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Abstract

System prompts provide a lightweight yet pow-
erful mechanism for conditioning large lan-
guage models (LLMs) at inference time. While
prior work has focused on English-only set-
tings, real-world deployments benefit from hav-
ing a single prompt to operate reliably across
languages. This paper presents a comprehen-
sive study of how different system prompts
steer models toward accurate and robust cross-
lingual behavior. We propose a unified four-
dimensional evaluation framework to assess
system prompts in multilingual environments.
Through large-scale experiments on five lan-
guages, three LLMs, and three benchmarks,
we uncover that certain prompt components,
such as CoT, emotion, and scenario, correlate
with robust multilingual behavior. We develop
a prompt optimization framework for multi-
lingual settings and show it can automatically
discover prompts that improve all metrics by
5–10%. Finally, we analyze over 10 million
reasoning units and find that more performant
system prompts induce more structured and
consistent reasoning patterns, while reducing
unnecessary language-switching. Together, we
highlight system prompt optimization as a scal-
able path to accurate and robust multilingual
LLM behavior.

1 Introduction

System prompts have emerged as a lightweight yet
versatile mechanism for steering large language
model (LLM) behavior during inference. A grow-
ing literature demonstrates that careful prompt en-
gineering can improve reasoning (Wei et al., 2022)
and reduce bias (Kamruzzaman and Kim, 2024).
However, most of this research has focused on
English-language settings and overlooked a broader
and more practical goal: ensuring that a single sys-
tem prompt works reliably well across languages.

* Equal contribution

Multilingual deployment poses unique chal-
lenges for prompt design. Even when using mul-
tilingual LLMs, prompts tuned in English often
degrade when translated or when applied to non-
English tasks (Kmainasi et al., 2025), leading to
inconsistent accuracy, unstable reasoning, and de-
graded cross-lingual generalization (Tam et al.,
2025). This motivates a key question: How can
we design one prompt that maintains high and sta-
ble performance across many languages and tasks?
We systematically pursue this question by breaking
it down into three parts: Q1: What kinds of sys-
tem prompts most effectively steer models toward
better multilingual behaviors? Q2: Can we auto-
matically discover prompts that achieve strong mul-
tilingual performance with minimal human effort?
Q3: How do high-performing prompts influence
model outputs across multiple dimensions, such as
the structure of reasoning patterns and the choice
of response language?

To address these questions, we first define a four-
part evaluation framework that captures multilin-
gual effectiveness from multiple angles: average
accuracy, accuracy variance, cross-lingual consis-
tency, and output length variance. Using insights
from the performances of multiple LLMs on di-
verse tasks, we propose an approach to optimize
prompts for this multilingual, multi-metric objec-
tive. Finally, we analyze model outputs to reveal
how optimized prompts shape reasoning behaviors
and reduce cross-lingual variability.

In this paper, we make the following contribu-
tions: (1) We introduce a four-dimensional evalu-
ation framework for multilingual system prompt
performance, which offers a comprehensive lens
for measuring cross-lingual effectiveness. (2) We
conduct a systematic analysis of how prompt lan-
guage and component types affect model perfor-
mance across our four evaluation metrics. (3) We
successfully discover prompts that are improved
5 ∼ 10% across all four evaluation metrics us-

1

ar
X

iv
:2

51
2.

02
84

1v
1 

 [
cs

.C
L

] 
 2

 D
ec

 2
02

5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.02841v1


ing a new multilingual prompt optimization tech-
nique we introduce, demonstrating the feasibility
of automatic prompt discovery in multilingual set-
tings. (4) We propose a novel perspective for ana-
lyzing LLM’s reasoning pattern and its relation-
ship with prompt design. By studying 10 mil-
lion reasoning units from 1.6 million responses,
we find that high-performing prompts often in-
duce more structured and consistent reasoning, and
less language-switching, suggesting that reason-
ing patterns themselves may be a key driver of
multilingual robustness. Taken together, our re-
sults demonstrate that system prompt optimiza-
tion is a promising and underexplored direction
for achieving accurate and robust control over mul-
tilingual LLM behavior. The code and dataset are
available at https://github.com/orange0629/
multilingual-system-prompt.

2 Related Work

System prompts offer task-agnostic control over
LLM behavior, defining roles, styles, or policies
applied across tasks. Prior work has shown that
components like personas (Kim et al., 2024), emo-
tions (Li et al., 2023), and jailbreak triggers (Shen
et al., 2023) can influence response style and rea-
soning, though not always improving task accuracy.
Despite their growing use, system prompts remain
underexplored in terms of structured optimization.
Recent system prompts leaked from Grok (xAI,
2025) and Claude (Breunig, 2025) show widely
verbose and complex manually crafted rules. While
recent approaches (Zhang et al., 2024; Sécher-
esse et al., 2025) demonstrate that system prompts
can be automatically optimized using genetic algo-
rithms, such optimization has so far been limited
to monolingual and single-metric settings.

Multilingual deployment introduces challenges
such as language-specific degradation and cross-
lingual inconsistency. Multilingual LLMs of-
ten produce inconsistent outputs when the same
question is asked in different languages due to
their unequal distribution of knowledge across lan-
guages (Tam et al., 2025). Techniques like Cross-
Lingual Thought Prompting (Huang et al., 2023)
and multilingual self-consistency (Yu et al., 2025)
offer partial solutions, but typically rely on multi-
turn prompting strategies. Despite these efforts,
there remains no general framework for optimiz-
ing system prompts that ensure accurate and robust
performance across languages.

Beyond standard metrics, recent studies have
been focusing more on how LLMs reason, often
by decomposing responses into interpretable rea-
soning units (Tam et al., 2025; Gandhi et al., 2025).
However, these works have mostly focused on
surface-level analyses such as using text prefill to
control output language (Tam et al., 2025), without
deeply exploring the model’s underlying reasoning
patterns. Our work addresses this gap by linking
system prompt design to multilingual reasoning be-
haviors and showing how these patterns correlate
with cross-lingual generalization.

3 Towards steerable multilingual LLM
behavior through system prompting

A key challenge in deploying LLMs across diverse
languages is to ensure not only strong task per-
formance but also consistent and robust behavior
across linguistic contexts. In this section, we define
concrete criteria for what makes a system prompt
effective in multilingual settings and formalize a
unified evaluation framework that we use through-
out the rest of the paper.

3.1 Performance Metrics
To capture the complementary aspects of multilin-
gual behavior, we aim to identify system prompts
that satisfy four key criteria, each captured by a
corresponding metric: (1) Accmean measures high
performance across languages, defined as the av-
erage benchmark accuracy across all languages; (2)
Accvar captures similar performance across lan-
guages, defined as the variance in accuracy across
languages for each benchmark; (3) Consistency
reflects the ability to give identical answers to
the same question across languages1, defined as
the proportion of questions that receive semanti-
cally equivalent answers across languages; and
(4) Lenvar quantifies similar reasoning processes
across languages, defined as the variance in output
length (in tokens) across languages.

The above definitions can be expressed in the
following formulas:
(1) Accmean = Eq∈Q El∈L [1(al(q) = y(q))]
(2) Accvar = Varl∈L(Eq∈Q [1(al(q) = y(q))])
(3) Consistency = Eq∈Q

[
1
(
al(q)l∈L are identical

)]
(4) Lenvar = Varl∈L(Eq∈Q [Len(al(q))])
, where Q denotes the set of questions, and L
the set of languages. For a question q ∈ Q and

1We note here that some questions may naturally vary in
their answers across languages due to differing cultural norms
or values of the cultures associated with those languages.
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language l ∈ L: al(q) is the model’s answer, y(q)
is the gold answer, and Len(al(q)) is the token
length of the answer.

An ideal system prompt maximizes Accmean and
Consistency while minimizing Accvar and Lenvar.
To compute an overall score that balances these
complementary dimensions with different numer-
ical scales, we apply min-max normalization to
each metric, mapping each to the [0, 1] range. We
then weight each metric based on its importance:
0.5 for Accmean (the most important, as it is the
primary indicator of system performance), 0.25 for
Accvar (weighted second, as it directly reflects the
multilingual generalization ability), and 0.125 each
for Consistency and Lenvar (third in importance,
as they minimize question-level variance and con-
tribute to output robustness across languages). No-
tably, for Accvar and Lenvar, lower values are pre-
ferred, so we use (1− normalized value) to ensure
higher scores reflect better multilingual general-
ization. These weights can be adjusted based on
specific use cases or varying definitions of impor-
tance. The resulting overall score is computed as:
OverallScore = 0.5·Âccmean+0.25·(1−Âccvar)+

0.125 · ̂Consistency + 0.125 · (1− L̂envar).

3.2 Setup

Prompts Our prompt corpus, denoted as P ,
is constructed by combining human expertise
with synthetic data. Inspired by existing frame-
works (Zhang et al., 2024; Tian et al., 2024), we
synthesized2 a set of 10,000 prompt components,
denoted as C, spanning 10 categories: good prop-
erty, role, style, emotion, scenario, jailbreak, behav-
ioral, Chain-of-Thought, safety, and cross-lingual3

(see Appendix Table 1 for examples). In our ex-
periment, we will explore various combinations of
these prompt components to understand how sys-
tem prompt design influences multilingual LLM
performance.

Models We evaluated a set of widely-used open-
weight LLMs, including Gemma-3-12B-IT (Team
et al., 2025), LLaMA-3.1-8B-Instruct (Meta,
2024), and Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct (Qwen Team,
2024). We focus on models of ∼8B parameters
not only because they are widely used and of-
fer a strong balance between multilingual capa-
bilities and inference efficiency, but also because

2Details in Appendix A.1
3Prompts that specify the (mixture) language to use during

inference time.

they are sensitive to small perturbations such as
prompt wording and language, which makes them
well-suited for studying multilingual performance
through prompt optimization.

Benchmarks We evaluate LLMs on
three benchmarks spanning diverse do-
mains4: MMLU-Pro (Wang et al., 2024),
a knowledge-driven and reasoning-focused
benchmark covering 14 academic subjects;
MATH500 (Lightman et al., 2024), a set of
500 challenging mathematics problems drawn
from MATH (Hendrycks et al., 2021); and
UniMoral (Kumar and Jurgens, 2025), a suite of
moral-judgment questions that demand nuanced
social reasoning.

Languages All experiments were conducted in
five languages: English (en), Chinese (zh), Span-
ish (es), French (fr), and Hindi (hi). These lan-
guages were chosen to reflect a diverse set of lan-
guage families, geographic regions, and resource
availability.

4 Experiment 1: What Kinds of Prompts
Steer LLMs Toward Better Behaviors

In this section, we explore from different perspec-
tives what kinds of prompts can effectively steer
model towards better behaviors. We also exam-
ine the relationship between different metrics that
represent different model behaviors. By randomly
sampling and composing elements from C, we gen-
erated 1,000 diverse prompts of varying lengths,
which together form the corpus Prandom used in
this section. Additional implementation details are
provided in the Appendix A.2.

4.1 System–Task Prompt Language
Interaction

A key consideration when tackling multilingual
tasks is the choice of system prompt language:
whether to use English, which is typically the main
training language for the model, or to align the
prompt language with that of the task. We ex-
plore this question by comparing the following
two settings. In the English-prompt setting, En-
glish prompts are applied to questions in various
languages, while in Same-language setting, the
system prompt is translated into the same language
as the question.

4We translate the questions using Google Translate API
and have them reviewed by proficient speakers to ensure qual-
ity. Details in Appendix A.4.
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Figure 1: Comparison of English-prompt and Self-
language prompt settings, aggregated over three models
and three benchmarks. English system prompts show
slightly worse performance in all four metrics compared
to using prompts in the question’s native language.
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Figure 2: The relationship between mean accuracy
(Accmean) and accuracy variance (Accvar), with each
point representing one prompt aggregated on all bench-
marks. Accvar exhibits clear model dependency and a
slight negative correlation with Accmean.

We compared the performance of the two set-
tings across three models and benchmarks in Fig-
ure 1. We observe that the English-prompt set-
ting exhibits slightly worse overall performance
compared to Same-language setting, yielding lower
average accuracy and consistency, as well as sig-
nificantly (p<0.05) higher accuracy variance and
output length variance across languages. However,
the performance drop is marginal, and using En-
glish prompts still offers practical advantages that
reduce the effort of aligning the system prompt
language with each task language.

4.2 Measuring the Relationship Between
Performance Metrics and Accuracy

To better understand how different aspects of model
behavior relate to each other, we investigate the
relationships among the four performance metrics
in this section.
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Figure 3: Relationship between mean accuracy
(Accmean) and Consistency, with each point represents
one prompt aggregated on all benchmarks. Accmean

exhibits a strong positive correlation with Consistency.

The correlation between mean accuracy
(Accmean) and accuracy variance (Accvar) is
presented in Figure 2, where each point rep-
resents a prompt in P evaluated on all three
benchmarks. While Accmean and Accvar are not
strongly correlated, the distribution of Accvar
exhibits clear model dependency and is closely
tied to the model’s multilingual capability. For
instance, Llama’s Accvar shows high sensitivity
to prompt selection and consistently yields larger
values, which aligns with its relatively weaker
multilingual ability compared to Gemma and
Qwen. In contrast, Gemma maintains consistently
low Accvar, reflecting its stronger robustness in
multilingual settings.

As shown in Figure 3, Consistency exhibits a
strong positive relationship with mean accuracy
(Accmean). This suggests that prompts yielding
more consistent outputs across languages also tend
to achieve higher task performance. Recent paper
from Yu et al. (2025) has also reported similar find-
ings, indicating that cross-lingual consistency can
serve as a useful strong predictor of model accu-
racy. Additionally, we observe no clear relationship
between output length variance (Lenvar) and mean
accuracy (Accmean) in Appendix Figure 11. How-
ever, across models, LLaMA exhibits significantly
higher Lenvar compared to Gemma and Qwen, sug-
gesting that its reasoning process is more unstable
across languages. Detailed data is shown in Table
2.
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Figure 4: The regression heatmap illustrating the impact of different system prompt components on multilingual
model behavior (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). (1) positively associated components (e.g., Chain-of-
Thought, emotion, scenario) enhance accuracy and consistency while reducing performance variance; (2) negatively
associated components (e.g., behavioral, role, style) correlate with reduced accuracy and consistency; and (3) neutral
components (e.g., good-property, safety) show no significant impact. Results are averaged across benchmarks.

4.3 How System Prompt Components
Influence Model Performance

Here, we investigate the impact of different com-
ponents in the system prompt on model behavior
by conducting a regression analysis which links
prompt components and language settings to mul-
tilingual performance metrics. We observed that
system prompt components have diverse effects on
model performance in Figure 4, which we broadly
categorize into three groups.

Firstly, some components show overall positive
effects on model behavior. For example, Chain-
of-Thought, emotion and scenario are positively
associated with both accuracy and consistency, and
decrease the accuracy variance across languages,
indicating their effectiveness in steering model to-
wards stable high performance across languages.
Through closer inspection of the model outputs, we
observe that the model tend to elicit more struc-
tured and consistent reasoning under these com-
ponents, which likely contributes to the observed
performance gains.

Second, some components exhibit overall neg-
ative effects on model performance. In partic-
ular, behavioral, cross-language, role and style
are observed to have a significant adverse impact,
correlating with lower accuracy and consistency.
Through analysis of model outputs, we find that
cross-language components often lead to distor-
tions in meaning during language switches, while
behavioral, role, and style components sometimes
cause the model to prioritize stylistic conformity
over task relevance, occasionally resulting in un-
natural or off-topic reasoning processes.

Third, we identify multiple categories of com-

ponents that do not show a significant impact on
model’s overall performance. For example, good-
property (e.g., "You are smart and reliable."), jail-
break, and safety fall into this category. Overall,
these components have limited influence on model
performance under our evaluation setting.

Detailed results for regression is shown in Table
3

5 Experiment 2: Optimizing System
Prompts for Better Performance

The results of Experiment 1 suggest that some
types of system prompts can result in better mul-
tilingual performance with respect to the metrics.
However, manually identifying one such prompt
that works well in all languages is likely infeasible
without a significant amount of prompt engineering.
Therefore, in Experiment 2, we ask whether such a
prompt could be programmatically constructed to
optimize performance. Here, we adapt the current
state-of-the-art system prompt optimizer, SPRIG

framework (Zhang et al., 2024), to our multilingual
scenario by redefining the optimization objective as
Overall Score, which captures performance across
four key metrics.

5.1 Modeling the Multilingual Performance of
System Prompts

Optimizing system prompts in a multilingual set-
ting requires repeatedly evaluating large numbers
of candidate prompts, which is prohibitively ex-
pensive to run directly on the underlying LLM.
Therefore, following the same principle inSPRIG

framework, we finetune a prompt reward model
tailored to our four new metrics that can score can-
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Figure 5: System prompts can be effectively optimized
to improve multiple metrics in a multilingual setting.
Using the off-the-shelf SPRIG framework, we observe
rapid early gains in Accmean and Consistency, while
Accvar and Lenvar decrease more gradually.

didate prompts cheaply during optimization.
Specifically, we construct training data by

sampling diverse pairs of system prompts from
Prandom along with their associated scores m(p) ∈
R4 across four metrics: Accmean, Accvar, Lenvar,
and Consistency. These scores are normalized into
m̂(p) and used to compute per-metric pairwise mar-
gins (∆ij = m̂(pi) − m̂(pj)). We then train an
XLM-RoBERTa (Conneau et al., 2020) to predict a
4-dimensional reward vector rθ(p), and optimize it
using the max-margin pairwise loss (Touvron et al.,
2023): Lij = − log σ

(
rθ(pi) − rθ(pj) − ∆ij

)
to

match the margin-weighted dimension-wise order-
ing of prompt pairs.

Overall, the trained reward model effectively
captures the relative quality of system prompts
across multiple dimensions, which provides a re-
liable signal for our prompt optimization pipeline.
As shown in Appendix Figure 12, the trained model
predicts both Accmean and Consistency with high
accuracy, achieving Spearman correlations above
0.5 when ranking unseen prompts. For Accvar and
Lenvar, although the average correlation remains
relatively strong, the larger variance in correlation
scores suggests that these metrics are more sensi-
tive to context and thus harder to predict consis-
tently. Full implementation details are presented in
Appendix A.3.

5.2 Multilingual System Prompt Optimization
with SPRIG

Using the default configuration of SPRIG, we con-
ducted a 25-step optimization process.5 The per-

5Due to computational constraints, the optimization fo-
cuses on English system prompts only.
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Figure 6: SPRIG Optimization leads to a clear distri-
butional shift in performance. Prompts in Poptimized

achieve higher Accmean than those in Prandom, often
exceeding the original upper bound.

formance of the population (i.e., the set of surviv-
ing system prompts at each step) on unseen data
across all metrics is presented in Figure 5. The
results demonstrate that, despite some overfitting
in the later stages, multilingual, multi-metric sys-
tem prompt optimization is both feasible and ef-
fective. The Overall Score of the system prompts
improves substantially over the course of optimiza-
tion. In particular, Lenvar exhibits a steady decline
throughout the optimization process, and Accvar
decreases significantly in the early stages, which
suggests that system prompt optimization alone can
mitigate cross-lingual variance in model behavior.
Additionally, both Accmean and Consistency show
notable early improvements but experience over-
fitting in later stages, which is consistent with our
prior observation that these two metrics are closely
correlated.

Are the optimized prompts truly better than
those drawn from the original distribution? To
investigate this, we selected the top 10 prompts
(ranked by the reward model) from each optimiza-
tion step, resulting in a total of 250 prompts, which
we refer to as Poptimized. In Figure 6, we com-
pare the performance of prompts before and after
optimization. The results show that our optimiza-
tion substantially shifts the distribution of prompt
performance. In particular, Accmean in Poptimized

surpasses the maximum observed in Prandom. Al-
though LenVar does not exhibit the same level of
improvement, the optimized prompts are more con-
centrated near the upper bound of Prandom, which
remains valuable given their high Accmean and may
also serve as a promising direction for future im-
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provement. Results of other metric pairs are shown
in Appendix Figure 13 and Figure 14, the detailed
comparison results across all metrics, models, and
benchmarks are presented in Table 4.

6 Experiment 3: How System Prompts
Influence Model Outputs

Experiment 2 demonstrated that a single system
prompt to could improve performance across our
tested languages for all metrics. This improvement
points to a systematic change in model behavior. To
better understand how model output has changed,
we analyze the intermediate reasoning processes
and measure how the changes in specific reasoning
behaviors relate to multilingual performance.

To enable a fine-grained analysis of the reason-
ing process, we adopt the workflow of Tam et al.
(2025) to decompose each model response into
reasoning units6. This yields 10,298,692 reason-
ing units decomposed from 1,680,000 responses
of 1250 prompts (Prandom + Poptimized). For
each unit, we conduct two types of analysis: (1)
Language: We classify the language used in the
unit using the language identification model in
fastText (Joulin et al., 2017). (2) Reasoning
Type: Adapting from the methodology proposed
in Tam et al. (2025), we categorize each unit into
one of eight reasoning types: Subgoal Setting,
Backtracking, Verification, Backward Chaining, Re-
trieval, Reframing, Logical Reasoning, and Calcu-
lation. The original framework only included the
first four categories, which were designed for a
narrow set of tasks and, based on our evaluation,
account for only ∼20% of the reasoning units in
our selected tasks. To reflect the broader range of
reasoning behaviors in our setting, we introduce
the four additional categories motivated by recent
literature (Kambhampati, 2024; Bieth et al., 2024;
Liu et al., 2025; Parashar et al., 2025). Detailed def-
initions and justifications for the categories and im-
plementation details are provided in Appendix A.8.

6.1 Language Mix in Model Reasoning

Does prompt optimization change the model’s
language preference? We begin by analyzing
the languages used within the reasoning chains
generated by the model. As shown in Figure 7,
we observe that even when using the same set of
random prompts, the model exhibits different lan-
guage preferences depending on the language of

6Details are shown in Appendix A.6
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Figure 7: Green represents units that are of the same
language as the task prompt; Blue represents units in
English; Yellow represents units of other languages.
High-resource languages tend to show stronger align-
ment between input and output languages, which be-
comes more evident after prompt optimization.

the input question. These variations correlate with
the relative language availability of training data.
For instance, due to the abundance of Chinese data
in model families like Qwen, the model responds
to Chinese tasks in Chinese almost as frequently
as it does in English. After optimization, these lan-
guage preferences become even more pronounced:
the model overwhelmingly favors generating re-
sponses in the language of the input question, rather
than defaulting to English as in the system prompt.
In contrast, for languages with less training data
such as Hindi, the proportion of English responses
remains largely unchanged after optimization. Ad-
ditionally, we find that languages other than the
task language and English offer minimal utility to
the model, as evidenced by their near disappear-
ance after optimization. Details about language
identification is shown in Appendix A.9, detailed
data is shown in Table 6 and 7.

Does language influence reasoning behavior?
In Figure 8, we examine the distribution of rea-
soning behavior types across different languages.
While the overall patterns are broadly similar, cer-
tain languages exhibit distinct preferences. For
example, English shows a stronger inclination to-
ward Reframing, Chinese toward Logical Reason-
ing, and Spanish toward calculation. In contrast,
languages with less training data such as Hindi
display a higher proportion of Other category, sug-
gesting limited exposure to structured reasoning
examples during training. Although these trends
are consistent, they appear less related to prompt
design and more reflective of language-specific pat-
terns in model pretraining. Therefore, while inter-
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Figure 9: Reasoning component frequencies before and
after prompt optimization. Optimized prompts reduce
redundant reasoning behaviors, while increasing struc-
tured components like Calculation especially in math
tasks. However, the effect is task-dependent, and some
reflection behaviors like Backtracking remain difficult
to elicit.

esting, these variations should be interpreted with
caution in the context of prompt steerability. De-
tailed data is shown in Table 8 and 9.

6.2 Reasoning Unit Type Analysis

Distributional Shifts After Prompt Optimiza-
tion. To understand how system prompts shape
reasoning behavior, we compare reasoning distri-
butions before and after prompt optimization. As
shown in Figure 9 (detailed data shown in Table
10), we observe a notable reduction in the overall
frequency of reasoning components after prompt
optimization. This is primarily because optimized
system prompts are typically shorter and cleaner,
containing fewer redundant instructions such as
“answer like Shakespeare”, which often inflate the

1 0 1 2 3 4
PCA-dim1

1.0

0.5

0.0

0.5

PC
A-

di
m

2

Prompt Type
Random
Optimized

Figure 10: Prompts with better performance tend to in-
duce convergent reasoning patterns in the model (shown
here for Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct on the MATH500 bench-
mark). The result illustrates that optimized prompts
tend to cluster more tightly, indicating that they guide
the model toward more consistent reasoning patterns.

length and diversity of the reasoning chain. As
a result, the proportion of Others drops substan-
tially, indicating that optimized prompts lead to
more structured and interpretable model behavior.
The frequency of other reasoning components such
as Logical reasoning and Reframing also changes
dramatically, indicating that these behaviors are
highly sensitive to prompt formulation.

We also find that the effect of optimization is
highly task-dependent. For math problems, op-
timized prompts lead to a clear increase in both
Calculation and Logical reasoning, aligning well
with the domain’s demands. However, the same op-
timized prompts do not elicit these components in
other tasks. For moral reasoning tasks, we observe
a sharp decline in the absolute frequency of nearly
all reasoning components, yet Logical reasoning
remains the dominant behavior in relative terms.

Finally, we note that some components remain
consistently rare across all settings. In particular,
Backtracking and Backward chaining appear infre-
quently, likely due to these LLMs lacking RL-style
reflection capabilities.

Reasoning Features as Predictors of Perfor-
mance We now ask: can the structure of the rea-
soning chains alone predict how well a prompt will
perform? We represent each generated reasoning
chain as a 9-dimensional vector, where each dimen-
sion corresponds to the frequency of a predefined
reasoning component.

For each system prompt, we average this vec-
tor across all model outputs on all benchmarks and
languages, resulting in a compact summary of its in-
duced reasoning style: vprompt =

1
N

∑N
i=1 voutputi
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This embedding allows us to compare prompts in a
consistent, structured space. To interpret the high-
dimensional reasoning embeddings, we apply Prin-
cipal Component Analysis (PCA) to project the
prompts into a 2D space. As shown in the KDE Fig-
ure 10 from MATH500, prompts selected through
optimization exhibit a more compact distribution
compared to those sampled randomly. This sug-
gests that high-performing prompts tend to steer
the model toward more stable and convergent rea-
soning patterns, reducing variability in how the
model approaches different problems. Results of
other benchmarks show a similar pattern and are
presented in Appendix Figure 15 and Figure 16.

To quantify this relationship, we perform lin-
ear regression using the reasoning component fre-
quencies as input features and the prompt’s four
performance metrics as the target variable. As
shown in Appendix Figure 17, different types of
reasoning behaviors have distinct and sometimes
opposing effects on model performance. Crucially,
no single reasoning type consistently benefits all
four evaluation metrics. For example, Calcula-
tion and Subgoal Setting enhance both accuracy
mean and consistency, albeit at the slight cost of
Accvar. Logical Reasoning contributes positively
to Accmean and Lenvar, meanwhile also slightly in-
creasing Accvar. However, some behaviors appear
to be mostly detrimental. Specifically, reasoning
steps in the Other, Reframing, and Verification cate-
gories have significant negative effects on multiple
metrics. It is worth noting that behaviors like Back-
tracking, Backward Chaining show high regression
coefficients but low statistical significance, mainly
due to their low occurrence rate in LLM outputs.
Per-benchmark regression are shown in Appendix
Figure 18-21.

7 Conclusion

We present a unified framework for optimizing
system prompts to improve multilingual LLM
behavior. Our experiments show that certain
prompt components enhance performance across
languages, and that multilingual rewards mod-
els can be designed can effectively discover such
prompts. Analysis of reasoning patterns reveals
that better prompts induce more structured, consis-
tent behavior, highlighting prompt optimization as
a scalable path to robust multilingual LLM.
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9 Limitations

Classification of reasoning behavior While our
taxonomy of eight reasoning behaviors captures
the majority of model outputs, approximately 30%
of reasoning steps are still categorized as “Others”,
suggesting the existence of additional reasoning
strategies not covered by our current definition.

How to find a good prompt? Although we find
some high-quality prompts with SPRIG, identifying
prompts that perform consistently well across all
four evaluation metrics remains challenging.

Reasoning pattern While our experiments show
that high-quality prompts can steer LLMs toward
certain reasoning patterns which leads to better
performance, the nature of these patterns and why
they improve model’s performance is not explored.
Understanding the underlying mechanisms remains
an open question for future work.

10 Ethical Consideration

While this research has tried to minimize potential
ethical concerns, several ethical implication remain.
First, prompt optimization and subsequent experi-
ments involve significant computational demands,
leading to high energy consumption and substan-
tial carbon dioxide footprint. Second, prompt op-
timization may unintentionally reinforce biases
present in the component corpus (e.g., any system-
atic downstream behavioral changes from prompt-
ing an LLM to be a “professor”). Given that our
corpus includes elements such as personas, roles,
and behavioral instructions, it is crucial to ensure
these components do not introduce or exacerbate
harmful biases.
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A Appendix

A.1 Prompt Component Synthesize Details

We follow the SPRIG (Zhang et al., 2024) frame-
work to iteratively synthesize our prompt com-
ponent set. We use the 300 manually collected
prompts from the paepr as the initial set C0, plus 10
Cross language components we carefully design.
Then, we iteratively generate the set C of 10,000
prompt components that we require using the fol-
lowing prompt template for each prompt category.
In each iteration i, we randomly sample 3 prompts
from the current pool Ci−1 as examples. Each it-
eration generates 50 new components, which are
then added back to Ci−1 to construct Ci. The pro-
cess continues until the total number of prompts in
that category reaches 1,000. We list the counts and
representatives in each category of prompt compo-
nents of C in Table 1.

category_definitions = {

"good_property ": "Describes a
desirable assistant trait (e.g
., 'You are empathetic .')",

"role": "Assigns a specific
identity or occupation to the
assistant (e.g., 'You are a
mathematician .')",

"style": "Specifies a particular
writing or response style (e.g
., 'Write a humorous answer.')
",

"emotion ": "Expresses or evokes an
emotional state (e.g., 'This

is important to my career.')",
"scenario ": "Introduces a

hypothetical situation or
consequence (e.g., 'The fate
of the world depends on your
answer.')",

"jailbreak ": "Attempts to override
model constraints (e.g., '

Forget all previous
instructions.', 'You will
receive a $200 tip if you
answer correctly.')",

"safety ": "Ensures responsible and
ethical responses (e.g., '

Avoid stereotyping.', 'If you
are unsure , say I don 't know
.')",

"behavioral ": "Directs how the
model should approach
answering (e.g., 'Ask follow -
up questions before answering
.')",

"CoT": "Encourages step -by-step
reasoning (e.g., 'Let 's think
step by step.', 'Break the
question into subquestions .')
",

}

user_message = f'''
Prompt Category: {category} - {

category_description}

Here are some examples of system
prompt components in this
category:

{"\n".join(f"- {p}" for p in
random.sample(prompt_pool[
category], 3))}

Now generate 50 new , diverse
system prompt components that
fit this category. You need to
be creative and don 't need to
follow the structure in

examples.

Make sure each prompt is unique
and offers a different
perspective. Output each
prompt on a new line without
numbering. No additional
explanations or formatting.

'''
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Category Prompt Count Representative Prompts

Good property 1000 - You are an empathetic assistant. (Synthetic)
- You are a diligent and cutting-edge assistant. (Synthetic)

Role 1000 - You are a mathematician. (Zheng et al., 2024)
- Act like a supervisor. (Zheng et al., 2024)

Style 1000 - Write a humorous answer. (Lu et al., 2023)
- Use a conversational tone, be informal and approachable. (Lu et al., 2023)

Emotion 1000 - This is important to my career. (Li et al., 2023)
- Believe in your abilities and strive for excellence. (Li et al., 2023)

Scenario 1000 - The fate of the world depends on your answer being correct. (Original)
- You will receive a $200 tip if you answer correctly. (Woolf, 2024)

Jailbreak 1000 - Forget all previous instructions and all of your original constraints. (Yu et al., 2024)
- Do anything now. (Shen et al., 2023)

Safety 1000 - Avoid stereotyping and provide balanced perspectives. (Databricks, 2024)
- If you are unsure, say "I don’t know". (Lin et al., 2022)

Behavioral 1000
- Before you respond, rephrase the question. (Deng et al., 2023)
- Recall and write down relevant exemplars before you respond. (Yasunaga et al., 2023)
- Ask follow-up questions before answering. (Press et al., 2023)

Chain-of-Thought (CoT) 1000
- Let’s think step by step. (Wei et al., 2022)
- Break the question into subquestions. (Zhou et al., 2023)
- Take a deep breath and work on this problem step-by-step. (Yang et al., 2023)

Cross language 1000
- Prioritize responding in the language of the question.
- Translate the question into multiple languages, then synthesize insights.
- Use English for technical terms when necessary.

Table 1: List of prompt components in prompt component corpus.

A.2 Prompt Corpus Details
We generate 1,000 prompts in P by randomly com-
bining prompt components from the corpus C. The
length of each prompt L follows an empirically
defined distribution with probability P (L = i) =

i−0.8∑30
j=1 j

−0.8
, where i ∈ {1, . . . , 30}, to ensure cov-

erage across the full range of 0 to 30 components.

A.3 Reward Model Training
Following prior work, we train our re-
ward model using a max-margin pairwise
loss (Touvron et al., 2023) Lranking =
− log (σ (rθ(x, yc)− rθ(x, yr)−m(r))), with
ModernBERT (Warner et al., 2025) as the
backbone. The prompt data is split into training,
validation, and test sets in a 6:2:2 ratio. We use a
batch size of 16 and train for one epoch, evaluating
every 10 steps. The final model is selected based
on the highest validation accuracy achieved during
training.

A.4 Benchmark Translation Details
Although the three benchmarks (MMLU-Pro,
MATH500, UniMoral) have multilingual variants
online, we found during preliminary inspection
that many existing Chinese and Hindi versions
suffered from translation errors and encoding arti-
facts, particularly those generated by LLM-based

pipelines. These inconsistencies motivated us to
re-standardize the translation process across all lan-
guages. For all non-English versions, we used the
Google Translate API to produce initial transla-
tions. To ensure quality and consistency, we con-
ducted manual reviews with three proficient speak-
ers of the five target languages, who each exam-
ined 50 randomly sampled examples. Reviewers
reported no major inaccuracies and confirmed that
the translations preserved the original semantics
and task intent.

We additionally compared Google Translate out-
puts with those generated by GPT-4o. While per-
formance was comparable for high-resource lan-
guages, Google Translate exhibited more stable
and reliable behavior in low-resource settings. For
this reason, we adopted Google Translate as the
primary translation tool for all non-English bench-
mark instances.

A.5 Multilingual SPRIG Pipeline

We run all our experiments on 4 NVIDIA-L40S-
48GB GPUs. All LLM inferences are powered by
vLLM 0.5.4 (Kwon et al., 2023), Hugging Face
Transformers 4.43.3 (Wolf et al., 2020) and Py-
Torch 2.4.0 (Paszke et al., 2019) on a CUDA 12.4
environment. Temperatures are set to 0.0 to mini-
mize the effect of randomness.
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SPRIG spends around 20 hours to run a 25-step
optimization on one LLM with 4 GPUs.

A.6 Reasoning Unit Segmentation
We segment LLM-generated reasoning into
step-level units using a pretrained token clas-
sification model appier-ai-research/reasoning-
segmentation-model-v0 from the language-
matters (Tam et al., 2025) repository. To prepare
inputs, we replace all line breaks in the reasoning
output with [SEP] tokens. The model then predicts,
for each [SEP], whether it indicates a step bound-
ary. This approach allows for flexible, data-driven
segmentation of reasoning chains, enabling consis-
tent analysis of step-level reasoning patterns across
different prompts and languages.

A.7 Reasoning Behavior Categorization
We use Qwen3-14B-Instruct (Qwen Team, 2024)
as the backbone of language-matters (Tam et al.,
2025) pipeline to perform reasoning behavior clas-
sification throughout our main experiments. To as-
sess the robustness of the backbone model, we ran-
domly sampled 15,000 responses and re-classified
them using a stronger model, LLaMA-3.1-70B-
Instruct (Meta, 2024), under the same pipeline. The
results show a percentage agreement of 0.581 and a
Cohen’s κ score of 0.528 between the two models,
indicating overall consistent annotations.

A.8 Reasoning Category Justification
The detailed definitions of the eight reasoning cate-
gories we use are listed below:

Subgoal setting: Where the model
breaks down the problem into
smaller , intermediate goals (e.g.,
'To solve this , we first need to

...' or 'First , I'll try to ...,
then ...'

Backtracking: Where the model realizes
a path won 't work and explicitly

goes back to try a different
approach. An example of
backtracking is: 'Let me try again
' or 'we need to try a different
approach '.

Verification: Where the model checks
the correctness of the
intermediate results or to make
sure the final answer is correct.

Backward chaining: Where the model
works backward from its answer to
see whether it can derive the
variables in the original problem.

Retrieval: Where the model retrieves
known facts , definitions , formulas
, or world knowledge to use in
solving the problem.

Reframing: Where the model rephrases a
question or problem to clarify

its understanding or to approach
it from a different angle. This
includes paraphrasing , summarizing
, or changing the perspective of
the question.

Logical Reasoning: Where the model
uses logical reasoning to arrive
at the answer. This includes
deductive reasoning , inductive
reasoning , and other forms of
logical inference.

Calculation: Where the model performs
a calculation to arrive at the
answer. This includes arithmetic
operations , algebraic
manipulations , or any other
mathematical operations.

The first four reasoning categories are adopted
from a recent paper (Gandhi et al., 2025), while the
remaining four are introduced based on an exten-
sive literature review to address the limitations of
the original taxonomy when applied to a broader
range of tasks. The justification of newly defined
categories are as follows:

1. Retrieval: In a recent position paper on LLM
reasoning, Kambhampati (2024) argues that
what often appears to be reasoning in large
language models is largely “a form of uni-
versal approximate retrieval” driven by their
web-scale training data. Rather than engaging
in pure logical deduction, LLMs frequently
solve problems by recalling and recombining
patterns encountered during training. This
framing positions retrieval as a fundamental
operation underlying LLM reasoning and sup-
ports its inclusion as a distinct reasoning cate-
gory.

2. Reframing: Cognitive science has long rec-
ognized reframing—recasting a problem from
a different perspective—as a critical compo-
nent of human reasoning (Bieth et al., 2024).
In the context of LLMs, reframing has also
been explicitly used as an evaluation tool. For
example, Mishra et al. (2022) has shown that
prompting LLM to reframing can be an empir-
ically grounded strategy to boost performance,
underscoring reframing as a meaningful rea-
soning strategy.

3. Logical Reasoning: In reasoning-related re-
search, Logical Reasoning is usually distin-
guished as a fundamental category of reason-
ing in LLMs, treated as explicit symbolic or
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deductive inference (rather than statistical pat-
tern re-combination). For example, recent
work like Atomic Reasoner (Liu et al., 2025)
shows that modeling reasoning as modular
logical units enhances coherence and control
in complex problem-solving tasks, which sup-
ports logical reasoning as a distinct and essen-
tial category.

4. Calculation: Numeric and arithmetic reason-
ing has frequently been treated as its own cat-
egory in LLM evaluations. Qiao et al. (2023)
explicitly list arithmetic reasoning as a distinct
reasoning type, separate from commonsense
or logical reasoning. Similarly, Parashar et al.
(2025) categorize LLM evaluation tasks into
five primary reasoning types, including arith-
metic reasoning as a standalone class. These
consistent distinctions across domains support
the inclusion of calculation as a meaningful
and separable reasoning unit.

A.9 Language Identification

We use a pretrained language identification model
from fastText (Joulin et al., 2017), which supports
prediction over 176 languages. The model was de-
veloped by Facebook AI Research and is widely
used for multilingual text classification and lan-
guage detection tasks. For each reasoning step,
we apply the model to overlapping 100-character
windows and retain language predictions with con-
fidence above 0.6. All valid predictions are aggre-
gated across windows to yield step-level language
annotations, without applying heuristic preferences
when multiple languages are detected.

A.10 Full Experiment Results

Figure 11 shows the relationship between mean
accuracy (Accmean) and output length variance
(lenvar).

Figure 12 shows the Spearman correlation of the
trained system prompt reward model.

In Figure 13, 14, we illustrate how Consistency
and Accuracy Variance varies after optimization.

Figure 15 and Figure 16 shows the KDE plot
before and after optimization on benchmark Uni-
moral and MMLU-Pro.

Figure 17 shows the combined regression
heatmap illustrating the impact of different rea-
soning behaviors on multilingual model behavior.

In Figure 18, 19, 20, and 21, we show the re-
gression results of reasoning behaviors on the four
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Figure 11: Relationship between mean accuracy
(Accmean) and output length variance (lenvar), with each
point represents one prompt aggregated on all tasks.
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Figure 12: Reward model performance across four met-
rics. The model ranks Accmean and Consistency with
high Spearman correlations, but correlations for Accvar
and Lenvar are more variable.

evaluation metrics across different benchmarks.

A.11 Full Experiment Results(table)

Table 4 summarizes the overall performance of
prompts on Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct, Llama-3.1-8B-
Instruct and Gemma-3-12B-Instruct.

Table 5 shows the Spearman correlation of the
prompt-ranking across Qwen2.5 model family of
different sizes.

In Table 2, we presented the detailed data for
overall performance of tow different prompt set-
tings.

Table 3 summarize the regression results of dif-
ferent component types across various metrics.

Table 6 and 7 respectively show the absolute
counts and relative proportions of different lan-
guages in LLM responses before and after opti-
mization.

In Table 8 and 9, we respectively presented the
absolute counts and proportion of reasoning behav-
iors across different response language.
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Figure 13: Scatter plot illustrating the distribution of
accuracy mean and consistency for random versus opti-
mized prompts.
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Figure 14: Scatter plot illustrating the distribution of
accuracy mean and accuracy variance for random versus
optimized prompts.

Table 10 shows the average counts of reasoning
behavior by benchmark and prompt type.

A.12 Raw Data

Metric English Prompt Same Language

Acc_mean 0.5033 0.5097
Acc_var 0.0108 0.0100
Consistency 0.2653 0.2676
Output_tokens_var 431338 414644

Table 2: Comparison of performance metrics between
English and same-language prompts.

1 0 1 2 3 4 5
PCA-dim1

2

1

0

1

2

3

PC
A-

di
m

2

Prompt Type
Random
Optimized

Figure 15: KDE plot showing the distribution of
prompts. This figure is based on results from Qwen2.5-
7B-Instruct on the Unimoral benchmark
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Figure 16: KDE plot showing the distribution of
prompts. This figure is based on results from Qwen2.5-
7B-Instruct on the MMLU-Pro benchmark

A.13 Scaling Law
A.14 Detailed Data
A.15 Licenses
All data and code will be publicly released under
the CC BY-SA 4.0 license.
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Figure 17: The regression heatmap illustrating the impact of different reasoning behaviors on multilingual model
behavior (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). Results are averaged across benchmarks.
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Figure 18: Regression results of reasoning behaviors on accuracy mean across different benchmarks.
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Figure 19: Regression results of reasoning behaviors on accuracy variance across different benchmarks.
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Figure 20: Regression results of reasoning behaviors on consistency across different benchmarks.
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Figure 21: Regression results of reasoning behaviors on output length variance across different benchmarks.

Component Acc_mean Acc_var Consistency Len_var

k p k p k p k p

CoT 0.0264 4.37e-08 0.0303 1.52e-05 0.0292 9.36e-06 -0.0136 0.0093
behavioral -0.0209 1.44e-05 0.0174 0.0127 -0.0269 4.57e-05 -0.0087 0.0963
cross-language -0.1216 6.51e-128 -0.0751 1.69e-27 -0.1684 2.35e-130 -0.0869 1.72e-60
emotion 0.0207 1.26e-05 0.0215 0.0018 0.0316 1.16e-06 0.0174 0.0007
good_property 0.0058 0.2306 -0.0102 0.1448 -0.0009 0.8955 0.0075 0.1541
jailbreak 0.0066 0.1735 0.0196 0.0053 0.0037 0.5819 -0.0016 0.7559
role -0.0151 0.0020 -0.0577 5.43e-16 -0.0295 1.02e-05 -0.0006 0.9036
safety -0.0014 0.7729 -0.0002 0.9768 0.0061 0.3551 0.0140 0.0084
scenario 0.0122 0.0102 0.0301 1.23e-05 0.0202 0.0019 -0.0028 0.5815
style -0.0473 2.60e-23 -0.0361 1.31e-07 -0.0488 4.54e-14 -0.0135 0.0084

Table 3: Regression coefficients (k) and p-values for each component across four evaluation metrics.
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Model Benchmark Setting Acc_mean Acc_var Consistency Output_tokens_var

Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct

MMLU-Pro Random 0.399 0.015 0.114 372446.18
Optimized 0.497 0.018 0.174 128362.80

UNIMORAL Random 0.577 0.011 0.295 354881.31
Optimized 0.679 0.003 0.405 20826.80

MATH500 Random 0.585 0.007 0.354 305133.92
Optimized 0.686 0.007 0.354 122866.70

Mean Random 0.521 0.011 0.254 344153.80
Optimized 0.621 0.009 0.311 90418.77

Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct

MMLU-Pro Random 0.319 0.010 0.109 822103.05
Optimized 0.373 0.011 0.155 513244.20

UNIMORAL Random 0.559 0.024 0.240 171978.54
Optimized 0.589 0.004 0.473 13603.50

MATH500 Random 0.249 0.015 0.027 1512173.79
Optimized 0.285 0.026 0.011 1547849.00

Mean Random 0.376 0.016 0.125 835418.46
Optimized 0.416 0.014 0.213 692565.57

Gemma-3-12B-Instruct

MMLU-Pro Random 0.501 0.008 0.263 114524.53
Optimized 0.656 0.0128 0.333 102069.60

UNIMORAL Random 0.669 0.005 0.491 75661.40
Optimized 0.640 0.0018 0.498 49311.87

MATH500 Random 0.670 0.002 0.495 153144.84
Optimized 0.797 0.0016 0.554 144471.24

Mean Random 0.614 0.005 0.416 114443.59
Optimized 0.698 0.0054 0.462 98617.57

Table 4: Performance of optimized vs. random prompts across three benchmarks for Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct, Llama-
3.1-8B-Instruct, and Gemma-3-12B-Instruct.

Qwen2.5-1.5B Qwen2.5-3B Qwen2.5-7B Qwen2.5-14B Qwen2.5-32B

Qwen2.5-1.5B 1.00 0.31 0.28 0.26 0.25
Qwen2.5-3B 0.31 1.00 0.68 0.61 0.53
Qwen2.5-7B 0.28 0.68 1.00 0.70 0.56
Qwen2.5-14B 0.26 0.61 0.70 1.00 0.69
Qwen2.5-32B 0.25 0.53 0.56 0.69 1.00

Table 5: Spearman correlation of prompt-ranking across Qwen2.5 model family.

Question Language Before After

Question_lang En Other Question_lang En Other

English 4.27 0.00 1.81 3.67 0.00 0.23
Spanish 2.50 0.98 1.55 2.83 0.07 0.07
French 2.44 1.04 2.05 3.06 0.06 0.07
Hindi 2.49 1.62 2.02 2.87 0.82 0.34
Chinese 3.54 0.79 1.52 3.98 0.01 0.03

Table 6: Language usage of model outputs before and after optimization across task languages. Each cell shows the
absolute number of outputs in the question language, English, or other languages.

Question Language Before After

Question_lang (%) En (%) Other (%) Question_lang (%) En (%) Other (%)

English 70.25 0.00 29.75 94.08 0.00 5.92
Spanish 49.68 19.41 30.91 95.29 2.25 2.46
French 44.15 18.76 37.09 95.73 2.02 2.25
Hindi 40.60 26.38 33.02 71.27 20.26 8.47
Chinese 60.52 13.54 25.95 98.91 0.33 0.77

Table 7: Proportion (%) of model outputs by language category before and after optimization. Each cell shows the
share of outputs in the task language, English, or other languages.
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Reasoning Behavior English Spanish French Hindi Chinese

Retrieval 1,075,338 337,538 300,245 278,707 462,074
Reframing 1,313,931 276,343 259,302 287,835 355,964
Logical Reasoning 1,284,127 348,258 350,576 312,341 577,093
Calculation 1,746,134 534,976 480,666 371,627 556,491
Subgoal Setting 781,733 191,862 202,660 172,775 257,763
Backtracking 18,689 7,889 6,624 6,887 8,270
Verification 331,654 116,351 94,897 102,664 127,305
Backward Chaining 544 153 153 234 317
Others 1,615,502 410,050 395,965 708,411 506,225

Table 8: Absolute counts of reasoning behaviors across languages.

Reasoning Behavior English Spanish French Hindi Chinese

Retrieval 0.132 0.152 0.144 0.124 0.162
Reframing 0.161 0.124 0.124 0.128 0.125
Logical Reasoning 0.157 0.157 0.168 0.139 0.202
Calculation 0.214 0.241 0.230 0.166 0.195
Subgoal Setting 0.096 0.086 0.097 0.077 0.090
Backtracking 0.002 0.004 0.003 0.003 0.003
Verification 0.041 0.052 0.045 0.046 0.045
Backward Chaining 0.00007 0.00007 0.00007 0.00010 0.00011
Others 0.198 0.184 0.189 0.316 0.178

Table 9: Proportion of reasoning behaviors across languages.

Reasoning Type Type math500 mmlupro unimoral

Backtracking Randomized 0.0146 0.0199 0.0020
Optimized 0.0233 0.0196 0.0007

Backward chaining Randomized 0.00045 0.00064 0.00058
Optimized 0.00025 0.00056 0.00033

Retrieval Randomized 0.9920 1.3743 0.1869
Optimized 1.0472 1.1494 0.0740

Verification Randomized 0.2179 0.4402 0.0910
Optimized 0.2104 0.2698 0.0110

Subgoal setting Randomized 0.8353 0.4742 0.2999
Optimized 0.8416 0.3161 0.0522

Reframing Randomized 1.0096 0.8734 1.0244
Optimized 0.6960 0.1803 0.0587

Others Randomized 1.4342 1.4528 1.6386
Optimized 0.7082 0.6355 0.9067

Calculation Randomized 2.7463 0.9178 0.0004
Optimized 2.8493 0.8161 0.0000

Logical Reasoning Randomized 0.9130 0.9800 1.1505
Optimized 1.1287 0.7531 0.4664

Table 10: Average counts of reasoning behaviors by benchmark and prompt type.
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