each panel shows, as
coverage grows from the 1-Lang specialists to the 2-Lang regional models to the single All-Langs model, English/
seen/unseen task accuracy and seen/unseen L2 reasoning rate. Task accuracy and seen LanglD are flat within error
bars (no interference), while unseen-language L2 reasoning rate rises monotonically, indicating that broader language
coverage improves generalization to unseen languages.

5.1 More languages improve transfer of reasoning behavior

Adding languages to a model is often expected to create a trade-off: broader language coverage
may improve transfer, but competing languages may interfere with capabilities already acquired
or lead to code-switching. For L2 reasoning, this raises a specific question: does exposing a model
to more reasoning languages improve its ability to reason in new languages, or does it dilute the
language-specific behavior it has already learned?

We compare three levels of language coverage: language-specific specialists trained with one target
language, regional models trained with two languages, and a single model jointly trained on all
ten target languages: 1-Lang specialists (English + one target language; ten models, two per
region across Europe, Asia-Pacific, South Asia, West Asia, and Africa), 2-Lang regional models
(English + the two target languages of one region; five models), and a single All-Langs model
trained on English + all ten languages jointly. We evaluate both task accuracy and L2 reasoning
rate separating languages that received L2 reasoning supervision from held-out languages.

To ensure that the comparison reflects language coverage rather than differences in the evaluation
distribution, we first average within each region and then across the five regions, so every region
contributes equally regardless of how many of its languages a given benchmark happens to cover.
For each benchmark, the seen and unseen language sets are fixed in advance, since the languages
available for evaluation differ across the benchmarks. The 10 training languages of this experiment
are German, French, Japanese, Korean, Hindi, Bengali, Arabic, Persian, Swahili, and Zulu; the
benchmark-specific seen and unseen splits are given in Table 4.

We find that expanding language coverage improves transfer without producing the expected in-
terference. Across all three benchmarks in Figure 6, English accuracy, task accuracy on seen
languages, task accuracy on unseen languages, and L2 reasoning rate on seen languages remain
essentially stable as coverage increases. The behavior that changes is L2 reasoning rate on unseen
languages, which rises monotonically with coverage on all three benchmarks: 14 — 35 — 60 on
MGSM, 10 — 13 — 16 on Marco-Bench-MIF, and 19 — 21 — 42 on GlobalPIQA. The transfer
is thus selective: added languages improve in-language reasoning specifically on languages that
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Figure 7: Effect of the multilingual non-reasoning data fraction (L2 reasoning fixed at 10%; the remainder is En-
glish reasoning). Left: task accuracy. Middle: rate of reasoning in the target language (L2 reasoning rate). Right:
empty thinking-trace rate. Solid lines are averaged over unseen languages, dashed over seen languages; one line per
benchmark; bands show +1 std across languages. A small non-reasoning fraction sharply improves both in-language
reasoning and accuracy on unseen languages, with a sweet spot around 20-30% before the model starts skipping
thinking at around 40%.

never received it as supervision, while leaving already-acquired capabilities intact. We observe
that L2 reasoning behaves less like a fixed capacity that must be divided among languages and
more like a transferable behavioral pattern whose generalization improves with broader linguistic
coverage. This finding corroborates Yang et al. (2025)’s observation that reinforcement learning of
mathematical reasoning on multiple languages jointly helps transfer reasoning capabilities to other
languages.

5.2 A small proportion of non-reasoning data yields positive transfer across
metrics

The previous experiments show that multilingual reasoning can transfer across languages while
still relying on multilingual reasoning traces. We then ask whether the language alignment needed
for L2 reasoning can be learned from cheaper supervision that contains no in-language reasoning
traces.

Batch-wise mixing. We sweep the fraction of multilingual non-reasoning data while holding L2
reasoning fixed at 10% and trading the remainder against English reasoning, spanning the NR mix
at 0%, 10%, 20%, 30%, 40%. The mixture proportions are enforced at the batch level, and we
compare checkpoints at matched training steps so that differences reflect data composition rather
than training length. Figure 7 reports, as a function of the non-reasoning fraction, task accuracy,
the rate at which the model reasons in the target language (L2 reasoning rate), and the fraction of
empty thinking traces, each averaged over the unseen languages (solid) and seen languages (dashed),
with one line per benchmark.

A little non-reasoning data goes a long way. The largest change comes from the very first
increment. On MGSM unseen languages, moving from 0% to 10% raises the rate of in-language
reasoning from 46% to 89% and, strikingly, lifts task accuracy from 49% to 67% at the same time.
Without any non-reasoning data the model has high English-reasoning capacity but reasons in
English on many unseen prompts; adding a small non-reasoning SF'T slice couples input language to
output language and this anchoring transfers into reasoning mode, improving both metrics together,
indicating a cross-mode transfer. Non-reasoning data, however, helps only in moderation, with a
sweet spot at around 20-30%. Beyond that, the model increasingly skips reasoning altogether, as
shown by the empty reasoning trace fraction in Figure 7.
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Figure 8: English-reasoning sweep, averaged over all languages (English and our 44 translated languages). Starting
from a multilingual-only model (0%), we add our extended English reasoning mix at increasing fractions (10%, 25%,
50%, 75%, 100%). Left: L2 reasoning rate. Math reasoning benchmarks (MGSM, PolyMath) stay stable, while
non-math benchmarks (MIST-OEG, Marco-Bench-MIF, GlobalPIQA) show a dip at 10-25% (shaded region) before
recovering as the English backbone grows. Right: Task accuracy (%, with MIST rescaled from its 1-7 scale). Math
benchmarks, especially PolyMath (medium), gain substantially from a heavier English backbone via language transfer,
whereas open-ended generation tasks are largely insensitive to the English fraction.

5.3 English reasoning data as the backbone for mathematical reasoning

In this experiment, we measure the effect of English reasoning data on L2 reasoning, tracing how the
dynamic evolves as we increase the English backbone. We begin with a multilingual-only model
trained on Multilingual Reasoning (MR) and Non-Reasoning (NR) data, then add our extended
English mix at fractions of 10%, 25%, 50%, 75%, and 100%.

We observe that the two task families respond differently in Figure 8. For math benchmarks
(MGSM, PolyMath), the L2 reasoning rate stays nearly flat while task accuracy climbs with a
heavier English backbone. We attribute this to knowledge transfer: math reasoning benefits most
from English data, so more of it lifts performance without disrupting the language of the thinking
trace.

Open-ended generation tasks (MIST-OEG, Marco-Bench-MIF), by contrast, gain almost nothing
from additional English data; 10% of the mix behaves the same as 100%. These open-ended
benchmarks reveal a subtler dynamic in the L2 reasoning rate. The multilingual-only model starts
with a high L2 reasoning rate; adding a small fraction of English data drives it down, and it takes a
heavier English backbone to recover to the original level. We attribute this recovery to instruction
following: as English data increases, the model becomes better at following instructions in general,
so when prompted to reason in L2 it digests and complies with that instruction more reliably.

These three pillars each push the accuracy-L2 reasoning rate outward, but all assume a single model
trained by joint mixing; once the recipe is fixed, how English and L2 supervision are combined in
time forces a genuine choice between them. We justify that choice by comparing mixing against two
strategies that fragment the process—sequentially adapting an English-only reasoner, and merging
separately trained specialists—and examining how each behaves when it fails to reason in the target
language. For a controlled comparison, we conduct this experiment in the ten-language, five-region
setup of § 5.1, reusing the specialist models trained there; its fixed seen/unseen structure keeps the
analysis clean and directly comparable to the coverage results above.
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5.4 Data mixing beats sequential adaptation and merging

Strong English reasoning models are already available at various scales, so the cost of joint training
from scratch and the need to tune data balances might appear unattractive for language expansion.
We test whether lower-effort (1) merging of specialist single-language reasoners or (2) continued
training on L2 data from an English reasoner are promising alternatives. We refer to § G for the
details of this ablation but summarize the key findings here.

When we revisit the language coverage experiment (§ 5.1) with merging the 5 specialized models
and sequential L2 training starting from English, we find that merging might be best for task
accuracy, but collapses to reasoning entirely in English. Sequential training has the opposite effect:
it excels on L2 reasoning but loses task accuracy in the process, and introduces unexpected language
confusion in the reasoning trace. Data mixing represents a middle ground between both, offering
the best trade-off (Figure 11), plus a consistent fallback to English reasoning when L2 reasoning
fails (Figure 12).

We also find that merging the final TINY AvyA L2-THINKER with TINY AvyAa EN-THINKER or
sequential training of TINY AvyA EN-THINKER on only L2 reasoning do not add any further benefits
beyond the optimized data mixing for TINY AvyA L2-THINKER. Overall, this analysis indicates that
initial integration of multilingual reasoning—rather than subsequent retrofitting—yields significant
advantages in closing the multilingual reasoning gap.

5.5 Comparing contributions of each data pillar

As a final remark, Figure 9 draws a high-level view of how each of our three data pillars (ER, MR,
and NR) contributes to advancing both performance and L2 reasoning rate. Trained on English
reasoning data alone (ER), the model reaches only 36.7% task accuracy and reasons in the target
language just 12.8% of the time: it solves a portion of problems but almost always thinks in English.
Adding multilingual reasoning data (MR) raises the L2 reasoning rate sharply (to 86.1%), showing
that multilingual reasoning traces play a major role in eliciting in-language reasoning. Adding
non-reasoning data (NR) on top improves both axes: it raises the L2 reasoning rate further by
helping the model generalize to languages for which it has seen no reasoning traces, and it lifts task
accuracy by strengthening the model’s multilingual understanding.

Task Accuracy (%) L2 Reasoning Rate (%)

+10.4

104
100% 100% /‘* 96.4%
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Figure 9: Task accuracy and L2 reasoning rate both evolve as we add relevant data pillars: ER (English
Reasoning), MR (Multilingual Reasoning), and NR (Non-Reasoning). ER was trained only with English
Reasoning data. Adding Multilingual Reasoning data raises L2 Reasoning rate sharply as expected; and adding
Non-Reasoning data further improves both metrics, shaping our final model, Tiny Aya L2-Thinker. Means are
averaged across MGSM, PolyMath, MIST-OEG, Marco-Bench-MIF, and GlobalPIQA.
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6 Related Work

The language gap in multilingual reasoning has been approached from three different angles: leaving
the reasoning trace in English (in whole or in part) while improving how non-English inputs are
handled, steering the thinking language at inference time, and training models to reason natively
in the target language.

6.1 Improving English reasoning models on multilingual inputs

One family of methods keeps reasoning in English by design and instead improves the model’s
ability to process non-English inputs. Yoon et al. (2024) connect a frozen multilingual encoder
to a frozen English-centric reasoner through a small set of trainable parameters, trained without
any multilingual supervision; Huang et al. (2024) merge the reasoner’s internal capability with an
external multilingual model via a learned mapping layer, and Ruan et al. (2025) extend this by
fusing all encoder layers rather than only the top one. Uemura et al. (2026) add a multi-stage
curriculum and report gains on low-resource language benchmarks.

A parallel line recomposes experts in parameter space rather than through a learned bridge: Ban-
darkar et al. (2025) introduce layer swapping for zero-shot cross-lingual transfer by interleaving the
layers of a math expert and a language expert, and Li et al. (2026) make the interpolation between
a reasoning model and a multilingual model steerable at inference. These methods consistently
improve accuracy on mathematical reasoning tasks, but they are explicit that the intermediate
reasoning remains predominantly English, and we are not aware of any that report the language
of the reasoning trace among their metrics. The capability being transferred is therefore reasoning
accuracy, not reasoning in the user’s language, which is the behavior we study.

A related thread accepts mixed-language reasoning as the target rather than an error mode. Son
et al. (2026) propose Language-Mixed Chain-of-Thought (CoT), in which an English scaffold is
retained while entities and key terms stay in the target language, and show that this outperforms
both English-only and target-only traces for Korean; Lin & Jurgens (2026) curate a code-switched
reasoning corpus and train models to code-switch deliberately in a data-efficient way. These works
share our premise that the language of the trace is a learned, controllable behavior, but they
optimize for a hybrid trace, whereas we target traces that a monolingual user of the prompt language
can read end to end.

6.2 Controlling reasoning language at inference

The distinction between reasoning in the input language and reasoning in English dates back to
user-language-CoT versus English-CoT prompting (Shi et al., 2023), and to cross-lingual thought
prompting, which explicitly instructs the model to restate the problem in English before reasoning
(Huang et al., 2023). More recent work applies the same idea in the opposite direction, prompting
reasoning models to think in a given language (“language forcing”) (Yong et al., 2025). Tam et al.
(2025) show that large reasoning models default to a dominant language and that constraining them
to the input language degrades accuracy on reasoning-intensive tasks, while helping on culturally
grounded ones. Qi et al. (2025) formalize this as a trade-off: prompt-based control raises the rate at
which models reason in the requested language and makes traces auditable, but costs accuracy, and
the effect is strongest for lower-resource languages. Luo et al. (2025) document the complementary
failure, off-target generation, and introduce two prompting baselines that seed the reasoning block
in the target language, either with a discourse marker or by restating the question. Wang et al.
(2025b) report the resulting picture at scale across 18 languages: general-purpose models keep
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input—output language consistency above 95%, whereas reasoning models are substantially lower,
with the reasoning process the weakest point.

Inference-time control therefore succeeds only where a model can already sustain extended reasoning
in the target language, and prompting redistributes probability mass toward that behavior rather
than instilling it. The asymmetry reported by Wang et al. (2025b) makes this concrete: models
comply with the directive in their final answer far more reliably than in the trace that precedes
it, so the limiting factor is not instruction-following but the capacity to hold a chain of reasoning
in-language, and this fails in the lower-resource regime we care about. We adopt language forcing
applied to an English-only reasoner as our primary baseline.

6.3 Teaching L2 reasoning

An earlier generation of work translates English reasoning data—mostly mathematical— and up-
dates the model, or parts of it, on the result. Chen et al. (2024) build a translated GSM8K training
set and show that multilingual training also benefits English; Zhu et al. (2024) instead train question
translation as an auxiliary task before English reasoning fine-tuning; Lai & Nissim (2024) translate
and reformat CoT data across eleven languages and introduce reasoning consistency—whether a
model reaches the same answer for the same question posed in different languages. We note that
this is agreement of outcomes under translation, and is orthogonal to the question of which language
the trace itself is written in; the two can be high and low respectively, as language forcing makes
clear. A recurring theme in this line is catastrophic forgetting, which motivates either updating
only the layers responsible for multilinguality (Fan et al., 2025), moving to preference optimization
over translated pairs (She et al., 2024), or careful distillation (Payoungkhamdee et al., 2024). More
recently, Gurgurov et al. (2026) scale translate-train to a cross-domain parallel corpus in five lan-
guages and report that adapting a model to reason in one language largely preserves performance
in others, evidence that the surface reasoning language can be changed without disturbing the
underlying language-agnostic representations.

We share the translate-train premise of this line (§2.1), but differ in what is translated, how much
of it, and what the translation is for. These works translate short-form mathematical CoT into a
handful of languages to constitute the training set; we translate long-form reasoning traces, whose
length and domain specificity make translation both costlier and more error-prone (§2.1), across
44 languages and three domains, and we treat the result as a deliberately scarce seed—under
5K samples per language—whose purpose is to measure how far L2 reasoning generalizes beyond
the languages it covers. This changes what has to be controlled: we filter the English source for
properties that survive translation poorly (§B), pair the translated traces with multilingual non-
reasoning data in a dual-mode mixture rather than fine-tuning on translations alone, and, because
catastrophic forgetting is answered here by mixture composition rather than by restricting the
update or the objective, we test that choice directly against the alternatives this literature adopted
(§5.4). Where these works report reasoning consistency, we report the language of the trace itself.

More recent work optimizes the reasoning language directly during post-training, with the main
focus on RL with verifiable rewards. Zhang et al. (2026) reward strict language consistency over both
thought and answer via reinforcement learning (RL), together with an alignment reward scoring
non-English traces against the model’s own English trace. Similarly, Hwang et al. (2025) pair
multilingual alignment with a consistency reward, and argue for benchmark scoring that should
include the reasoning trace. Ki et al. (2026) question that mechanism from the evaluation side,
decomposing multilingual traces into measurable features and finding that the association between
a given feature and accuracy varies substantially across languages and can even reverse, so that
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similarity to an English reference trace is a competitive but not universally correct target. We
correspondingly supervise reasoning directly in the target language instead of scoring it against
an English counterpart. Lee et al. (2025) take the narrower route of language-targeted RL for a
single language (Korean), while at the other end of the spectrum one can remove the constraint
on reasoning language altogether (Gao et al., 2026). Park et al. (2026) show that under verifiable-
reward RL the CoT collapses toward English as accuracy rises, that the collapse is severe for
lower-resource languages and largely irreversible, and that a language-consistency reward mitigates
the drift only at a measurable accuracy cost.

Huang et al. (2026) report that enforcing language consistency hurts crosslingual generalization,
and Barua et al. (2026) train separate models per dataset and language and do not examine mixing.
Both establish their result in the per-language specialist regime; Yang et al. (2025) point the other
way, establishing a parallel scaling law under which jointly training multiple reasoning languages at
once has a diminishing but beneficial effect on crosslingual generalization. Since the regime, not the
objective, is what separates these results, we vary language coverage directly—one language, one
region, all languages—holding everything else fixed, and find joint training transfers better than
per-region specialists (§5.1), extending Yang et al.’s observation from RL to SFT.

A third perspective argues that the multilingual reasoning gap is not really about the reasoning
language at all. Kang et al. (2026) attribute it to a failure to comprehend the source language,
and show that translating only the inputs a model is likely to misunderstand recovers most of the
benefit of translating everything; Ko et al. (2025) reach a similar conclusion for Korean mathematics,
using English as an anchor for solving before translating back. Together these motivate why L2
reasoning is not free, and why we need to track and optimize task accuracy alongside L2 reasoning
rate throughout.

Finally, a line of work changes the reasoning language by recomposing separately trained models in
parameter space, rather than by training one model on mixed data. Lasbordes et al. (2026) extend
the layer-swapping idea of §6.1 to long-CoT reasoning models, transferring a contiguous block
of an English reasoning specialist into a native specialist trained from the same base. Following
this line of work, we merge our own per-language specialists and find that averaging cancels each
specialist’s language conditioning, collapsing the trace back to English at otherwise competitive
accuracy (§5.4).

6.4 Existing reasoning data

The English bias becomes concrete in the language composition of the datasets that drive open
reasoning models. The most widely adopted corpora contain reasoning traces exclusively in English:
OpenThoughts3 (Guha et al., 2025) and the first release of NVIDIA’s Nemotron post-training
data (Nathawani et al., 2025; Bercovich et al., 2025) are English-only. Tellingly, where multilingual
data has been introduced, localization typically stops short of the reasoning trace itself: the v2
Nemotron release translates prompts and responses into five languages (Spanish, French, German,
Italian, and Japanese) yet leaves the chain-of-thought, the very component that determines whether
a user can follow the model’s reasoning, in English (NVIDIA, 2025). The same asymmetry holds
for frontier models: DeepSeek-R1 is optimized for Chinese and English and may revert to English
reasoning for queries in other languages (Guo et al., 2025), whereas Qwen3 does not release its post-
training data, leaving the language composition of its reasoning traces undisclosed altogether (Qwen
Team et al., 2025). Only a handful of resources supervise reasoning directly in the target language:
the M-Thinker SF'T set spans five languages (Zhang et al., 2026), and Lightblue’s multilingual R1
corpus provides traces in roughly thirty (Lightblue, 2025), whose resulting models we adopt as a
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baseline. Non-English reasoning traces thus remain scarce, and even the efforts that localize the
surrounding data most often leave the reasoning itself in English. We reduce this gap by releasing
our multilingual reasoning data covering 44 languages besides English and three domains.

7 Conclusion

Reasoning is becoming a central capability of language models, yet the development of reasoning
systems has remained overwhelmingly English-centric. In this work, we ask how we can optimize
multilingual reasoning with minimal in-language reasoning supervision. Although dual-mode train-
ing is not the default mode in many existing large reasoning models, we show that pairing a small
fraction of non-reasoning data with a large enough English reasoning dataset is a crucial pillar for
achieving multilingual reasoning despite the scarcity of multilingual reasoning data.

Taken together, these findings point to a different way of thinking about multilingual reasoning.
Reasoning capability and reasoning language are related but separable: a model can acquire
the capability to solve complex problems from large-scale reasoning supervision while learning the
language in which that reasoning is expressed through multilingual supervision. This distinction
suggests that multilingual reasoning need not be built language by language. Instead, reasoning
language can be treated as a transferable behavioral property that can be learned from a relatively
small amount of multilingual reasoning data, reinforced through broader multilingual instruction,
and generalized to languages without direct reasoning supervision. This provides a more scalable
path toward reasoning systems that are not only capable across languages, but also able to reason
in the language of the people who use them.

8 Limitations

Dependence on translated reasoning traces. Our multilingual reasoning supervision is created
by translating English reasoning traces rather than creating target-language original reasoning from
multilingual teachers or human annotators. While we filter for translation quality, this pipeline
inevitably anchors reasoning style, cultural framing, and problem decomposition to English tem-
plates. For low-resource languages translation quality degrades and may not reflect how speakers
naturally approach multi-step deduction.

Evaluation through automatic proxies. We measure L2 reasoning rate and open-ended genera-
tion quality automatically and do not conduct human evaluations of reasoning trace quality, fluency,
or cultural appropriateness. Consequently, our metrics capture linguistic compliance rather than
the depth, coherence, or usefulness of the reasoning itself.

Prompt sensitivity. Our reported L2 reasoning rates rely on prepending an explicit instruction
to the user prompt (“Think in the same language as the prompt’) that the model sees in training,
and without this trigger the model may revert to English. This sensitivity implies that deployment
contexts with constrained system prompting, ambiguous language signals, or mixed-language inputs
may see degraded performance.
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A Training

A.1 Long Context Extension

We extend the context length of the TINY AYA Base model (Salamanca et al., 2026) from 8K to 32K
in a single training stage. We continue pretraining for 12,000 steps on an interleaved mixture of 8K
and 32K token sequences in a 3:1 ratio, using a linear learning rate schedule with an initial rate of
1.25 x 10~%. For the longer-context data, we evenly distributed the training mixture across three
8K-token context-length buckets spanning 8K to 32K to support a stable transition to long-context
modeling.

A2 SFT

TiNY AvAa L2-THINKER was finetuned from TINY AYA base with a standard next-token cross-
entropy objective on 32 NVIDIA H100 GPUs for 40 hours using fully sharded data parallelism.
Training runs for 4 epochs over the packed SFT mixture (= 15.7B tokens per epoch) with a global
batch size of 32. We used the Adam optimizer (5, = 0.9, 82 = 0.95) with additive weight decay
0.1 and gradient clipping at 1.0. The learning rate followed a cosine decay schedule with a short
10-step warmup, peaking at 1.25 x 10~4 and annealing to 1.25 x 107°.

B Translation Details

B.1 Filtering

From the AM thinking dataset (Ji et al., 2025) we remove sources that are particularly susceptible
to translation artifacts: We require the prompt, reasoning trace, and response to be consistently
identified as English, and remove examples containing intra-document code-switching. We addition-
ally remove trajectories that explicitly discuss translation or name target languages (e.g., translat,
tradu, tbersetz) since translating such content can introduce inconsistencies. Finally, we remove
prompts containing constraints that are difficult to preserve reliably under translation such as exact
word counts, length bounds, and capitalization or formatting requirements. Language id checks are
performed with FastText and GlotLID as a fallback for any language FastText does not cover.

B.2 Translated Reasoning Data

Table 3 details the number of translated reasoning examples across domains and 44 languages
besides English included in the training of TINY AvA L2-THINKER model, and Figure 3 illustrates
the composition of this data across regions (Europe, Asia-Pacific, West Asia, Africa, South Asia)
and domains (Math, Science, General). Please note that for the controlled experiments in § 5.1
and § 5.2, we cap the number of samples at 5K per language; however, in the final TINY AvA
L2-THINKER model we use all of our available translated data.

C Benchmarking Details

For Figures 6 and 7, we report results on a subset of seen and unseen languages. Seen languages
are those covered by the benchmark that also appear among our ten training languages used in
§ 5.1 and 5.2; unseen languages are held-out languages covered by the benchmark but absent from
training. For each benchmark we select at least one and at most two unseen languages per region
to keep regional coverage balanced. Where a region has no natural unseen candidate in a given
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benchmark, we substitute the closest available language: Urdu stands in for West Asia in MGSM (as
the nearest relative of Persian among covered languages) and for South Asia in Marco-Bench-MIF,
since no other unseen language from those regions is covered. The full split is given in Table 4.

C.1 Language Coverage

Table 2 lists the languages from each benchmark covered for our main experiments in § 4. Note that
this is a subset of the original benchmark languages, restricted to those supported by TINY Ava
and identifiable by either FastText or GlotLID. These include all languages used in the training
of M-THINKER-7TB. QWEN3.5-4B supports 201 languages, but it is not disclosed which ones, so
potentially there are some languages included here that it does not support.

For PolyMath, Marco-Bench-MIF, MIST-OEG, and Macaron-MCQ, 90+% of all languages from
the original benchmarks are covered in Table 2. For MGSM and GlobalPIQA, we evaluate on a
subset, though it still spans a diverse range of high-resource and low-resource languages.

D Decoding Settings

We generated a single completion per example, and separated the reasoning trace from the final
answer according to each model’s output convention. TINY AyA L2-THINKER and TINY AvA EN-
THINKER encloses reasoning within <|START_THINKING|> and <|END_THINKING|>. QWEN3.5-4B,
and M-THINKER-7B use the <think>---</think> convention; Magistral deployment represents rea-
soning using [THINK] .-+ [/THINK], and we use the system preamble recommended in the Magistral
model card”’. All models were evaluated using a 32K-token context window.

E Benchmark results by language

Tables 5 to 12 include per-language task accuracy and L2 reasoning rate of all models in Table 1
for each benchmark, accompanied by the mean and std over languages. PolyMath numbers are
reported separately across the medium, top, and high levels. In § 4, PolyMath scores report a
weighted average over the levels as (2 medium + 4 high + 8 top)/14.

F Doomlooping score scatter plots

Figure 10 shows per-sample doomlooping scores vs. thinking length. Each point is one non-empty
thinking trace across all languages in the respective task. Mean number of thinking tokens is on a
log scale and 4-gram repetition score is used as a proxy for doomlooping where higher suggests more
redundant traces. n is the number of samples across all languages. QWEN3.5-4B with thinking-
prefix language forcing produces systematically longer traces: almost every sample is well above
100 tokens, and a large fraction pile up at the max-token budget on every benchmark. TINY AyvA
L2-THINKER adapts length to the task: most traces sit near 10? tokens on MGSM, Marco-Bench-
MIF, GlobalPIQA, MIST-OEG, and Macaron-MCQ, and only stretch—often to the token cap—on
the hard math set (PolyMath). For TINY AvA L2-THINKER and QWEN3.5-4B the link between
longer traces and doomlooping score is tight; for MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B it is weaker and the
cloud is more diffuse.

“https://huggingface.co/mistralai/Magistral-Small-2506
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Figure 10: Per-sample doomlooping vs. thinking length. Each point is one non-empty thinking trace (log reasoning
length vs. 4-gram repetition score where higher suggests more redundant traces). n is the number of samples across
all languages. QWEN3.5-4B with thinking-prefix language forcing produces systematically longer traces, while TINY
AvA L2-THINKER generates more efficient thinking traces, spending extra tokens only on hard math set (PolyMath).
MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B samples are more scattered and show weaker correlations between 4-gram repetition score
and length of thinking traces.
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G Ablations

Our analyses in § 5 assume a single model trained by joint mixing. We now justify that choice, com-
paring mixing against two strategies that fragment the process—sequentially adapting an English-
only reasoner, and merging separately trained specialists—and examining how each fails when it
cannot reason in the target language. For a controlled comparison we reuse the ten-language,
five-region setup and specialist models of § 5.1.

G.1 Joint mixing gives the best accuracy--L2 trade-off

In this section we ask: does the timing of multilingual supervision matter? We compare three
ways of combining English reasoning with L2 supervision under a fixed training budget. Mizing
fine-tunes the base model on English reasoning and all ten languages’ L2 data at once (All-Mixed).
Sequential adaptation first fine-tunes on the English mix to obtain an English-only reasoner, then
fine-tunes on L2 data (All-Seq). Merging fine-tunes the regional specialists of § 5.1 separately and
averages their weights linearly (Spec-mrg). Figure 11 reports task accuracy and L2 reasoning rate on
seen and unseen languages per benchmark; numbers below are ordered MGSM /Marco-Bench-MIF/
GlobalPIQA.

The three strategies trace an accuracy—L2 reasoning rate trade-off (Figure 11). Merging wins on task
accuracy but collapses in-language reasoning: averaging weights cancels each specialist’s language
conditioning, so the merged model reasons in English regardless of the prompt (Figure 12), its seen-
language in-language rate falling to 59/17/49 against 99/95/100 for mixing. Sequential adaptation
trades the other way: it reaches for the prompt’s language most often on held-out inputs, but
forgets part of the base English capability, lowering accuracy. Mixing alone is never dominated: it
achieves near-ceiling in-language reasoning on seen languages, task accuracy within a few points of
merging, and on unseen languages it gives up some in-language reasoning for higher accuracy than
sequential and a more predictable fallback (§ G.2); on MGSM’s unseen languages it is best on both
axes.

G.2 Joint mixing fails predictably; sequential scatters

A model’s fallback language—which language it reasons in when it cannot reason in the user’s
language—determines how auditable the failure is: a consistent fallback can be anticipated down-
stream, whereas unpredictable switching cannot. Figure 12 breaks down the thinking language on
unseen languages across the three benchmarks and five regions for four models. Joint mixing falls
back stably to English; the region specialists behave similarly but reason in-language far less often
(consistent with § 5.1), and the merged model reasons primarily in English. Sequential adaptation
instead scatters its fallback across other languages seen during later fine-tuning, so its thinking lan-
guage on unseen inputs is far harder to predict—the fragility quantified in § G.1. Joint mixing thus
keeps English as a stable, auditable fallback while conditioning on the input; sequential adaptation
creates competing associations that resist prediction and correction.
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Benchmark Reasoning category #Lang.

Languages

MGSM Math reasoning 35

en, bn, de, es, fr, ja, ru, sw, te, th, zh,
ar, ca, cs, cy, el, eu, gl, hu, ko, sr, vi,
amh, hau, sna, wol, xho, yor, zul, ur, hi,
gu, km, my, ta

PolyMath Math reasoning 18

en, zh, ar, bn, de, es, fr, id, it, ja, ko,
ms, pt, ru, sw, te, th, vi

GlobalPIQA Commonsense reasoning 59

eng_latn, amh_ethi, arb_arab, ben_beng,
bul_cyrl, cat_latn, ces_latn, cmn_hans,
cmn_hant, deu_latn, ekk_latn,
ell_grek, fin_latn, fra_latn_cana,
fra_latn_fran, glg_latn, guj_gujr,
hau_latn, heb_hebr, hin_deva, hrv_latn,
hun_latn, ibo_latn, ind_latn, ita_latn,
jav_latn, jpn_jpan, kor_hang, 1it_latn,
mar_deva, nld_latn, nob_latn,
pes_arab, pol_latn, por_latn_braz,
por_latn_port, ron_latn, rus_cyrl
slk_latn, slk_latn_sari, slv_latn,
slv_latn_cerk, spa_latn_mexi,
spa_latn_peru, spa_latn_spai,
srp_cyrl, swe_latn, swh_latn, tam_taml,
tel_telu, tgl_latn, tha_thai

tur_latn, ukr_cyrl, urd_arab,
vie_latn, yor_latn, zsm_latn, zul_latn

Marco-Bench-MIF  Instruction-following reasoning 29

en, ar, bn, cs, de, el, es, fr, he, hu, id,
it, ja, ko, ms, ne, nl, pl, pt, ro, ru, sw,
th, tr, uk, ur, vi, yo, zh

MIST-OEG Open-ended generation 25

en, ar, bn, cs, de, el, et, fa, hi, hr, id,
it, ja, ko, 1t, mr, ro, ru, sr, sv, th, tr,
uk, vi, zh

Macaron-MCQ Cultural reasoning 20

pt_BR, zh_CN, ar_EGY, am, ka, el, hi, id,
it, ja, ky, es_MX, ar_MAR, yo, tl, zu, th,
ar_TUN, tr, ar_YEM

Table 2: Benchmarks used in our evaluation suite and the languages or language varieties included for each. Counts
include English. Macaron-MCQ covers 20 country-language varieties corresponding to 17 base languages. PolyMath
is evaluated at three difficulty levels (medium, high, top) over the same language set.
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Language Code Math Science General Total

EUROPE

Basque eu 827 1,535 1,283 3,645
Bulgarian bg 879 2,078 1,672 4,629
Catalan ca 1,043 2,076 1,644 4,763
Czech cs 1,284 2,001 1,582 4,867
Finnish fi 1,095 1,991 660 3,746
French fr 8,494 6,258 9,103 23,855
German de 7,890 6,393 8,461 22,744
Greek el 1,185 2,123 1,604 4,912
Hungarian hu 701 1,843 1,505 4,049
Irish ga 907 1,926 1,604 4,437
Italian it 1,252 1,933 1,428 4,613
Lithuanian 1t 946 1,835 1,527 4,308
Norwegian no 1,353 2,173 1,491 5,017
Polish pl 763 1,204 946 2,913
Russian ru 1,288 2,210 1,646 5,144
Slovak sk 1,163 1,975 1,626 4,764
Ukrainian uk 1,104 2,134 1,382 4,620
ASTA-PACIFIC

Chinese zh 1,130 2,106 1,556 4,792
Filipino fil 861 2,040 287 3,188
Indonesian id 1,507 1,969 1,431 4,907
Japanese ja 5,771 5,927 11,026 22,724
Javanese jv 1,913 1,579 2,307 5,799
Khmer km 540 1,402 1,899 3,841
Korean ko 6,454 6,249 8,332 21,035
Malay ms 1,430 1,976 159 3,565
Thai th 1,162 2,107 1,267 4,536
Vietnamese  vi 1,259 2,156 1,704 5,119
WEST ASIA

Arabic ar 7,963 6,273 11,270 25,506
Hebrew he 1,105 2,075 1,309 4,489
Maltese mt 676 1,436 1,081 3,193
Persian fa 1,148 2,036 1,333 4,517
Turkish tr 931 1,883 1,019 3,833
AFRICA

Ambharic am 630 1,240 2,385 4,255
Hausa ha 1,630 1,371 2,050 5,051
Igbo ig 1,544 1,473 2,157 5,174
Swahili sw 1,213 1,619 2,092 4,924
Yoruba yo 1,102 1,246 2,118 4,466
Zulu zu 1,622 1,139 1,677 4,438
SOUTH ASIA

Bengali bn 923 2,061 1,241 4,225
Hindi hi 1,081 2,019 1,462 4,562
Punjabi pa 966 1,947 978 3,891
Tamil ta 824 2,047 947 3,818
Telugu te 869 2,062 942 3,873
Urdu ur 869 1,885 887 3,641
Total 79,297 103,011 104,080 286,388

Table 3: Number of samples for our translated multilingual reasoning data per language and domain, separated by
regions.
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Region Benchmark Seen (trained) Unseen (held-out)
MGSM German, French Spanish, Welsh

Europe Marco-Bench-MIF  German, French Czech, Spanish
GlobalPIQA German, French Czech, Spanish
MGSM Japanese, Korean Chinese, Thai

Asia-Pacific Marco-Bench-MIF  Japanese, Korean Thai, Chinese
GlobalPIQA Japanese, Korean Chinese, Thai
MGSM Swahili Yoruba

Africa Marco-Bench-MIF  Swahili Yoruba
GlobalPIQA Swahili Yoruba
MGSM Hindi, Bengali Tamil

South Asia  Marco-Bench-MIF  Bengali Urdu
GlobalPIQA Hindi, Bengali Tamil, Telugu
MGSM Arabic Urdu

West Asia Marco-Bench-MIF  Arabic Hebrew, Turkish
GlobalPIQA Arabic, Persian Hebrew, Turkish

Table 4: Seen (present in L2 training) versus unseen (held-out) evaluation languages, by region and benchmark for
experiments with our ten selected training languages; each benchmark covers a different subset, so we report a region-
balanced seen/unseen split per benchmark.

Table 5: Per-language task accuracy (Acc) and L2 reasoning rate (L2%) on MGSM (35 languages, 0-100). Languages
are ordered alphabetically by language code. Avg / Std are over languages; the highest average in each metric is
bold.

B QWEN3.5-4B QWEN3.5-4B

(user prefix LF) (thinking prefix LF) M-THINKER-7B MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B

Language | TINY AYA EN-THINKER TINY AvA L2-THINKER | QWEN3.5-4

| Acc L2% Acc L.2% |Acc 12% Acc L.2% Acc L2% Acc  L2%  Acc L2%
amh 61.2 0.0 54.8 99.6 51.8 0.8 51.2 1.2 41.2 98.4 4.8 92.0 8.0 0.4
ar 77.6 0.0 7.2 100.0 77.9 526 76.0 60.8 82.0 99.6 70.0 100.0 78.8 1.2
bn 60.0 0.0 63.2 100.0 49.2 56.9 47.2 63.6 3.2 100.0 47.5 100.0 51.4 0.8
ca 88.4 0.0 77.6 97.2 58.6 15.2 57.6 13.6 80.8 100.0 67.1 99.6 61.6 68.8
cs 78.8 0.0 71.6 100.0 76.5 38.1 T71.5 45.4 71.6 99.2 69.1 100.0 81.6 98.0
cy 80.0 0.0 75.6 87.8 65.6 0.8 68.8 3.2 34.8 98.4 15.6 99.2 80.3 23.8
de 88.8 0.0 87.2 100.0 80.0 416 81.2 46.2 94.0 100.0 89.6 100.0 97.5 100.0
el 78.4 0.0 79.2 99.6 75.6 71.5 788 78.4 87.6 100.0 39.6 100.0 92.3 97.6
en 92.8 100.0 93.6 100.0 96.4 100.0 93.8 99.6 92.0 100.0 84.8 97.6 98.0 99.6
es 87.6 0.0 78.8 100.0 80.0 584 76.2 65.7 89.2 95.2 77.9 100.0 84.2 96.8
eu 69.6 0.4 63.6 99.6 58.6 2.9 50.0 3.6 30.8 96.4 22.1 99.2 73.1 41.8
fr 84.4 0.0 73.6 100.0 67.8 19.2 76.2 25.0 83.2 97.6 73.6 100.0 86.3 95.2
gl 82.0 0.0 75.6 73.4 70.8 0.8 61.6 1.6 84.0 90.4 72.2 9.3 75.2 18.8
gu 79.6 0.0 72.0 100.0 62.0 62.8 629 63.3 55.6 100.0 28.4 100.0 83.6 1.6
hau 60.0 0.0 56.8 99.6 28.1 186 27.6 15.2 9.6 90.4 0.8 34.4 12.0 0.8
hi 76.8 0.0 74.0 100.0 68.3 36.5 69.2 42.9 68.0 99.6 1.2 100.0 82.8 0.0
hu 69.6 0.0 66.8 100.0 60.3 445 64.4 56.0 73.6 100.0 61.6 100.0 76.8 41.2
ja 75.6 0.0 69.6 100.0 82.5 26.1 79.6 36.3 83.2 100.0 63.0 100.0 86.7 6.7
km 66.4 0.0 60.4 100.0 29.2 17.3 20.0 15.6 14.8 100.0 11.6 100.0 4.1 3.5
ko 68.4 0.0 72.4 99.2 62.3 41.0 67.6 51.6 86.4 100.0 62.0 100.0 80.0 36.8
my 58.8 0.0 48.4 100.0 4.5 42.4 5.6 37.0 1.2 99.6 12.0 100.0 53.2 6.4
ru 82.8 0.0 87.2 100.0 84.6 43.7 80.2 58.0 97.6 100.0 88.8 100.0 96.2 97.5
sna 48.8 0.8 47.6 99.6 2.5 24.4 2.8 24.4 0.0 94.0 2.0 69.9 12.4 2.4
sr 78.0 0.0 73.2 94.5 68.0 39.7 61.2 45.6 72.0 98.0 2.8 86.3 77.6 96.0
SW 82.0 0.0 80.8 80.7 61.5 0.0 62.2 0.4 27.6 65.6 4.4 36.8 84.4 8.2
ta 75.6 0.0 77.2 100.0 22.2 589 21.2 58.0 29.2 99.2 11.7 100.0 87.6 2.8
te 75.2 0.0 75.6 100.0 46.9 69.5 40.2 68.4 20.0 100.0 19.3 100.0 60.8 50.8
th 78.0 0.0 67.6 100.0 35.1 413 36.8 44.8 46.8 98.0 75.9 100.0 86.7 8.8
ur 82.8 0.4 81.6 100.0 28.1 0.4 24.9 0.8 64.4 100.0 52.4 100.0 89.2 0.4
vi 7.2 12.0 78.8 100.0 67.5 65.0 67.6 68.8 82.0 99.2 53.0 100.0 88.4 29.6
wol 17.2 14.0 20.8 99.6 4.6 11.2 4.4 6.4 3.6 64.0 1.2 57.0 7.2 2.0
xho 46.4 0.0 43.2 99.6 21.2 294 17.7 25.7 2.9 93.8 2.1 87.1 21.7 4.0
yor 50.0 0.0 54.0 52.0 25.9 0.8 26.4 0.0 1.2 44.3 1.2 32.2 5.6 0.0
zh 73.6 0.0 76.8 98.8 79.7 1.2 84.4 3.2 95.2 100.0 84.4 100.0 94.6 99.2
zul 48.8 0.0 48.4 99.5 17.8 19.0 16.4 22.0 4.0 83.9 3.7 82.9 19.6 0.4
Avg 71.5 3.6 68.7 96.6 53.5 329 524 35.8 51.8 94.4 39.4 88.1 65.1 35.5
Std 15.2 16.8 14.5 9.5 254 25.1 25.8 26.8 34.6 12.0 32.1 23.7 31.3 40.1
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Table 6: Per-language task accuracy (Acc) and L2 reasoning rate (L2%) on PolyMath (medium) (18 languages,
0-100). Languages are ordered alphabetically by language code. Avg / Std are over languages; the highest average in
each metric is bold.

5 - 5
Language | TINY AYA EN-THINKER TINY AvA L2-THINKER | QWEN3.5-4B (u?gzlizﬁiiBF) (thi?l:;rlfgl\]i;;ﬁfLF) M-THINKER-7B MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B
‘ Acc L2% Acc L2% ‘ Acc  12% Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2%
ar 55.2 0.0 39.5 96.8 77.2 0.0 784 0.8 62.4 96.8 63.4 85.4 60.0 0.0
bn 49.6 0.8 26.8 99.2 66.4 0.8 67.2 0.0 43.2 92.0 50.4 100.0 224 2.4
de 50.8 0.0 39.5 98.4 79.0 0.0 73.6 0.8 72.0 95.2 65.6 98.4 31.2 96.8
en 52.4 100.0 55.0 99.2 64.0 100.0 56.3 99.2 66.4 100.0 71.0 91.1 53.6 100.0
es 55.2 0.8 40.0 89.6 79.8 0.0 76.8 0.0 72.8 91.2 68.8  100.0 17.9 87.8
fr 49.6 0.0 40.8 98.4 75.2 0.0 752 0.0 72.8 96.8 66.1 99.2 15.3 58.9
id 51.6 0.8 45.6 95.2 76.6 00 77.6 0.0 72.8 72.0 65.3 92.7 25.6 19.2
it 48.0 0.0 39.2 94.4 744 0.0 744 0.0 68.8 96.8 71.8 98.4 16.8 66.4
ja 48.0 0.0 30.2 99.2 76.8 0.0 728 0.0 57.6 97.6 66.9 99.2 31.2 35.2
ko 52.1 0.0 40.0 99.2 76.0 0.0 728 0.0 58.4 84.0 61.6 100.0 41.6 2.4
ms 52.1 0.8 43.8 92.8 752 0.8 744 0.8 68.0 84.0 68.0 5.6 29.6 6.4
pt 53.3 0.8 32.8 87.7 76.0 0.0 76.6 0.0 70.4 92.8 68.3 98.4 21.1 91.9
ru 55.0 0.0 39.0 97.6 704 0.0 752 0.0 70.4 97.6 69.6  100.0 35.2 48.0
sW 46.8 0.0 36.0 42.4 720 0.0 67.2 0.0 18.4 25.6 35.2 2.4 14.9 15.7
te 45.2 0.0 28.3 97.6 55.2 2.6 60.8 5.6 32.0 96.8 45.5 100.0 16.5 27.3
th 51.6 0.0 30.6 98.4 68.8 0.0 67.2 0.0 56.0 92.0 61.8 95.9 36.0 52.8
vi 53.7 0.0 38.5 97.5 744 0.0 784 0.8 64.0 94.4 65.0 100.0 43.2 14.4
zh 51.2 0.0 36.1 95.8 64.0 0.0 70.2 0.0 72.8 99.2 70.4  100.0 64.0 21.6
Avg 51.2 5.8 37.9 93.3 723 58 719 6.0 61.1 89.2 63.0 87.0 32.0 41.5
Std 2.8 22.9 6.5 12.8 6.2 229 6.0 22.6 14.9 16.8 9.4 29.6 14.9 34.0

Table 7: Per-language task accuracy (Acc) and L2 reasoning rate (L.2%) on PolyMath (high) (18 languages, 0-100).
Languages are ordered alphabetically by language code. Avg / Std are over languages; the highest average in each
metric is bold.

BN 35
Language | TINY AYA EN-THINKER TINY AvA L2-THINKER | QWEN3.5-4B (ch\:liiiﬁiﬁ?m (thiglrvir ?g;rigl;?LF) M-THINKER-7B MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B
‘ Acc L2% Acc L2% ‘ Ace L2% Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2%
ar 27.2 0.0 16.8 100.0 52.9 0.0 53.6 0.0 32.8 95.2 40.8 92.0 48.8 0.0
bn 26.4 0.0 104 99.2 44.8 1.6 41.6 1.6 21.0 92.7 22.6 100.0 24.0 5.6
de 31.2 0.0 18.4 100.0 48.0 0.0 56.8 0.0 40.0 93.6 40.0 100.0 15.2 96.8
en 24.4 99.2 26.6 100.0 344 992 319 99.2 30.4 100.0 52.9 100.0 40.8 100.0
es 29.0 0.0 13.6 79.2 52.0 0.0 50.4 0.0 46.3 95.9 45.6 98.4 12.8 89.6
fr 25.4 0.0 21.6 100.0 51.2 0.0 56.0 0.0 41.6 93.6 43.2 99.2 18.6 73.4
id 25.0 0.0 14.6 97.6 61.6 0.0 48.0 0.0 45.6 78.4 36.8  100.0 5.7 33.1
it 31.7 0.0 17.4 99.2 55.2 0.0 56.0 0.0 41.6 93.6 42.7 100.0 15.2 56.0
ja 27.9 0.0 10.7 99.2 52.0 0.0 53.6 0.0 31.2 92.8 37.6 100.0 129 26.6
ko 22.7 0.0 14.2 99.2 545 0.0 51.6 0.0 20.8 84.0 38.2 100.0 21.6 2.4
ms 24.2 0.0 18.5 90.4 57.6 0.8 54.0 0.0 38.4 91.2 39.0 5.7 19.2 5.6
pt 26.7 0.0 14.2 90.8 59.2 0.0 54.6 0.0 45.6 88.8 45.8 98.3 27.2 93.6
ru 31.7 0.0 19.2 99.2 56.8 0.0 55.2 0.0 46.4 98.4 42.0 100.0 22.6 34.7
sW 30.9 0.0 15.6 70.4 49.6 0.0 48.8 0.0 8.8 30.4 12.0 5.6 8.1 13.0
te 24.2 0.0 7.5 97.6 376 0.8 36.0 3.2 12.0 95.2 16.0 99.0 6.7 23.7
th 23.2 0.0 10.7 98.4 47.2 0.0 435 0.0 34.4 89.6 36.4 100.0 17.1 24.4
vi 27.2 0.0 20.3 98.4 52.8 0.0 584 0.8 44.0 98.4 40.8 99.2 20.0 22.4
zh 25.6 0.0 11.6 94.2 36.3 0.0 36.7 0.0 36.8 94.4 40.0 100.0 44.0 52.4
Avg 26.9 5.5 15.6 95.2 50.2 5.7 49.3 5.8 34.3 89.2 374 88.7 21.1 41.8
Std 2.8 22.7 4.6 7.9 7.5 22.7 78 22.7 11.4 15.1 10.1 29.4 12.0 34.0
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Table 8: Per-language task accuracy (Acc) and L2 reasoning rate (L2%) on PolyMath (top) (18 languages, 0-100).
Languages are ordered alphabetically by language code. Avg / Std are over languages; the highest average in each
metric is bold.

IEN® 35
Language | TINY AYA EN-THINKER TINY AvA L2-THINKER | QWEN3.5-4B (Jj(l’;]jal\;iﬁS);AlfF) (thix?lrviz ?Qirﬁfw) M-THINKER-7B MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B
‘ Acc L2% Acc L2% ‘ Acc L2%  Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2%
ar 10.5 0.0 1.7 100.0 31.1 0.0 28.0 0.0 21.6 97.6 24.8 90.4 29.6 0.0
bn 7.2 0.0 0.8 97.6 27.1 2.5 28.8 0.0 5.6 91.2 16.0 100.0 104 3.2
de 5.7 0.0 3.2 99.2 264 0.0 288 0.0 24.0 95.2 24.4  100.0 8.0 97.6
en 5.0 99.2 2.5 98.4 9.8 99.2 8.3 99.2 9.6 100.0 30.4 99.2 22.4 100.0
es 5.6 0.0 5.7 90.3 274 0.0 24.8 0.0 20.8 86.4 26.4  100.0 6.5 93.5
fr 3.2 0.0 4.1 100.0 306 0.0 304 0.0 224 85.6 25.2 98.4 13.6 77.6
id 6.5 0.0 5.6 92.0 28.0 0.0 304 0.0 26.4 80.8 22.1 98.4 7.3 38.7
it 2.5 0.0 4.1 99.2 25.0 0.8 29.6 0.0 15.2 96.8 27.4 99.2 8.8 66.4
ja 8.3 0.0 1.6 98.4 355 0.0 29.6 0.0 11.2 95.2 26.8 97.6 5.6 22.4
ko 4.2 0.0 2.5 96.8 248 0.0 304 0.0 8.8 84.0 22.3  100.0 8.8 3.2
ms 5.6 0.0 5.8 94.4 320 0.0 31.2 0.0 16.0 88.8 27.1 10.7 9.0 11.5
pt 8.1 0.0 0.8 89.6 27.2 0.0 29.4 0.0 19.2 91.2 25.6 100.0 9.8 92.6
ru 4.9 0.0 1.6 96.8 224 0.0 339 0.0 23.2 91.2 32.2  100.0 8.8 49.6
sW 5.7 0.0 4.1 72.0 240 0.0 224 0.0 0.8 28.0 8.8 8.0 9.7 14.5
te 6.6 0.8 0.0 99.2 20.0 0.0 20.0 0.8 5.6 90.4 10.4  100.0 4.0 23.4
th 7.4 0.0 0.8 97.5 17.6 0.0 24.0 0.0 13.6 81.6 21.6 98.4 3.2 20.8
vi 7.2 0.0 0.8 100.0 328 0.0 296 0.0 20.8 93.6 25.0 100.0 8.8 20.8
zh 7.3 0.0 1.6 97.6 8.8 0.0 9.8 0.0 15.2 98.4 27.4 100.0  20.0 49.2
Avg 6.2 5.6 2.6 95.5 25.0 5.7 26.1 5.6 15.6 87.6 23.6 88.9 10.8 43.6
Std 1.9 22.7 1.8 6.5 7.1 22.7 6.9 22.7 7.1 15.5 6.0 28.2 6.5 34.7

Table 9: Per-language task accuracy (Acc) and L2 reasoning rate (L2%) on MIST-OEG (25 languages, 0-100). MIST
judge score (1-7) is linearly rescaled to the same Acc range. Languages are ordered alphabetically by language code.
Avg / Std are over languages; the highest average in each metric is bold.

Language | TINY AYA EN-THINKER TINY AvA L2-THINKER | QWEN3.5-4B (u?e\:hpﬁﬁ%&) (thi?ﬁ?ﬁiéﬁfﬂ) M-THINKER-7B MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B
‘ Acc L2% Acc L2% ‘ Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2%
ar 83.7 5.0 85.2 99.0 782 121 777 24.0 70.3 99.0 17.8 98.0 60.5 29.3
bn 88.0 15.0 88.8 97.0 78.2 381 79.7 48.0 35.8 100.0 36.5 99.0 68.8 18.4
cs 84.7 6.0 87.5 100.0 71.2 122 75.8 25.0 49.5 96.0 25.0 100.0 86.0 96.9
de 87.0 15.0 82.8 100.0 84.3 13.4 84.2 28.0 79.8 77.0 36.2 100.0 98.3 99.0
el 88.8 6.0 87.3 100.0 75.5 222 T79.8 39.0 66.0 99.0 7.5 99.0 88.0 97.0
en 95.3 100.0 95.0 100.0 90.8 98.0 91.3 99.0 57.3 100.0 90.7 99.0 97.8 100.0
et 88.3 7.0 85.2 98.0 53.0 17.9 58.3 30.0 35.8 96.0 7.7 100.0  72.7 41.0
fa 91.7 13.0 88.2 100.0 89.5 13.0 92.7 37.0 77.2 100.0 37.0 100.0 55.3 16.0
hi 93.8 19.0 94.2 100.0 86.2 15.6 83.0 33.0 55.5 99.0 42.8 100.0 67.8 14.0
hr 83.0 1.0 86.7 23.0 755 1.0 79.5 4.0 65.7 57.0 31.0 39.4 82.7 27.8
id 88.3 14.0 90.5 95.0 89.2 14.3 86.0 43.0 84.3 96.0 52.2  100.0 89.8 75.0
it 87.3 10.0 87.8 100.0 87.2 16.3 86.7 31.0 83.5 97.0 41.7  100.0  99.0 100.0
ja 73.5 2.0 74.2 99.0 875 5.1 86.7 15.3 75.3 99.0 28.8 99.0 77.8 39.0
ko 74.3 4.0 79.8 99.0 89.5 11.3 89.7 18.4 79.7 100.0 19.3  100.0 70.2 22.1
1t 86.8 6.0 86.8 99.0 69.0 19.2 67.0 27.0 59.5 97.0 7.5 100.0  76.8 60.0
mr 91.0 8.0 88.8 97.0 54.8 11.1 69.5 25.3 36.2 54.0 23.0 98.0 63.8 24.0
ro 88.8 17.0 87.3 93.0 82.8 182 84.7 22.0 78.0 97.0 32,5 100.0 95.2 95.0
ru 84.5 9.0 89.8 100.0 90.0 18.0 90.7 29.0 84.3 99.0 33.3  100.0 94.5 100.0
ST 7.7 5.0 79.8 94.0 71.3 6.1 76.5 21.9 56.0 95.0 23.5 86.0 88.0 73.0
sv 86.7 8.0 87.0 97.0 82.2 12.1 785 36.7 69.0 98.0 34.3 99.0 93.3 95.0
th 73.5 21.0 73.2 99.0 83.5 30.3 85.8 37.5 76.2 99.0 14.3  100.0 71.3 46.0
tr 84.2 12.0 85.2 100.0 71.7 16.0 T74.5 31.2 64.2 99.0 25.0 100.0 70.8 30.0
uk 88.3 7.1 89.0 99.0 84.3 204 89.3 38.1 4.7 100.0 33.3 99.0 90.5 91.9
vi 89.7 42.0 89.0 100.0 93.0 16.2 92.3 53.1 81.8 98.0 22.3 100.0 83.3 63.0
zh 83.3 1.0 85.3 98.0 90.0 4.0 88.3 8.0 85.3 88.9 87.3  100.0  95.0 97.0
Avg 85.7 14.1 86.2 95.4 80.3 185 81.9 32.2 67.2 93.6 324 96.6 815 62.0
Std 5.7 19.4 5.0 14.9 104 179 83 17.6 15.3 12.2 20.0 12.0 12.7 32.6
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Table 10: Per-language task accuracy (Acc) and L2 reasoning rate (L2%) on Marco-Bench-MIF (29 languages,
0-100). Languages are ordered alphabetically by language code. Avg / Std are over languages; the highest average in
each metric is bold.

Language | TINY AYA EN-THINKER TINY AvA L2-THINKER | QWEN3.5-4B (u(jc\:h}izﬁtjfm (thi?ﬁ?ﬁiéﬁfﬂ) M-THINKER-7B MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B
‘ Acc L2% Acc L2% ‘ Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2%
ar 51.0 6.1 49.8 99.1 30.2 33.1 25.7 37.1 39.2 91.7 27.6 98.3 36.0 20.3
bn 48.6 10.2 51.1 98.3 15.6 40.5 14.2 40.3 24.5 96.2 22.6 99.4 29.4 13.7
cs 52.9 5.9 51.6 97.2 222 344 198 35.2 27.0 86.0 28.6 99.1 58.1 74.4
de 55.3 7.6 52.0 99.2 24.7 33.1 274 35.1 41.4 64.1 34.0 99.4 68.1 92.5
el 53.2 4.8 47.8 99.4 26.1 38.1 20.3 42.3 30.3 87.1 19.8 99.6 63.9 71.6
en 71.2 97.6 72.7 98.5 37.0 95.7 34.6 97.8 34.6 95.6 57.1 97.2 78.9 96.1
es 62.9 22.2 57.7 95.0 35.4 345 324 37.1 55.6 84.1 37.7 99.2 69.3 84.6
fr 59.0 12.0 56.8 99.1 32.0 329 29.1 33.0 52.7 78.9 37.0 99.1 70.4 86.3
he 50.1 2.0 54.1 98.1 16.6 35.0 15.3 35.1 17.4 90.4 23.1 95.0 32.7 29.0
hu 56.6 5.6 52.7 97.4 180 33.1 164 38.1 24.2 92.6 23.2 99.8 54.1 53.0
id 60.3 8.5 60.0 98.5 31.8 31.5 28.8 36.1 53.2 74.3 30.8 99.4 66.5 59.0
it 57.5 8.7 56.7 99.3 30.5 327 284 37.2 48.4 77.6 35.9 99.6 69.0 88.5
ja 46.5 1.1 44.4 98.3 19.0 219 194 28.6 31.1 87.8 32.6 98.9 36.0 13.6
ko 45.7 0.6 38.0 98.1 23.3 272 21.6 29.2 38.5 86.7 25.1 99.6 29.6 12.8
ms 58.0 15.6 56.7 94.6 32.6 34.3 27.2 36.6 34.8 75.0 31.2 23.3 67.3 20.0
ne 53.3 3.3 50.2 97.9 10.6 204 7.0 22.9 11.1 80.3 23.3 97.4 33.5 8.9
nl 63.6 14.1 59.3 97.2 27.9 349 25.2 35.7 34.8 80.8 31.2 99.2 69.0 81.7
pl 43.4 9.3 40.2 99.2 21.0 34.8 19.9 35.6 25.1 86.3 29.3 99.6 49.7 69.7
pt 55.1 26.5 53.2 97.4 30.3 339 29.8 324 49.5 83.0 34.8 99.8 69.9 81.9
TO 51.6 11.5 47.9 98.1 26.2 333 194 34.0 30.9 82.1 25.1 100.0 57.8 69.0
ru 48.2 4.3 46.3 99.1 304 352 244 38.0 46.4 84.3 38.7 98.0 57.1 78.9
sW 53.3 0.4 52.4 85.5 9.9 121 8.0 12.8 1.9 65.2 15.2 87.2 35.5 3.7
th 49.9 2.2 51.4 98.1 13.2  39.0 11.1 34.6 25.5 87.1 23.8 98.3 34.2 26.6
tr 54.6 6.1 51.1 99.4 26.6 35.6 21.4 39.2 39.4 90.4 25.9 99.3 73.0 19.6
uk 46.4 4.1 47.2 98.9 23.1 374 20.2 41.0 37.1 87.8 29.5 99.4 47.5 64.5
ur 52.9 12.4 51.0 98.7 24.5 334 194 33.9 30.3 89.8 19.9 98.9 28.1 13.9
vi 52.3 14.0 51.5 99.4 31.2  39.7 29.8 43.8 43.6 81.7 27.9 100.0 45.1 47.7
yo 47.3 1.3 44.0 71.6 2.8 156 2.9 17.8 0.7 55.7 11.5 48.6 17.3 9.5
zh 49.5 0.7 44.4 96.9 314 11.3 29.1 10.9 51.8 76.2 45.3 98.5 58.2 75.2
Avg 53.5 11.0 51.5 96.8 24.3 336 21.7 35.6 33.8 82.7 29.2 94.2 51.9 50.6
Std 6.0 17.5 6.6 5.4 8.2 140 7.7 14.1 14.0 9.2 8.9 16.4 17.0 31.1
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Table 11: Per-language task accuracy (Acc) and L2 reasoning rate (L2%) on GlobalPIQA (59 languages, 0-100).
Languages are ordered alphabetically by language code. Avg / Std are over languages; the highest average in each
metric is bold.

N3G EN3LS
Language TINY AvA EN-THINKER TINY AvA L2-THINKER|QWEN3.5-4B (u(j::];\;égffm (thi?l:iyr:gi;egl)?LF) M-THINKER-7B MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B
‘ Acc L2% Acc L2% ‘ Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2%
amh_ ethi 74.0 17.3 63.6 100.0 70.0 0.0 69.0 0.0 65.0 98.0 46.0 96.0 61.0 0.0
arb_arab 63.0 14.0 68.0 100.0 76.0 1.0 73.0 6.0 66.0 99.0 57.0 100.0  69.0 2.0
ben_ beng 84.0 60.0 79.0 100.0 75.0 1.0 70.0 5.0 77.0 100.0 49.0 100.0 81.0 17.0
bul__cyrl 78.0 1.0 81.0 100.0 91.0 6.0 89.0 6.0 89.0 100.0 73.0 100.0 94.0 99.0
cat_latn 65.0 33.0 65.0 100.0 75.0 2.0 81.0 1.0 78.0 100.0 57.0 100.0  68.0 79.4
ces_latn 65.0 9.0 68.0 100.0 76.5 3.1 75.0 5.0 73.0 98.0 52.0 100.0  80.0 100.0
cmn__hans 70.0 0.0 58.0 100.0 83.8 0.0 80.0 0.0 83.0 100.0 75.0 100.0  67.0 95.0
cmn__hant 61.0 1.0 54.5 96.9 740 0.0 77.0 0.0 74.0 100.0 62.0 100.0 70.0 93.0
deu_latn 70.0 48.0 66.0 100.0 82.8 1.0 80.0 3.0 78.0 99.0 63.0 100.0  84.0 98.0
ekk_latn 56.0 26.0 51.0 100.0 59.6 0.0 70.7 1.0 62.0 100.0 51.0 99.0 75.0 3.0
ell_grek 61.0 55.0 55.0 100.0 69.7 14.1 64.0 27.0 66.0 100.0 52.1  100.0 70.7 91.9
eng_latn 75.0 100.0 70.0 100.0 88.0 100.0 90.0 100.0  90.0 100.0 71.0 100.0  88.0 99.0
fin_ latn 71.0 50.0 63.0 100.0 86.0 4.0 83.0 1.0 86.0 2.0 54.0 99.0 90.0 0.0
fra_latn_cana |88.0 14.0 86.0 100.0 92.0 4.0 95.0 17.0 95.0 99.0 88.0 100.0  76.0 94.0
fra_latn_fran |60.0 40.0 65.0 100.0 75.8 5.1 82.0 21.0 80.0 100.0 67.0 100.0 70.0 96.0
glg_latn 67.0 10.0 64.0 98.9 82.7 0.0 85.0 1.0 82.0 99.0 70.0 1.0 67.0 56.0
guj_gujr 83.0 5.0 76.0 100.0 80.0 22.0 80.0 19.0 83.0 100.0 56.0 100.0  86.0 0.0
hau_latn 69.0 33.0 77.5 100.0 59.0 7.0 62.0 7.0 65.0 96.0 48.0 52.0 60.0 0.0
heb_ hebr 55.0 0.0 59.0 100.0 68.7 13.1 75.0 21.0 68.0 100.0 62.0 100.0 82.0 6.0
hin_ deva 79.0 24.0 82.0 100.0 83.0 2.0 820 0.0 66.0 100.0 66.0 100.0  93.0 0.0
hrv_latn 83.0 10.2 82.0 97.0 90.0 0.0 88.0 1.0 91.0 95.0 58.0 85.0 85.0 82.0
hun_ latn 82.0 1.0 77.0 100.0 92.0 6.0 96.0 4.0 90.0 100.0 52.0 100.0  90.0 10.0
ibo_latn 62.0 88.0 65.0 99.0 64.7 31.3 59.0 33.0 52.0 99.0 55.6 49.5 53.0 7.0
ind_latn 85.0 9.0 85.0 100.0 93.0 15.0 91.0 36.0 95.0 100.0 69.0 100.0 83.0 37.0
ita_latn 64.0 43.0 66.0 100.0 879 9.1 820 26.0 82.0 97.0 62.0 100.0 828 97.0
jav_latn 60.0 17.5 61.0 100.0 72.0 7.0 70.0 4.0 61.0 97.0 51.0 0.0 74.0 0.0
jpn__jpan 75.0 0.0 76.0 100.0 91.9 0.0 89.0 0.0 92.0 100.0 66.0 100.0 91.0 5.0
kor__hang 62.0 0.0 67.0 100.0 73.0 0.0 64.0 2.0 71.0 98.0 56.6  100.0  84.0 2.0
lit_latn 76.0 36.0 71.0 100.0 86.0 4.0 76.0 6.0 82.0 99.0 48.0 99.0 89.0 93.0
mar_ deva 82.0 68.0 75.8 100.0 720 2.0 710 1.0 73.0 66.0 55.6  100.0  87.0 0.0
nld_ latn 76.0 57.0 73.0 100.0 78.0 1.0 81.0 12.0 75.0 100.0 66.0 100.0 61.6 96.0
nob_latn 65.0 37.0 59.0 100.0 77.8 4.0 740 23.0 76.0 100.0 52.0 100.0 71.0 90.0
pes_arab 68.0 22.0 77.0 100.0 81.0 1.0 83.0 6.0 86.0 100.0 57.0 100.0  80.0 8.0
pol_latn 68.0 68.7 61.0 100.0 74.0 14.0 78.0 29.0 76.0 100.0 56.0 100.0 86.0 100.0
por_latn_braz |79.0 95.0 84.0 100.0 88.0 7.0 87.0 23.0 94.0 99.0 74.0 100.0 78.0 95.0
por_latn_ port |70.0 84.0 72.0 100.0 80.0 4.0 77.0 7.0 80.0 100.0 54.0 100.0 80.0 94.0
ron_ latn 89.0 0.0 90.0 100.0 98.0 20.0 97.0 38.0 98.0 100.0 68.0 100.0 98.0 100.0
rus_ cyrl 74.0 32.6 72.0 100.0 86.0 15.0 90.0 30.0 88.0 100.0 58.6 100.0  76.8 98.0
slk_latn 72.0 0.0 72.0 100.0 889 3.0 88.0 2.0 87.0 100.0 56.0 100.0  73.0 89.0
slk_latn_sari |68.0 1.0 50.0 98.0 63.6 1.0 62.0 0.0 58.0 86.0 46.0 98.0 65.0 24.0
slv_latn 66.0 0.0 70.0 100.0 79.0 1.0 73.0 0.0 82.0 98.0 54.0 99.0 64.0 45.0
slv_latn_cerk |51.0 0.0 54.0 99.0 48.0 3.0 62.0 0.0 44.0 61.0 54.0 97.0 56.6 60.6
spa_latn_mexi|91.0 93.0 85.0 100.0 92.0 8.0 95.0 19.0 93.0 98.0 69.0 100.0 72.0 97.0
spa_latn_peru|95.0 85.0 93.0 100.0 95.0 7.0 95.0 15.0 97.0 100.0 88.0 100.0  74.0 99.0
spa_latn_spai |78.0 72.0 76.0 100.0 84.0 3.0 85.0 10.0 86.0 100.0 64.0 100.0 67.0 100.0
srp__cyrl 63.0 3.0 70.0 100.0 88.0 1.0 84.0 8.0 85.0 98.0 54.0 82.0 87.0 97.0
swe__latn 75.0 20.0 68.0 100.0 79.0 11.0 84.0 11.0 83.0 99.0 56.0 100.0  82.0 96.0
swh_latn 85.0 0.0 79.0 69.0 75.0 2.0 75.0 0.0 65.0 79.0 49.0 96.0 78.0 16.0
tam__taml 73.0 20.0 71.0 100.0 63.0 58.0 63.0 51.0 61.0 100.0 56.0 100.0 77.0 0.0
tel_telu 83.0 35.0 75.0 100.0 66.7 384 59.0 36.0 55.0 100.0 55.0 100.0  79.0 24.0
tgl_latn 77.0 17.0 71.0 100.0 77.0 1.0 77.0 1.0 67.0 95.0 53.0 100.0 83.0 2.0
tha_ thai 72.0 19.0 69.0 100.0 745 36.7 72.0 32.0 78.0 98.0 52.0 100.0 77.0 2.0
tur_latn 67.0 10.0 73.0 100.0 86.0 0.0 86.0 2.0 84.0 100.0 58.0 100.0  85.0 47.0
ukr__cyrl 74.0 22.0 77.0 100.0 85.0 25.0 83.0 31.0 83.0 100.0 66.7 100.0  90.0 90.0
urd_arab 84.0 70.0 81.0 100.0 85.0 9.0 90.0 4.0 91.0 100.0 57.0 100.0 91.0 1.0
vie_latn 66.0 50.5 78.0 100.0 83.0 9.0 85.0 29.0 87.0 100.0 57.0 100.0 77.0 4.0
yor_latn 66.0 0.0 56.0 43.0 52.0 4.0 44.0 0.0 37.0 47.0 51.0 72.0 51.0 0.0
zsm__latn 74.0 4.0 71.0 100.0 78.0 12.0 78.0 33.0 78.0 99.0 68.0 33.0 81.0 1.0
zul_latn 76.0 15.0 68.0 100.0 69.7 0.0 63.0 3.0 65.0 92.0 63.0 90.0 67.0 1.0
Avg 72.4 29.6 70.7 98.3 787 9.5 783 13.7 7.2 94.7 59.4 92.3 7.3 49.8
Std 9.4 29.3 9.6 8.3 10.5 16.2 10.9 17.3 13.1 15.6 9.0 21.5 10.5 43.4
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Table 12: Per-language task accuracy (Acc) and L2 reasoning rate (L2%) on Macaron-MCQ (20 languages, 0-100).
Languages are ordered alphabetically by language code. Avg / Std are over languages; the highest average in each
metric is bold.

{ r 5
Language TINY AvA EN-THINKER TINY AYA L2-THINKER | QWEN3.5-4B (11(529\1‘”1)1\!‘?6’3;);41143F) (thi?l:;fgi;-fi?LF) M-THINKER-7B MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B
‘ Acc L2% Acc L2% ‘ Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2% Acc L2%
brazil 43.0 15.0 48.0 98.0 55.0 12.0 54.0 27.0 61.6 96.0 42.0 100.0  44.0 66.0
china 60.8 0.0 48.5 96.9 629 21 701 3.1 68.0 97.9 60.8 100.0  65.0 8.2
egypt 39.4 20.2 34.3 99.0 333 7.1 263 4.0 31.3 100.0 27.3 99.0 40.4 3.0
ethiopia 34.7 0.0 34.7 100.0 4.1 1.0 0.0 2.0 1.0 97.9 21.4 82.7 22.4 0.0
georgia 23.2 50.5 21.2 40.4 26.3 11.1 13.1 18.2 27.3 99.0 36.4 100.0 45.5 6.1
greece 53.0 21.6 39.0 100.0 42.0 26.0 39.0 33.0 47.0 100.0 31.0 100.0  57.0 10.0
india 54.0 20.0 47.0 100.0 51.0 42.0 46.0 21.0 53.5 96.0 29.0 100.0  78.0 5.0
indonesia 49.5 62.8 48.4 100.0 43.6 44.2 36.2 43.6 41.0 92.6 36.8 100.0  61.0 11.6
italy 61.2 9.2 57.1 99.0 50.0 18.4 51.0 19.4 70.4 96.9 37.8 100.0 55.1 93.9
japan 51.5 2.0 49.5 100.0 414 141 48.0 16.3 52.5 98.0 33.3 1000 77.1 0.0
kyrgyzstan |26.0 5.0 20.4 81.6 29.0 2.0 131 1.0 21.0 97.0 35.0 0.0 46.5 1.0
mexico 434 9.2 41.4 100.0 53.5 12.1 475 12.1 59.6 96.0 39.4 100.0 38.4 67.7
morocco 36.4 10.1 39.0 100.0 28.0 6.0 14.0 5.0 36.4 100.0 32.0 100.0 36.4 2.0
nigeria 43.6 0.0 48.9 61.7 20.2 0.0 5.4 0.0 0.0 4.3 23.4 0.0 43.6 0.0
philippines |41.4 11.3 39.4 100.0 343 3.0 242 2.0 27.3 85.9 25.2  100.0 576 0.0
south_africa|38.0 4.0 38.0 100.0 19.0 6.0 2.0 6.0 13.0 75.0 23.0 76.0 35.0 1.0
thailand 41.4 26.5 35.4 100.0 252 232 14.1 23.2 37.8 91.8 28.3 100.0 45.3 11.6
tunisia 34.3 9.3 31.0 100.0 350 2.0 200 3.0 26.0 100.0 30.0 98.0 41.8 1.0
turkey 46.0 6.2 43.0 100.0 46.0 21.0 41.0 24.0 46.0 97.0 39.4 99.0 61.6 0.0
yemen 31.3 21.2 32.0 100.0 41.0 3.0 39.0 6.0 34.0 100.0 23.0 99.0 40.4 6.1
Avg 42.6 15.2 39.8 93.8 37.0 12.8 30.2 13.5 37.7 91.1 32.7 87.7 49.6 14.7
Std 10.1 16.0 9.2 15.2 14.0 126 19.2 12.0 19.7 20.7 8.8 29.9 13.8 26.4
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H Reasoning Errors

Below are examples of reasoning traces and generations for an example prompt from the MIST-OEG
dataset. TINY AvA L2-THINKER successfully reasons and generates answer in the given prompt
language (Korean) whereas MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B reasons primarily in English, and generates an
answer in a mix of German, English, and Korean. TINY AYA L2-THINKER achieves a higher overall
score on the task while maintaining perfect language consistency in both reasoning and generation.
Additionally MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B has a much more verbose reasoning trace compared to TINY
Ava L2-THINKER whilst having lower overall scores. TINY AvA L2-THINKER in particular has
higher scores in metrics of coherence and naturalness compared to MAGISTRAL-SMALL-24B. Note
for brevity we annotate traces with [...] but otherwise these traces would additionally be longer
and more verbose or repetitive.

Prompt: "Think in the same language as the prompt AT A 2GS AZst= A FE s
72T Y UL Y] FAI] o8 HRAY FAAL o fE AFAA B
b

2= Adsts AR E 23 doj8. EotFd 5 9l E7k8?

Translated Prompt: “Think in the same language as the prompt. Is it rude to decline
a wedding invitation? I am unable to attend due to the burden of travel expenses, but
I want to write a message declining the invitation without mentioning financial reasons.
Could you help me?”

Magistral-Small-24B Reasoning Trace: “Okay, the user is asking if declining a wedding
invitation is rude, especially when the reason is financial difficulty due to travel costs.
They want help drafting a message that doesn’t mention money directly. Let me start
by considering the cultural context—Korean weddings often place a lot of importance on
attendance and relationships. Declining might be seen as rude, so the message needs to
be polite and respectful.\n\nFirst, I need to think about possible reasons to decline that
don’t involve money. Maybe health, prior commitments, or other personal reasons. Since
the issue is travel costs, perhaps they can say they have other plans or are unable to travel
at that time.\n\nNow, how to phrase this politely? In Korean culture, it’s important to
express gratitude and regret. So, the message should start by thanking the couple for
the invitation, then express regret, and give a vague but respectful reason.\n\nHere’ s a
draft:\n\n” $Fd sHAl 2 [T ] \a[2 &4 @A ol WH &= dE5 el Zehs| A Thank
you for the invitation to your wedding on [date]. We are truly honored and grateful for your
thoughtfulness.\n\nUnfortunately, due to prior commitments, we will not be able to attend
the wedding. We sincerely apologize for any inconvenience this may cause.\n\nPlease know
that we will be celebrating this special day with you in spirit. We wish you both a lifetime
of happiness and love.”\n\nBut the user wants to avoid mentioning money, so perhaps
saying “due to unforeseen circumstances” or “personal matters” might be better.\n\nLet
me refine this:\n\n” QFJSIA L [E A \n[Z2E 2] R NE == A& 22U & AL
wosyth AHdo=z 71'/\]-‘: gy, o] 8% <=7+ 317/1] g 4 QS E &I excitement
< :ﬁ%%l‘/}.\n\nr/} 0L & A AP A 2o 7} dlfﬁculty ALY D}. deeply regret that we
cannot be there to celebrate with you in person.\n\nplease understand that our absence
is not a reflection of our feelings for you. We will be cheering for your happiness from
afar and wish you both all the best in your new journey together.\n\n7ZFA}FgHY t}.”\n\nBut
maybe this is a bit long. Perhaps a more concise version would be better.\n\nLet me try
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againi\n\n” QP3| £ [T ] \n[BEA IH] AEA ZTH S AP ks YT Ao R
A=Y, o] F2A S FAL F = € Ll joyE =2FUT e\ HE, A A}
A3} 7] difficult 7} 9155 Y t}. deeply regret this and apologize for any d1sappomtment.\n\n
please know that we will be thinking of you both on your special day and wishing you a
lifetime of love and happiness.\n\nZFAFgH Y T "\n\nThis seems more concise and polite. The
reason is left vague, which fits the user’s request to not mention money.\n\nNow, to present
this to the user, I’ll suggest this template and maybe provide a few variations to choose from.”

Magistral-Small-24B Generation: "2 & Al % Grofles zu verpassen ist oft unangenehm,
aber es gibt respektvolle Moglichkeiten, dies auszudriicken, ohne die finanziellen Griinde
zu erwiahnen. Hier sind ein paar Vorschlage fiir Thre Absage:\n\nl. **Vage, aber hofliche
Begriindung:*\a“\a 3 8141 2 [3 3] ¥ \nal 2 E 4 G o] AHHE 224 202
AArS welHUTh Ao gAEY, o] 328 92 WAL 4+ e T 4T A mA
AZrg S5 U than\ntheE, &) AF3HAF ZHA] o] difficult 7F 915U ok deeply regret this and
apologize for any disappointment caused.\n\nplease understand that our absence is not a
reflection of our affection for you. We will be celebrating your special day in spirit and wish
you both a lifetime of happiness.\n\n 7ZFAFg U th\n““\n\n2. **Personliche Verpflichtungen
als Grund:**\n“\n $H3 341 2 (£ 3] \aal A E4 U] AEA 2008 A4 Bok T,
Agow AAcels, o 3 PAD L 2E T L jorE LAF U hamcte, o)o] A 4
ZQg 3t dA o F 9 A st difficult 7} 55 Yt} deeply regret that we cannot be there
to celebrate with you.\n\n please know that we will be thinking of you both and wishing
you all the best on your special day.\n\n7FAF&U ThAn““\n\n3. **Kurze und herzliche
Version:* \n“\n SF33IA 2 [T A Y \n\a[BEA] A ZEA] 20 S 7S ‘%‘:‘S’}%H o}
QA2 A=y, o] S AT £ Y& & €1 joys 245U\t A
situation 2 <13l A sH7] difficult 7F 5 1/]1’4- deeply regret this and apologize for any
inconvenience.\n\nplease accept our warmest wishes for your happiness and a beautiful
future together.\n\n ZrAFg Y th\n““\n\nTipp: Fiigen Sie personliche Worte hinzu, z.B.
wenn Sie den Brautpaar gut kennen, um die Botschaft herzlicher zu gestalten. Beispiel:
"Wir haben Ihre Beziehung immer bewundert und wiinschen Thnen alles Gute fiir Thre
gemeinsame Zukunft.”\n\nM&chten Sie eine bestimmte Version anpassen oder einen anderen
Stil bevorzugen?”

Mean Score: 1.5
Accuracy: 1
Coherence: 1
Naturalness: 1

Instruction Following: 3

Tiny Aya L2-Thinker Reasoning Trace: “AFSX7F A4 AR E ZAE d2t 243
SUTh ABSE A% RaAsTL A2E 5 A ARA BAE A 2D 4 vk
AR ol ol et A5 AZ AAJ U o= - EF Uk A ko] opd Ut AF3
H A 2] & A5 5hA 2.7

Tiny Aya L2-Thinker Generation: ~A| Z: [2 & U} A} 2o Ao tff 81

[AR /A= o] ] HA,

o] WA X 7} & A= 4 uighch

(o] A A H [(AE F2/ events F2]o M) AT A 2ojo] tfa] A= AL AT
718 Dol syttt o] 5% Fo BE AR AMS A4 SHA EnlstaL AN 5ol Zreket

.
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FEGAE, A T WAL BT 5 QA H A UTH A £ AR E o] BAsHe,
%ﬁmﬂﬂ@%%ﬁwﬂléﬂ o]

o] 202 wolrAl Aol Tl A4 3] 7] 9o] of el Rt 1%
ﬁauﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂﬁTé} Utk T AARIA P17 o] 2 B8 s g o)

[%“Jﬂ ol &) [ E A 745/ X o B [ E Ab: A=A AR

Mean Score: 3
Accuracy: 1
Coherence: 5
Naturalness: 5

Instruction Following: 1

Below are more examples of reasoning traces and generations for an example prompt from the
MIST-OEG dataset. TINY AvyA L2-THINKER successfully reasons and generates answer in the
given prompt language (Korean) whereas QWEN3.5-4B reasons primarily in English, and also fails
to generate an answer due to doomlooping. TINY AvyA L2-THINKER achieves a higher overall score
on the task while maintaining perfect language consistency in both reasoning and generation.

o] T2ttt

Prompt: “Think in the same language as the prompt. XYL ¢
= AF7F EA = AT

B2 A7 Qo YRAA 2 5 A FINL A
= MAS A goha.

Translated Prompt: "Think in the same language as the prompt. You said that friendship is
important, but I wonder if it is possible to live happily without friends. I don’t have many
friends right now, but I think that’s okay. ”

Qwen3.5-4B Reasoning Trace: ~"Thinking Process:\n\nl. **Analyze the Request **\n
* #*Input Language:** Korean ("AA YL £A o] 283ttty &4y A7 glos
PRIA L5 AEA FFAL. AT AT BAE @AW 2% DFL 2 2oH)w
* F*KTask:** Respond to the user in the same language (Korean).\n * **Context:** The
user is asking about the importance of friendship (based on what their teacher said) and
whether it’s possible to be happy without friends. They mention they don’t have many
friends but feel okay about that.\n * **Tone:** Empathetic, supportive, thoughtful, and
conversational.\n\n2. **Determine the Core Message:**\n * [ ] Validate their current state:
”x] = 77 EA gujgts AFL A gota. EA AI7HE Z27) A Y, 7S oy kS5
3= Ao g s S HS] WSS 4 91 &.” (Having few friends is okay too. Enjoying alone
time or commumcatmg with family can be enough.)\n * Emphasize self-love: ”Z}Al o] Al &=
A7t = A, Z A7) AT Z A= A5 5335 4L & o] 8.7 (Being friends
with yourself is also important friendship.)\n * [...] Wait, I need to check if there are any
specific constraints. ”Think in the same language as the prompt.” -> Output in Korean.\n
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Okay.\n\n Let’s produce the response.\n (Wait, I should check if I need to be more concise
or detailed. The prompt is short, so a moderate length response is good.)\n\n Okay, ready
to generate.\n\n Wait, one more thing. The prompt says "Think in the same language as
the prompt.” [...] Okay, I will write it naturally.\n "A A J o] & A F=351%, A 9]
528 A Bol . 37T A7) GlolE BRSA A 5 AThe A, A4 58] A5l L
A2 AT BA FUHE ARS A 2ole. F2 A A7) SR}, 119 Few
AAZD A 0 " EATE K E7 A, AT 2 BT AVORE FEI| JB
595N AT RS 95 BARC DAY BEo|A o Be| FeolE 5 Yx a7
| =2 uSo] s, I AEE £5312 393 =2 A 8.7\n\n Okay, I will combine
thesen 7S] BEE AW A 55z $4o0] F23 2 Hoba. AT 77} gloj=
BESA A ATk A, A S 23 s A2 A7 BA gdris REL 7
Zols. F2% A W7o SuT) 020 e ANRY Aol 8\ EATR] AT+
ZAAY, 5T 4B AVORE TR ARD 5 JB "4 FEL 92
474134 141“4-4 Jﬂiﬂl/ﬂ O @o] ZFols 4 UFE"\n VA F 9| whgo] AT, I AEE

=33 & T_ 3 =& A 2."\n\n Wait, I should not repeat myself.\n Okay, final version:\n
*4 Ad T2 AT ASsE. A ol '?3‘-9—6]' A glotg. AT A7 Qloj = 3“%5}741 A
°1E]—L A, ]-/e__! Z153| 7F=8] L \n\n A Z I F7F BA] 9T ﬂ—‘: AZL A ZolR. =33 74
A7 s HTh vk B2 AT Adl e, A AE 71 A, 7?*-4 Eal ]
Avte 2% S35 PFED 4+ JZ\n\n 27 P52 7 AA KT WA 2ol A T gol
Sobg & 3z, A1F) whgol BATTIY, 1 AelE EFAL SUN =LA AT

N

:1

Fegd ol BAE FAD AZAL EANE 283 U+ ok 4 WolFA =
A ol 2 A\n\n [...] Wait, I need to make sure I don’t violate any policies. No issues.\n Okay,

final check.\n Input: Korean.\n Output: Korean.\n Content: Supportive response to the
user’s question about happiness without friends.\n[...] ready.\n Wait, I should check if I need
to add a title. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check if I need to
add a signature. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check if I need
to add any disclaimer. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check if I
need to add any formatting. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check
if I need to add any emojis. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check
if I need to add any links. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check if
I need to add any images. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check if
I need to add any audio. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.\n[...] Okay, done.\n Wait,
I should check if I need to add any production. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.\n
Wait, I should check if I need to add any construction. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n Okay,
done.\n Wait, I should check if I need to add any architecture. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n
Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check if I need to add any design. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n
Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check if I need to add any planning. No.\n Okay, just the
text.\n Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check if I need to add any strategy. No.\n Okay, just
the text.\n Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check if I need to add any management. No.\n Okay,
just the text.\n Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check if I need to add any leadership. No.\n
Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.\n \ [...] should check if I need to add any smartphone.
No.\n Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check if I need to add any phone.
No.\n[...] Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check if I need to add any
tablet. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check if I need to add any
phone. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check if I need to add any
mobile. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check if I need to add any
smartphone. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check if I need to
add any phone. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check if I need to
add any device. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check if I need to
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add any gadget. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.\n Wait, I should check if T need
to add any tool. No.\n Okay, just the text.\n Okay, done.” ”

Qwen3.5-4B Generation: None
Mean Score: 1

Accuracy: 1

Coherence: 1

Naturalness: 1

Instruction Following: 1

Tiny Aya L2-Thinker Reasoning Trace: ~AF& A= A 0] Z=Q 3ttty Tek A A Y o]
JARE AT Qlol= FESA 4 5 A=A TFalistn, AF7F WA= A7 lﬂﬁ‘:
REL2A 22 dsUH o] AE2 AA O #3F Ao g, 249 7HA, A7) AF, A3 A
AZo et 5= Xi]—‘—OH of Futh A YA GRS ATk, 7@ 3 A= A A5,
A71 AF, AJAA 7, WA BA (F= HUL 2171 Aol tia o] k71 & 4 A5t

A= A8, -’é go wet F7 A+ ° T+ JdFUTE A28 BEE AFSSA L. 7
Tiny Aya L2-Thinker Generation: ”ﬁ"g‘é
‘E‘EHU}:HTE]'ﬂ:ﬂCQqE]’ L o e e Al

1,]1;} _7_04011: Egio}ﬂ,,,]u] _gu;]: /\éi
Ao A e

1 P22 AE) of A7} o

ofy
I
ox
o
N
e
ko N

ol e L

AL 98 2 A0 weh AT & Ao o Tk $ElE BE TR A A, AR, 3
FS A3 Qow], o LEl A 2 HEGE LalE S AF P o E AFES
25 24014 e BAW, BHE G L 1o 2L AolA] 7B S A5k

- TR A A BAAPE (] 3o, o, A3, Ax2) - A 2@/ (F27], 19 297,
—‘(-)’—Ij/]) **Z}_7] ]%EE—X‘BIE** (%—}\17 i%r —9’—7]—1 X]—-?:_%—/\}-)_ ok 1_]_}” :E%—** (719_:7]) —8—7]—) %)
+F) - R 9 AN A7 FE (47 27), WA, B )

FA o] 7HE T e =7 “w 3 o] FAAA vtepst, A2 AR RetH B T3l A
Pue de 5 JFych

## 2. A AF oLt
St ¥ LR T 2] o] AJS] R Rk gL E ek (B A A, RER)L A} AL R YPo] TR

AL AZTIL QA o] A7l Polx B71 M Azke 2R AALL E 5 A UTh -
2 B (AR A AL 4, 2t BAY AT £572 AU “5E7 7D
S syt

& YA AT E ohd ARETe) BAE 53 BAE 72T
###**zlo%ul%}d**_**ie**hr‘g ,‘ﬂ]Eo LE‘_llJ LA H]
%ﬂﬁﬂmﬂi%ééaﬂ*§¢%ﬁﬂﬂ wﬂcﬂz%ﬂiwbiiﬂ%%ﬂm
Bl ek AN S 7hA 1 gl o
###Mﬂﬂ@gﬂ@@ﬂwaw%a@ﬂﬁua*WHiﬂ%a
28 ATe gAE e F 4

T4, 94 9= EH4A AHE

_L4
L

O
>
>
rsl
i
2
it
otk
ox
1

4t 3. ¥F AT 9 A

A2 A AT TS A7 HA S k<A o] 2 Q3 Tha 814 A Uk AT §lo] = & E 5}
AF 22 QUF Q¥ T kxo QU Th*, T} AL TEF HA L
|

h=
| % Z* o] AlFste A | A= S5H= F&
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ARA G | AFE = Y= 71S FAAY ASAL B AG A E B8 | | AT AS
A7) AR SRl (FA, FA W, AJAE FR) | | TR FRE Aot | s A 1], &,
TE= 73S M AL ELS 53 | | ** growth and challenge** | |22 = A2 53] (5,
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Mean Score: 6.75
Accuracy: 7
Coherence: 7
Naturalness: 6

Instruction Following: 7
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