
Findings of the Association for Computational Linguistics: ACL 2026, pages 14516–14533
July 2-7, 2026 ©2026 Association for Computational Linguistics

x1: Learning to Think Adaptively Across Languages and Cultures

Yangfan Ye1, Xiaocheng Feng1,2*, Xiachong Feng3, Yichong Huang1, Zekun Yuan1,
Lei Huang1 Weitao Ma1, Qichen Hong4, Yunfei Lu4, Dandan Tu4, Bing Qin1,2

1Harbin Institute of Technology 2Peng Cheng Laboratory
3The University of Hong Kong 4Huawei Technologies Co., Ltd

{yfye,xcfeng}@ir.hit.edu.cn

Abstract

Languages encode distinct abstractions and in-
ductive priors, yet most large language models
(LLMs) overlook this diversity by reasoning
in a single dominant language. In this work,
we introduce x1, a family of reasoning models
that can adaptively reason in an advantageous
language on a per-instance basis. To isolate the
effect of reasoning-language choice, x1 is con-
structed without expanding the model’s knowl-
edge boundaries and is trained by contrasting
linguistically distinct reasoning trajectories for
the same input. Our extensive experiments
demonstrate the benefits of adaptive multilin-
gual reasoning in multilingual mathematical
and culturally grounded tasks. Moreover, our
results challenge a simplistic view of scaling
law: while scaling reduces cross-lingual dis-
parities in procedural domains such as math
reasoning, it does not eliminate the advantages
of reasoning in culture-associated languages in
cultural scenarios, as we empirically show that
such reasoning enables more efficient and ac-
curate cultural knowledge recall. Overall, our
findings establish language choice as a func-
tional component of reasoning, with implica-
tions for building more generalist and globally
competent reasoning models.1

1 Introduction

“The limits of my language mean
the limits of my world.”

— Ludwig Wittgenstein, 1922 (Wittgenstein, 2023)

“Reasoning” endows large language models
(LLMs) with the ability to go beyond surface-
level pattern matching and to tackle complex tasks
such as competition-level mathematics, logical rea-
soning, and multi-hop question answering (Wei
et al., 2022; Snell et al., 2024; Brown et al.,
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Figure 1: Win/tie/lose rates of non-English vs. En-
glish reasoning pathways for Qwen3-4B on MGSM.
Reasoning in contrast languages is enabled via Step 1
(introduced in §1). “Win”: cases where non-English
reasoning outperforms English reasoning; “Tie” (cor-
rect/incorrect): both reasoning pathways yield cor-
rect/incorrect answers; “Lose”: cases where English
reasoning outperforms non-English reasoning.

2024). However, most existing LLMs, like OpenAI-
o1/o3 (Jaech et al., 2024) and Qwen3 (Yang et al.,
2025), reason predominantly in high-resource lan-
guages (such as English, Chinese). While reason-
ing in a dominant language is often effective, it im-
plicitly assumes a single linguistic perspective to be
universally optimal. However, languages encode
distinct abstractions, cultural priors, and modes of
expression, which can subtly shape how problems
are decomposed, interpreted, and solved (Goddard,
2003; Kovecses, 2006). Consequently, confining
reasoning to a single language may underutilize
this diversity, particularly in multilingual and cul-
turally grounded scenarios.

Recently, Yong et al. (2025) conducted a detailed
analysis of cross-lingual reasoning and demonstrate
that, in multilingual mathematics problems, En-
glish is not always the optimal language for reason-
ing. In Figure 1, we quantify the advantages of non-
English reasoning by measuring the win/tie/lose
rates of non-English reasoning compared to En-
glish reasoning, revealing that in MGSM (Shi et al.,
2022), roughly 3%–9% (varying across languages)
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Figure 2: Overview of our silver-quality summary annotation methodology. The method consists of key information
split, cross-lingual prompting and protocol-guided prompting.

should be highly relevant to the same news event,
rather than an open-domain task. To address this,
we employ a method involving event retrieval and
manual verification to restructure the news reports.

Event Retrieval To pinpoint news related to spe-
cific events, we leverage Wikipedia’s current events
portal5 as a seed set. Each event in this set serves
as a query input for our retrieval process. Our goal
is to identify highly relevant news reports from
the multilingual corpus. Initially, we translate the
query event (originally in English) into multiple
languages6. Subsequently, we employ the BM25
retriever in Lin et al. (2021) for retrieval in the re-
spective language corpora, searching for the most
query-relevant news articles.

Manual Verification The retrieved news articles
in different languages are supposed to be highly
relevant to the provided description, but high rel-
evance does not necessarily imply that they all
present the same news event. Hence, we incor-
porate a post-retrieval manual verification process
(see Appendix A.1).

2.3 Silver Summary Annotation Methodology
Next, we will elaborate on how we craft our
silver-quality summaries in GLOBESUMM (all the
prompts can be found in Appendix A.2).

Chronological Recurrent Summarization (CRS)
Our summary annotation approach is conducted

5https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Portal:
Current_events

6We translate the queries by Google translation API

under the CRS schema, aiming to distill key infor-
mation from news articles in chronological order.

Specifically, we begin by organizing these news
documents in order of their respective timestamps.
Then the summarization process is initiated by gen-
erating a concise summary for the first two articles.
The obtained summary is then integrated with the
subsequent article, and iteratively throughout the
whole document set. CRS delivers a concise, timely
summary by capturing the dynamic narrative and
providing a comprehensive overview of the evolv-
ing information landscape in news articles.

Step 1: Key Information Split (KIS) The large
input length of a whole document set, averaging
nearly 12K tokens in GLOBESUMM, poses a great
obstacle in MCMS. Therefore, we introduce the
method of KIS to reduce the length of input by
organizing key information from each document
into several finely-grained sentences before sum-
marizing the whole document set.

Step 2: Cross-lingual Prompting (CLP)
Achieving cross-lingual alignment poses another
fundamental challenge in multi- and cross-lingual
tasks. To effectively capture the alignment from
various input languages to target language, we em-
ploy cross-lingual alignment prompting method,
which was first introduced in Qin et al. (2023).

Step 3: Protocol-guided Prompting (PGP) We
first introduce the method of protocol-guided
prompting (PGP) to achieve high-quality summary
annotation. Based on our manual observation of
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should be highly relevant to the same news event,
rather than an open-domain task. To address this,
we employ a method involving event retrieval and
manual verification to restructure the news reports.

Event Retrieval To pinpoint news related to spe-
cific events, we leverage Wikipedia’s current events
portal5 as a seed set. Each event in this set serves
as a query input for our retrieval process. Our goal
is to identify highly relevant news reports from
the multilingual corpus. Initially, we translate the
query event (originally in English) into multiple
languages6. Subsequently, we employ the BM25
retriever in Lin et al. (2021) for retrieval in the re-
spective language corpora, searching for the most
query-relevant news articles.

Manual Verification The retrieved news articles
in different languages are supposed to be highly
relevant to the provided description, but high rel-
evance does not necessarily imply that they all
present the same news event. Hence, we incor-
porate a post-retrieval manual verification process
(see Appendix A.1).

2.3 Silver Summary Annotation Methodology
Next, we will elaborate on how we craft our
silver-quality summaries in GLOBESUMM (all the
prompts can be found in Appendix A.2).

Chronological Recurrent Summarization (CRS)
Our summary annotation approach is conducted
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under the CRS schema, aiming to distill key infor-
mation from news articles in chronological order.

Specifically, we begin by organizing these news
documents in order of their respective timestamps.
Then the summarization process is initiated by gen-
erating a concise summary for the first two articles.
The obtained summary is then integrated with the
subsequent article, and iteratively throughout the
whole document set. CRS delivers a concise, timely
summary by capturing the dynamic narrative and
providing a comprehensive overview of the evolv-
ing information landscape in news articles.

Step 1: Key Information Split (KIS) The large
input length of a whole document set, averaging
nearly 12K tokens in GLOBESUMM, poses a great
obstacle in MCMS. Therefore, we introduce the
method of KIS to reduce the length of input by
organizing key information from each document
into several finely-grained sentences before sum-
marizing the whole document set.

Step 2: Cross-lingual Prompting (CLP)
Achieving cross-lingual alignment poses another
fundamental challenge in multi- and cross-lingual
tasks. To effectively capture the alignment from
various input languages to target language, we em-
ploy cross-lingual alignment prompting method,
which was first introduced in Qin et al. (2023).

Step 3: Protocol-guided Prompting (PGP) We
first introduce the method of protocol-guided
prompting (PGP) to achieve high-quality summary
annotation. Based on our manual observation of
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Figure 2: Overview of the construction process and inference usage of x1 models.

of instances can be solved by non-English rea-
soning paths where English reasoning fails. Be-
yond mathematical reasoning, Yong et al. (2025)
observed that test-time scaling of English reason-
ing (i.e., extending the reasoning length) does not
necessarily improve performance in culture-aware
scenarios, where success may require more knowl-
edge recall or culturally grounded reasoning. This
limitation further motivates our investigation into
non-English reasoning pathways, particularly for
culturally situated reasoning, where the choice of
thinking language may play a decisive role.

In this paper, we take a step toward exploiting
the diversity of reasoning perspectives offered by
English and non-English languages. Building on
existing open-source reasoning models, we intro-
duce x1, a family of models that can adaptively
select the more advantageous thinking language
on a per-instance basis. Crucially, this is achieved
without expanding the model’s knowledge bound-
aries, allowing us to isolate the effect of reasoning-
language choice in a controlled and comparable
setting, rather than emphasizing absolute perfor-
mance gains. Specifically, we first equip the model
with the ability to reason in a specified language
across multiple languages through self-supervised
training, and then induce adaptive reasoning behav-
ior by contrasting linguistically distinct reasoning
trajectories for the same input.

We investigate adaptive multilingual reasoning
in two deeply language-intertwined scenarios: mul-
tilingual mathematical reasoning and cultural rea-
soning. Our findings suggest that reasoning in
LLMs is not language-agnostic, but shaped by the
reasoning language choice. By enabling adaptive
multilingual reasoning, we show that linguistic di-
versity offers systematic benefits beyond reliance
on a single language. Importantly, our results chal-

lenge a simplistic view of scaling laws: while scal-
ing reduces cross-lingual disparities in procedu-
ral domains such as mathematical reasoning, it
fails to eliminate the intrinsic advantages of reason-
ing in culture-associated languages for culturally
grounded tasks, which leads to more efficient and
accurate cultural knowledge recall. Together, these
findings indicate that language choice is not merely
a surface realization of thought, but a functional
component of reasoning itself, with important im-
plications for building truly generalist and globally
competent reasoning models.

2 Constructing x1

To achieve reasoning in a advantageous language
without expanding the model’s knowledge bound-
aries, we propose a two-stage training strategy that
leverages self-generated contrastive signals to in-
duce adaptive multilingual reasoning.

2.1 Step 1: To be a Multilingual Reasoner

The first step aims to open up the model’s multi-
lingual reasoning space, enabling it to deliberately
reason in a specified language rather than being im-
plicitly anchored to its default thinking language.

To achieve this, we adopt a lightweight self-
supervised training strategy that teaches the model
to perform reasoning in a required language while
ensuring that the final answer remains consistent
with the prompting language2. In practice, we first
query the backbone model M with 200 seed ques-
tions sampled from Flan_v2 (Wei et al., 2021), col-
lecting its generated reasoning traces {ti}200i=1 and
final answers {ai}200i=1. We then instruct M itself
to translate each reasoning trace into 30 different

2For example, if the prompt is in English but the reasoning
language is constrained to German, the final response should
still be generated in English.
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languages {lj}30j=1 (listed in Appendix A.1), yield-

ing a multilingual set of reasoning traces {tlji }200i=1

and j = 1, . . . , 30. To ensure linguistic fidelity, we
apply quality filtering using COMET3 scores and
discard translations of evidently poor quality.

Using these translated reasoning traces, we fine-
tune the backbone model M with a templated for-
mat that explicitly specifies a reasoning language
as follows: (see complete examples in Figure 6)
// Example of reasoning in Arabic
Input: {Questioni}
Output: <think>\n<Arabic_start>\n\n{tAr

i }\n\n
Output: <Arabic_end>\n</think>\n\n{ai}

The resulting “sibling” model, Msurface, can be
viewed as a surface-level multilingual reasoner: it
is capable of following simple templates to reason
in a specified language X by appending a simple
template “<think>\n<X_start>” at inference time,
while avoiding undesirable language drift. Notably,
this capability operates purely at the level of rea-
soning expression: it exposes alternative language-
conditioned reasoning paths and does not introduce
any external knowledge or capability expansion
(such as Google Translation, external knowledge
bases, or stronger auxiliary models).

2.2 Step 2: To be an Adaptive Reasoner
The goal of Step 2 is to elevate multilingual reason-
ing from language following to adaptively choose
the more advantageous reasoning language.

Leveraging Msurface, we are able to generate
paired reasoning trajectories in English and non-
English languages for each input4. These paired
trajectories can be viewed as counterfactual rea-
soning paths induced by different language choices,
providing a basis for comparative learning.

Training Data Source. We study adaptive rea-
soning in two language-intertwined scenarios. (1)
Multilingual Math Problems (Dmath): We use
the MGSM8KInstruct dataset (Chen et al., 2023),
which contains math problems paired with their
correct answers. We sample 200 samples across 10
languages, resulting in 2,000 training instances. (2)
Culture-related Problems (Dculture): We use the
CultureBank dataset (Shi et al., 2024), which pro-
vides cultural questions along with their underlying
cultural knowledge. We sample 100-200 samples
from each of the 25 language groups (depending

3Unbabel/wmt23-cometkiwi-da-xxl (Rei et al., 2023)
4IfM naturally reasons in English, we requireMsurface

to reason in a non-English language; conversely, we require
Msurface to reason in English.

on availability), covering cultural questions from
45 countries/regions, resulting in 4,413 samples in
total. (Detailed statistics are in Appendix A.2)

Advantageous Language Identification. For
each question in Dmath or Dculture, we first obtain
the paired reasoning trajectories in both English
and non-English with M and Msurface

4. We iden-
tify the advantageous reasoning language based
on the quality of the final answers, under the prin-
ciple that stronger reasoning should manifest in
superior outputs. For multilingual math problems,
answer quality is determined via exact numerical
matching. For culture-related questions, we em-
ploy LLM-as-a-Judge (Zheng et al., 2023) to score
how well the response entails the relevant cultural
knowledge. The reasoning language associated
with the higher-scoring trajectory is then regarded
as the advantageous thinking language for that in-
stance. (Detailed implementations for comparison
are provided in Appendix A.2.)

Training Data Construction. For each instance,
we retain only the reasoning trace and answer cor-
responding to the advantageous language, and dis-
card cases where English and non-English reason-
ing receive tied scores, to enforces a sharper con-
trast between alternative reasoning pathways and
provides a clear signal for language preference.

We train the backbone model M using a tem-
plated format (similar to Step 1) that explicitly
specifies the selected reasoning language X , imple-
mented via parameter-efficient LoRA finetuning.
For a given question Q, if language X is identified
as the advantageous reasoning language, with cor-
responding reasoning trace T and final answer A,
we construct the training instance as follows:
Input: {Q}
Output: <think>\n<X_start>\n\n{T}\n\n<X_end>\n
Output: </think>\n\n{A}

Additionally, we introduce auxiliary self-
awareness data that externalizes the model’s
language-selection decision as an explicit predic-
tion task. This encourages the model to internalize
reasoning-language choice as a deliberate compo-
nent of its reasoning strategy rather than as a fixed
or implicit heuristic. The data format is illustrated
below (see complete example in Figure 7):
Input: ...decide in which language you should internally
Input: think...for question {Q}\n\nThinking Language:
Output: <think>\n\n</think>\n\n{X }

All training data in Step 2 are self-generated by
either M or Msurface. This stage relies on instance-
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Models

Multilingual Math Reasoning Cultural Reasoning

MGSM MT-AIME FORK CulturalBench
Non-Think Think Non-Think Think Non-Think Think Non-Think Think

Top-tiered Reasoning Models

o4-mini-high – 82.32 – 75.33 – 74.46 – 82.31
DeepSeek-V3.2 79.24 76.32 53.00 85.67 72.83 78.80 84.60 89.16

Open-sourced Reasoning Models

Qwen3-4B 70.21 76.59 12.89 21.78 74.64 73.73 68.76 70.85
Qwen3-14B 77.64 82.56 19.33 29.22 74.46 73.91 75.50 78.24
Qwen3-32B 80.52 83.98 21.83 33.89 78.26 81.88 78.76 81.26
DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-7B 54.76 60.05 8.33 25.83 40.04 55.25 29.58 38.63
DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Llama-8B 38.17 40.36 2.67 14.44 37.86 74.09 35.02 57.19

x1 Series Models
+ Math + Culture

x1-Qwen3-4B 70.30 77.69 (↑ 1.10) 13.56 22.83 (↑ 1.05) 75.18 78.08 (↑ 4.35) 68.46 72.74 (↑ 1.89)
x1-Qwen3-14B 77.38 83.64 (↑ 1.08) 19.44 33.11 (↑ 3.89) 73.12 76.81 (↑ 2.90) 76.07 81.58 (↑ 3.34)
x1-Qwen3-32B 80.12 84.43 (↑ 0.45) 22.11 34.50 (↑ 0.61) 79.17 82.61 (↑ 0.73) 80.47 81.99 (↑ 0.73)
x1-DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-7B 54.52 63.24 (↑ 3.19) 9.00 27.00 (↑ 1.17) 54.89 58.70 (↑ 3.45) 44.82 49.04 (↑ 10.4)
x1-DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Llama-8B 38.01 52.17 (↑ 11.8) 2.89 17.00 (↑ 2.56) 57.07 76.27 (↑ 2.18) 51.13 60.88 (↑ 3.69)

Table 1: Mean@3 results that are the averages of the performance across all languages / cultures for each dataset.

level comparisons between alternative reasoning-
language choices, enabling the backbone models to
select and exploit its latent multilingual reasoning
capabilities in an adaptive manner.

3 Experiments

3.1 Setup
Models. We perform training on five representa-
tive reasoning models. Qwen3-series models (Yang
et al., 2025): (1) Qwen3-4B, (2) Qwen3-14B,
(3) Qwen3-32B and DeepSeek-R1-distilled mod-
els (Guo et al., 2025): (4) DeepSeek-R1-Distill-
Qwen-7B and (5) DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Llama-8B.

Training. Our training processes are conducted
on 8×A800-SXM4-80GB GPUs. In step-1 self-
supervised training, we perform full-parameter fine-
tuning (Ouyang et al., 2022) for all models to
ensure effective acquisition of the designed tem-
plates, except for Qwen3-32B, for which we adopt
LoRA (Hu et al., 2022) training due to its large
model size. In step-2, we apply LoRA training
separately for multilingual math and cultural rea-
soning scenarios, aiming to minimally modify the
backbone models while enabling lightweight and
flexible scenario adaptation. More training details
and hyperparameters are provided in Appendix A.

Evaluations. We conduct experiments on four
benchmarks, which can be categorized into:

• Multilingual Math Reasoning: (1) MGSM (Shi
et al., 2022), the multilingual version of grade-
school math problems translated by human anno-
tators and (2) MT-AIME (Son et al., 2025), the

multilingual version of challenging mathematical
problems from American Invitational Mathemat-
ics Examination (AIME). For multilingual math
reasoning, our main experiments cover 10 lan-
guages: Bn, De, En, Es, Fr, Ja, Ru, Sw, Th, Zh.

• Cultural Reasoning: (1) FORK (Palta and
Rudinger, 2023), a manually-curated set of En-
glish questions for probing cultural biases present
in commonsense reasoning, with a specific focus
on food-related customs, covering 10 global re-
gions and (2) CulturalBench (Chiu et al., 2025),
a set of 1,696 human written and human-verified
English questions to assess LMs’ cultural knowl-
edge, covering 45 global regions.

We follow the default official sampling parame-
ters for each model and we report the Mean@3
(average results of three runs) performance in our
main experiments. We set the maximum number
of new tokens to 32,768 to ensure sufficient output
length. To prevent meaningless repetitive reasoning
during inference, we adopt a repetition-detection
truncation mechanism to reduce unnecessary to-
ken generation and computational overhead. The
implementations are provided in the Appendix A.3.

3.2 Overall Performance
The average Mean@3 results over different lan-
guages / cultures are presented in Table 1. The re-
sults for each language are in §A.4 Table 9. We also
compare and anaylze the performance of vanilla
finetuning and majority voting in Appendix §A.5.

(1) Evidence of Decoupling in Math and Cul-
tural Reasoning. We observe a decoupling be-
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Data Format: (Thinking Phase | Answer Phase | Both Phases)

Language Compliance Rate (%) on MGSM

Query Language Bn De En Es Fr Ja Ru Sw Th Zh

Qwen3-4B – | 95.6 | – – | 96.8 | – – | 100 | – – | 98.0 | – – | 99.2 | – – | 96.8 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 26.4 | – – | 92.4 | – – | 100 | –
x1-Qwen3-4B 95.6 | 97.6 | 93.2 100 | 99.2 | 99.2 100 | 100 | 100 99.6 | 99.2 | 98.8 99.2 | 99.6 | 98.8 100 | 99.6 | 99.6 99.6 | 100 | 99.6 99.6 | 24.0 | 23.6 98.0 | 95.6 | 94.0 100 | 99.6 | 99.6

Qwen3-14B – | 97.6 | – – | 97.2 | – – | 100 | – – | 92.0 | – – | 89.6 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 49.6 | – – | 99.2 | – – | 99.6 | –
x1-Qwen3-14B 99.6 | 70.8 | 70.40 99.2 | 93.6 | 92.8 100 | 99.6 | 99.6 100 | 92.0 | 92.0 99.2 | 92.4 | 91.6 100 | 97.2 | 97.2 92.0 | 96.0 | 88.0 100 | 54.4 | 54.4 98.8 | 94.0 | 92.8 100 | 100 | 100

Qwen3-32B – | 93.6 | – – | 94.8 | – – | 100 | – – | 93.6 | – – | 96.0 | – – | 91.2 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 64.0 | – – | 92.4 | – – | 100 | –
x1-Qwen3-32B 98.8 | 90.0 | 89.2 93.2 | 93.2 | 86.4 100 | 100 | 100 100 | 90.8 | 90.8 100 | 96.0 | 96.0 100 | 90.0 | 90.0 98.8 | 93.6 | 92.4 99.6 | 64.8 | 64.8 98.8 | 86.8 | 86.4 99.6 | 100 | 99.6

Table 2: Language compliance results of x1 models and their backbones on MGSM across different languages.

tween a model’s proficiency in math reasoning
and culturally situated tasks. For instance, DS-
R1-Distill-Qwen-7B substantially outperforms DS-
R1-Distill-Llama-8B on MGSM (+19.69%) and
MT-AIME (+11.39%), yet trails significantly in
cultural reasoning (−18.84% on FORK; −18.56%
on CulturalBench). Besides, o4-mini-high leads
DeepSeek-V3.2 on MGSM but exhibits worse per-
formance in cultural reasoning. This pattern sug-
gests that the underlying reasoning mechanisms
leveraged for structured, procedural calculation
(Math) are distinct from those required for con-
textual, knowledge-intensive reasoning (Culture).

(2) x1 Models Exhibit Better Overall Reasoning
Performance. Our results show that x1 systemat-
ically outperforms their backbone models in both
multilingual and cultural scenarios. The improve-
ments validate the efficacy of adaptive multilingual
reasoning that leverages linguistic diversity in rea-
soning. Notably, the gains are more pronounced
in cultural tasks, suggesting a closer connection
between cultural knowledge and linguistic expres-
sion of reasoning. Moreover, despite utilizing only
Think mode data formats for self-generated train-
ing, x1 models show no noticeable performance
degradation in the Non-Think mode and even ex-
hibit improvements in cultural scenarios.

(3) Greater Relative Improvements on Smaller
and Weaker Backbones. We find that perfor-
mance gains are inversely correlated with backbone
strength. Smaller and lower-performing models,
such as Qwen3-4B and the DS-R1-Distill series,
achieve substantially larger relative improvements,
whereas the gap between x1-Qwen3-32B and its
backbone is the smallest within the Qwen family.
This trend suggests that as model scale and ca-
pability increase, multilingual and multi-domain
reasoning becomes more internally integrated, leav-
ing less "room" for improvement through thinking-
language switching (We conduct a further discus-
sion in Section 4.2.2).

4 Further Analysis

4.1 Language Compliance in x1

We define Language Compliance as the model’s
ability to satisfy the following requirements: (1)
Thinking Phase: perform reasoning in a specified
language. (2) Answer Phase: generate the final an-
swer in the prompting language given the context,
without being influenced by the reasoning language.
(3) Both Phases: meet above two requirements si-
multaneously. The language compliance results on
MGSM dataset are shown in Table 2.

The results indicate that x1 models generally
demonstrate great language compliance. However,
a critical observation is the high correlation be-
tween the language compliance of x1 models and
their backbone models. Since x1 models are trained
on self-generated data from their backbones, pre-
existing compliance deficiencies are not fully mit-
igated. This dependency is most pronounced in
low-resource languages like Swahili, where the
compliance rates for the Qwen3 backbones (4B:
26.4%, 14B: 49.6%, 32B: 64.0%) and x1 models
(4B: 23.6%, 14B: 54.4%, 32B: 64.8%) remain low
(We exclude the responses of x1-Qwen3-14B on
Bn from subsequent analysis due to insufficient
language compliance).

4.2 Thinking-Language Switching in x1

4.2.1 Thinking-Language Frequency
Figure 3 illustrates the distribution of the chosen
thinking language by x1 models and the vanilla
performance of backbone models across various
languages/cultures. We observe a key pattern: x1
demonstrate an increased frequency of “Native
Thinking” on language/culture subsets where
backbone models originally perform worse.

This pattern holds consistently across both multi-
lingual math and cultural tasks, with the exception
that Qwen3 backbone models naturally reason in
Russian and Chinese for the corresponding math
problems, leading x1 to retain a high proportion
of native thinking for these languages. For other
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Data Format: (Thinking Phase | Answer Phase | Both Phases)

Language Compliance Rate (%) on MGSM

Query Language Bn De En Es Fr Ja Ru Sw Th Zh

Qwen3-4B – | 95.6 | – – | 96.8 | – – | 100 | – – | 98.0 | – – | 99.2 | – – | 96.8 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 26.4 | – – | 92.4 | – – | 100 | –
x-Thinker-Qwen3-4B 95.6 | 97.6 | 93.2 100 | 99.2 | 99.2 100 | 100 | 100 99.6 | 99.2 | 98.8 99.2 | 99.6 | 98.8 100 | 99.6 | 99.6 99.6 | 100 | 99.6 99.6 | 24.0 | 23.6 98.0 | 95.6 | 94.0 100 | 99.6 | 99.6

Qwen3-14B – | 97.6 | – – | 97.2 | – – | 100 | – – | 92.0 | – – | 89.6 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 49.6 | – – | 99.2 | – – | 99.6 | –
x-Thinker-Qwen3-14B 99.6 | 70.8 | 70.40 99.2 | 93.6 | 92.8 100 | 99.6 | 99.6 100 | 92.0 | 92.0 99.2 | 92.4 | 91.6 100 | 97.2 | 97.2 92.0 | 96.0 | 88.0 100 | 54.4 | 54.4 98.8 | 94.0 | 92.8 100 | 100 | 100

Qwen3-32B – | 93.6 | – – | 94.8 | – – | 100 | – – | 93.6 | – – | 96.0 | – – | 91.2 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 64.0 | – – | 92.4 | – – | 100 | –
x-Thinker-Qwen3-32B 98.8 | 90.0 | 89.2 93.2 | 93.2 | 86.4 100 | 100 | 100 100 | 90.8 | 90.8 100 | 96.0 | 96.0 100 | 90.0 | 90.0 98.8 | 93.6 | 92.4 99.6 | 64.8 | 64.8 98.8 | 86.8 | 86.4 99.6 | 100 | 99.6
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Figure 3

Crucially, this persistent advantage exposes a365

fundamental limitation: cultural knowledge is366

tightly bound to the linguistic forms in which it367

is expressed and learned. As a result, reasoning in368

English cannot fully substitute for reasoning in the369

culturally grounded language, regardless of model370

size. This suggests the presence of an intrinsic up-371

per bound on cross-language cultural understand-372

ing—one that scaling alone cannot overcome.373

(3) Thinking in culturally aligned language374

brings more efficient and accurate cultural knowl-375

edge recall.376

Not all performance gains are attributable to ex-377

plicit thinking-language switching.378

6 Conclusion379

In this paper, we propose CC-TUNING, a novel380

multilingual fine-tuning paradigm that establishes a381

cross-lingual connection mechanism at latent level382

to address the imbalanced multilingual capabilities383

of current LLMs. During training, CC-TUNING384

fuses the feed forward activations from both En-385

glish and non-English inputs, enabling the model to386

benefit from both languages. During inference, we387

simulate the cross-lingual connection using only388

monolingual input through representation transfor- 389

mation techniques. Extensive experiments across 390

six benchmarks covering 22 languages demonstrate 391

that CC-TUNING outperforms vanilla supervised 392

fine-tuning and serves as a strong latent-level alter- 393

native to data-level augmentation approaches. Our 394

results also highlight the importance of rethinking 395

multilingual training paradigms beyond superficial 396

data manipulation, suggesting that deeper architec- 397

tural interventions may unlock greater potential in 398

LLMs’ multilingual capabilities. 399

Limitations 400

This work exhibits several limitations worth not- 401

ing. Firstly, though several ablation experiments 402

are conducted to validate the benefits of our train- 403

ing paradigm, we believe there is much more to 404

explore and investigate in latent cross-lingual inter- 405

actions. Such interactions should not only be lim- 406

ited to the form discussed in our work. Secondly, 407

our experiments were conducted on LLaMA-3.1- 408

8B and Qwen2.5-7B. While these models represent 409

important milestones in open-source LLM devel- 410

opment, the evaluation across more LLMs would 411

improve the generalizability of our findings across 412
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Data Format: (Thinking Phase | Answer Phase | Both Phases)

Language Compliance Rate (%) on MGSM

Query Language Bn De En Es Fr Ja Ru Sw Th Zh

Qwen3-4B – | 95.6 | – – | 96.8 | – – | 100 | – – | 98.0 | – – | 99.2 | – – | 96.8 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 26.4 | – – | 92.4 | – – | 100 | –
x-Thinker-Qwen3-4B 95.6 | 97.6 | 93.2 100 | 99.2 | 99.2 100 | 100 | 100 99.6 | 99.2 | 98.8 99.2 | 99.6 | 98.8 100 | 99.6 | 99.6 99.6 | 100 | 99.6 99.6 | 24.0 | 23.6 98.0 | 95.6 | 94.0 100 | 99.6 | 99.6

Qwen3-14B – | 97.6 | – – | 97.2 | – – | 100 | – – | 92.0 | – – | 89.6 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 49.6 | – – | 99.2 | – – | 99.6 | –
x-Thinker-Qwen3-14B 99.6 | 70.8 | 70.40 99.2 | 93.6 | 92.8 100 | 99.6 | 99.6 100 | 92.0 | 92.0 99.2 | 92.4 | 91.6 100 | 97.2 | 97.2 92.0 | 96.0 | 88.0 100 | 54.4 | 54.4 98.8 | 94.0 | 92.8 100 | 100 | 100

Qwen3-32B – | 93.6 | – – | 94.8 | – – | 100 | – – | 93.6 | – – | 96.0 | – – | 91.2 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 64.0 | – – | 92.4 | – – | 100 | –
x-Thinker-Qwen3-32B 98.8 | 90.0 | 89.2 93.2 | 93.2 | 86.4 100 | 100 | 100 100 | 90.8 | 90.8 100 | 96.0 | 96.0 100 | 90.0 | 90.0 98.8 | 93.6 | 92.4 99.6 | 64.8 | 64.8 98.8 | 86.8 | 86.4 99.6 | 100 | 99.6
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Figure 3

Crucially, this persistent advantage exposes a365

fundamental limitation: cultural knowledge is366

tightly bound to the linguistic forms in which it367

is expressed and learned. As a result, reasoning in368

English cannot fully substitute for reasoning in the369

culturally grounded language, regardless of model370

size. This suggests the presence of an intrinsic up-371

per bound on cross-language cultural understand-372

ing—one that scaling alone cannot overcome.373

(3) Thinking in culturally aligned language374

brings more efficient and accurate cultural knowl-375

edge recall.376

Not all performance gains are attributable to ex-377

plicit thinking-language switching.378

6 Conclusion379

In this paper, we propose CC-TUNING, a novel380

multilingual fine-tuning paradigm that establishes a381

cross-lingual connection mechanism at latent level382

to address the imbalanced multilingual capabilities383

of current LLMs. During training, CC-TUNING384

fuses the feed forward activations from both En-385

glish and non-English inputs, enabling the model to386

benefit from both languages. During inference, we387

simulate the cross-lingual connection using only388

monolingual input through representation transfor- 389

mation techniques. Extensive experiments across 390

six benchmarks covering 22 languages demonstrate 391

that CC-TUNING outperforms vanilla supervised 392

fine-tuning and serves as a strong latent-level alter- 393

native to data-level augmentation approaches. Our 394

results also highlight the importance of rethinking 395

multilingual training paradigms beyond superficial 396

data manipulation, suggesting that deeper architec- 397

tural interventions may unlock greater potential in 398

LLMs’ multilingual capabilities. 399

Limitations 400

This work exhibits several limitations worth not- 401

ing. Firstly, though several ablation experiments 402

are conducted to validate the benefits of our train- 403

ing paradigm, we believe there is much more to 404

explore and investigate in latent cross-lingual inter- 405

actions. Such interactions should not only be lim- 406

ited to the form discussed in our work. Secondly, 407

our experiments were conducted on LLaMA-3.1- 408

8B and Qwen2.5-7B. While these models represent 409

important milestones in open-source LLM devel- 410

opment, the evaluation across more LLMs would 411

improve the generalizability of our findings across 412
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(For MGSM and MT-AIME datasets, Qwen3 backbone models originally think in Native for Ru, Zh subsets and think in English for other subsets)

(For Culturalbench dataset, Qwen3 backbone models originally think in English)

Figure 3
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Figure 4

4.2 Thinking-Language Switching in x1364

4.2.1 Thinking-Language Frequency365

Figure 3 illustrates the distribution of the chosen366

thinking language by x1 models and the vanilla367

performance of backbone models across various368

languages/cultures for different datasets. We ob-369

serve a key pattern: x1 models demonstrate an370

increased frequency of “Native Thinking” on371

language/culture subsets where backbone mod-372

els originally perform worse.373

Besides the observation that Qwen3 backbone374

models naturally utilize Russian and Chinese for375

reasoning on respective math problems and thus376

x1 retains a high proportion of Native Thinking for377

these languages. This pattern holds consistently378

across both multilingual math and cultural tasks. 379

Among other languages/cultures, the Native Think- 380

ing frequency is inversely correlated with the back- 381

bone’s original performance (e.g., in low-resource 382

languages like Bengali, Swahili, Thai in Figure 3 383

(a)(b), or low-performing cultural subsets circled in 384

Figure 3 (c)). This behavior suggests that when the 385

primary English reasoning path fails or is uncertain, 386

the model resorts to thinking-language switching 387

as a recovery mechanism, attempting to leverage 388

potential language-specific knowledge or alterna- 389

tive reasoning pathways encoded in non-English 390

representations. The increased switching frequency 391

indicates that the x1 model implicitly recognizes 392

the limits of its primary reasoning mode, actively 393
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Data Format: (Thinking Phase | Answer Phase | Both Phases)

Language Compliance Rate (%) on MGSM

Query Language Bn De En Es Fr Ja Ru Sw Th Zh

Qwen3-4B – | 95.6 | – – | 96.8 | – – | 100 | – – | 98.0 | – – | 99.2 | – – | 96.8 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 26.4 | – – | 92.4 | – – | 100 | –
x-Thinker-Qwen3-4B 95.6 | 97.6 | 93.2 100 | 99.2 | 99.2 100 | 100 | 100 99.6 | 99.2 | 98.8 99.2 | 99.6 | 98.8 100 | 99.6 | 99.6 99.6 | 100 | 99.6 99.6 | 24.0 | 23.6 98.0 | 95.6 | 94.0 100 | 99.6 | 99.6

Qwen3-14B – | 97.6 | – – | 97.2 | – – | 100 | – – | 92.0 | – – | 89.6 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 49.6 | – – | 99.2 | – – | 99.6 | –
x-Thinker-Qwen3-14B 99.6 | 70.8 | 70.40 99.2 | 93.6 | 92.8 100 | 99.6 | 99.6 100 | 92.0 | 92.0 99.2 | 92.4 | 91.6 100 | 97.2 | 97.2 92.0 | 96.0 | 88.0 100 | 54.4 | 54.4 98.8 | 94.0 | 92.8 100 | 100 | 100

Qwen3-32B – | 93.6 | – – | 94.8 | – – | 100 | – – | 93.6 | – – | 96.0 | – – | 91.2 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 64.0 | – – | 92.4 | – – | 100 | –
x-Thinker-Qwen3-32B 98.8 | 90.0 | 89.2 93.2 | 93.2 | 86.4 100 | 100 | 100 100 | 90.8 | 90.8 100 | 96.0 | 96.0 100 | 90.0 | 90.0 98.8 | 93.6 | 92.4 99.6 | 64.8 | 64.8 98.8 | 86.8 | 86.4 99.6 | 100 | 99.6
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Figure 3

Crucially, this persistent advantage exposes a365

fundamental limitation: cultural knowledge is366

tightly bound to the linguistic forms in which it367

is expressed and learned. As a result, reasoning in368

English cannot fully substitute for reasoning in the369

culturally grounded language, regardless of model370

size. This suggests the presence of an intrinsic up-371

per bound on cross-language cultural understand-372

ing—one that scaling alone cannot overcome.373

(3) Thinking in culturally aligned language374

brings more efficient and accurate cultural knowl-375

edge recall.376

Not all performance gains are attributable to ex-377

plicit thinking-language switching.378

6 Conclusion379

In this paper, we propose CC-TUNING, a novel380

multilingual fine-tuning paradigm that establishes a381

cross-lingual connection mechanism at latent level382

to address the imbalanced multilingual capabilities383

of current LLMs. During training, CC-TUNING384

fuses the feed forward activations from both En-385

glish and non-English inputs, enabling the model to386

benefit from both languages. During inference, we387

simulate the cross-lingual connection using only388

monolingual input through representation transfor- 389

mation techniques. Extensive experiments across 390

six benchmarks covering 22 languages demonstrate 391

that CC-TUNING outperforms vanilla supervised 392

fine-tuning and serves as a strong latent-level alter- 393

native to data-level augmentation approaches. Our 394

results also highlight the importance of rethinking 395

multilingual training paradigms beyond superficial 396

data manipulation, suggesting that deeper architec- 397

tural interventions may unlock greater potential in 398

LLMs’ multilingual capabilities. 399

Limitations 400

This work exhibits several limitations worth not- 401

ing. Firstly, though several ablation experiments 402

are conducted to validate the benefits of our train- 403

ing paradigm, we believe there is much more to 404

explore and investigate in latent cross-lingual inter- 405

actions. Such interactions should not only be lim- 406

ited to the form discussed in our work. Secondly, 407

our experiments were conducted on LLaMA-3.1- 408

8B and Qwen2.5-7B. While these models represent 409

important milestones in open-source LLM devel- 410

opment, the evaluation across more LLMs would 411

improve the generalizability of our findings across 412
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Data Format: (Thinking Phase | Answer Phase | Both Phases)

Language Compliance Rate (%) on MGSM

Query Language Bn De En Es Fr Ja Ru Sw Th Zh

Qwen3-4B – | 95.6 | – – | 96.8 | – – | 100 | – – | 98.0 | – – | 99.2 | – – | 96.8 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 26.4 | – – | 92.4 | – – | 100 | –
x-Thinker-Qwen3-4B 95.6 | 97.6 | 93.2 100 | 99.2 | 99.2 100 | 100 | 100 99.6 | 99.2 | 98.8 99.2 | 99.6 | 98.8 100 | 99.6 | 99.6 99.6 | 100 | 99.6 99.6 | 24.0 | 23.6 98.0 | 95.6 | 94.0 100 | 99.6 | 99.6

Qwen3-14B – | 97.6 | – – | 97.2 | – – | 100 | – – | 92.0 | – – | 89.6 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 49.6 | – – | 99.2 | – – | 99.6 | –
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Figure 3

Crucially, this persistent advantage exposes a365

fundamental limitation: cultural knowledge is366

tightly bound to the linguistic forms in which it367

is expressed and learned. As a result, reasoning in368

English cannot fully substitute for reasoning in the369

culturally grounded language, regardless of model370

size. This suggests the presence of an intrinsic up-371

per bound on cross-language cultural understand-372

ing—one that scaling alone cannot overcome.373

(3) Thinking in culturally aligned language374

brings more efficient and accurate cultural knowl-375

edge recall.376

Not all performance gains are attributable to ex-377

plicit thinking-language switching.378

6 Conclusion379

In this paper, we propose CC-TUNING, a novel380

multilingual fine-tuning paradigm that establishes a381

cross-lingual connection mechanism at latent level382

to address the imbalanced multilingual capabilities383

of current LLMs. During training, CC-TUNING384

fuses the feed forward activations from both En-385

glish and non-English inputs, enabling the model to386

benefit from both languages. During inference, we387

simulate the cross-lingual connection using only388

monolingual input through representation transfor- 389

mation techniques. Extensive experiments across 390

six benchmarks covering 22 languages demonstrate 391

that CC-TUNING outperforms vanilla supervised 392

fine-tuning and serves as a strong latent-level alter- 393

native to data-level augmentation approaches. Our 394

results also highlight the importance of rethinking 395

multilingual training paradigms beyond superficial 396

data manipulation, suggesting that deeper architec- 397

tural interventions may unlock greater potential in 398

LLMs’ multilingual capabilities. 399

Limitations 400

This work exhibits several limitations worth not- 401

ing. Firstly, though several ablation experiments 402

are conducted to validate the benefits of our train- 403

ing paradigm, we believe there is much more to 404

explore and investigate in latent cross-lingual inter- 405

actions. Such interactions should not only be lim- 406

ited to the form discussed in our work. Secondly, 407

our experiments were conducted on LLaMA-3.1- 408

8B and Qwen2.5-7B. While these models represent 409

important milestones in open-source LLM devel- 410

opment, the evaluation across more LLMs would 411

improve the generalizability of our findings across 412

6

(For MGSM and MT-AIME datasets, Qwen3 backbone models originally think in Native for Ru, Zh subsets and think in English for other subsets)

(For Culturalbench dataset, Qwen3 backbone models originally think in English)
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Figure 4

4.2 Thinking-Language Switching in x1364

4.2.1 Thinking-Language Frequency365

Figure 3 illustrates the distribution of the chosen366

thinking language by x1 models and the vanilla367

performance of backbone models across various368

languages/cultures for different datasets. We ob-369

serve a key pattern: x1 models demonstrate an370

increased frequency of “Native Thinking” on371

language/culture subsets where backbone mod-372

els originally perform worse.373

Besides the observation that Qwen3 backbone374

models naturally utilize Russian and Chinese for375

reasoning on respective math problems and thus376

x1 retains a high proportion of Native Thinking for377

these languages. This pattern holds consistently378

across both multilingual math and cultural tasks. 379

Among other languages/cultures, the Native Think- 380

ing frequency is inversely correlated with the back- 381

bone’s original performance (e.g., in low-resource 382

languages like Bengali, Swahili, Thai in Figure 3 383

(a)(b), or low-performing cultural subsets circled in 384

Figure 3 (c)). This behavior suggests that when the 385

primary English reasoning path fails or is uncertain, 386

the model resorts to thinking-language switching 387

as a recovery mechanism, attempting to leverage 388

potential language-specific knowledge or alterna- 389

tive reasoning pathways encoded in non-English 390

representations. The increased switching frequency 391

indicates that the x1 model implicitly recognizes 392

the limits of its primary reasoning mode, actively 393
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(For MGSM and MT-AIME datasets, Qwen3 backbone models originally think in Native for Ru, Zh subsets and think in English for other subsets)

(For Culturalbench dataset, Qwen3 backbone models originally think in English)

Data Format: (Thinking Phase | Answer Phase | Both Phases)

Language Compliance Rate (%) on MGSM

Query Language Bn De En Es Fr Ja Ru Sw Th Zh

Qwen3-4B – | 95.6 | – – | 96.8 | – – | 100 | – – | 98.0 | – – | 99.2 | – – | 96.8 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 26.4 | – – | 92.4 | – – | 100 | –
x-Thinker-Qwen3-4B 95.6 | 97.6 | 93.2 100 | 99.2 | 99.2 100 | 100 | 100 99.6 | 99.2 | 98.8 99.2 | 99.6 | 98.8 100 | 99.6 | 99.6 99.6 | 100 | 99.6 99.6 | 24.0 | 23.6 98.0 | 95.6 | 94.0 100 | 99.6 | 99.6

Qwen3-14B – | 97.6 | – – | 97.2 | – – | 100 | – – | 92.0 | – – | 89.6 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 49.6 | – – | 99.2 | – – | 99.6 | –
x-Thinker-Qwen3-14B 99.6 | 70.8 | 70.40 99.2 | 93.6 | 92.8 100 | 99.6 | 99.6 100 | 92.0 | 92.0 99.2 | 92.4 | 91.6 100 | 97.2 | 97.2 92.0 | 96.0 | 88.0 100 | 54.4 | 54.4 98.8 | 94.0 | 92.8 100 | 100 | 100

Qwen3-32B – | 93.6 | – – | 94.8 | – – | 100 | – – | 93.6 | – – | 96.0 | – – | 91.2 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 64.0 | – – | 92.4 | – – | 100 | –
x-Thinker-Qwen3-32B 98.8 | 90.0 | 89.2 93.2 | 93.2 | 86.4 100 | 100 | 100 100 | 90.8 | 90.8 100 | 96.0 | 96.0 100 | 90.0 | 90.0 98.8 | 93.6 | 92.4 99.6 | 64.8 | 64.8 98.8 | 86.8 | 86.4 99.6 | 100 | 99.6
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Figure 3

Crucially, this persistent advantage exposes a365

fundamental limitation: cultural knowledge is366

tightly bound to the linguistic forms in which it367

is expressed and learned. As a result, reasoning in368

English cannot fully substitute for reasoning in the369

culturally grounded language, regardless of model370

size. This suggests the presence of an intrinsic up-371

per bound on cross-language cultural understand-372

ing—one that scaling alone cannot overcome.373

(3) Thinking in culturally aligned language374

brings more efficient and accurate cultural knowl-375

edge recall.376

Not all performance gains are attributable to ex-377

plicit thinking-language switching.378

6 Conclusion379

In this paper, we propose CC-TUNING, a novel380

multilingual fine-tuning paradigm that establishes a381

cross-lingual connection mechanism at latent level382

to address the imbalanced multilingual capabilities383

of current LLMs. During training, CC-TUNING384

fuses the feed forward activations from both En-385

glish and non-English inputs, enabling the model to386

benefit from both languages. During inference, we387

simulate the cross-lingual connection using only388

monolingual input through representation transfor- 389

mation techniques. Extensive experiments across 390

six benchmarks covering 22 languages demonstrate 391

that CC-TUNING outperforms vanilla supervised 392

fine-tuning and serves as a strong latent-level alter- 393

native to data-level augmentation approaches. Our 394

results also highlight the importance of rethinking 395

multilingual training paradigms beyond superficial 396

data manipulation, suggesting that deeper architec- 397

tural interventions may unlock greater potential in 398

LLMs’ multilingual capabilities. 399

Limitations 400

This work exhibits several limitations worth not- 401

ing. Firstly, though several ablation experiments 402

are conducted to validate the benefits of our train- 403

ing paradigm, we believe there is much more to 404

explore and investigate in latent cross-lingual inter- 405

actions. Such interactions should not only be lim- 406

ited to the form discussed in our work. Secondly, 407

our experiments were conducted on LLaMA-3.1- 408

8B and Qwen2.5-7B. While these models represent 409

important milestones in open-source LLM devel- 410

opment, the evaluation across more LLMs would 411

improve the generalizability of our findings across 412
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Data Format: (Thinking Phase | Answer Phase | Both Phases)

Language Compliance Rate (%) on MGSM

Query Language Bn De En Es Fr Ja Ru Sw Th Zh

Qwen3-4B – | 95.6 | – – | 96.8 | – – | 100 | – – | 98.0 | – – | 99.2 | – – | 96.8 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 26.4 | – – | 92.4 | – – | 100 | –
x-Thinker-Qwen3-4B 95.6 | 97.6 | 93.2 100 | 99.2 | 99.2 100 | 100 | 100 99.6 | 99.2 | 98.8 99.2 | 99.6 | 98.8 100 | 99.6 | 99.6 99.6 | 100 | 99.6 99.6 | 24.0 | 23.6 98.0 | 95.6 | 94.0 100 | 99.6 | 99.6

Qwen3-14B – | 97.6 | – – | 97.2 | – – | 100 | – – | 92.0 | – – | 89.6 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 49.6 | – – | 99.2 | – – | 99.6 | –
x-Thinker-Qwen3-14B 99.6 | 70.8 | 70.40 99.2 | 93.6 | 92.8 100 | 99.6 | 99.6 100 | 92.0 | 92.0 99.2 | 92.4 | 91.6 100 | 97.2 | 97.2 92.0 | 96.0 | 88.0 100 | 54.4 | 54.4 98.8 | 94.0 | 92.8 100 | 100 | 100

Qwen3-32B – | 93.6 | – – | 94.8 | – – | 100 | – – | 93.6 | – – | 96.0 | – – | 91.2 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 64.0 | – – | 92.4 | – – | 100 | –
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Figure 3

Crucially, this persistent advantage exposes a365

fundamental limitation: cultural knowledge is366

tightly bound to the linguistic forms in which it367

is expressed and learned. As a result, reasoning in368

English cannot fully substitute for reasoning in the369

culturally grounded language, regardless of model370

size. This suggests the presence of an intrinsic up-371

per bound on cross-language cultural understand-372

ing—one that scaling alone cannot overcome.373

(3) Thinking in culturally aligned language374

brings more efficient and accurate cultural knowl-375

edge recall.376

Not all performance gains are attributable to ex-377

plicit thinking-language switching.378

6 Conclusion379

In this paper, we propose CC-TUNING, a novel380

multilingual fine-tuning paradigm that establishes a381

cross-lingual connection mechanism at latent level382

to address the imbalanced multilingual capabilities383

of current LLMs. During training, CC-TUNING384

fuses the feed forward activations from both En-385

glish and non-English inputs, enabling the model to386

benefit from both languages. During inference, we387

simulate the cross-lingual connection using only388

monolingual input through representation transfor- 389

mation techniques. Extensive experiments across 390

six benchmarks covering 22 languages demonstrate 391

that CC-TUNING outperforms vanilla supervised 392

fine-tuning and serves as a strong latent-level alter- 393

native to data-level augmentation approaches. Our 394

results also highlight the importance of rethinking 395

multilingual training paradigms beyond superficial 396

data manipulation, suggesting that deeper architec- 397

tural interventions may unlock greater potential in 398

LLMs’ multilingual capabilities. 399

Limitations 400

This work exhibits several limitations worth not- 401

ing. Firstly, though several ablation experiments 402

are conducted to validate the benefits of our train- 403

ing paradigm, we believe there is much more to 404

explore and investigate in latent cross-lingual inter- 405

actions. Such interactions should not only be lim- 406

ited to the form discussed in our work. Secondly, 407

our experiments were conducted on LLaMA-3.1- 408

8B and Qwen2.5-7B. While these models represent 409

important milestones in open-source LLM devel- 410

opment, the evaluation across more LLMs would 411

improve the generalizability of our findings across 412
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Figure 4

4.2 Thinking-Language Switching in x1364

4.2.1 Thinking-Language Frequency365

Figure 3 illustrates the distribution of the chosen366

thinking language by x1 models and the vanilla367

performance of backbone models across various368

languages/cultures for different datasets. We ob-369

serve a key pattern: x1 models demonstrate an370

increased frequency of “Native Thinking” on371

language/culture subsets where backbone mod-372

els originally perform worse.373

Besides the observation that Qwen3 backbone374

models naturally utilize Russian and Chinese for375

reasoning on respective math problems and thus376

x1 retains a high proportion of Native Thinking for377

these languages. This pattern holds consistently378

across both multilingual math and cultural tasks. 379

Among other languages/cultures, the Native Think- 380

ing frequency is inversely correlated with the back- 381

bone’s original performance (e.g., in low-resource 382

languages like Bengali, Swahili, Thai in Figure 3 383

(a)(b), or low-performing cultural subsets circled in 384

Figure 3 (c)). This behavior suggests that when the 385

primary English reasoning path fails or is uncertain, 386

the model resorts to thinking-language switching 387

as a recovery mechanism, attempting to leverage 388

potential language-specific knowledge or alterna- 389

tive reasoning pathways encoded in non-English 390

representations. The increased switching frequency 391

indicates that the x1 model implicitly recognizes 392

the limits of its primary reasoning mode, actively 393
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Data Format: (Thinking Phase | Answer Phase | Both Phases)

Language Compliance Rate (%) on MGSM

Query Language Bn De En Es Fr Ja Ru Sw Th Zh

Qwen3-4B – | 95.6 | – – | 96.8 | – – | 100 | – – | 98.0 | – – | 99.2 | – – | 96.8 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 26.4 | – – | 92.4 | – – | 100 | –
x-Thinker-Qwen3-4B 95.6 | 97.6 | 93.2 100 | 99.2 | 99.2 100 | 100 | 100 99.6 | 99.2 | 98.8 99.2 | 99.6 | 98.8 100 | 99.6 | 99.6 99.6 | 100 | 99.6 99.6 | 24.0 | 23.6 98.0 | 95.6 | 94.0 100 | 99.6 | 99.6

Qwen3-14B – | 97.6 | – – | 97.2 | – – | 100 | – – | 92.0 | – – | 89.6 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 49.6 | – – | 99.2 | – – | 99.6 | –
x-Thinker-Qwen3-14B 99.6 | 70.8 | 70.40 99.2 | 93.6 | 92.8 100 | 99.6 | 99.6 100 | 92.0 | 92.0 99.2 | 92.4 | 91.6 100 | 97.2 | 97.2 92.0 | 96.0 | 88.0 100 | 54.4 | 54.4 98.8 | 94.0 | 92.8 100 | 100 | 100

Qwen3-32B – | 93.6 | – – | 94.8 | – – | 100 | – – | 93.6 | – – | 96.0 | – – | 91.2 | – – | 99.6 | – – | 64.0 | – – | 92.4 | – – | 100 | –
x-Thinker-Qwen3-32B 98.8 | 90.0 | 89.2 93.2 | 93.2 | 86.4 100 | 100 | 100 100 | 90.8 | 90.8 100 | 96.0 | 96.0 100 | 90.0 | 90.0 98.8 | 93.6 | 92.4 99.6 | 64.8 | 64.8 98.8 | 86.8 | 86.4 99.6 | 100 | 99.6
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Figure 3

Crucially, this persistent advantage exposes a365

fundamental limitation: cultural knowledge is366

tightly bound to the linguistic forms in which it367

is expressed and learned. As a result, reasoning in368

English cannot fully substitute for reasoning in the369

culturally grounded language, regardless of model370

size. This suggests the presence of an intrinsic up-371

per bound on cross-language cultural understand-372

ing—one that scaling alone cannot overcome.373

(3) Thinking in culturally aligned language374

brings more efficient and accurate cultural knowl-375

edge recall.376

Not all performance gains are attributable to ex-377

plicit thinking-language switching.378

6 Conclusion379

In this paper, we propose CC-TUNING, a novel380

multilingual fine-tuning paradigm that establishes a381

cross-lingual connection mechanism at latent level382

to address the imbalanced multilingual capabilities383

of current LLMs. During training, CC-TUNING384

fuses the feed forward activations from both En-385

glish and non-English inputs, enabling the model to386

benefit from both languages. During inference, we387

simulate the cross-lingual connection using only388

monolingual input through representation transfor- 389

mation techniques. Extensive experiments across 390

six benchmarks covering 22 languages demonstrate 391

that CC-TUNING outperforms vanilla supervised 392

fine-tuning and serves as a strong latent-level alter- 393

native to data-level augmentation approaches. Our 394

results also highlight the importance of rethinking 395

multilingual training paradigms beyond superficial 396

data manipulation, suggesting that deeper architec- 397

tural interventions may unlock greater potential in 398

LLMs’ multilingual capabilities. 399

Limitations 400

This work exhibits several limitations worth not- 401

ing. Firstly, though several ablation experiments 402

are conducted to validate the benefits of our train- 403

ing paradigm, we believe there is much more to 404

explore and investigate in latent cross-lingual inter- 405

actions. Such interactions should not only be lim- 406

ited to the form discussed in our work. Secondly, 407

our experiments were conducted on LLaMA-3.1- 408

8B and Qwen2.5-7B. While these models represent 409

important milestones in open-source LLM devel- 410

opment, the evaluation across more LLMs would 411

improve the generalizability of our findings across 412
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Data Format: (Thinking Phase | Answer Phase | Both Phases)

Language Compliance Rate (%) on MGSM

Query Language Bn De En Es Fr Ja Ru Sw Th Zh
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Crucially, this persistent advantage exposes a365

fundamental limitation: cultural knowledge is366

tightly bound to the linguistic forms in which it367

is expressed and learned. As a result, reasoning in368

English cannot fully substitute for reasoning in the369

culturally grounded language, regardless of model370

size. This suggests the presence of an intrinsic up-371

per bound on cross-language cultural understand-372

ing—one that scaling alone cannot overcome.373

(3) Thinking in culturally aligned language374

brings more efficient and accurate cultural knowl-375

edge recall.376

Not all performance gains are attributable to ex-377

plicit thinking-language switching.378

6 Conclusion379

In this paper, we propose CC-TUNING, a novel380

multilingual fine-tuning paradigm that establishes a381

cross-lingual connection mechanism at latent level382

to address the imbalanced multilingual capabilities383

of current LLMs. During training, CC-TUNING384

fuses the feed forward activations from both En-385

glish and non-English inputs, enabling the model to386

benefit from both languages. During inference, we387

simulate the cross-lingual connection using only388

monolingual input through representation transfor- 389

mation techniques. Extensive experiments across 390

six benchmarks covering 22 languages demonstrate 391

that CC-TUNING outperforms vanilla supervised 392

fine-tuning and serves as a strong latent-level alter- 393

native to data-level augmentation approaches. Our 394

results also highlight the importance of rethinking 395

multilingual training paradigms beyond superficial 396

data manipulation, suggesting that deeper architec- 397

tural interventions may unlock greater potential in 398

LLMs’ multilingual capabilities. 399

Limitations 400

This work exhibits several limitations worth not- 401

ing. Firstly, though several ablation experiments 402

are conducted to validate the benefits of our train- 403

ing paradigm, we believe there is much more to 404

explore and investigate in latent cross-lingual inter- 405

actions. Such interactions should not only be lim- 406

ited to the form discussed in our work. Secondly, 407
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(For MGSM and MT-AIME datasets, Qwen3 backbone models originally think in Native for Ru, Zh subsets and think in English for other subsets)

(For Culturalbench dataset, Qwen3 backbone models originally think in English)
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Figure 4

4.2 Thinking-Language Switching in x1364

4.2.1 Thinking-Language Frequency365

Figure 3 illustrates the distribution of the chosen366

thinking language by x1 models and the vanilla367

performance of backbone models across various368

languages/cultures for different datasets. We ob-369

serve a key pattern: x1 models demonstrate an370

increased frequency of “Native Thinking” on371

language/culture subsets where backbone mod-372

els originally perform worse.373

Besides the observation that Qwen3 backbone374

models naturally utilize Russian and Chinese for375

reasoning on respective math problems and thus376

x1 retains a high proportion of Native Thinking for377

these languages. This pattern holds consistently378

across both multilingual math and cultural tasks. 379

Among other languages/cultures, the Native Think- 380

ing frequency is inversely correlated with the back- 381

bone’s original performance (e.g., in low-resource 382

languages like Bengali, Swahili, Thai in Figure 3 383

(a)(b), or low-performing cultural subsets circled in 384

Figure 3 (c)). This behavior suggests that when the 385

primary English reasoning path fails or is uncertain, 386

the model resorts to thinking-language switching 387

as a recovery mechanism, attempting to leverage 388

potential language-specific knowledge or alterna- 389

tive reasoning pathways encoded in non-English 390

representations. The increased switching frequency 391

indicates that the x1 model implicitly recognizes 392

the limits of its primary reasoning mode, actively 393

6

Figure 3: Distribution of thinking languages frequency by x1 models along with the performance of their backbones
across different languages/cultures subsets. All statistics and results are averaged over Qwen3-4B, 14B and 32B.

languages/cultures, native-thinking frequency is
inversely correlated with the backbone’s original
performance (e.g., in low-resource languages like
Bengali, Swahili, Thai in Figure 3 (a)(b), or low-
performing cultural subsets circled in Figure 3 (c)).
This trend suggests that when the dominant English
reasoning pathway becomes unreliable, the model
increases thinking-language switching as a recov-
ery mechanism, attempting to exploit language-
specific knowledge or alternative reasoning path-
ways encoded in non-English representations.

4.2.2 Net Benefits of Language Switching
To assess the true utility of x1’s adaptive think-
ing mechanism, we focus on the subset of sam-
ples where a thinking-language switch occurred.
We define the Benefit Rate as the proportion of
cases where the backbone fails but x1 succeeds
after switching (computed over all samples), and
the Harm Rate as the opposite case. Their differ-
ence reflects the net benefit of adaptive switching.
As shown in Figure 4, the benefit consistently out-
weighs the harm, providing clear evidence for the
effectiveness of thinking-language switching. Be-
sides, the analysis further reveals several insights:

(1) Larger Cross-Lingual Disparity Leads to
Greater Net Benefits from Thinking-Language
Switching. From Figure 4 (a), we observe that
in MGSM (grade school level), the net benefit of
thinking-language switching decreases steadily as
model size scales. But for the more challenging
benchmark MT-AIME shown in (b), the net benefits

remains low and nearly unchanged.
This trend aligns with the standard deviation

(Std) statistics in §B Table 6, where a larger Std in-
dicates greater cross-lingual performance disparity.
We find a clear positive correlation: the greater this
disparity, the larger the net benefit of switching.

For MGSM, the Qwen3 backbone becomes in-
creasingly balanced across languages as model size
grows (Std: 4B-16.96, 14B-7.446, 32B-4.665),
naturally reducing the benefit of switching. In-
tuitively, if performance were identical across all
languages, switching would offer no gain. For MT-
AIME, although overall accuracy improves with
scale, the performance imbalances remains low
and stable (Std: 4B-6.576, 14B-8.308, 32B-7.495),
explaining the consistently small and almost scale-
invariant net benefit observed in Figure 4(b).

(2) Thinking in Culture-associated Language Of-
fers Inherent and Persistent Advantages. Fig-
ure 4 (c)(d) shows that the net benefit of reason-
ing in culture-associated language remains stable
across model scales, and is consistently larger than
that observed in multilingual math reasoning. This
indicates that the advantage of reasoning in culture-
associated language is not a transient effect of lim-
ited model capacity, but instead reflects a deeper
entanglement between language and culture.

This persistence also reveals a fundamental
challenge to “Scaling Law”: cultural knowledge
is tightly intertwined with the linguistic forms
through which it is acquired, represented, and in-
voked. Consequently, reasoning in English can-
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Models
Mean@3 Performance on MGSM

Bn De En Es Fr Ja Ru Sw Th Zh Average Standard Deviation

Qwen3-4B 75.33 82.53 87.60 84.67 81.6 78.67 84.67 26.80 79.33 84.67 76.59 16.96
Qwen3-14B 83.6 85.6 86.6 84.6 82.8 82.2 87 60.8 86 86.4 82.56 7.445905595
Qwen3-32B 84 86.6 89.2 84.2 83.2 82.8 86.8 71.8 84.2 87 83.98 4.665425329

Models
Mean@3 Performance on MT-AIME

Bn De En Es Fr Ja Ru Sw Th Zh Average Standard Deviation

Qwen3-4B 22.22 25.56 25.56 24.44 23.33 22.22 17.78 6.67 25.56 24.44 21.78 6.576
Qwen3-14B 26.67 26.67 32.22 25.56 34.44 24.44 34.44 18.89 23.33 45.56 29.22 8.308
Qwen3-32B 28.89 28.89 26.67 43.33 31.11 31.11 38.89 27.78 35.56 46.67 33.89 7.495
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Maker, Mean Pooling and Random Pooling strategy on
XNLI and MKQA datasets.
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Figure 4: Benefit and harm rates of thinking-language switching on MGSM, MT-AIME, FORK and CulturalBench
datasets across Qwen3-4B, 14B and 32B. The shaded area (benefit rate minus harm rate) represents the net benefits.

Models
Avg. Cultural Knowledge
Recall Count per Thought

(Efficiency)

Avg. Cultural Knowledge
Recall Accuracy (%)

(Accuracy)

Qwen3-4B 3.366 47.699
x1-Qwen3-4B 2.662 (↓ 0.704) 53.439 (↑ 5.740)

Qwen3-14B 3.353 49.123
x1-Qwen3-14B 2.765 (↓ 0.588) 55.319 (↑ 6.196)

Qwen3-32B 3.561 45.813
x1-Qwen3-32B 3.000 (↓ 0.561) 56.725 (↑ 7.902)

Table 3: Statistics of cultural knowledge recall fre-
quency and accuracy on the CulturalBench dataset.

not fully substitute for reasoning in the culture-
associated language, even as model size and overall
capability continue to increase. This points to an in-
trinsic upper bound on English-centric reasoning in
cultural contexts—one that is difficult to overcome
through scaling alone.

4.3 Cultural Knowledge Recall Behavior

Section 4.2.2 demonstrates the persistent advan-
tages of thinking in culture-associated language.
But what underlies this advantage? As illustrated
in Appendix §C Figure 8, both backbone and x1
models exhibit explicit cultural knowledge recall
during cultural reasoning, actively retrieving rele-
vant cultural facts or norms as part of their reason-
ing process. While such recall alone does not guar-
antee correctness, it plays a critical role in shaping
the final answer. Motivated by this observation,
we compare the cultural knowledge recall behavior
of x1 and its backbone models. Specifically, we
employ GPT-5-mini to identify recalled cultural
knowledge that supports or justifies the golden an-
swer and to verify its correctness (implementations
are in Appendix §C). The results are summarized
in Table 3, leading to the following finding:

Thinking in Culture-associated Language En-
ables More Efficient and Accurate Cultural
Knowledge Recall. As shown in Table 3, across
all model scales, x1 consistently recalls fewer but

more accurate cultural knowledge instances com-
pared to its backbone model. x1 reduces the aver-
age recall count per thought by 0.56-0.70, while
improving recall accuracy by 5.74%-7.90%. This
indicates that reasoning in culture-associated lan-
guages promotes more targeted and relevant knowl-
edge retrieval, rather than broader but noisier recall,
providing a concrete mechanistic explanation for
the persistent gains observed in cultural tasks.

4.4 Language-Mixing in x1

In multilingual reasoning, models often interleave
multiple languages within a single reasoning tra-
jectory, a phenomenon commonly known as lan-
guage mixing (Yong et al., 2025) (we present a
example in Figure 9). Unlike explicit thinking-
language switching, which operates at the context
level, language mixing captures a finer-grained,
sentence-level adaptation that can occur without
explicit switching. To isolate this effect, we fo-
cus on samples where x1 does not perform explicit
thinking-language switching. For these samples,
we measure the change in sentence-level language-
mixing strength of x1’s responses relative to its
backbone and analyze its correlation with the re-
sulting net benefits aggregated over all samples.

Increased Language Mixing Is Associated with
Positive Outcomes in Multilingual Reasoning.
As we do not introduce any design about language
mixing, we observe that on both MGSM and MT-
AIME, the proportions of samples with increased
and decreased language mixing rates are broadly
balanced. However, those with increased language
mixing rates consistently yield higher net bene-
fits than those with decreased mixing (0.26% vs.
0.21% on MGSM, 0.85% vs. 0.11% on MT-AIME).

These results indicate that the gains of x1 can-
not be fully attributed to explicit language switch-
ing. Even in the absence of such switching, higher
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Question:
In Chinese culture, what should be avoided during Ghost Festival in Summertime in July?\n(A) Dinning out\n(B) Going haircut\n(C) Go swimming\n(D) Going out

x1-Qwen3-32B’s thinking content:
好的，我现在需要回答这个问题。问题是在中国传统文化中，夏季七月的鬼节期间应该避免做什么。

选项是：(A) 外出吃饭，(B) 理发，(C) 游泳，(D) 外出。\n\n首先，我得回忆一下鬼节的相关习俗。鬼
节，也称为中元节，在农历七月十五日庆祝。这个节日与亡灵有关，人们会举行各种仪式来安抚游魂

野鬼。在鬼节期间，有一些特定的禁忌需要遵守。\n\n接下来，我需要逐一分析选项。选项A是外出吃
饭。我听说在鬼节期间，有些人可能会避免在户外或公共场所吃饭，因为担心食物会吸引鬼魂。不过，

这可能因地区而异，我不确定这是否是普遍的禁忌。\n\n选项B是理发。在中国传统文化中，理发通常
与某些节日或时期有关。例如，在春节期间，人们会避免在年初一理发，因为“发”与“福”谐音，

而年初一理发可能被认为会剪掉福气。但鬼节期间是否也有类似的禁忌呢？我不太确定这一点。\n\n选
项C是游泳。在鬼节期间，人们可能会避免游泳，因为水边是鬼魂容易出没的地方。此外，有些人认为
在鬼节游泳可能会遇到溺水的鬼魂，从而带来危险。这可能是常见的禁忌。\n\n选项D是外出。这个选
项比较笼统。在鬼节期间，有些人可能会避免夜间外出，尤其是独自外出，因为相信鬼魂会在那时游

荡。不过，选项D说的是“外出”，并没有说明时间，所以可能不够具体。\n\n现在我需要确认这些习
俗。根据我所知，鬼节期间常见的禁忌包括避免游泳、夜间外出、在户外点火或做饭，以及避免穿着

红色衣物。其中，游泳是一个常见的禁忌，因为水边是鬼魂容易出没的地方。因此，选项C可能是正确
答案。\n\n再检查其他选项。选项B，理发，可能在某些地区有禁忌，但我不确定是否普遍。选项A和D
可能不是主要的禁忌。因此，最可能的正确答案是选项C：游泳。
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
(English version of above Chinese thinking content for better understandability)
Okay, now I need to answer this question. The question is, in traditional Chinese culture, what should one avoid 
doing during the Ghost Festival in the seventh lunar month? The options are: (A) eating out, (B) getting a 
haircut, (C) swimming, (D) going out. First, I need to recall the relevant customs of the Ghost Festival. The 
Ghost Festival, also known as the Zhongyuan Festival, is celebrated on the 15th day of the seventh lunar month. 
This festival is related to the spirits of the dead, and people hold various rituals to appease wandering ghosts. 
During the Ghost Festival, there are some specific taboos to observe. Next, I need to analyze the options one by 
one. Option A is eating out. I've heard that during the Ghost Festival, some people may avoid eating outdoors or 
in public places because they are worried that the food will attract ghosts. However, this may vary from region 
to region, and I'm not sure if this is a universal taboo. Option B is getting a haircut. In traditional Chinese 
culture, getting a haircut is usually associated with certain festivals or periods. For example, during the Spring 
Festival, people avoid getting a haircut on the first day of the new year because "hair" (发) is a homophone for 
"fortune" (福), and getting a haircut on the first day of the new year may be considered as cutting away good 
fortune. But are there similar taboos during Ghost Festival? I'm not sure. Option C is swimming. During Ghost 
Festival, people might avoid swimming because watersides are considered haunted by ghosts. Additionally, 
some believe that swimming during Ghost Festival might lead to encounters with drowning ghosts, thus 
bringing danger. This is likely a common taboo. Option D is going out. This option is rather general. During 
Ghost Festival, some people might avoid going out at night, especially alone, because they believe ghosts roam 
at that time. However, Option D says "going out" without specifying the time, so it might not be specific 
enough. Now I need to confirm these customs. As far as I know, common taboos during Ghost Festival include 
avoiding swimming, going out at night, lighting fires or cooking outdoors, and avoiding wearing red clothing. 
Swimming is a common taboo because watersides are considered haunted by ghosts. Therefore, Option C is 
likely the correct answer. Let's check the other options. Option B, getting a haircut, might be taboo in some 
areas, but I'm not sure if it's widespread. Options A and D are probably not major taboos. Therefore, the most 
likely correct answer is option C: swimming.

Qwen3-32B’s thinking content:
Okay, so I need to figure out what should be avoided during the Ghost Festival in 
Chinese culture during the summertime in July. The options are dining out, going for a 
haircut, going swimming, or going out. Let me think about what I know about the Ghost 
Festival, also known as the Hungry Ghost Festival. \n\nI remember that this festival is a 
time when it's believed that ghosts and spirits are released from the underworld. People 
perform rituals to appease them, offer food, and avoid certain activities to prevent 
offending the spirits. There are some common taboos during this period. For example, I 
think it's not advisable to go out at night because the spirits are more active. Also, some 
people might avoid activities like getting a haircut because it's thought that the spirits 
might take your hair, or that cutting hair could be seen as a bad omen. \n\nLooking at the 
options, (B) is going for a haircut. I've heard that getting a haircut during this time is 
discouraged. But wait, the question is about the summertime in July. The Ghost Festival 
is usually in the seventh lunar month, which can fall in July or August in the Gregorian 
calendar. The main thing is the seventh lunar month. \n\nAnother point: some people 
avoid dining out because the ghosts might be around, and you don't want to invite them 
to your meal. However, the answer might be more specific. Also, going swimming could 
be risky if the spirits are near water. But I'm not sure. \n\nI think the most common 
advice is to avoid going out at night, but option (D) is "Going out," which is a bit vague. 
But maybe during the Ghost Festival, people are advised to stay indoors, especially at 
night. However, the options here are (D) Going out, which could mean in general. 
Alternatively, maybe cutting hair is more specific. \n\nWait, I recall that during the Ghost 
Festival, it's considered bad luck to get a haircut because the spirits might take your hair, 
or because the act of cutting hair could be associated with bad omens. So (B) Going 
haircut might be the correct answer. But I need to confirm. \n\nAlternatively, some 
sources say that during the Ghost Festival, people avoid certain activities like getting 
married, moving house, or getting a haircut. So (B) is likely the answer. Let me check 
again. The question is about what should be avoided. So the answer is (B) Going haircut.

Figure 6

MGSM MT-AIME FORK CulturalBench
1

1.5

2

2.5

1.44 1.38

2.11
2.33

1.18 1.17 1.26

2.22

B
en

efi
t/

H
ar

m
R

at
es

(%
)

Benefit Rates Harm Rates

Figure 7: Performance comparisons of using Decision
Maker, Mean Pooling and Random Pooling strategy on
XNLI and MKQA datasets.
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Figure 5: Proportions of samples with changed language
mixing strength in x1’s responses relative to its back-
bone, and the correlation with the resulting net benefits.

sentence-level language mixing rates is positively
correlated with improved performance. Language
mixing thus appears to act as a fine-grained mecha-
nism that integrates complementary linguistic rep-
resentations within a single reasoning trajectory,
and may further provide a useful guidance signal
for model optimization (e.g., in reward design).

4.5 Preference Optimization with DPO

The instance-level contrastive signals naturally
induce implicit preferences between alternative
reasoning-language choices. In this subsection,
we further apply Direct Preference Optimization
(DPO) (Rafailov et al., 2023) as an auxiliary en-
hancement, treating reasoning trajectories in the
advantageous language as preferred samples and
those in the less advantageous language as dispre-
ferred ones5. The results are shown in Appendix
§E Table 8, where we observe that DPO further
improves the performance of x1 models, achieving
a second jump in multilingual math reasoning.

5 Related Work

Multi- & Cross-lingual Reasoning. Recent stud-
ies examined how LLMs perform reasoning across
languages. Some approaches utilize response align-
ment, latent connection and language separabil-
ity to bridge the gap between languages (Zhu
et al., 2024; Ye et al., 2025b,a). Besides, Ko et al.
(2025) anchor reasoning in English to minimize
the gaps, whereas SLAM (Fan et al., 2025) main-
tains reasoning capabilities with lower computa-
tional costs. Further refinement is achieved through
reasoning-focused tuning like mCoT (Lai and Nis-

5Reusing the same data produced in Section 2 Step 2.

sim, 2024), preference-based alignment (She et al.,
2024), and process reward modeling (Wang et al.,
2025). Some previous works focus on prompt-
ing strategies (Qin et al., 2023). Researchers
proposed XTransplant for cross-lingual comple-
mentarity (Ye et al., 2024b), dictionary insertion
prompting (Lu et al., 2024) that embeds key En-
glish terms into native prompts and program-based
demonstrations (Ranaldi et al., 2025) for structured
logic transfer. Recently, Yong et al. (2025) con-
ducted a detailed analysis, revealing the potentials
and limitations of cross-lingual test-time scaling.

Cultural Reasoning. Early efforts primarily fo-
cused on constructing culturally grounded knowl-
edge bases, such as CANDLE (Nguyen et al.,
2023) for normative assertions, CultureBank (Shi
et al., 2024) for community-driven cultural descrip-
tors, MAPS (Liu et al., 2024) for figurative ex-
pressions, and GlobeSumm (Ye et al., 2024a) for
global perspectives on international news. From
a methodological perspective, existing work ex-
plores how to elicit or control cultural perspectives
in LLMs (Kovač et al., 2023), enhance cultural rea-
soning by explicitly recognizing cultural context in
prompts (Wang et al., 2024), integrate moral rea-
soning across normative ethics frameworks (Rao
et al., 2023), and complement English reasoning
with non-English cultural features via cross-lingual
transplantation (Ye et al., 2024b).

Rather than enforcing consistency across lan-
guages, we investigate whether different languages
inherently provide complementary reasoning ad-
vantages for different instances. By framing
reasoning-language choice as a self-aware decision
process, our method bridges multilingual and cul-
tural reasoning from a unified perspective, position-
ing language as an active component of reasoning
rather than a passive carrier of content.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we presented x1 models that enable
adaptive multilingual reasoning. By construct-
ing x1 without expanding the model’s knowledge
boundaries, we isolated the effect of reasoning-
language choice and demonstrated that linguistic
diversity can be systematically leveraged to im-
prove both multilingual mathematical reasoning
and culturally grounded reasoning. Beyond em-
pirical gains, our findings challenge a simplistic
interpretation of scaling laws, revealing that even
as models grow larger and more capable, the ad-
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vantages of reasoning in culture-associated lan-
guages persist rather than vanish. This highlights
reasoning-language choice as a functional compo-
nent of reasoning rather than a superficial artifact
of generation. We hope this work encourages fu-
ture research to move beyond monolithic reasoning
paradigms toward building LLMs that are more
globally and culturally competent.

Limitations

This work exhibits several limitations worth not-
ing. First, to enable a clean comparison between
alternative reasoning pathways, for each instance,
we intentionally restrict the candidate thinking lan-
guages to English and one non-English language
(which is determined by the query language or cul-
tural background). Although this design choice fa-
cilitates controlled analysis, it limits the exploration
of richer multilingual combinations and linguistic
diversity. Extending adaptive reasoning to a larger
pool of languages can be a further exploration. Sec-
ond, while our analysis reveals the potential pos-
itive impact of “language mixing” for reasoning,
we do not pursue this direction further due to space
constraints. Exploring principled ways to incor-
porate mixed-language reasoning, for example as
a training signal or an optimization objective can
be great future work. Thirdly, for culture-related
tasks, we employ an LLM-as-a-Judge framework to
assess response quality. Although this approach en-
ables scalable evaluation, it may inherit the biases
and limitations of the evaluator model. We miti-
gate this risk by using evaluation only for relative
comparison between reasoning-language choices,
rather than for absolute or normative judgments.
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A Experiment Details

A.1 Step 1: To be a Multilingual Reasoner
Language List. The 31 languages (English in-
cluded) involved in step 1 training are as follows:
["Arabic","Bulgarian","Bengali","German","Greek",
"English","Spanish","Finnish","French","Hebrew",
"Hindi","Hungarian","Indonesian","Italian",
"Japanese","Korean","Malay","Dutch","Polish",
"Portuguese","Romanian","Russian","Swedish",
"Swahili","Thai","Tagalog","Turkish","Ukrainian",
"Urdu","Vietnamese","Chinese"]

Quality Filtering. To ensure linguistic fi-
delity, we apply quality filtering using COMET
(Unbabel/wmt23-cometkiwi-da-xxl) scores and dis-
card translations of evidently poor quality (whose
scores fall below 0.4).

Data Format. We adopt the official training tem-
plates provided by the corresponding backbone
models. For instance, when training Qwen3-4B,
14B, and 32B, we use the official “Qwen3” tem-
plate to ensure consistency with the original train-
ing and inference protocols. Beyond the official
templates, we introduce a customized template tai-
lored for multilingual reasoning control. This tem-
plate explicitly specifies the language used in the
reasoning process while keeping the final answer
aligned with the prompt language. Real examples
are shown in Figure 6. Note that, due to the di-
versity of X and to preserve the generality of the
template, we do not register “<X_start>” series as
special tokens in the tokenizer.

Training Hyperparameters. We perform full-
parameter finetuning for all models, except for
Qwen3-32B, for which we adopt LoRA training
due to its large model size.
# for all models except Qwen3-32B
per_device_train_batch_size: 1
gradient_accumulation_steps: 16
learning_rate: 1.0e-5
num_train_epochs: 3.0
bf16: true

# for Qwen3-32B
lora_rank: 8 # default lora_alpha: lora_rank * 2
lora_target: all
per_device_train_batch_size: 1
gradient_accumulation_steps: 16
learning_rate: 1.0e-4
num_train_epochs: 3.0
bf16: true

A.2 Step 2: To be an Adaptive Reasoner
Training Data Statistics.

• (1) Multilingual Math Problems: We use the
MGSM8KInstruct dataset (Chen et al., 2023),
which contains math problems paired with their
correct answers. We sample 200 questions across

10 languages, resulting in 2,000 training in-
stances. Detailed statistics are as follows:
{ // language: sample size

"Bengali": 200,
"German": 200,
"English": 200,
"Spanish": 200,
"French": 200,
"Japanese": 200,
"Russian": 200,
"Swahili": 200,
"Thai": 200,
"Chinese": 200

}
// Total: 2000

• (2) Culture-related Problems: We use the Cul-
tureBank dataset (Shi et al., 2024), which pro-
vides cultural questions along with the underly-
ing cultural knowledge they reflect. We sample
100-200 questions from each of the 25 language
groups (depending on availability), covering cul-
tural questions from 45 countries/regions, result-
ing in 4,413 samples in total. Detailed statistics
are as follows:
{ // language group: sample size

"Arabic": 200,
"Danish": 122
"German": 200,
"Greek": 100,
"English": 200,
"Spanish": 200,
"Finnish": 142,
"French": 200,
"Irish": 157,
"Scottish Gaelic": 125,
"Hindi": 200,
"Indonesian": 200,
"Italian": 200,
"Japanese": 200,
"Korean": 200,
"Maori": 141,
"Malay": 130,
"Dutch": 200,
"Norwegian": 173,
"Polish": 123,
"Portuguese": 200,
"Russian": 200,
"Swedish": 200,
"Tagalog": 200,
"Chinese": 200

}
// Total: 4413

Each language group is associated with a list of
countries/regions:
{ // language group: list of

// involved countries/regions
"Arabic":["Algeria","Arab","Egypt",
"Iraq","Lebanon","Syria",
"Morocco","Tunisia","Jordan"],
"Danish":["Denmark"],
"German":["Germany","Austria",
"Switzerland"],
"Greek":["Greece","Cyprus"],
"English":["United States"],
"Spanish":["Argentina","Spain",
"Cuba","Chile","Colombia",
"Dominican Republic","Mexico",
"Peru"],
"Finnish":["Finland"],
"French":["France"],
"Irish":["Ireland"],
"Scottish Gaelic":["Scotland"],
"Hindi":["India"],
"Indonesian":["Indonesia"],
"Italian":["Italy"],
"Japanese":["Japan"],
"Korean":["Korea"],
"Maori":["New Zealand"],
"Malay":["Malaysia"],
"Dutch":["Netherlands","Belgium"]
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{
"instruction": "Question: Here is a review left by a customer on a product. Would you say he was satisfied or dissatisfied? Title: generic Le Bra front end cover Review: Two reorders did not fit my toyota camry. It 

needed a cover made for that year (2005) by Covercraft which fitted nicely,\nAnswer:",
// Reasoning in Arabic
"output": "<think>\n<Arabic_start>\n Covercraft نم )2005( ماعلا اذھلً اصیصخ عونصم ءاطغ ىلإ جاتحُی ناك .يرماك اتویوت يترایس امھبیترت داعمُلا ناءاطغلا بسانی مل"\ :ةعجارملا لوقت .يرماك اتویوت زارطل ةرایس ءاطغ ىلإ ریشی نوكی دق اذل ،ام دٍح ىلإً اطیسب ناونعلا دعُی ."\ماعلا Le Bra ةیماملأا ةھجاولا ءاطغ"\ ىمسُی جتنمل ةعجارم لیمعلا كرت .ىرن انعد ً،انسح

\"\.دیج لكشب بسان يذلا n\n ،Covercraft يھو ةفلتخم ةیراجت ةملاع نم جتنم ىلع لوصحلا ھیلع ناك .2005 يرماك اتویوت ھترایس بسانی مل ءاطغلا نكل ،)بلط ةداعإ( نیترم جتنملا لیمعلا ىرتشا .كلذ للحن انعد .ضٍار ریغ مأً ایضار لیمعلا ناك اذإ ام ددحأ نأ بجی ،ءيش لوأ \ً.ابسانم ناك وھو ،ماعلا اذھلً اصیصخ ھمیمصت مت n\n  لیمعلا ھبلط يذلا جتنملا نأ يھ انھ ةیساسلأا طاقنلا ،نذإ
\ً.ابسانم نكی مل ماعلا جتنملا نأ ىلإ ریشت )2005( ھترایس زارطلً اصیصخ ھمیمصت مت ىرخأ ةیراجت ةملاعل جتنم ىلإ لیدبتلا ھیلع ناك ھنأ ةقیقح .بسانی مل ،نیتلواحم دعب ىتحو ،بلطلا ةداعإ ھیلع ناك كلذل ،ھترایس بسانی مل )ماعلا Le Bra ةیماملأا ةھجاولا ءاطغ( n\n ،Covercraft ةملاع عمً لاح دجو لیمعلا نأ نم مغرلا ىلع .ةیبلس ةبرجت اذھو ،بسانی مل ماعلا ءاطغلا نأ ىلإ لیمعلا ریشُی  لاإ

\.ةفلتخم ةیراجت ةملاعل ھینبتو بلطلا ھتداعإ ىلإ ىدأ امم ،ماعلا ءاطغلا قفاوت مدع نم ءایتسلاا نعً اریبعت ةعجارملا ةربن ودبت .ھتاجایتحا يبلی مل يلصلأا جتنملا نأ n\n Covercraft جتنم نأ لیمعلا ركذی .ةعجارملا يف ةیباجیإ تارابع يأ كانھ تناك اذإ امم ققحتأ نأ بجی \" ( ھمییقت متی يذلا جتنملا صخت لا اھنكل ،ةیراجتلا ةملاعلا هذھ نع ةیباجیإ ةرابع يھو ،"\دیج لكشبً ابسانم ناك Le Bra). 
\.يبلس Le Bra جتنم هاجت ماعلا روعشلا نإف كلذل ،ھترایسل ءاطغلا تبسانم مدع ىلع وھ يسیئرلا زیكرتلا n\n \.يلصلأاجتنملا نع هاضر مدع ىلع لدی اذھو ،ةیراجتلا ةملاعلا لیدبتو بلطلا ةداعإ ةقشمب رورملا ھیلع ناك .اھماعو ھترایس جذومن بسانی مل ھنلأ Le Bra ةیماملأا ةھجاولا ءاطغ نع ضٍار ریغ لیمعلا ناك ،يلاتلابو n<Arabic_end>\n</think>\n\nThe

customer was **dissatisfied** with the product. \n\n**Key points from the review:** \n1. The customer ordered the generic Le Bra cover **twice**, but it **did not fit** their 2005 Toyota Camry. \n2. They had to 
switch to a **specifically designed Covercraft cover** for their car's year, which worked well. \n\nThe frustration over the generic product's incompatibility and the need to reorder multiple times clearly 
indicates dissatisfaction with the Le Bra front end cover. The positive mention of Covercraft highlights the contrast but does not reflect satisfaction with the reviewed product."

// Reasoning in Spanish
"output": "<think>\n<Spanish_start>\nBueno, veamos. El cliente dejó una reseña sobre un producto llamado \"generic Le Bra front end cover\" (cubierta frontal genérica de Le Bra). El título es bastante genérico, por lo 

que quizás se refiere a una cubierta para coche diseñada específicamente para un Toyota Camry. La reseña dice: \"Dos reordenaciones no se ajustaron a mi Toyota Camry. Necesitaba una cubierta fabricada
específicamente para ese modelo (2005) por Covercraft, que encajó bien\".\n\nEn primer lugar, debo determinar si el cliente estaba satisfecho o insatisfecho. Vamos a analizarlo. El cliente ordenó el producto en
dos ocasiones (reordenaciones), pero las cubiertas no se ajustaron a su Toyota Camry del año 2005. Tuvo que adquirir una cubierta de otra marca, Covercraft, especialmente fabricada para ese modelo, la cual
funcionó correctamente.\n\nPor tanto, los puntos clave son que el producto que el cliente ordenó (generic Le Bra) no se ajustó a su coche, por lo que tuvo que reordenarlo, y ni siquiera después de dos intentos lo 
logró. El hecho de que tuviera que cambiar a un producto de otra marca diseñado específicamente para su modelo (2005) sugiere que el producto genérico no era adecuado.\n\nEl cliente está señalando que la cubierta
genérica no encajaba, lo cual representa una experiencia negativa. Aunque encontró una solución con Covercraft, el producto original no satisfizo sus necesidades. El tono de la reseña parece expresar frustración
por el hecho de que el producto genérico no fuera compatible, lo que lo llevó a tener que reordenar y finalmente cambiar de marca.\n\nDebo comprobar si hay alguna opinión positiva en la reseña. El cliente menciona
que el producto de Covercraft \"se ajustó bien\", lo cual es un comentario positivo sobre esa marca, pero no sobre el producto que está revisando (Le Bra). El enfoque principal es el hecho de que la cubierta Le 
Bra no se ajustó, por lo que la opinión general sobre Le Bra es negativa.\n\nPor lo tanto, el cliente estaba insatisfecho con la cubierta frontal de Le Bra porque no se ajustó a su modelo y año de coche específico. 
Tuvo que pasar por el proceso de reordenar y cambiar de marca, lo cual indica insatisfacción con el producto original.\n<Spanish_end>\n</think>\n\nThe customer was **dissatisfied** with the product. \n\n**Key 
points from the review:** \n1. The customer ordered the generic Le Bra cover **twice**, but it **did not fit** their 2005 Toyota Camry. \n2. They had to switch to a **specifically designed Covercraft cover** for 
their car's year, which worked well. \n\nThe frustration over the generic product's incompatibility and the need to reorder multiple times clearly indicates dissatisfaction with the Le Bra front end cover. The 
positive mention of Covercraft highlights the contrast but does not reflect satisfaction with the reviewed product."

// Reasoning in Chinese
"output": "<think>\n<Chinese_start>\n好的，让我们来看看。客户给⼀款名为“通⽤Le Bra前端⻋罩”的产品留下了评论。评论的标题有些笼统，因此客户可能指的是丰⽥凯美瑞（Toyota Camry）的⻋罩。评论中写道：“两次重新订购的⻋罩都不适合我的2005款丰⽥凯美瑞。我最终需要

购买专⻔为该年份⻋型设计的Covercraft品牌的⻋罩，它才合适。”\n\n⾸先，我们需要判断客户是否满意或不满意。我们来逐⼀分析。客户两次订购了该产品（重新订购），但⻋罩都不适合他们的2005款丰⽥凯美瑞。最后他们不得不换品牌，购买了专⻔为该年份⻋型设计的Covercraft⻋
罩，这个产品才合适。\n\n关键点在于客户订购的通⽤Le Bra产品不适合他们的汽⻋，因此不得不重新订购，即便尝试了两次，仍然不合适。客户最后不得不换⽤另⼀个品牌的⻋罩，⽽该品牌明确为2005年款设计，说明通⽤产品并不适⽤。\n\n客户指出通⽤⻋罩不适合，这是⼀次负⾯体验。
尽管他们最终找到了Covercraft的解决⽅案，但最初的产品并没有满⾜他们的需求。评论的语⽓似乎在表达对通⽤产品不兼容的沮丧情绪，导致他们不得不再次订购并最终更换品牌。\n\n我们需要检查评论中是否有正⾯情绪。客户提到Covercraft的产品“很合适”，这是对该品牌的正⾯评价，
但并⾮针对他们评论的产品（Le Bra）。评论的焦点是Le Bra产品不合适，因此整体上对Le Bra的评价是负⾯的。\n\n因此，客户对Le Bra前端⻋罩感到不满意，因为它不适合他们特定的⻋型和年份。他们经历了重新订购和更换品牌的麻烦，这表明他们对最初的产品不满意。
\n<Chinese_end>\n</think>\n\nThe customer was **dissatisfied** with the product. \n\n**Key points from the review:** \n1. The customer ordered the generic Le Bra cover **twice**, but it **did not fit** their 2005 
Toyota Camry. \n2. They had to switch to a **specifically designed Covercraft cover** for their car's year, which worked well. \n\nThe frustration over the generic product's incompatibility and the need to reorder 
multiple times clearly indicates dissatisfaction with the Le Bra front end cover. The positive mention of Covercraft highlights the contrast but does not reflect satisfaction with the reviewed product."

}

Figure 6: Examples of Step 1 constructed training data (reasoning in Arabic, Spanish and Chinese).

"Norwegian":["Norway"],
"Polish":["Poland"],
"Portuguese":["Brazil","Portugal"],
"Russian":["Russia"],
"Swedish":["Sweden"],
"Tagalog":["Philippines"],
"Chinese":["China"]

}

Advantageous Language Identification. For
each question in Dmath or Dculture, we first obtain
the paired reasoning trajectories in both English
and non-English with M and Msurface

4. We iden-
tify the advantageous reasoning language based on
the quality of the final answers, under the principle
that stronger reasoning should manifest in superior
outputs. For multilingual math problems, answer
quality is determined via numerical matching.

scoremath(ŷ, y) =

{
10, if ŷ matches y,
0, otherwise,

(1)

where ŷ denotes the model-predicted numerical
answer and y is the ground-truth answer.

For culture-related questions, we employ GPT-
5-mini to score how well the response entails the
relevant cultural knowledge.

scoreculture(ŷ, n) = Entailment(Q, ŷ, n, LLM)

∈ [0, 10]
(2)

where Q denotes the culture-related question, ŷ
denotes the model-predicted response and n repre-
sents the relevant cultural knowledge or norm that
the model is expected to comply with. The prompt
for scoring is shown in Table 4.

The reasoning language associated with the
higher-scoring trajectory is then regarded as the
advantageous thinking language for that instance.

Prompt for Scoring Cultural Knowledge Entailment
You will be given a culture-related question, a related cultural
knowledge and a response from an agent.

Your task is to provide a ’total rating’ scoring how well the
response from an agent answers the culture-related question
and entails the related cultural knowledge.

Give your answer as a float on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0
means that the response from agent is not helpful at all, and
10 means that the answer completely and helpfully addresses
the question.

Your output should be a float score only.

Question: {question}

Cultural Knowledge: {cultural knowledge description}

Response: {model response}

Total rating (a float on a scale of 0 to 10):

Table 4: Prompts designed for scoring cultural knowl-
edge entailment.

Data Format. Besides the data format intro-
duced in Figure 6, we also construct self-awareness
data that externalizes the model’s language-
selection decision as an explicit prediction task
and the format is shown in Figure 7.

Training Hyperparameters. We apply
LoRA training separately for the multilingual
math and cultural reasoning scenarios. For
MGSM8KInstruct, we set the LoRA rank to 4,
as we empirically observe that using a larger
rank leads to unexpected and substantial drops in
performance.
# for MGSM8KInstruct
lora_rank: 4 # default lora_alpha: lora_rank * 2
lora_target: all
per_device_train_batch_size: 1
gradient_accumulation_steps: 16
learning_rate: 1.0e-4
bf16: true

# for CultureBank
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{
"instruction": "You are an AI assistant trained to 

decide in which language you should internally 
think in order to maximize the probability of 
correctly answering a given question.\n\nGiven a 
question, choose the single language (e.g., 
English, Chinese, Arabic, etc.) you believe will 
give you the highest chance of producing a correct 
answer based on your own knowledge.\n\nYour output 
should be only the name of the language without 
any additional words or explanations. Even if you 
are uncertain, you must pick exactly one 
language.\n\nQuestion: I'm planning a trip to 
Egypt, and I'm really excited to learn more about 
the local culture and history. I've heard that 
there are so many incredible historical sites to 
visit. How can I best engage with the local 
community and learn about their deep-rooted 
appreciation for their own history during my 
travels? I want to make sure I'm respectful and 
open to their insights.\n\nThinking Language:",

"output": "<think>\n\n</think>\n\nArabic"
}

Figure 7: Example of self-awareness data, where “Ara-
bic” is the advantageous reasoning language.

lora_rank: 16 # default lora_alpha: lora_rank * 2
lora_target: all
per_device_train_batch_size: 1
gradient_accumulation_steps: 16
learning_rate: 1.0e-4
bf16: true

A.3 Repetition-Detection Truncation
Mechanism

To prevent the model from producing meaningless
repetitive reasoning during inference, we imple-
ment a repetition-detection truncation mechanism
based on a custom StoppingCriteria. The
method monitors the generated text in fixed-size
blocks and terminates decoding if a newly gener-
ated block has appeared earlier in the output, indi-
cating repetitive looping behavior.

Algorithm 1 Repetition-Detection Truncation Mechanism

Require: Tokenizer T , prompt length L, block size B,
modelM

1: Initialize generated sequence X ← model prompt
2: flag← False
3: while not flag do
4: x←M.generate_next( )
5: Append x to X
6: T ← T .decode(X[L :]) ▷ decode newly generated

text
7: if |T | < 2B then
8: continue ▷ insufficient text length
9: end if

10: last_block← T [|T | −B : |T |]
11: prefix← T [0 : |T | −B]
12: if last_block ∈ prefix then
13: flag← True ▷ repetition detected
14: break
15: end if
16: end while
17: return X

Models

Multilingual Math Reasoning

MGSM MT-AIME
Non-Think Think Non-Think Think

Backbone Models

Qwen3-4B 70.21 76.59 12.89 21.78
Qwen3-14B 77.64 82.56 19.33 29.22
Qwen3-32B 80.52 83.98 21.83 33.89

+ Vanilla Finetuning

Qwen3-4B 50.80 1.667
Qwen3-14B 64.24 2.000
Qwen3-32B 72.68 0.333

Backbone + Majority Voting

Qwen3-4B 87.46 92.00 16.67 35.56
Qwen3-14B 89.33 92.93 28.89 47.78
Qwen3-32B 89.20 93.07 34.44 50.00

x1 Series Models

x1-Qwen3-4B 70.30 77.69 13.56 22.83
x1-Qwen3-14B 77.38 83.64 19.44 33.11
x1-Qwen3-32B 80.12 84.43 22.11 34.50

x1 Series Models + Majority Voting

x1-Qwen3-4B 88.80 93.33 20.00 35.56
x1-Qwen3-14B 90.27 93.73 31.11 48.89
x1-Qwen3-32B 90.00 93.20 36.67 50.00

Table 5: Supplementary experimental Mean@3 results
that are the averages of the performance across all lan-
guages / cultures involved for each dataset.

A.4 Results For Each Subset
We present the results for each language subset for
MGSM and MT-AIME in Table 9.

A.5 Supplementary Experimental Results
We present the supplementary experimental results
of (1) vanilla finetuning and (2) majority voting in
Table 5. Since the CultureBank dataset lacks ref-
erence answers for supervised training, and FORK
and CulturalBench are not designed to support mul-
tilingual evaluation, we restrict the analysis to mul-
tilingual mathematical reasoning tasks.

• Vanilla Finetuning: We perform vanilla fine-
tuning (lora) for the backbone models with
MGSM8KInstruct dataset.

• Majority Voting: For each math problem, we
query the model using 10 parallel versions of the
same question in different languages and aggre-
gate the resulting answers via majority voting,
taking the most frequent answer as the final pre-
diction. In this setting, we ignore constraints
on response-language consistency and the voting
outcome serves as an approximate indicator of
the potential gains from linguistic diversity.

We observe that continuous finetuning on al-
ready strong Qwen3-series models leads to a notice-
able degradation in performance. This degradation
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Models
Mean@3 Performance on MGSM

Bn De En Es Fr Ja Ru Sw Th Zh Average Standard Deviation

Qwen3-4B 75.33 82.53 87.60 84.67 81.6 78.67 84.67 26.80 79.33 84.67 76.59 16.96
Qwen3-14B 83.60 85.60 86.60 84.60 82.80 82.20 87.00 60.80 86.00 86.40 82.56 7.446
Qwen3-32B 84.00 86.60 89.20 84.20 83.20 82.80 86.80 71.80 84.20 87.00 83.98 4.665

Models
Mean@3 Performance on MT-AIME

Bn De En Es Fr Ja Ru Sw Th Zh Average Standard Deviation

Qwen3-4B 22.22 25.56 25.56 24.44 23.33 22.22 17.78 6.67 25.56 24.44 21.78 6.576
Qwen3-14B 26.67 26.67 32.22 25.56 34.44 24.44 34.44 18.89 23.33 45.56 29.22 8.308
Qwen3-32B 28.89 28.89 26.67 43.33 31.11 31.11 38.89 27.78 35.56 46.67 33.89 7.495

Table 6: Performance of backbone models on MGSM and MT-AIME along with the average and standard deviation.
The larger the standard deviation, the greater the cross-lingual performance disparity.

is likely due to the limited difficulty and suboptimal
quality of the reasoning traces in MGSM8KInstruct,
which can substantially disrupt the models’ exist-
ing reasoning capabilities.

By contrasting “Backbone + Majority Voting”
with “x1 + Majority Voting”, we find that the up-
per bound afforded by linguistic diversity remains
remarkably high: aggregating predictions across
10 languages substantially surpasses the models’
original performance. Moreover, the x1 series con-
sistently exhibits a higher majority-voting upper
bound than their backbone models, suggesting that
x1 more effectively integrates and aligns reasoning
signals across languages, thereby enabling linguis-
tic diversity to be exploited more coherently.

B Performance Standard Deviation
Across Languages

The statistics of performance standard deviation
(Std) across languages for backbone models in
MGSM and MT-AIME is presented in Table 6.
Larger Std indicates greater cross-lingual perfor-
mance disparity. The statistics provides important
support for the analysis in Section 4.2.2 (1).

C Cultural Knowledge Recall Analysis

We observe that both backbone and x1 models ex-
hibit explicit cultural knowledge recall behavior
during cultural reasoning, actively retrieving rel-
evant cultural facts or norms as part of their rea-
soning process. While such recall alone does not
guarantee correctness, it plays a critical role in shap-
ing the final answer. As illustrated in Figure 8, we
present a pair of examples of cultural knowledge re-
call behavior produced by Qwen3-32B (thinking in
English) and x1-Qwen3-32B (thinking in Chinese)
on a question from CulturalBench dataset. We use
high-light to highlight the cultural knowledge re-
call behavior, where the green parts are the key

recall behaviors that directly lead to the model’s
correct answer.

Motivated by this observation and to further an-
alyze such behavior, we employ GPT-5-mini to
identify recalled cultural knowledge that supports
or justifies the golden answer and to verify its cor-
rectness. The designed prompts are presented in
Table 7.

As shown in Table 3, across all model scales, x1
consistently recalls fewer but more accurate cul-
tural knowledge instances compared to its back-
bone model. x1 reduces the average recall count
per thought by 0.56-0.70, while improving recall
accuracy by 5.74%-7.90%. This indicates that rea-
soning in culture-associated languages promotes
more targeted and relevant knowledge retrieval,
rather than broader but noisier recall, providing a
concrete mechanistic explanation for the persistent
gains observed in cultural tasks.

D Language Mixing Behavior

We present a example of language mixing behavior
in Figure 9, where the default reasoning in English
is interleaved with reasoning in Japanese.

E Further Enhancement with Direct
Preference Optimization

In our main experiments, our trainining strategy
only leverages the signals from the advantageous
language. However, the instance-level contrastive
signals between the advantageous and less advan-
tageous languages naturally induce implicit pref-
erences between alternative reasoning-language
choices. In this subsection, we further apply Di-
rect Preference Optimization (DPO) as an auxiliary
enhancement, treating reasoning trajectories in the
advantageous language as preferred samples and
those in the less advantageous language as dispre-
ferred ones. The results are shown in Table 8.
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Question:
In Chinese culture, what should be avoided during Ghost Festival in Summertime in July?\n(A) Dinning out\n(B) Going haircut\n(C) Go swimming\n(D) Going out

x1-Qwen3-32B’s thinking content:
好的，我现在需要回答这个问题。问题是在中国传统文化中，夏季七月的鬼节期间应该避免做什么。

选项是：(A) 外出吃饭，(B) 理发，(C) 游泳，(D) 外出。\n\n首先，我得回忆一下鬼节的相关习俗。鬼
节，也称为中元节，在农历七月十五日庆祝。这个节日与亡灵有关，人们会举行各种仪式来安抚游魂

野鬼。在鬼节期间，有一些特定的禁忌需要遵守。\n\n接下来，我需要逐一分析选项。选项A是外出吃
饭。我听说在鬼节期间，有些人可能会避免在户外或公共场所吃饭，因为担心食物会吸引鬼魂。不过，

这可能因地区而异，我不确定这是否是普遍的禁忌。\n\n选项B是理发。在中国传统文化中，理发通常
与某些节日或时期有关。例如，在春节期间，人们会避免在年初一理发，因为“发”与“福”谐音，

而年初一理发可能被认为会剪掉福气。但鬼节期间是否也有类似的禁忌呢？我不太确定这一点。\n\n选
项C是游泳。在鬼节期间，人们可能会避免游泳，因为水边是鬼魂容易出没的地方。此外，有些人认为
在鬼节游泳可能会遇到溺水的鬼魂，从而带来危险。这可能是常见的禁忌。\n\n选项D是外出。这个选
项比较笼统。在鬼节期间，有些人可能会避免夜间外出，尤其是独自外出，因为相信鬼魂会在那时游

荡。不过，选项D说的是“外出”，并没有说明时间，所以可能不够具体。\n\n现在我需要确认这些习
俗。根据我所知，鬼节期间常见的禁忌包括避免游泳、夜间外出、在户外点火或做饭，以及避免穿着

红色衣物。其中，游泳是一个常见的禁忌，因为水边是鬼魂容易出没的地方。因此，选项C可能是正确
答案。\n\n再检查其他选项。选项B，理发，可能在某些地区有禁忌，但我不确定是否普遍。选项A和D
可能不是主要的禁忌。因此，最可能的正确答案是选项C：游泳。
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
(English version of above Chinese thinking content for better understandability)
Okay, now I need to answer this question. The question is, in traditional Chinese culture, what should one avoid 
doing during the Ghost Festival in the seventh lunar month? The options are: (A) eating out, (B) getting a 
haircut, (C) swimming, (D) going out. First, I need to recall the relevant customs of the Ghost Festival. The 
Ghost Festival, also known as the Zhongyuan Festival, is celebrated on the 15th day of the seventh lunar month. 
This festival is related to the spirits of the dead, and people hold various rituals to appease wandering ghosts. 
During the Ghost Festival, there are some specific taboos to observe. Next, I need to analyze the options one by 
one. Option A is eating out. I've heard that during the Ghost Festival, some people may avoid eating outdoors or 
in public places because they are worried that the food will attract ghosts. However, this may vary from region 
to region, and I'm not sure if this is a universal taboo. Option B is getting a haircut. In traditional Chinese 
culture, getting a haircut is usually associated with certain festivals or periods. For example, during the Spring 
Festival, people avoid getting a haircut on the first day of the new year because "hair" (发) is a homophone for 
"fortune" (福), and getting a haircut on the first day of the new year may be considered as cutting away good 
fortune. But are there similar taboos during Ghost Festival? I'm not sure. Option C is swimming. During Ghost 
Festival, people might avoid swimming because watersides are considered haunted by ghosts. Additionally, 
some believe that swimming during Ghost Festival might lead to encounters with drowning ghosts, thus 
bringing danger. This is likely a common taboo. Option D is going out. This option is rather general. During 
Ghost Festival, some people might avoid going out at night, especially alone, because they believe ghosts roam 
at that time. However, Option D says "going out" without specifying the time, so it might not be specific 
enough. Now I need to confirm these customs. As far as I know, common taboos during Ghost Festival include 
avoiding swimming, going out at night, lighting fires or cooking outdoors, and avoiding wearing red clothing. 
Swimming is a common taboo because watersides are considered haunted by ghosts. Therefore, Option C is 
likely the correct answer. Let's check the other options. Option B, getting a haircut, might be taboo in some 
areas, but I'm not sure if it's widespread. Options A and D are probably not major taboos. Therefore, the most 
likely correct answer is option C: swimming.

Qwen3-32B’s thinking content:
Okay, so I need to figure out what should be avoided during the Ghost Festival in 
Chinese culture during the summertime in July. The options are dining out, going for a 
haircut, going swimming, or going out. Let me think about what I know about the Ghost 
Festival, also known as the Hungry Ghost Festival. \n\nI remember that this festival is a 
time when it's believed that ghosts and spirits are released from the underworld. People 
perform rituals to appease them, offer food, and avoid certain activities to prevent 
offending the spirits. There are some common taboos during this period. For example, I 
think it's not advisable to go out at night because the spirits are more active. Also, some 
people might avoid activities like getting a haircut because it's thought that the spirits 
might take your hair, or that cutting hair could be seen as a bad omen. \n\nLooking at the 
options, (B) is going for a haircut. I've heard that getting a haircut during this time is 
discouraged. But wait, the question is about the summertime in July. The Ghost Festival 
is usually in the seventh lunar month, which can fall in July or August in the Gregorian 
calendar. The main thing is the seventh lunar month. \n\nAnother point: some people 
avoid dining out because the ghosts might be around, and you don't want to invite them 
to your meal. However, the answer might be more specific. Also, going swimming could 
be risky if the spirits are near water. But I'm not sure. \n\nI think the most common 
advice is to avoid going out at night, but option (D) is "Going out," which is a bit vague. 
But maybe during the Ghost Festival, people are advised to stay indoors, especially at 
night. However, the options here are (D) Going out, which could mean in general. 
Alternatively, maybe cutting hair is more specific. \n\nWait, I recall that during the Ghost 
Festival, it's considered bad luck to get a haircut because the spirits might take your hair, 
or because the act of cutting hair could be associated with bad omens. So (B) Going 
haircut might be the correct answer. But I need to confirm. \n\nAlternatively, some 
sources say that during the Ghost Festival, people avoid certain activities like getting 
married, moving house, or getting a haircut. So (B) is likely the answer. Let me check 
again. The question is about what should be avoided. So the answer is (B) Going haircut.

Figure 8: Examples of cultural knowledge recall behavior.

Question:
ジョンは時速60マイルで3時間車を運転した後に、自宅に非常に大事なものを忘れたことに気づいたため引き返します。4時間以内
に自宅に戻ろうとしますが、最初の2時間は大渋滞で動けません。次の30分間を時速30マイルで運転し、その後時速80マイルで自宅
に向かいました。4時間が経過したタイミングで、ジョンは自宅から何マイル離れていることになりますか？

Qwen3-32B’s thinking content:
Okay, let me try to figure out this problem step by step. So, John drives for 3 hours at 60 mph, then realizes he forgot something and has to go 
back home. He wants to get back within 4 hours total, but the first 2 hours after turning around are stuck in traffic. Then he drives 30 minutes at 
30 mph, then the rest at 80 mph. We need to find out how far he is from home after 4 hours total.\n\nFirst, let's break down the timeline. Initially, 
John drives away from home for 3 hours at 60 mph. So, the distance he covers in that time is speed multiplied by time, which is 60 * 3 = 180 
miles. So he's 180 miles away from home when he realizes he forgot something.\n\nNow, he needs to return home. The total time he has from the 
moment he starts returning is 4 hours minus the initial 3 hours he already spent driving away. Wait, hold on. Wait, the problem says he wants to 
get back home within 4 hours. Wait, does the 4 hours start from when he realized he forgot the item, or from the beginning?\n\nWait, let me 
check the problem again: \"4時間以内に自宅に戻ろうとしますが、最初の2時間は大渋滞で動けません。次の30分間を時速30マイルで
運転し、その後時速80マイルで自宅に向かいました。4時間が経過したタイミングで...\"\n\nSo, he starts trying to return home, and 
within 4 hours (from the time he starts returning?), but the first 2 hours are stuck in traffic …

Figure 9: Example of language mixing behavior.
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Prompt for Identifying Cultural Knowledge Recall Behaviors

(Input:)
Given the following QA pair, I will provide you with my reasoning process.
Your task is to determine whether my reasoning includes any recall of cultural norms that directly support or justify the Golden
Answer.
If such culturally relevant recall exists, extract only the portions that are directly tied to the Golden Answer and return them in a
Python list.

Question: {question}

Golden Answer: {answer}

Reasoning Process: {reasoning}

(Output:)
{Response of Extracted Cultural Knowledge Recalls}

Prompt for Verifying Cultural Knowledge Recall Behaviors

(Input:)
Given the following QA pair, I will provide you with a cultural statement.
Your task is to determine whether this statement provides a decisive and indispensable contribution to arriving at the Golden
Answer.
Mere relevance or weak association does not count.
Return only True or False.

Question: {question}

Golden Answer: {answer}

Cultural Statement: {norm}

(Output:)
{True or False}

Table 7: Prompts for identifying and verifying cultural knowledge recall behaviors.

Models

Multilingual Math Reasoning Cultural Reasoning

MGSM MT-AIME FORK CulturalBench
Think Think Think Think

Open-sourced Reasoning Models

Qwen3-4B 76.59 21.78 73.73 70.85
Qwen3-14B 82.56 29.22 73.91 78.24
Qwen3-32B 83.98 33.89 81.88 81.26

x1 Series Models
+ Math + Culture

x1-Qwen3-4B 77.69 22.83 78.08 72.74
x1-Qwen3-14B 83.64 33.11 76.81 81.58
x1-Qwen3-32B 84.43 34.50 82.61 81.99

x1 Series Models + DPO
+ Math + Culture

x1-Qwen3-4B 78.23 22.00 77.72 72.51
x1-Qwen3-14B 83.56 33.33 77.90 81.34
x1-Qwen3-32B 84.56 38.67 83.70 81.05

Table 8: Results after applying DPO to x1 models.
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MGSM

Bn De En Es Fr Ja Ru Sw Th Zh Average

Backbone Models

Qwen3-4B (non-think) 68.67 76.27 83.87 75.73 74.40 73.07 81.20 15.87 74.00 79.07 70.21
Qwen3-4B (think) 75.33 82.53 87.60 84.67 81.60 78.67 84.67 26.80 79.33 84.67 76.59

Qwen3-14B (non-think) 80.20 81.20 86.00 80.60 78.40 78.60 82.80 43.80 81.60 83.20 77.64
Qwen3-14B (think) 83.60 85.60 86.60 84.60 82.80 82.20 87.00 60.80 86.00 86.40 82.56

Qwen3-32B (non-think) 80.8 80.8 85.6 82 77.6 80.8 84.4 65.2 83.6 84.4 80.52
Qwen3-32B (think) 84.00 86.60 89.20 84.20 83.20 82.80 86.80 71.80 84.20 87.00 83.98

DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-7B (non-think) 46.00 61.00 80.40 69.00 63.40 45.60 59.20 5.00 44.20 73.80 54.76
DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-7B (think) 50.40 67.07 80.00 71.07 68.80 51.87 71.87 7.07 52.13 80.27 60.05

DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Llama-8B (non-think) 12.13 46.00 65.73 49.60 45.60 35.33 47.33 3.73 19.87 56.40 38.17
DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Llama-8B (think) 11.73 45.07 66.40 51.87 47.07 33.87 44.93 5.07 25.47 72.13 40.36

x1 Series Models

x1-Qwen3-4B (non-think) 66.20 76.40 84.80 78.00 75.60 71.40 78.80 17.80 76.60 77.40 70.30
x1-Qwen3-4B (think) 77.47 84.53 91.07 85.47 81.87 78.93 85.47 27.33 80.13 84.67 77.69

x1-Qwen3-14B (non-think) 78.00 79.20 86.40 79.00 77.40 80.00 83.00 44.40 84.40 82.00 77.38
x1-Qwen3-14B (think) 82.00 86.00 88.80 86.20 84.00 83.00 87.60 61.20 88.40 89.20 83.64

x1-Qwen3-32B (non-think) 82.00 82.40 87.60 82.40 76.80 80.00 84.80 62.00 78.40 84.80 80.12
x1-Qwen3-32B (think) 85.47 84.80 89.87 85.07 83.07 84.40 87.33 73.33 84.27 86.67 84.43

x1-DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-7B (non-think) 50.00 57.20 80.40 68.00 60.80 50.80 60.40 4.80 43.60 69.20 54.52
x1-DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-7B (think) 57.60 71.40 80.20 72.40 67.80 60.40 74.00 9.80 59.00 79.80 63.24

x1-DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Llama-8B (non-think) 10.67 46.00 65.60 49.60 45.60 35.33 47.33 3.73 19.87 56.40 38.01
x1-DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Llama-8B (think) 26.40 60.53 76.53 62.80 62.67 49.73 64.93 12.93 37.20 68.00 52.17

MT-AIME

Bn De En Es Fr Ja Ru Sw Th Zh Average

Backbone Models

Qwen3-4B (non-think) 6.67 16.67 17.78 12.22 23.33 7.78 15.56 4.44 7.78 16.67 12.89
Qwen3-4B (think) 22.22 25.56 25.56 24.44 23.33 22.22 17.78 6.67 25.56 24.44 21.78

Qwen3-14B (non-think) 16.67 26.67 25.00 25.00 21.67 18.33 21.67 5.00 13.33 20.00 19.33
Qwen3-14B (think) 26.67 26.67 32.22 25.56 34.44 24.44 34.44 18.89 23.33 45.56 29.22

Qwen3-32B (non-think) 23.33 21.67 26.67 21.67 21.67 25.00 26.67 10.00 21.67 20.00 21.83
Qwen3-32B (think) 28.89 28.89 26.67 43.33 31.11 31.11 38.89 27.78 35.56 46.67 33.89

DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-7B (non-think) 2.22 6.67 16.67 11.11 7.78 3.33 10.00 3.33 6.67 15.56 8.33
DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-7B (think) 23.33 31.67 33.33 25.00 30.00 28.33 26.67 8.33 20.00 31.67 25.83

DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Llama-8B (non-think) 1.11 2.22 1.11 4.44 3.33 1.11 3.33 0.00 4.44 5.56 2.67
DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Llama-8B (think) 11.11 16.67 15.56 18.89 17.78 12.22 15.56 5.56 11.11 20.00 14.44

x1 Series Models

x1-Qwen3-4B (non-think) 6.67 18.89 23.33 15.56 16.67 8.89 15.56 5.56 7.78 16.67 13.56
x1-Qwen3-4B (think) 16.67 25.00 25.00 25.00 23.33 21.67 23.33 10.00 25.00 33.33 22.83

x1-Qwen3-14B (non-think) 14.44 21.11 23.33 23.33 24.44 17.78 27.78 7.78 18.89 15.56 19.44
x1-Qwen3-14B (think) 20.00 34.44 38.89 35.56 27.78 36.67 32.22 20.00 33.33 52.22 33.11

x1-Qwen3-32B (non-think) 18.89 21.11 24.44 25.56 16.67 23.33 22.22 18.89 25.56 24.44 22.11
x1-Qwen3-32B (think) 31.67 35.00 35.00 33.33 36.67 40.00 35.00 23.33 30.00 45.00 34.50

x1-DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-7B (non-think) 7.78 8.89 12.22 11.11 7.78 4.44 10.00 6.67 10.00 11.11 9.00
x1-DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Qwen-7B (think) 23.33 26.67 23.33 26.67 30.00 23.33 26.67 23.33 33.33 33.33 27.00

x1-DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Llama-8B (non-think) 2.22 3.33 3.33 2.22 2.22 3.33 2.22 0.00 2.22 7.78 2.89
x1-DeepSeek-R1-Distill-Llama-8B (think) 3.33 23.33 23.33 20.00 23.33 20.00 16.67 3.33 16.67 20.00 17.00

Table 9: Results for each subsets in MGSM and MT-AIME across different languages.
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