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Abstract

The disparity in language resources poses
a challenge in multilingual NLP, with high-
resource languages benefiting from exten-
sive data, while low-resource languages
lack sufficient data for effective training.
Our Contrastive Language Alignment with
Prompting (CoLAP) method addresses this
gap by integrating contrastive learning with
cross-lingual representations, facilitating task-
specific knowledge transfer from high-resource
to lower-resource languages. The primary ad-
vantage of our approach is its data efficiency,
enabling rapid adaptation to new languages and
reducing the need for large labeled datasets. We
conduct experiments with multilingual encoder-
only and decoder-only language models on
natural language understanding tasks, includ-
ing natural language inference and relation ex-
traction, evaluating performance across both
high- and low-resource languages. Our results
demonstrate that CoLAP outperforms few-shot
cross-lingual transfer baselines and in-context
learning, even with limited available data. This
effectively narrows the cross-lingual perfor-
mance gap, contributing to the development of
more efficient multilingual NLP techniques.1

1 Introduction

The adaptation of pretrained language models
(PLMs) to specific downstream tasks is typically
resource-intensive, requiring extensive labeled data
and computational resources. This becomes partic-
ularly challenging in multilingual contexts, espe-
cially for languages not represented in the model’s
pretraining data. These low-resource languages are
significantly underrepresented, primarily due to the
scarcity of large-scale corpora necessary for self-
supervised pretraining and the lack of labeled data
required for task-specific fine-tuning (Lauscher
et al., 2020; Wu and Dredze, 2020; Yang et al.,

1Code: https://github.com/pnborchert/CoLAP.

2022). Multilingual PLMs, such as mBERT (De-
vlin et al., 2019), XLM-R (Conneau et al., 2020),
and Mistral (Jiang et al., 2023), have been devel-
oped to address these challenges. These models are
trained across a wide range of languages using self-
supervised data within a unified embedding space,
facilitating cross-lingual transfer (XLT) of informa-
tion. They have shown remarkable results in multi-
lingual tasks. Despite their broad versatility, multi-
lingual PLMs often exhibit representation degrada-
tion, particularly in low-resource languages (Yang
et al., 2022). This degradation stems from the
skewed distribution of self-supervised training data,
which disproportionately favors high-resource lan-
guages. As a result, the representational quality for
low-resource languages, and particularly for those
not included in the pretraining data, is substantially
diminished, leading to a decline in downstream
task performance (Winata et al., 2022).

To enhance model representations and down-
stream task performance, models are commonly
fine-tuned using task-specific data. However, ac-
quiring such labeled data at scale is a significant
challenge, especially for languages already disad-
vantaged by insufficient pretraining data (Winata
et al., 2022). While multilingual PLMs have ad-
vanced performance for these languages compared
to monolingual models primarily trained on En-
glish data, XLT remains challenging as there are
substantial performance disparities between differ-
ent languages. This disparity becomes more ev-
ident when fine-tuning PLMs on task data using
high-resource languages and subsequently evaluat-
ing the fine-tuned model on other languages (Guo
et al., 2023). Few-shot learning techniques address
this gap, enabling models to learn effectively from
limited data. Recent works in this domain encom-
pass a range of zero-shot cross-lingual transfer (ZS-
XLT) and few-shot cross-lingual transfer (FS-XLT)
methods, including full fine-tuning (Lauscher et al.,
2020), in-context learning (Winata et al., 2022),
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Figure 1: Illustration of our contrastive language alignment with prompting (CoLAP) approach for few-shot cross-
lingual transfer applied to the natural language inference task.

prompting (Schick and Schütze, 2021), represen-
tation mixup (Yang et al., 2022; Xu et al., 2023),
and contrastive learning (Chi et al., 2021). Among
these, prompting techniques have shown efficacy in
low-resource settings. Prompts express tasks as lan-
guage modeling problems without introducing new
model parameters, often articulated as natural lan-
guage sentences (Qi et al., 2022; Nie et al., 2023).
Despite these advances, full fine-tuning remains
standard practice in the field (Zhao and Schütze,
2021; Zhou et al., 2023).

In our study, we propose contrastive language
alignment with prompting (CoLAP), addressing the
cross-lingual transfer gap by aligning representa-
tions of underrepresented languages with those
from high-resource languages, especially English.
Instead of aligning representations during language
modeling, we focus on the application of pretrained
models on specific downstream tasks. We hypothe-
size that the transfer of discriminative task-specific
information from English to lower-resource lan-
guages can be achieved efficiently without relying
on abundant self-supervised or task-specific labeled
data. This builds upon prior research by Chi et al.
(2021) and Yang et al. (2022), which demonstrated
the effectiveness of such alignment in general do-
main representations and ZS-XLT. We posit that
representations for downstream classification tasks
are less complex than representations used for lan-
guage modeling because they only capture infor-
mation relevant to the downstream objective. As
a result, these representations can be transferred
more data-efficiently between languages. We eval-
uate a representation contrastive learning approach
(XRCL) that aligns source and target language rep-
resentations based on parallel translations. Addi-
tionally, we introduce a class contrastive learning
objective (XCCL), which aligns representations
of instances sharing the same class labels across
languages, which does not require parallel transla-
tions. This facilitates the data annotation process

and reduces costs.
Our experiments focus on natural language un-

derstanding tasks, including natural language infer-
ence and relation extraction, across 27 languages.
We evaluate multilingual encoder-only and decoder-
only models in the FS-XLT setting, where models
are fine-tuned in a high-resource source language
and subsequently adapted to the target language us-
ing few-shot learning. Our results demonstrate that
CoLAP improves upon strong FS-XLT benchmarks
but also outperforms in-context learning, even with
limited available data. This methodology aims to
narrow the cross-lingual performance gap, thereby
extending the benefits of NLP models to a broader
range of languages.
Contributions. 1) We introduce CoLAP, a novel
few-shot cross-lingual transfer method that lever-
ages contrastive learning to efficiently transfer
knowledge from high- to lower-resource languages.
2) CoLAP enhances cross-lingual transfer perfor-
mance for low-resource languages, including those
not represented in PLM pretraining. 3) We pro-
pose XCCL, a contrastive learning objective that
enhances FS-XLT performance without relying on
parallel translations. 4) We propose a few-shot ex-
emplar selection approach based on representation
similarity improving data efficiency.

2 Related Work

Cross-lingual transfer involves transferring
knowledge from a source language to one or more
target languages (Ruder et al., 2019). It is grounded
in pretraining language models on multilingual
data, embedding languages within a shared uni-
versal space to facilitate cross-lingual information
transfer. This approach is particularly effective
for languages included in the pretraining dataset
(Ruder et al., 2019; Ansell et al., 2021). Multi-
lingual PLMs have extended this capability, show-
ing promise in ZS-XLT even for languages not di-
rectly seen during pretraining (Devlin et al., 2019;



Conneau et al., 2020). The transfer’s efficacy is
influenced by the alignment quality of representa-
tions between source and target languages (Wu and
Dredze, 2020; Cao et al., 2020), which is especially
effective for topologically similar languages with
large-scale pretraining corpora (Lauscher et al.,
2020). Recent advancements in enhancing XLT
performance include projecting target language rep-
resentations into the English space (Yang et al.,
2022; Xu et al., 2023), and employing data aug-
mentation (Zheng et al., 2021). Notably, Chi et al.
(2021) and Pan et al. (2021) improve cross-lingual
representation alignment in their InfoXLM PLM,
employing contrastive learning and large-scale text
corpora during pretraining. In contrast, our work
focuses on data-efficient cross-lingual transfer dur-
ing task-specific fine-tuning, eliminating the need
for an additional cross-lingual alignment step on
self-supervised data.

Few-shot Learning and FS-XLT involve train-
ing models with a minimal number of labeled ex-
amples, challenging models to generalize from this
limited data (Nie et al., 2023). Techniques ex-
plored for FS-XLT include fine-tuning (Lauscher
et al., 2020), in-context learning (Winata et al.,
2022), and prompting (Schick and Schütze, 2021).
Prompting has shown notable performance im-
provements, mitigating hyperparameter sensitivity
and performance variance issues prevalent in fine-
tuning and in-context learning techniques (Zhao
et al., 2021; Schmidt et al., 2022; Winata et al.,
2022). Enhancements to prompting techniques
have been made through the use of multilingual
templates (Qi et al., 2022) and label words (Huang
et al., 2022; Zhou et al., 2023), further improving
their applicability in multilingual settings. Schmidt
et al. (2023) note the difficulty in comparing stud-
ies due to varying few-shot settings. They sug-
gest that averaging model checkpoints during the
few-shot fine-tuning phase provides a robust base-
line for FS-XLT. Our study contributes to this line
of research by combining prompting techniques
with contrastive learning to improve few-shot cross-
lingual transfer performance.

3 Methodology

Our methodology is predicated on the hypothesis
that the cross-lingual performance gap in down-
stream tasks for low-resource languages is largely
attributable to their underdeveloped representation
spaces within PLMs. Building on previous stud-

ies, we propose that aligning the representation
spaces of low-resource languages with the more ro-
bust English representation space can significantly
enhance task performance (Yang et al., 2022; Xu
et al., 2023). This approach aims to transfer the dis-
criminatory information embedded within the En-
glish representation space to these lower-resource
languages. Prior research, including the works of
Chi et al. (2021) and Yang et al. (2022), supports
the effectiveness of this alignment during language
modeling. However, these methods often rely on
large-scale parallel corpora for extensive pretrain-
ing, making them infeasible for low-resource sce-
narios. To address this, we introduce CoLAP, a
method specifically designed for few-shot cross-
lingual transfer in low-resource contexts. CoLAP
avoids introducing additional model parameters
through prompting, and does not require large-scale
labeled or self-supervised corpora. Our approach
includes a task-agnostic representation contrastive
learning objective, XRCL, which aligns multilin-
gual vector representations of translated inputs. Un-
like InfoXLM’s contrastive learning objective, our
method does not use a memory queue for negative
pairs or mixup sampling, enhancing resource effi-
ciency (Chi et al., 2021). In addition, we introduce
a classification task-specific contrastive learning
objective, XCCL, designed to transfer discrimi-
native, class-specific features from high-resource
to lower-resource languages, alleviating the depen-
dency on parallel training datasets. Importantly, the
additional computational complexity introduced by
our contrastive learning objectives is dependent
only on the number of samples per batch. Both
CoLAP strategies are model-agnostic, making them
applicable to any PLM.

3.1 Prompt-based Training

In prompt-based training approaches, tasks are re-
formulated as language modeling problems, where
the model predicts tokens that serve as reference
labels (Schick and Schütze, 2021). Specifically,
a template T is applied to each input x, resulting
in a prompted input xprompt = T (x). The model
then predicts task-specific label tokens based on
the context provided by xprompt. For models trained
with a causal language modeling objective, we uti-
lize the hidden state of the end-of-sequence token
(<EOS>) to predict the labels. In contrast, for mod-
els trained with masked language modeling objec-
tives, such as XLM-R, at least one <mask> token is
included in the prompt , which is used to predict
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Figure 2: Illustration of cross-lingual contrastive repre-
sentation alignment using the XRCL objective.

the label tokens. To facilitate this prediction, labels
are mapped to tokens in the model’s vocabulary,
represented as R 7→ VM. Given an input x, the
probability of predicting label y is denoted as:

p(y | x) = p(<EOS> = wv | xprompt)

=
exp (wv · h<EOS>)∑

v′∈V exp (wv′ · h<EOS>)
,

where h<EOS> is the hidden vector of the <EOS> to-
ken2, and wv denotes the pre-softmax vector corre-
sponding to v ∈ V (Schick and Schütze, 2021). We
employ English label words and language agnostic
prompt templates, included in Table 3 (appendix).

3.2 Contrastive Learning Objectives
The cross-lingual representation contrastive loss
term, abbreviated as LXRCL, aims to align the la-
tent representations of instances in the target lan-
guage with their counterparts in the source lan-
guage. To achieve this, we utilize a model M
to generate vector representations ri = M(xi) for
each input sequence xi sampled along with its class
label yi from the training set. We obtain these rep-
resentations by prompting the PLM and extracting
the hidden state of the <EOS> token. We treat the tar-
get language training dataset (DT ) and the source
language training dataset (DS) as parallel corpora,
meaning that each instance xi,T in DT has a direct
translation xi,S in DS .

For a given instance representation in the tar-
get language ri,T , its direct translation in the
source language ri,S , forms a positive pair. Con-
sequently, all other instances within the target lan-
guage dataset are treated as negative pairs. This is

2In masked language models, label tokens are predicted
at the positions of the <mask> tokens rather than at the <EOS>
token.

formulated as follows:
r+i = {rj | j = i, j ∈ DS}
r−i = {rj | j ̸= i, j ∈ DS}

The XRCL objective maximizes the similarity
between these cross-lingual instance representa-
tions (positive pairs) while minimizing their simi-
larity to other instances (negative pairs) (van den
Oord et al., 2019). We compute the cross-lingual
representation contrastive loss, LXRCL, for each
instance representation in the target language ri,T
as follows:

LXRCL =

N∑
i=1

−log
exp

(
ϕ(ri,T , r

+
i )/τ

)
exp

(
ϕ(ri,T , r

−
i )/τ

) ,
where N is the number of instances in the target
language’s training set DT . The parameter τ is
a temperature scaling factor, and ϕ(ri, r

−
i ) calcu-

lates the cosine similarity between representation
ri and each representation in r−i using the formula∑

j=1 ri · rj/|ri||rj |.
The cross-lingual class contrastive loss, de-

noted as LXCCL, addresses the limitations of re-
lated cross-lingual transfer methods, which often
assume that contextual information is accurately
preserved through direct translations between the
source and target languages. In practice, translat-
ing instances requires careful adaptation of culture-
specific terminology and evaluation metrics, which
incurs significant cost in the data collection process
(Ponti et al., 2020; Freitag et al., 2022; Winata et al.,
2023). In contrast, our XCCL objective does not
rely on parallel translations between the source and
target languages. Instead, it aligns instances across
different languages based on shared class labels.
Specifically, for each representation ri,T from the
target language training dataset, we construct posi-
tive pairs with representations of instances in the
source language training dataset that have the same
class label. Instances from the source language
with different class labels are considered negative
pairs. The formulation is as follows:

r+i = {rj | yj = yi, j ∈ DS}
r−i = {rj | yi ̸= yj , j ∈ DS}

This approach aims to maximize the similar-
ity between cross-lingual instance representations
within the same class while minimizing similar-
ity with different class representations. The key
distinction of LXCCL from LXRCL lies in its as-
sumption that class-specific information and can
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Figure 3: Illustration of cross-lingual class contrastive
representation alignment using the XCCL objective.

effectively be leveraged across languages. It posits
that embeddings from instances within the same
class should exhibit higher similarity compared to
those from instances of different classes. The com-
putation of the class-contrastive loss is analogous
to XRCL, as shown below:

LXCCL =
N∑
i=1

−log
exp

(
ϕ(ri,T , r

+
i )/τ

)
exp

(
ϕ(ri,T , r

−
i )/τ

)
4 Experiments

4.1 Models and Training
We investigate FS-XLT using models that are ini-
tially fine-tuned on downstream task data in a high-
resource source language, such as English. Dur-
ing this phase, we employ the cross-entropy loss
LCE = − log(zy), where zy represents the post-
softmax probability of the vocabulary token cor-
responding to label y. Subsequently, the model
is adapted to the target language under FS-XLT.
During this few-shot adaptation phase, we inte-
grate our contrastive loss terms. For the variant
incorporating the cross-lingual representation con-
trastive objective XRCL, the total loss is calculated
as L = LCE+LXRCL. Similarly, for the class con-
trastive objective variant XCCL, the total loss is
L = LCE + LXCCL.
Training details. Unless specified otherwise, we
adhere to training parameters that include a batch
size of 64, a learning rate of 2e-5, and the AdamW
optimizer (Loshchilov and Hutter, 2017). Models
are fine-tuned for 5 epochs on the downstream task
in English. For the few-shot adaptation to the target
language, we train the models for 10 epochs using
data from both the source and target languages. Un-
like some related studies, we do not use a dedicated

validation set during few-shot fine-tuning. This ap-
proach aligns with the few-shot premise, avoiding
the need for additional labeled data that a validation
set would require (Schmidt et al., 2023). Conse-
quently, all models are trained for a fixed number
of epochs on the few-shot data. We argue that this
reflects real-world conditions more accurately, as
performance is not skewed by the size or quality of
a validation dataset.
Models. We evaluate a range of encoder-only and
decoder-only PLMs that have been exposed to mul-
tilingual text during pretraining, including XLM-
R Base (270 million parameters) (Conneau et al.,
2020), Gemma 2 (2 billion parameters) (Gemma
Team et al., 2024), and Mistral v0.3 (7 billion pa-
rameters) (Jiang et al., 2023). XLM-R is trained
using full-fine-tuning, while we utilize 4-bit quan-
tization and low-rank adapters (Hu et al., 2021;
Dettmers et al., 2023) with r = 16 and alpha = 32
for the larger Gemma 2 and Mistral models.3

Baselines. We include relevant benchmarks pro-
posed in related studies. To ensure fair model com-
parisons, we integrate relevant benchmarks in our
XLT settings, with all models being reimplemented
for consistency.
Regular fine-tuning (FT) directly predicts class la-
bels from sequence representations, in contrast to
prompting approaches that use tokens as reference
labels (Lauscher et al., 2020; Schmidt et al., 2022).
The model is fine-tuned using the standard cross-
entropy loss LCE .
Checkpoint Averaging (CA), introduced by
Schmidt et al. (2023), is a strong baseline for FS-
XLT. It builds upon regular fine-tuning by averag-
ing model weights during few-shot adaptation.
In the prompt-learning from cross-lingual tem-
plates (PCT) framework Qi et al. (2022) augment
model inputs with multilingual prompt templates,
optimizing the model using both the LCE objective
for non-augmented inputs and the LCE ′ objective
for augmented inputs. Additionally, they introduce
a consistency loss term based on the Kullback-
Leibler divergence between predicted token proba-
bilities. In contrast to CoLAP, PCT is applied during
both supervised fine-tuning and few-shot adapta-
tion phases, which requires the target languages to
be known and reduces the modularity of the fine-
tuned language model.
In-context Learning (ICL) incorporates few-shot

3To ensure consistency and control for potential exposure
to the downstream tasks included in our benchmarks, we do
not evaluate instruction fine-tuned model variants.



examples directly into the input prompt, allowing
the model to utilize these examples without up-
dating its parameters. This approach significantly
extends the prompt length during inference.4

4.2 Episode Sampling

In the few-shot task adaptation, episodes are
randomly sampled from the training dataset of
the target language. Each episode consists of
K input sequences along with corresponding la-
bels. The value of K is varied among the set
{5, 10, 50, 100, 250}. Episodes comprise K uni-
formly sampled instances from the available class
labels NY . In scenarios where K mod NY ̸= 0
the remaining instances are randomly selected.

For the computation of our cross-lingual con-
trastive loss terms, an episode is constructed to
include K instances from the training dataset in the
target language DT and an additional K instances
from the training dataset in the source language DS .
It is important to note that we assume DT and DS

to be parallel corpora, meaning that all instances
present in the training dataset of the target language
DT are also available in the training dataset of the
source language DS .

4.3 Datasets and Languages

XNLI contains 15 languages, each containing
7,500 examples. In natural language inference,
the goal is to determine if a given hypothesis en-
tails, contradicts, or is neutral relative to a premise.
Initially annotated in English, the dataset was ex-
panded to other languages using machine trans-
lation (Conneau et al., 2018). We assess model
performance using the accuracy metric.
AmericasNLI (AmNLI) extends the XNLI dataset
by adding 10 indigenous languages from the Amer-
icas, categorized as very low-resource languages
due to their minimal presence in large-scale text
corpora. The dataset is human-translated based on
the Spanish XNLI. It includes 750 development
and 750 test instances per language, which we uti-
lize as our training and testing sets, respectively
(Ebrahimi et al., 2022). Performance evaluation on
AmericasNLI is based on accuracy.5

MultiTACRED is a multilingual relation extrac-
tion dataset covering 12 languages, created via ma-

4Due to context length and memory limitations, we bench-
mark ICL only for the K = 5 few-shot setting and discuss the
results in Section 5.

5Otomí “oto” has less than 250 samples and therefore is
not included in the K = 250 setting.

chine translation of English annotations (Hennig
et al., 2023). The primary task in sentence-level
relation extraction involves categorizing a given
set of entities into one of 41 distinct relation types.
We utilize instances from the development set to
construct few-shot episodes and assess model per-
formance based on accuracy.

5 Results and Discussion

We summarize our results in Table 1. For each
language in the datasets, we averaged accuracy
metrics across five random seeds.

Our findings confirm our initial hypothesis
that discriminative task-specific information can
be effectively transferred from English to lower-
resource languages using only a few labeled ex-
amples. Our CoLAP method consistently improves
downstream performance over zero-shot baselines
on natural language inference and relation extrac-
tion tasks across all evaluated few-shot settings.
This improvement is observed for languages in-
cluded during the pretraining of the PLMs (such
as those in XNLI and MultiTACRED) as well
as for unseen languages, like those in AmNLI.
Furthermore, the performance gains provided by
CoLAP are independent of the PLM architecture.
Both encoder-only models (e.g., XLM-R) and
decoder-only models (e.g., Gemma and Mistral)
show increased FS-XLT performance when utiliz-
ing CoLAP. In the lowest-resource setting of K = 5,
CoLAP demonstrates strong performance, outper-
forming all baseline approaches for the XLM-R
and Gemma PLMs and performing on par with
PCT for the Mistral PLM. These performance ben-
efits remain consistent across different few-shot
settings. Even in the most resource-rich scenario
of K = 250 exemplars, CoLAP surpasses the per-
formance of its benchmarks, except in the AmNLI
dataset for Gemma and Mistral. Even in the high-
resource setting of K = 250 exemplars, CoLAP
exceeds the performance of its benchmarks. When
compared to the strongest baseline, PCT (which
also uses prompting), CoLAP achieves average per-
formance gains of up to 1.84% for Gemma 2.

Our results demonstrate that prompting ap-
proaches, including CoLAP and PCT, outperform
traditional fine-tuning methods in the FS-XLT set-
ting. This indicates that regular fine-tuning re-
quires significantly more exemplars to achieve per-
formance comparable to the prompting models on
average. While CoLAP is the most data-efficient ap-



Model K XNLI AmNLI MultiTACRED

XLM-R GEMMA
2B

MISTRAL
7B

XLM-R GEMMA
2B

MISTRAL
7B

XLM-R GEMMA
2B

MISTRAL
7B

FT
0

73.21±1.0 69.32±0.9 61.98±1.3 36.71±1.4 40.99±0.2 37.60±0.2 24.57±1.3 14.55±0.5 10.96±0.5
PCT 72.97±1.2 71.81±0.7 67.68±1.4 37.98±0.9 41.27±0.3 37.37±0.2 45.87±2.3 34.16±0.8 34.05±1.6
CoLAP 73.15±1.2 74.35±0.7 66.23±1.2 35.79±0.7 42.73±0.3 37.18±0.2 51.58±2.1 32.48±0.9 38.73±0.8

FT

5

71.74±1.8 70.38±0.8 62.90±1.0 39.57±1.4 41.41±0.2 37.58±0.2 42.65±0.9 17.53±0.6 13.24±0.6
CA 73.21±1.2 70.38±0.8 62.90±1.0 37.94±0.9 41.41±0.2 37.58±0.2 38.94±1.5 17.53±0.6 13.24±0.6
PCT 72.52±1.3 72.45±0.7 67.94±1.2 39.11±1.7 41.99±0.3 39.46±0.2 69.01±1.2 44.00±0.9 43.35±1.6
CoLAP w/ XRCL 73.56±1.2 74.59±0.7 67.68±1.1 40.01±1.4 42.88±0.3 39.21±0.2 69.26±2.6 43.47±1.0 38.73±1.0
CoLAP w/ XCCL 73.04±1.2 74.54±0.7 67.58±0.0 39.71±1.0 42.84±0.3 39.20±0.2 69.18±2.6 42.91±1.0 37.96±1.0

FT

10

72.47±1.4 70.53±0.8 63.02±1.1 42.17±1.4 41.24±0.2 37.88±0.2 43.91±1.1 18.35±0.6 13.83±0.6
CA 73.22±0.9 70.53±0.8 63.02±1.0 40.28±0.5 41.24±0.2 37.88±0.2 40.82±0.8 18.35±0.6 13.83±0.6
PCT 72.92±0.6 72.49±0.7 68.11±1.2 41.26±0.9 42.41±0.3 40.01±0.2 70.19±3.2 45.52±1.0 46.63±1.6
CoLAP w/ XRCL 73.69±0.9 74.52±0.7 67.47±1.1 40.69±1.0 42.36±0.3 39.29±0.2 70.16±3.8 49.12±0.8 41.98±0.9
CoLAP w/ XCCL 73.15±0.9 74.55±0.7 67.37±1.1 41.09±1.2 42.67±0.3 39.32±0.2 70.32±3.5 47.43±0.8 41.94±0.9

FT

50

73.54±0.8 73.77±0.6 65.51±1.1 44.76±0.5 41.68±0.2 38.23±0.3 46.88±1.5 29.45±0.9 20.68±0.8
CA 73.55±0.8 73.35±0.7 65.25±1.1 42.31±0.5 41.66±0.2 38.08±0.3 46.22±0.5 28.44±0.9 19.88±0.8
PCT 73.72±0.5 74.53±0.6 69.13±1.2 43.38±0.6 43.64±0.3 41.94±0.2 75.36±1.3 62.14±0.8 63.33±1.3
CoLAP w/ XRCL 73.88±0.7 75.81±0.6 68.95±1.1 41.98±0.4 43.14±0.3 39.84±0.2 73.98±2.1 59.76±0.9 62.01±1.1
CoLAP w/ XCCL 73.81±0.5 75.73±0.6 68.78±1.1 41.98±0.4 43.21±0.3 40.02±0.2 73.98±2.1 57.90±0.9 61.31±1.1

FT

100

73.87±0.6 74.38±0.6 67.07±1.1 45.94±0.4 42.76±0.2 38.57±0.3 48.87±1.7 45.97±1.4 42.11±1.9
CA 73.95±0.5 74.40±0.6 66.91±1.1 45.39±0.4 42.70±0.2 38.50±0.3 48.41±1.6 42.82±1.2 41.06±1.8
PCT 73.80±0.5 75.25±0.6 69.57±1.1 45.23±0.4 43.21±0.3 42.69±0.2 78.26±8.7 71.91±0.7 74.67±1.1
CoLAP w/ XRCL 74.09±0.3 75.89±0.6 69.62±1.0 44.79±0.3 43.64±0.3 40.27±0.3 77.29±3.5 74.82±0.8 73.97±1.1
CoLAP w/ XCCL 74.03±0.4 75.94±0.6 69.43±1.1 45.18±0.2 43.59±0.3 40.25±0.3 77.06±3.6 71.29±0.9 74.18±1.1

FT

250

73.35±0.7 74.51±0.6 67.58±1.1 48.53±1.2 44.07±0.3 41.43±0.3 55.12±5.1 82.47±1.2 89.75±1.0
CA 73.63±0.6 74.58±0.6 67.45±1.1 48.20±1.1 43.80±0.3 40.54±0.3 53.69±4.3 84.81±1.2 88.64±1.0
PCT 73.03±0.6 75.74±0.6 70.25±1.1 47.73±1.1 45.28±0.3 45.21±0.3 82.19±4.5 81.60±0.6 87.98±0.5
CoLAP w/ XRCL 74.00±0.3 75.68±0.5 70.37±1.1 48.64±1.2 44.97±0.3 42.45±0.2 82.16±7.7 87.48±0.7 90.68±1.0
CoLAP w/ XCCL 73.60±0.6 75.96±0.6 70.51±1.1 48.44±0.7 44.90±0.3 42.56±0.2 81.99±7.5 86.25±0.7 90.39±1.0

Table 1: Average accuracy across all non-English languages on the XNLI, AmNLI, and MultiTACRED datasets.
Fine-tuning (FT), checkpoint averaging (CA), prompt-learning from cross-lingual templates (PCT), and CoLAP
models are evaluated in few-shot adaptation to the target language following fine-tuning on English task data. The
best results per dataset and few-shot setting are highlighted in bold.

proach, all evaluated few-shot models provide sub-
stantial performance improvements over zero-shot
settings, even with as few as K = 50 exemplars.
For the MultiTACRED dataset, with its large num-
ber of relation types, prompting-based approaches
like CoLAP or PCT prove to be more suitable.

In Figure 4, we compare the performance of
in-context learning with our CoLAP method, focus-
ing on decoder-only PLMs, specifically Gemma
2 and Mistral, in the K = 5 few-shot setting.
Both approaches start from the same prompting
model fine-tuned on English task data. Our CoLAP
method consistently outperforms ICL across all nat-
ural language understanding benchmarks, achiev-
ing average performance improvements of 6.41%
for Gemma 2 and 6.93% for Mistral. The per-
formance gap is particularly pronounced on the
MultiTACRED dataset. Additionally, we include
ablation study results in Table 4 (appendix), where
we evaluate the individual components of CoLAP
and explore combinations with related approaches.

5.1 Enhancing FS-XLT Without Parallel
Translations

The results in Table 1 demonstrate that the CoLAP
variants utilizing the XCCL objective effectively
transfer class-specific features from English to low-
resource languages. Notably, the XCCL variant
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Figure 4: Performance comparison between in-context
learning (ICL) and our CoLAP XRCL method on XNLI,
AmNLI, and MultiTACRED datasets with K = 5 ex-
emplars for Gemma 2 (left) and Mistral (right).

enhances FS-XLT performance without relying
on parallel translations of the few-shot examples,
thereby simplifying the data annotation process.
By eliminating the need for parallel data, XCCL
avoids the challenges associated with translating
difficult or culturally specific examples and allows
for the selection of more natural few-shot instances
that share the same class labels. Despite not using
parallel translations, the XCCL variant exhibits
only a minimal reduction of less than one percent
in average few-shot performance (K > 0) com-
pared to the XRCL variant across all datasets and
settings. While XRCL outperforms XCCL in very
low-resource settings, as few as K = 10 exemplars
are sufficient for XCCL to match or exceed the
performance of the XRCL variant.



PLM Model K XNLI AmNLI MultiTACRED

Random High Low Random High Low Random High Low

XLM-R CoLAP w/ XRCL 5 73.56 74.41 74.22 40.01 38.86 38.81 69.26 72.22 69.62
CoLAP w/ XCCL 73.04 74.38 74.12 39.71 39.32 39.33 69.18 71.72 69.36

XLM-R CoLAP w/ XRCL 10 73.69 73.87 74.08 40.69 39.52 40.01 70.16 74.73 70.87
CoLAP w/ XCCL 73.15 74.10 73.85 41.09 39.40 40.33 70.32 74.74 69.82

Table 2: Evaluation of exemplar selection using representation similarity scores, comparing “High” and “Low”
similarity exemplars against random selection, with accuracy as the evaluation metric.
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Figure 5: Comparative performance of utilizing differ-
ent layer representations for contrastive learning in the
CoLAP XRCL model with K=50 exemplars. Results are
shown for XNLI (left) and AmNLI (right) datasets.

5.2 Layer Selection for Contrastive Learning
To determine the most effective layer for con-
trastive representation alignment, we conduct ex-
periments with the CoLAP XRCL model, selecting
K = 50 exemplars. The findings, illustrated in Fig-
ure 5, reveal that applying contrastive representa-
tion learning at the 10th layer of XLM-R yields the
best performance for NLI tasks6. This observation
suggests that contrastive learning objectives benefit
from the general-domain information captured in
the middle layers of the model. In contrast, initial
layers process low-level syntactic features, whereas
the final layers are more focused on extracting dis-
criminative features relevant for the classification
task at hand. This finding diverges from that of
Chi et al. (2021), who identified the 8th layer as
optimal for the contrastive learning objectives used
during the pretraining of InfoXLM.

5.3 Few-Shot Exemplar Selection
Building upon the performance of our class con-
trastive learning objective, we investigate the po-
tential of utilizing class representation similarity
for selecting few-shot exemplars. We hypothesize
that transferring information from English to other
languages via contrastive learning is more sam-
ple efficient when selecting exemplars with high
intra-class similarity and low inter-class similar-
ity. Employing the XLM-R prompting model, fine-
tuned on English task data, we extracted <EOS>
representations from English training instances.
We then created class prototypes by averaging

6We note that these results may vary depending on the
specific downstream tasks.

these embeddings for each class. For each in-
stance xi, we compute the cosine similarity to
its own class prototype P+ and dissimilarity to
other class prototypes P−, using the formula si =
ϕ(xi, P

+)+NY −ϕ(xi, P
−), where NY is the total

number of classes. The computational complexity
of this procedure is determined by the pairwise sim-
ilarity calculations, which depend on the number
of instances and classes. We selected exemplars
based on the highest or lowest similarity scores,
focusing on sets of K = 5 and K = 10. Few-shot
episodes consist of these selected exemplars in the
source language and their translations in the target
language. Table 2 shows that selecting exemplars
based on representation similarity enhances effi-
ciency for languages in XNLI and MultiTACRED,
improving data efficiency by at least 50%. Notably,
with just K = 5 exemplars selected based on our
similarity criteria, CoLAP exceeds the performance
of randomly selected sets of K = 250 exemplars
for XNLI. However, for languages not included in
the pretraining data, selecting exemplars based on
similarity in English yields similar or worse results
compared to random selection.

6 Conclusion

Our study showcases the effectiveness of con-
trastive learning in enhancing few-shot adaptation
for PLMs. By aligning cross-lingual instance repre-
sentations, we substantially improve performance
in few-shot cross-lingual transfer on natural lan-
guage inference and relation extraction tasks. In
contrast to existing contrastive learning approaches,
CoLAP does not require extensive pretraining on par-
allel multilingual corpora. Despite this, it achieves
performance gains even with the smallest set of
few-shot exemplars. We show that strong few-shot
cross-lingual transfer can be accomplished without
relying on parallel translations, which simplifies
the data collection process and may reduce costs.
Additionally, we demonstrate that selecting few-
shot exemplars based on representation similarity
enhances data efficiency for languages included in
the PLM pretraining corpora.



7 Limitations

In CoLAP, we introduce an effective strategy to nar-
row the cross-lingual transfer performance gap in
few-shot cross-lingual transfer, tackling the chal-
lenge of imbalanced language representation in the
pretraining data of current PLMs. Although our
approach enhances data efficiency in improving
downstream tasks, it does not directly resolve the
underlying disparities that contribute to the cross-
lingual transfer gap in PLMs.

A key consideration in CoLAP’s implementa-
tion is the need for translations of the few-shot
examples, predicated on the assumption that ac-
quiring (machine) translations, especially in high-
resource languages like English, is cost-effective
and straightforward. Nonetheless, this requirement
introduces an additional step in the process. While
the class contrastive learning objective (XCCL)
in CoLAP diminishes the dependency on parallel
corpora, its counterpart, the cross-lingual repre-
sentation contrastive learning objective (XRCL),
requires translated instance pairs. Furthermore, the
advantage of employing CoLAP with the XCCL ob-
jective for not requiring parallel corpora during
few-shot training, is limited to classification tasks.

Acknowledgements

The resources and services used in this work were
provided by the VSC (Flemish Supercomputer Cen-
ter), funded by the Research Foundation - Flanders
(FWO) and the Flemish Government.

References
Alan Ansell, Edoardo Maria Ponti, Jonas Pfeiffer, Se-

bastian Ruder, Goran Glavaš, Ivan Vulić, and Anna
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A Training Details

Training is conducted on NVIDIA A6000, H100
and A100 GPUs. The process of fine-tuning XLM-
R with prompt-based techniques on the English
XNLI dataset takes approximately 10 hours on
A6000 GPUs. For few-shot adaptation employing
CoLAP across 14 languages from the XNLI dataset
(English excluded) in the K = 250 setting, the
duration is about 30 minutes.

In Table 3, we display the language agnostic
prompting templates used in our CoLAP approach.
For NLI tasks, we utilize the label words “Yes”,
“Maybe”, and “No” are used, in line with Schick
and Schütze (2021). For the PCT approach, we uti-
lize the multilingual prompt templates introduced
by Qi et al. (2022), such as “<premise> Ques-
tion:<hypothesis>? Answer:<EOS>”.

For relation extraction tasks, we replace the en-
tity markers <E1> and <E2> with the respective
entities mentioned in the context of the sentence.
We adapt the multilingual PCT template to the re-
lation extraction task “<sentence> Relation:<E1>,
<E2>? Answer:<EOS>” and machine translate the
English template using Google translate (Qi et al.,
2022).

For MultiTACRED, we augment the input sen-
tences for benchmarked models by including entity
marker tokens <E1>, </E1>, <E2>, and </E2> in-
dicating the position of the entities in the context.
We reduce the number relation types from 41 to 31
by merging overlapping class labels for all models
evaluated on MultiTACRED. The corresponding
label mapping and template files are available at
https://github.com/pnborchert/CoLAP.

To accurately reflect the real-world few-shot per-
formance, we consistently train all models for 10
epochs on the few-shot episodes. We observe that
CoLAP models trained on episodes with K greater
than 100 instances gain performance when trained
up to 50 epochs.

B Ablation Studies

Table 4 displays the performance results of inte-
grating various strategies from related work with
our CoLAP method. We evaluate these combined
model variants on both small (K = 5) and large
(K = 250) few-shot settings. Our analysis con-
firms that the contrastive learning objectives are
critical to CoLAP’s performance, as removing them
leads to a noticeable drop in performance. Addi-
tionally, combining both the XRCL and XCCL

objectives yields better performance compared to
using only one, though this requires parallel trans-
lations of the few-shot instances. The results also
show that checkpoint averaging (CA) enhances
robustness, particularly for larger PLMs, improv-
ing the stability of CoLAP models. While combin-
ing multilingual prompt templates through PCT
with CoLAP shows potential, it underperforms com-
pared to other approaches, suggesting that further
research is needed to combine these methods.

C Detailed Results

The aggregated results presented in Table 1 are bro-
ken down by PLMs and individual languages in
Tables 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10,11, 12, and 13 for detailed
analysis. Given that English serves as the source
language in our study, its accuracy scores are ex-
cluded from the average performance calculations.

https://github.com/pnborchert/CoLAP


Task PLM Template

XNLI, AmNLI XLM-R <premise> <mask>, <hypothesis>
Gemma, Mistral <premise> <hypothesis>, <EOS>

MultiTACRED XLM-R <sentence> <E1> <mask> <E2>
Gemma, Mistral <sentence> <E1> <E2>, <EOS>

Table 3: Language agnostic prompt templates for encoder-only and decoder-only language models on natural
language inference and relation extraction tasks.

Model K XNLI AmNLI MultiTACRED

XLM-R GEMMA
2B

MISTRAL
7B

XLM-R GEMMA
2B

MISTRAL
7B

XLM-R GEMMA
2B

MISTRAL
7B

CoLAP w/ XRCL

5

73.56 74.59 67.68 40.01 42.88 39.21 69.26 43.47 35.50
w/o XRCL 72.89 72.48 67.34 39.87 40.33 38.83 68.90 41.05 35.09
w/ XCCL 72.60 74.42 67.59 39.78 42.70 39.29 69.28 39.79 35.39
w/ CA 73.75 74.58 67.65 39.03 42.60 39.14 64.79 43.41 38.23
w/ PCT 72.95 74.22 67.32 38.16 42.05 38.91 69.87 43.18 30.67

CoLAP w/ XRCL

250

74.00 75.68 70.37 48.64 44.97 42.45 82.16 87.48 90.80
w/o XRCL 73.72 73.83 70.18 41.74 43.68 41.95 81.95 83.99 89.97
w/ XCCL 73.78 76.03 70.59 48.28 44.40 42.54 82.02 87.90 90.77
w/ CA 73.89 75.79 70.75 48.11 44.84 42.31 81.62 87.26 87.35
w/ PCT 73.45 75.38 70.20 47.68 44.57 42.13 84.97 86.38 87.15

Table 4: Model variants with (w/) or without (w/o) indicated architectural changes. Results that improve performance
over the CoLAP variant with XRCL are underlined.

Model K en ar bg de el es fr hi ru sw th tr ur vi zh Avg.

FT
0

84.07 71.38 77.25 76.05 75.42 78.66 77.23 69.22 75.69 65.10 72.33 72.62 65.66 74.75 73.59 73.21
PCT 85.31 72.96 73.01 73.00 73.00 73.02 73.02 72.93 73.00 72.86 72.96 72.96 72.89 72.98 72.99 72.97
CoLAP 84.37 72.00 77.23 75.77 75.93 78.74 77.23 69.18 75.67 65.17 71.62 72.46 65.41 73.81 73.95 73.16

FT

5

84.07 72.04 76.53 74.67 74.50 76.81 76.07 66.73 74.64 61.42 70.68 71.15 63.37 72.81 72.90 71.74
CA 84.07 72.33 77.57 75.66 75.69 78.2 77.16 69.57 75.83 63.85 71.66 72.35 66.81 74.06 74.26 73.21
PCT 85.31 72.38 77.03 74.61 75.21 78.36 77.14 67.88 75.76 59.31 72.26 71.38 65.03 74.49 74.46 72.52
CoLAP w/ XRCL 84.37 71.71 78.54 76.47 76.44 79.28 77.56 69.83 75.82 64.25 73.19 72.17 65.63 74.84 74.05 73.56
CoLAP w/ XCCL 84.37 71.84 77.74 76.17 76.00 78.33 76.87 68.94 75.23 63.99 72.01 72.10 65.85 73.30 74.23 73.04

FT

10

84.07 72.13 76.72 74.42 74.91 78.15 75.82 68.96 74.28 62.53 70.00 72.06 66.5 74.02 74.14 72.47
CA 84.07 72.27 77.19 75.20 75.45 78.75 76.68 70.04 75.27 64.0 70.97 72.71 67.13 74.75 74.70 73.22
PCT 85.31 72.58 77.08 75.78 75.60 78.55 77.09 68.79 75.41 61.57 71.05 70.83 66.57 74.86 75.05 72.91
CoLAP w/ XRCL 84.37 73.35 78.41 75.89 76.19 78.97 77.10 70.59 76.27 64.60 71.12 72.38 66.66 74.74 75.34 73.69
CoLAP w/ XCCL 84.37 72.82 77.40 75.90 75.79 78.51 76.66 69.80 74.98 64.37 70.64 71.58 66.71 74.32 74.63 73.15

FT

50

84.07 72.11 77.37 75.89 75.37 78.83 77.10 69.28 75.70 65.55 72.31 72.59 67.43 75.31 74.68 73.54
CA 84.07 71.86 77.36 75.77 75.54 78.89 76.96 69.28 75.49 65.70 72.27 72.92 67.83 75.14 74.65 73.55
PCT 85.31 72.62 78.00 76.20 75.73 78.79 77.95 69.68 76.10 63.71 73.11 72.22 66.66 75.56 75.82 73.72
CoLAP w/ XRCL 84.37 72.00 78.23 75.91 76.41 79.21 77.86 70.22 76.29 65.92 72.17 72.26 67.28 74.56 76.06 73.88
CoLAP w/ XCCL 84.37 72.54 77.88 76.01 75.95 79.31 77.38 70.12 76.09 65.54 72.44 72.77 67.11 74.69 75.46 73.81

FT

100

84.07 72.71 77.29 76.31 75.64 79.02 77.27 70.07 75.58 66.01 73.07 72.99 67.54 75.82 74.85 73.87
CA 84.07 72.50 77.37 76.40 75.74 79.15 77.32 69.97 75.80 65.98 73.20 73.01 67.88 76.11 74.86 73.95
PCT 85.31 72.46 77.60 75.92 76.04 78.66 78.14 69.61 76.13 64.31 73.48 72.16 66.72 76.29 75.71 73.80
CoLAP w/ XRCL 84.37 72.52 78.29 76.49 76.78 79.08 78.18 70.26 76.29 65.71 72.81 72.83 67.54 75.34 75.2 74.09
CoLAP w/ XCCL 84.37 72.56 78.09 76.81 76.35 79.11 77.73 70.23 76.08 65.76 72.81 73.04 67.19 75.69 74.93 74.03

FT

250

84.07 71.87 76.89 75.69 75.00 78.26 76.96 69.64 75.41 65.28 72.69 72.93 66.70 75.27 74.29 73.35
CA 84.07 72.16 76.99 76.00 75.19 78.46 77.07 70.08 75.76 65.58 72.94 73.29 67.15 75.56 74.59 73.63
PCT 85.31 72.00 76.61 75.16 74.94 77.97 76.83 69.50 75.11 63.87 73.33 71.45 65.35 75.18 75.12 73.03
CoLAP w/ XRCL 84.37 72.74 77.71 76.49 76.13 79.03 78.01 69.69 75.82 65.91 73.46 72.95 66.76 75.79 75.47 74.00
CoLAP w/ XCCL 84.37 72.16 77.38 75.93 75.50 78.55 77.19 69.57 75.14 65.94 73.02 72.99 66.44 75.37 75.15 73.60

Table 5: Average accuracy per language on the XNLI dataset for XLM-R.



Model K en ar bg de el es fr hi ru sw th tr ur vi zh Avg.

FT
0

87.76 57.74 76.61 77.29 73.71 81.34 82.06 61.22 71.80 62.38 57.23 71.62 53.55 73.17 70.70 69.32
PCT 88.76 68.18 75.39 78.84 75.11 80.56 79.32 69.80 74.59 62.50 68.56 67.96 54.89 72.53 77.09 71.81
CoLAP 88.32 74.51 80.06 78.32 79.14 84.15 81.86 68.26 77.92 64.15 70.52 70.64 59.10 76.19 76.11 74.35

FT

5

87.76 61.57 76.90 77.75 74.28 81.31 81.22 64.12 73.47 63.72 59.82 71.43 54.43 73.99 71.30 70.38
CA 87.76 61.57 76.90 77.75 74.28 81.31 81.22 64.12 73.47 63.72 59.82 71.43 54.43 73.99 71.30 70.38
PCT 88.76 69.76 75.95 79.52 75.35 80.84 78.85 70.43 75.73 62.98 69.26 69.01 55.68 73.39 77.55 72.45
CoLAP w/ XRCL 88.32 74.64 79.72 78.65 79.00 84.01 81.92 68.86 77.85 64.18 70.71 71.14 60.67 76.28 76.61 74.59
CoLAP w/ XCCL 88.32 74.77 79.86 78.65 79.13 84.12 82.05 68.55 77.77 64.28 70.49 70.94 60.34 76.53 76.09 74.54

FT

10

87.76 61.76 76.85 77.69 74.44 81.54 82.03 63.93 72.75 63.16 61.49 71.50 55.10 73.77 71.37 70.53
CA 87.76 61.76 76.85 77.69 74.44 81.54 82.03 63.93 72.75 63.16 61.49 71.50 55.10 73.77 71.37 70.53
PCT 88.76 69.25 76.07 79.34 75.59 80.95 79.41 70.50 75.28 63.07 69.63 69.17 55.28 73.63 77.74 72.49
CoLAP w/ XRCL 88.32 74.68 79.78 78.46 79.25 83.82 82.13 68.73 77.62 64.21 70.58 70.64 60.94 75.80 76.69 74.52
CoLAP w/ XCCL 88.32 74.73 80.02 78.66 79.37 83.96 81.96 68.46 77.94 63.93 70.85 70.60 60.62 76.20 76.44 74.55

FT

50

87.76 72.65 79.19 78.44 77.54 81.91 80.89 67.43 76.28 64.27 68.94 73.01 60.53 75.39 76.26 73.77
CA 87.76 71.00 79.16 78.38 77.28 81.77 81.03 67.01 75.97 64.16 67.91 72.93 59.35 75.13 75.88 73.35
PCT 88.76 70.92 78.66 80.41 77.75 81.45 81.11 72.41 76.85 64.86 72.80 71.73 59.65 75.90 78.92 74.53
CoLAP w/ XRCL 88.32 74.69 80.51 79.15 78.53 84.01 81.89 72.34 77.75 67.11 72.28 73.33 64.56 77.01 78.12 75.81
CoLAP w/ XCCL 88.32 75.57 79.70 79.39 79.52 83.73 82.67 71.15 77.75 65.72 72.63 73.54 64.42 77.14 77.25 75.73

FT

100

87.76 74.44 79.67 79.97 78.08 81.86 82.30 69.51 76.95 63.86 69.03 71.88 63.43 73.33 77.05 74.38
CA 87.76 74.21 79.84 79.78 78.19 81.86 82.38 69.75 76.95 64.13 69.07 72.20 62.93 73.51 76.83 74.40
PCT 88.76 71.78 79.48 80.60 78.38 82.31 81.25 73.43 78.01 66.25 74.02 73.06 58.98 76.52 79.50 75.25
CoLAP w/ XRCL 88.32 75.31 80.14 79.97 79.58 82.86 82.16 72.42 77.03 66.62 72.81 74.12 63.95 77.28 78.18 75.89
CoLAP w/ XCCL 88.32 76.05 80.46 80.06 79.14 83.15 82.49 72.61 77.48 66.50 72.40 74.09 63.70 77.43 77.59 75.94

FT

250

87.76 74.61 79.17 79.60 78.08 82.24 81.16 70.50 76.92 64.88 70.62 72.27 62.17 74.42 76.51 74.51
CA 87.76 74.84 79.22 79.61 78.14 82.28 81.07 70.62 77.10 65.09 70.42 72.15 62.60 74.38 76.57 74.58
PCT 88.76 72.33 79.89 80.83 79.64 82.69 81.97 74.05 78.62 65.68 74.10 73.95 59.97 77.00 79.68 75.74
CoLAP w/ XRCL 88.32 75.03 79.35 79.93 78.91 83.00 81.94 72.58 77.35 66.24 72.69 73.73 63.35 77.34 78.14 75.68
CoLAP w/ XCCL 88.32 76.00 80.12 80.14 80.00 83.39 81.60 72.42 77.46 66.40 72.75 73.70 63.99 77.51 77.94 75.96

Table 6: Average accuracy per language on the XNLI dataset for Gemma 2 2B.

Model K en ar bg de el es fr hi ru sw th tr ur vi zh Avg.

FT
0

89.22 60.38 68.00 76.37 63.29 77.33 75.51 56.51 68.10 40.96 52.77 56.95 49.38 62.46 59.66 61.98
PCT 90.32 64.71 80.66 79.20 58.50 82.63 81.32 58.86 79.42 42.34 60.90 61.82 51.90 66.95 78.26 67.68
CoLAP 90.12 64.39 77.49 76.99 61.84 78.46 77.94 59.38 76.13 40.78 62.02 57.86 52.34 65.37 76.29 66.23

FT

5

89.22 61.37 68.55 76.07 63.73 77.65 76.62 57.99 70.65 40.99 54.38 57.66 50.13 63.15 61.72 62.90
CA 89.22 61.37 68.55 76.07 63.73 77.65 76.62 57.99 70.65 40.99 54.38 57.66 50.13 63.15 61.72 62.90
PCT 90.32 65.66 80.61 79.29 58.03 82.75 81.44 58.85 79.50 42.72 61.48 61.98 53.34 67.10 78.37 67.94
CoLAP w/ XRCL 90.12 66.43 78.79 78.72 64.01 79.34 78.71 62.12 77.97 41.56 64.15 59.36 54.47 65.41 76.54 67.68
CoLAP w/ XCCL 90.12 66.51 78.75 78.75 63.85 79.25 78.60 61.83 77.96 41.41 63.98 58.94 54.33 65.54 76.47 67.58

FT

10

89.22 61.31 67.41 76.88 64.14 77.52 76.06 57.45 71.03 40.90 54.64 57.83 50.51 63.15 63.43 63.02
CA 89.22 61.31 67.41 76.88 64.14 77.52 76.06 57.45 71.03 40.90 54.64 57.83 50.51 63.15 63.43 63.02
PCT 90.32 64.85 81.29 79.28 57.61 82.83 81.37 59.49 79.96 42.85 61.02 62.92 53.41 67.71 78.91 68.11
CoLAP w/ XRCL 90.12 66.46 78.93 77.03 64.76 78.81 78.19 61.19 77.59 42.06 63.78 58.37 54.66 65.53 77.27 67.47
CoLAP w/ XCCL 90.12 66.22 78.93 76.86 64.71 78.85 77.95 60.87 77.54 41.98 63.80 58.15 54.48 65.49 77.34 67.37

FT

50

89.22 63.27 69.63 78.85 65.97 79.93 77.99 61.27 72.50 41.15 58.14 59.11 53.15 63.92 72.26 65.51
CA 89.22 63.23 68.93 78.74 65.82 79.69 77.95 61.02 72.09 41.19 57.96 59.00 52.61 63.90 71.35 65.25
PCT 90.32 65.62 82.07 79.99 60.56 83.01 81.32 61.20 80.92 45.13 61.94 63.45 55.03 67.70 79.89 69.13
CoLAP w/ XRCL 90.12 67.63 79.74 78.78 66.90 80.29 79.47 64.11 79.24 42.34 65.14 61.10 55.84 66.39 78.37 68.95
CoLAP w/ XCCL 90.12 67.29 79.60 78.58 66.63 80.04 79.38 63.82 79.07 42.35 65.14 60.85 55.60 66.35 78.22 68.78

FT

100

89.22 65.17 74.16 79.16 66.99 81.45 79.66 61.71 75.37 42.61 58.91 60.76 53.01 65.36 74.69 67.07
CA 89.22 64.63 73.33 79.22 66.83 81.34 79.56 61.80 75.40 42.36 58.88 60.79 53.09 65.30 74.23 66.91
PCT 90.32 66.10 82.10 79.67 61.87 83.42 82.13 61.80 80.65 46.63 61.82 64.17 55.23 67.99 80.45 69.57
CoLAP w/ XRCL 90.12 68.68 80.42 79.18 67.92 80.93 79.99 65.03 79.63 42.77 65.53 61.83 56.53 67.15 79.05 69.62
CoLAP w/ XCCL 90.12 68.18 80.06 79.01 67.82 80.79 79.88 64.65 79.34 42.67 65.48 61.76 56.17 67.26 78.97 69.43

FT

250

89.22 65.75 76.97 78.70 68.21 81.18 80.26 61.91 75.15 43.07 59.35 62.21 52.16 65.86 75.40 67.58
CA 89.22 65.47 76.55 78.82 67.79 81.21 80.34 61.63 75.12 42.88 58.80 62.20 52.25 65.63 75.56 67.45
PCT 90.32 66.92 82.97 79.88 64.15 83.71 81.45 61.80 81.33 48.23 63.20 64.71 55.39 68.81 80.91 70.25
CoLAP w/ XRCL 90.12 69.25 81.75 80.27 68.58 81.86 80.46 65.35 80.71 43.62 65.74 63.19 57.22 67.29 79.82 70.37
CoLAP w/ XCCL 90.12 69.40 81.88 80.10 68.83 81.98 80.29 65.60 80.87 43.87 65.90 63.54 57.10 67.75 80.08 70.51

Table 7: Average accuracy per language on the XNLI dataset for Mistral 7B.

Model K aym bzd cni gn hch nah oto quy shp tar Avg.

FT
0

36.80 37.60 36.27 38.13 37.20 37.94 35.96 38.27 35.73 35.20 36.91
PCT 38.42 38.16 38.02 37.89 36.96 40.81 38.93 36.82 36.29 37.49 37.98
CoLAP 35.47 35.47 34.93 36.53 34.80 37.67 35.83 36.53 35.07 35.60 35.79

FT

5

39.17 40.53 40.37 38.93 38.07 40.07 40.17 40.30 40.63 37.47 39.57
CA 37.60 38.77 39.27 37.27 36.57 39.60 38.34 36.77 38.83 36.43 37.95
PCT 37.64 40.87 38.58 39.64 38.87 39.48 40.02 37.62 39.27 39.14 39.11
CoLAP w/ XRCL 38.77 40.69 39.28 41.57 38.88 40.11 40.24 40.29 39.68 40.59 40.01
CoLAP w/ XCCL 38.77 40.51 39.17 40.69 37.92 41.60 40.43 39.33 38.96 39.73 39.71

FT

10

41.43 40.30 42.63 43.60 39.77 43.36 42.91 41.63 43.80 42.30 42.17
CA 39.80 39.53 40.77 40.70 38.03 42.85 41.14 39.37 41.00 39.57 40.28
PCT 41.32 41.05 40.52 42.09 39.24 42.70 41.69 41.16 41.32 41.50 41.26
CoLAP w/ XRCL 38.93 39.39 40.03 42.21 39.95 42.20 41.26 40.32 40.96 41.65 40.69
CoLAP w/ XCCL 39.81 40.43 40.53 41.55 40.19 42.14 41.79 41.04 41.15 42.29 41.09

FT

50

45.37 44.43 44.93 47.53 41.67 45.46 43.72 45.50 45.57 43.43 44.76
CA 41.63 42.60 44.13 44.37 39.07 43.63 41.71 40.83 43.8 41.30 42.31
PCT 43.04 42.86 45.39 45.58 40.19 45.67 43.75 41.68 44.08 41.52 43.38
CoLAP w/ XRCL 39.17 41.81 41.31 43.65 40.69 42.49 42.38 39.57 42.75 42.64 41.65
CoLAP w/ XCCL 39.92 42.11 41.79 44.53 41.15 43.22 41.55 40.03 42.77 42.75 41.98

FT

100

47.37 47.10 48.47 48.57 40.73 48.27 44.39 43.77 47.4 43.30 45.94
CA 46.40 46.03 45.60 48.20 42.83 45.66 44.05 45.67 46.63 42.80 45.39
PCT 44.99 47.79 46.03 47.20 41.26 47.43 45.62 43.87 44.70 43.44 45.23
CoLAP w/ XRCL 44.37 44.53 47.55 48.16 42.88 45.07 43.69 43.97 45.49 42.13 44.78
CoLAP w/ XCCL 44.83 45.68 47.79 48.13 42.93 46.50 43.32 44.29 45.36 43.01 45.18

FT

250

48.70 52.50 50.37 50.47 43.47 50.51 − 48.17 47.73 44.87 48.53
CA 49.20 50.90 50.53 49.77 42.87 50.51 − 47.13 48.63 44.27 48.20
PCT 47.20 50.93 48.26 50.96 41.25 51.47 − 47.46 46.48 45.57 47.73
CoLAP w/ XRCL 48.69 51.23 51.69 51.83 43.03 48.95 − 49.46 46.73 46.13 48.64
CoLAP w/ XCCL 48.56 51.76 50.88 50.11 42.72 50.49 − 48.69 46.69 46.08 48.44

Table 8: Average accuracy per language on the AmNLI dataset for XLM-R.



Model K aym bzd cni gn hch nah oto quy shp tar Avg.

FT
0

42.00 40.93 40.67 42.93 38.27 43.63 38.37 40.67 41.87 40.53 40.99
PCT 39.73 42.53 39.07 46.53 36.53 44.99 41.58 41.07 42.13 38.53 41.27
CoLAP 42.00 44.40 42.13 48.00 38.80 47.97 40.37 42.27 42.00 39.33 42.73

FT

5

42.24 40.53 40.16 45.09 38.32 44.04 38.66 41.41 42.64 40.96 41.41
CA 42.24 40.53 40.16 45.09 38.32 44.04 38.66 41.41 42.64 40.96 41.41
PCT 42.80 43.11 40.04 47.60 36.00 45.44 40.78 41.07 43.24 39.87 41.99
CoLAP w/ XRCL 41.79 43.71 42.21 46.45 39.97 47.67 40.78 43.47 42.99 39.76 42.88
CoLAP w/ XCCL 42.48 43.84 42.61 46.80 39.07 47.59 41.07 42.27 42.32 40.37 42.84

FT

10

41.95 40.69 40.93 43.28 38.24 44.31 38.98 40.88 42.37 40.75 41.24
CA 41.95 40.69 40.93 43.28 38.24 44.31 38.98 40.88 42.37 40.75 41.24
PCT 41.91 44.36 41.87 47.47 35.96 46.70 41.31 40.36 43.38 40.76 42.41
CoLAP w/ XRCL 41.84 43.39 41.60 46.24 39.47 47.51 39.97 42.19 42.16 39.28 42.36
CoLAP w/ XCCL 42.53 43.15 42.29 46.59 39.63 47.18 40.48 43.25 42.32 39.23 42.67

FT

50

42.40 42.21 41.39 44.85 38.64 43.90 38.88 41.33 43.41 39.79 41.68
CA 42.67 42.11 41.65 44.21 38.99 43.69 39.20 41.28 42.93 39.87 41.66
PCT 42.53 45.56 42.84 47.82 38.04 46.70 41.93 44.58 45.11 41.24 43.64
CoLAP w/ XRCL 43.20 45.04 43.76 47.01 39.39 47.40 38.77 43.04 43.65 40.19 43.14
CoLAP w/ XCCL 43.47 44.83 42.88 46.75 40.88 47.05 39.44 43.25 43.65 39.89 43.21

FT

100

43.87 44.72 43.39 45.73 39.04 43.98 39.63 41.63 43.47 42.13 42.76
CA 43.33 44.51 42.91 46.48 38.69 44.17 40.61 41.44 43.23 41.68 42.70
PCT 42.27 44.67 43.16 47.69 37.47 46.12 41.44 42.53 44.89 41.91 43.21
CoLAP w/ XRCL 43.68 46.45 43.15 46.77 40.27 47.45 40.32 43.07 43.92 41.33 43.64
CoLAP w/ XCCL 43.31 45.49 43.81 47.44 40.35 47.34 40.61 42.83 43.63 41.09 43.59

FT

250

43.92 47.55 44.03 47.09 40.05 45.83 − 43.12 44.00 41.07 44.07
CA 42.56 47.07 44.21 46.99 40.05 45.39 − 42.88 43.79 41.25 43.80
PCT 44.09 47.24 43.87 49.56 39.11 48.19 − 44.93 46.93 43.64 45.28
CoLAP w/ XRCL 45.20 48.11 44.45 48.03 40.40 49.40 − 42.85 43.71 42.61 44.97
CoLAP w/ XCCL 45.60 47.31 44.99 47.81 39.73 48.08 − 44.11 44.37 42.08 44.90

Table 9: Average accuracy per language on the AmNLI dataset for Gemma 2 2B.

Model K aym bzd cni gn hch nah oto quy shp tar Avg.

FT
0

37.47 37.60 38.40 37.07 36.93 42.68 36.10 37.07 37.87 34.80 37.60
PCT 36.93 38.00 36.13 38.40 35.47 39.57 36.90 37.33 38.67 36.27 37.37
CoLAP 37.33 38.00 36.27 37.47 36.00 39.84 37.30 38.40 37.47 33.73 37.18

FT

5

37.68 36.51 38.32 36.40 35.47 42.09 36.23 38.43 39.63 35.04 37.58
CA 37.68 36.51 38.32 36.40 35.47 42.09 36.23 38.43 39.63 35.04 37.58
PCT 39.80 38.53 40.07 39.93 38.20 41.60 38.24 39.87 41.87 36.53 39.46
CoLAP w/ XRCL 40.93 39.49 38.16 41.49 37.15 41.52 38.13 40.00 40.08 35.17 39.21
CoLAP w/ XCCL 40.51 38.93 37.84 41.44 37.63 41.19 38.48 40.08 40.03 35.87 39.20

FT

10

38.72 38.08 38.69 36.80 36.03 41.71 35.43 37.81 39.95 35.55 37.88
CA 38.72 38.08 38.69 36.80 36.03 41.71 35.43 37.81 39.95 35.55 37.88
PCT 39.73 39.67 39.47 42.53 37.40 44.04 39.04 39.33 41.87 37.00 40.01
CoLAP w/ XRCL 40.11 39.17 37.76 40.83 37.52 42.06 39.39 40.80 40.69 34.59 39.29
CoLAP w/ XCCL 40.27 39.36 38.21 40.59 36.91 41.98 39.04 40.67 40.69 35.52 39.32

FT

50

40.24 38.61 36.80 37.63 35.65 42.36 35.67 38.53 42.48 34.37 38.23
CA 39.87 38.67 36.27 37.68 34.99 41.90 35.67 38.53 42.32 34.88 38.08
PCT 41.67 42.60 41.93 43.73 39.07 43.97 41.78 41.53 41.93 41.20 41.94
CoLAP w/ XRCL 42.13 40.24 38.32 42.59 37.87 40.84 39.09 40.77 41.79 34.72 39.84
CoLAP w/ XCCL 42.29 40.43 38.43 42.67 37.65 41.65 39.06 40.96 42.43 34.61 40.02

FT

100

41.28 37.44 37.81 38.69 33.89 41.98 36.28 38.96 43.12 36.27 38.57
CA 41.12 38.19 37.60 38.43 33.87 41.79 35.94 38.88 43.41 35.79 38.50
PCT 43.29 42.98 40.93 44.93 38.89 46.34 42.11 42.27 43.07 42.09 42.69
CoLAP w/ XRCL 41.39 41.68 39.23 43.57 38.03 42.49 39.30 39.63 42.37 35.01 40.27
CoLAP w/ XCCL 41.73 41.60 39.09 43.17 38.13 42.47 39.22 39.71 42.51 34.91 40.25

FT

250

43.23 41.68 41.12 43.36 35.95 43.01 − 42.43 44.48 37.63 41.43
CA 42.69 40.64 40.00 41.60 35.41 42.49 − 40.96 44.27 36.77 40.54
PCT 48.44 45.20 43.91 47.73 39.91 48.60 − 45.16 43.78 44.18 45.21
CoLAP w/ XRCL 44.53 43.39 41.25 44.69 39.63 43.58 − 42.96 43.55 38.45 42.45
CoLAP w/ XCCL 44.64 43.55 41.97 45.39 39.57 43.39 − 42.59 43.44 38.51 42.56

Table 10: Average accuracy per language on the AmNLI dataset for Mistral 7B.

Model K en ar de es fi fr hi hu ja pl ru tr zh Avg.

FT
0

85.18 23.20 26.32 30.96 25.61 34.29 22.8 24.80 12.61 23.60 29.58 17.20 23.90 24.57
PCT 87.38 40.40 49.39 54.39 50.81 53.88 38.00 46.00 41.44 50.00 52.50 33.60 40.00 45.87
CoLAP 87.94 55.60 48.99 57.74 50.41 60.41 47.60 46.40 49.55 49.20 60.83 40.00 52.20 51.58

FT

5

85.18 42.88 44.37 45.44 43.50 45.55 40.16 41.52 35.41 44.08 45.42 39.20 44.29 42.65
CA 85.18 37.76 41.13 45.10 40.41 45.06 36.32 34.88 31.44 38.24 43.08 32.72 41.07 38.93
PCT 87.38 69.80 71.56 73.01 69.61 73.27 67.10 71.60 64.64 66.80 71.56 65.50 63.66 69.01
CoLAP w/ XRCL 87.94 71.60 72.15 73.05 70.00 71.76 66.24 70.64 63.96 69.36 70.25 66.96 65.17 69.26
CoLAP w/ XCCL 87.94 72.08 72.23 72.72 70.41 71.59 66.00 70.40 64.14 69.04 69.42 66.88 65.27 69.18

FT

10

85.18 44.80 45.43 46.03 45.28 47.18 43.04 42.16 36.49 44.8 45.92 39.60 46.15 43.91
CA 85.18 39.76 43.08 44.69 41.30 45.71 39.68 36.96 33.87 40.80 44.50 35.84 43.61 40.82
PCT 87.38 68.20 73.28 73.54 69.82 73.78 67.50 72.40 67.79 70.30 72.29 67.50 65.85 70.19
CoLAP w/ XRCL 87.94 69.36 74.90 74.90 71.14 72.33 66.00 71.12 62.61 71.76 71.08 68.96 67.80 70.16
CoLAP w/ XCCL 87.94 69.84 74.74 74.90 71.14 72.82 65.84 71.12 63.42 72.32 71.17 68.96 67.61 70.32

FT

50

85.18 46.64 48.91 48.70 46.26 50.45 44.72 45.92 40.72 48.40 48.50 43.04 50.34 46.88
CA 85.18 46.0 47.13 50.38 45.85 50.2 44.64 43.76 40.18 46.96 48.42 40.96 50.15 46.22
PCT 87.38 74.10 77.73 80.23 76.02 78.16 72.90 75.20 70.61 75.80 77.60 72.80 73.17 75.36
CoLAP w/ XRCL 87.94 75.12 76.11 79.50 76.18 78.94 68.00 74.56 66.22 75.68 75.58 70.96 71.41 74.02
CoLAP w/ XCCL 87.94 75.12 75.71 79.33 76.26 78.86 68.48 74.64 66.22 75.44 75.08 71.28 71.32 73.98

FT

100

85.18 48.88 49.80 50.21 48.94 50.86 48.80 48.40 42.70 49.84 49.67 46.16 52.20 48.87
CA 85.18 48.72 50.28 49.71 47.64 50.94 46.88 47.68 42.70 49.52 50.00 45.12 51.71 48.41
PCT 87.38 76.60 81.68 83.16 78.66 80.31 76.60 78.50 72.30 78.70 81.56 75.90 75.12 78.26
CoLAP w/ XRCL 87.94 77.60 80.16 80.08 79.27 81.80 72.40 77.36 69.91 81.68 78.58 74.40 74.24 77.29
CoLAP w/ XCCL 87.94 77.76 79.68 79.33 78.94 81.31 72.80 77.28 70.09 80.88 78.42 74.16 74.05 77.06

FT

250

85.18 57.28 56.6 56.23 54.23 56.49 55.04 56.16 47.03 56.96 55.50 53.04 56.88 55.12
CA 85.18 55.68 55.14 54.90 53.25 55.27 53.6 54.64 45.32 55.12 54.08 51.04 56.20 53.69
PCT 87.38 81.60 84.51 85.46 81.71 83.78 80.20 83.00 78.15 83.40 82.40 81.00 81.10 82.19
CoLAP w/ XRCL 87.94 83.92 86.56 82.18 83.50 81.71 81.44 83.20 75.32 87.84 80.83 81.52 77.85 82.16
CoLAP w/ XCCL 87.94 84.32 84.45 82.18 84.07 81.63 81.28 83.60 76.40 86.96 79.83 81.84 77.37 81.99

Table 11: Average accuracy per language on the MultiTACRED dataset for XLM-R.



Model K en ar de es fi fr hi hu ja pl ru tr zh Avg.

FT
0

85.03 10.91 21.68 21.85 13.72 15.97 9.86 18.93 4.91 16.64 14.88 15.08 10.20 14.55
PCT 87.10 23.34 35.84 46.26 29.13 46.80 34.48 36.49 22.01 34.32 42.13 29.27 29.80 34.16
CoLAP 87.05 35.74 37.20 50.41 36.44 44.84 24.94 31.35 17.21 27.76 35.63 21.49 26.70 32.48

FT

5

85.03 11.71 26.04 24.12 18.89 19.91 13.27 20.49 6.58 21.72 16.77 18.33 12.49 17.53
CA 85.03 11.71 26.04 24.12 18.89 19.91 13.27 20.49 6.58 21.72 16.77 18.33 12.49 17.53
PCT 87.10 33.04 48.64 56.37 42.20 57.74 42.98 44.42 30.04 44.40 48.93 39.21 39.99 44.00
CoLAP w/ XRCL 87.05 49.00 44.40 66.53 46.71 57.06 33.44 41.30 28.75 40.72 45.18 32.80 35.75 43.47
CoLAP w/ XCCL 87.05 50.20 46.00 60.74 45.90 56.70 32.15 41.37 26.10 41.84 43.98 33.76 36.23 42.91

FT

10

85.03 13.31 26.92 25.74 19.49 20.04 13.39 20.89 7.01 22.24 18.54 19.49 13.11 18.35
CA 85.03 13.31 26.92 25.74 19.49 20.04 13.39 20.89 7.01 22.24 18.54 19.49 13.11 18.35
PCT 87.10 34.00 53.68 59.43 39.58 59.15 43.86 48.35 29.44 49.12 48.02 38.26 43.33 45.52
CoLAP w/ XRCL 87.05 47.92 55.40 62.50 51.72 64.08 38.93 49.68 34.27 48.00 50.54 40.98 45.45 49.12
CoLAP w/ XCCL 87.05 46.76 53.44 61.76 50.56 62.71 37.53 47.07 31.06 47.40 48.61 40.01 42.24 47.43

FT

50

85.03 21.45 38.52 43.63 33.03 34.49 20.45 29.91 19.50 31.56 28.72 29.67 22.42 29.45
CA 85.03 19.77 38.40 42.80 32.30 32.91 19.56 28.99 17.48 31.44 27.31 29.35 20.95 28.44
PCT 87.10 50.28 70.24 72.87 62.68 73.25 57.97 63.75 48.18 64.96 63.82 59.42 58.25 62.14
CoLAP w/ XRCL 87.05 59.15 66.16 72.02 59.47 72.71 49.68 57.42 46.40 62.20 62.60 53.12 56.16 59.76
CoLAP w/ XCCL 87.05 56.90 64.28 70.07 60.07 71.66 47.71 57.02 42.37 60.28 58.89 52.88 52.61 57.90

FT

100

85.03 39.10 53.44 53.98 52.34 44.11 36.28 46.14 37.78 48.52 53.21 45.05 41.70 45.97
CA 85.03 35.21 51.20 54.14 49.57 41.79 32.19 43.25 32.30 46.28 49.54 41.83 36.56 42.82
PCT 87.10 60.46 77.60 80.21 74.39 80.80 68.00 73.85 60.11 74.24 73.49 70.57 69.17 71.91
CoLAP w/ XRCL 87.05 73.10 81.44 84.06 76.61 81.99 66.64 75.74 62.68 77.40 78.68 70.68 68.78 74.82
CoLAP w/ XCCL 87.05 69.76 79.40 80.22 70.54 79.96 62.30 72.13 59.77 75.32 75.39 65.67 65.00 71.29

FT

250

85.03 81.58 87.96 88.50 86.63 72.77 75.20 85.39 74.84 87.48 86.28 84.27 78.70 82.47
CA 85.03 81.92 92.88 94.29 90.41 76.60 75.22 88.10 74.06 90.00 88.89 86.81 78.48 84.81
PCT 87.10 70.27 86.88 85.23 84.86 83.99 80.45 82.62 71.66 85.84 84.80 80.29 82.28 81.60
CoLAP w/ XRCL 87.05 85.88 92.72 94.53 90.66 90.13 82.90 85.61 78.39 92.52 90.28 83.91 82.33 87.48
CoLAP w/ XCCL 87.05 85.83 92.44 93.76 89.55 88.97 81.36 84.82 76.92 90.98 87.42 81.60 81.31 86.25

Table 12: Average accuracy per language on the MultiTACRED dataset for Gemma 2 2B.

Model K en ar de es fi fr hi hu ja pl ru tr zh Avg.

FT
0

85.08 6.26 18.00 13.60 9.30 16.20 5.29 12.51 5.99 12.32 15.39 9.70 6.78 10.95
PCT 87.68 5.13 48.40 53.42 30.26 50.51 8.74 39.30 23.47 42.96 42.82 25.98 37.60 34.05
CoLAP 85.68 19.00 53.44 50.77 39.56 55.27 18.85 52.13 29.41 43.52 33.22 32.24 37.34 38.73

FT

5

85.08 8.82 21.48 20.93 12.36 18.97 7.06 13.88 6.67 14.76 16.40 10.51 7.02 13.24
CA 85.08 8.82 21.48 20.93 12.36 18.97 7.06 13.88 6.67 14.76 16.40 10.51 7.02 13.24
PCT 87.68 12.19 58.56 59.87 42.05 57.86 15.72 47.96 40.33 53.44 49.41 35.84 46.92 43.35
CoLAP w/ XRCL 85.68 19.00 53.44 50.77 39.56 55.27 18.85 52.13 29.41 43.52 33.22 32.24 37.34 38.73
CoLAP w/ XCCL 85.68 20.53 49.44 48.27 37.32 53.14 18.69 49.48 30.58 45.92 31.70 30.47 37.96 37.79

FT

10

85.08 9.02 22.28 21.55 13.68 19.23 6.62 14.64 7.16 16.16 17.25 10.71 7.63 13.83
CA 85.08 9.02 22.28 21.55 13.68 19.23 6.62 14.64 7.16 16.16 17.25 10.71 7.63 13.83
PCT 87.68 15.00 60.32 63.94 44.94 63.71 19.09 50.04 41.64 56.32 56.00 40.10 48.47 46.63
CoLAP w/ XRCL 85.68 22.77 54.88 56.12 40.86 58.75 21.34 51.81 33.78 50.00 38.36 35.17 39.95 41.98
CoLAP w/ XCCL 85.68 21.49 55.92 55.85 41.97 56.82 22.24 52.31 36.06 48.70 38.93 33.87 39.07 41.94

FT

50

85.08 13.91 28.96 27.58 22.30 32.30 10.51 20.86 12.58 27.36 21.24 15.92 14.67 20.68
CA 85.08 12.99 29.72 27.90 21.78 29.76 10.27 19.89 10.95 26.92 20.96 14.12 13.25 19.88
PCT 87.68 37.93 75.20 72.79 65.72 75.31 39.05 67.60 58.10 70.96 72.08 59.42 65.83 63.33
CoLAP w/ XRCL 85.68 46.43 72.48 73.06 63.08 74.60 41.69 67.74 51.53 67.90 68.69 58.52 58.41 62.01
CoLAP w/ XCCL 85.68 46.59 72.32 72.88 61.56 74.50 40.98 65.52 51.70 65.60 69.07 57.01 58.05 61.31

FT

100

85.08 25.79 45.00 53.14 45.55 47.94 30.87 43.14 37.34 43.36 49.82 40.16 43.21 42.11
CA 85.08 23.95 45.24 53.66 45.34 46.41 26.54 42.97 34.13 43.52 49.82 39.39 41.72 41.06
PCT 87.68 51.72 83.52 83.39 77.37 86.86 54.69 78.19 70.71 80.96 80.52 73.54 74.58 74.67
CoLAP w/ XRCL 85.68 60.63 80.60 81.20 75.16 87.30 56.31 78.15 66.00 78.20 78.20 73.35 72.50 73.97
CoLAP w/ XCCL 85.68 61.59 81.90 81.26 75.55 87.10 55.61 78.06 65.50 79.20 79.40 72.74 72.30 74.18

FT

250

85.08 89.04 89.92 90.00 90.00 89.10 88.96 90.00 90.00 89.92 90.00 90.00 90.00 89.75
CA 85.08 84.79 89.92 89.92 90.00 86.62 82.62 90.00 90.00 89.92 89.92 90.00 90.00 88.64
PCT 87.68 73.00 89.92 89.92 89.84 89.92 83.58 90.00 89.84 89.92 89.92 90.00 89.90 87.98
CoLAP w/ XRCL 85.68 83.42 91.92 92.00 91.92 91.92 85.50 92.00 91.75 91.92 91.92 92.00 91.92 90.68
CoLAP w/ XCCL 85.68 82.38 91.92 92.00 92.00 91.92 84.06 92.00 90.98 91.92 91.92 91.76 91.81 90.39

Table 13: Average accuracy per language on the MultiTACRED dataset for Mistral 7B.



Dataset Label Exemplar
XNLI Entailment Premise: “You look like f–ing hell , Brando , the Star reports he

said , and he advised the actor to lose maybe a hundred pounds
, pallie .” Hypothesis: “Brando looks like f–ing hell , the Star
reported him as saying .”

Neutral Premise: “3 ) Their many enemies want to legislate them out of
existence .” Hypothesis: “The Democrats have enemies that want
to legislate them out of existence .”

Neutral Premise: “Only three now , sir .” Hypothesis: “3 pm now , sir .”
Contradiction Premise: “That would certainly help i ’m sure.” Hypothesis: “No ,

that does not help me .”
Contradiction Premise: “They ate them , uncle .” Hypothesis: “The people were

unharmed .”
AmNLI Entailment Premise: “That was my messed up.” Hypothesis: “I made a

mistake.”
Neutral Premise: “They asked a few questions and I answered them and

they said, Get your baggage and leave there immediately, and
come to the address you were supposed to when you arrived in
Washington.” Hypothesis: “They told me to pick up by white
suitcase.”

Neutral Premise: “That was, that was a pretty scary day.” Hypothesis: “It
was really scary when the tornado came into town.”

Contradiction Premise: “Yeah yeah i you know i i wouldn’t even mind so much if
they had a um corporation that is financed” Hypothesis: “It would
make me angry to find out that they had financed the corporation.”

Contradiction Premise: “Uh-huh all right bye now” Hypothesis: “Let’s keep
talking.”

MultiTACRED per:origin “Flower has been exiled from the country since 2003 when he
and teammate <E1>Henry Olonga</E1> wore black armbands to
protest the ‘ death of democracy ’ in <E2>Zimbabwe</E2>.”

org:city_of_headquarters “Shares of <E1>Millipore Corp</E1> advanced again Wednesday
after the <E2>Billerica maker</E2> of life sciences equipment
said it had begun an effort to auction itself off to the highest
bidder.”

org:founded “There are 122 centrally-administered SOEs under the
<E1>SASAC</E1> after China National Service Corporation for
Chinese Personnel Working Abroad merged with China National
Pharmaceutical Group Corporation on <E2>Monday</E2>.”

per:country_of_birth “Bin Laden ’s latest video rant sounds very much like <E1>Adam
Gadahn</E1> a <E2>US born</E2> loner and leftist who con-
verted to Islam and joined al Qaeda.”

per:stateorprovinces_of_residence “For instance , the <E1>Thomas More Law Center</E1> in Ann
Arbor , <E2>Mich.</E2> , which is appealing a health care ruling
it lost in Detroit , is known for its unsuccessful defense of a
Pennsylvania school district that hoped to teach “ intelligent design
” as an alternative to evolution.”

Table 14: Exemplars with highest similarity scores for XNLI, AmNLI, and MultiTACRED.
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