arXiv:2610.28607v1 [cs.CL] 20 Oct 2026

Benchmarking Arabic Dialects for Math Problems

Noor Abo Mokh,! Teresa Lynn,! Nizar Habash,'>» Ahmed Elshabrawy,!
Sara Alhajeri,! Alaa Elsetohy,' Preslav Nakov,' Alham Fikri Aji!
"Mohamed bin Zayed University of Artificial Intelligence,
2New York University Abu Dhabi
{noor.abomokh,alham. fikri}@mbzuai.ac.ae

Abstract

Mathematical reasoning remains underex-
plored for low-resource languages, including
Dialectal Arabic. To bridge this gap, we intro-
duce the DAR-MGSM (Dialectal Arabic Mul-
tilingual Grade School Math) Benchmark, the
first manually curated benchmark for evaluat-
ing mathematical reasoning in Dialectal Ara-
bic. DAR-MGSM consists of math word prob-
lems (MWPs) requiring multi-step reasoning
and covers five major Arabic dialects along-
side Modern Standard Arabic (MSA). The
benchmark comprises two parallel versions:
translated-only and translated & culturally lo-
calized. The latter version adapts entities and
references to regional varieties. We evaluate
eleven Arabic-centric and multilingual large
language models on DAR-MGSM. The results
show that the performance generally declines
on the localized version, highlighting the chal-
lenges introduced by culturally grounded adap-
tations. However, the magnitude of this ef-
fect varies across models, with Arabic-centric
models exhibiting different levels of sensitivity
to localization. A mechanistic interpretabil-
ity analysis shows that translated and localized
variants of the same MWPs often induce dis-
tinct internal reasoning trajectories, even when
aggregate accuracy remains similar. Overall,
our results show that mathematical reasoning
performance depends on both linguistic variety
and cultural context.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) have demonstrated
strong performance on complex tasks like mathe-
matical reasoning in resource-rich languages such
as English (Cobbe et al., 2021; Hendrycks et al.,
2021a,b) and French (Hoang Ha, 2025). However,
these capabilities do not consistently extend to low-
resource languages (E Sobhani et al., 2026; Huang
et al., 2025), nor to languages with numerous vari-
ants. Arabic is a prominent example: despite its
rich dialectal diversity, most existing evaluation

Lloyd has an egg farm in Toulouse. His
chickens produce 252 eggs per day and he sells
them for 5 dollar per dozen. How much does he
make on eggs per week?
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Metwally owns an egg farm in Cairo. His hens
lay 252 eggs a day, and he sells a dozen for 5
Egyptian pounds. How much does he earn per
week from the eggs?
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Figure 1: An illustrative Math Word Problem adapted
from MGSM-Rev2 in three versions: (i) Original En-
glish, (if) Translated to MSA, and (iii) Localized to
Egyptian Arabic dialect and entities.

mathematical benchmarks focus on Modern Stan-
dard Arabic (MSA).

The focus on MSA is understandable. Math text-
books and educational materials across the Arab
world are written in MSA. Yet, teachers use Dialec-
tal Arabic (DA) extensively in instruction. Amin
and Badreddine (2020) document the extensive use
of dialect in science classes, while MSA is used
in textbooks. Other studies such as Amara (1996)
mention extensive use of dialect in math classes to
explain concepts.

This reflects Arabic’s diglossic nature (Ferguson,
1959), an critical challenge for LLM evaluation.
Existing benchmarks focusing on MSA provide
only a partial view of mathematical reasoning ca-
pabilities in Arabic. To bridge this gap, we aim
to develop an LLM math word problem (MWP)
benchmark that reflects classroom real-world con-
ditions in the Arab world.

Leveraging existing benchmarks, we translate
MWPs from English into Arabic, to further allow
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us to investigate LLM biases across MSA, and Ara-
bic dialects. While translation captures linguis-
tic differences, it often creates texts alien to Arab
culture. American English MWPs, for instance,
commonly use US-centric entities such as Western
personal names and locations, or currencies, even
when presented to Arabic-speaking users.! See
Figure 1 for an illustrative example.

Such choices influence how naturally problems
are interpreted and processed.

To investigate these challenges, we distinguish
between two orthogonal benchmark dimensions:
linguistic translation, which adapts the language
of a problem, and cultural entity alignment or lo-
calization, which adapts culturally grounded enti-
ties for names, locations, currencies, and numeral
conventions. This distinction enables a controlled
study of whether culturally aligned benchmark vari-
ants elicit different model behavior than direct
translations of the same mathematical problem.

Additionally, we benchmark localization with
mechanistic interpretability, providing insight not
only into whether localization affects performance,
but also how it influences internal model reasoning
processes.

Our contributions are as follows:

* We introduce DAR-MGSM (Dialectal Ara-
bic Multilingual Grade School Math Bench-
mark), the first benchmark for evaluating
grade-school mathematical reasoning in MSA
and five major Arabic varieties: Egyptian
(EGY), Emirati (UAE), Jordanian (JOR), Mo-
roccan (MOR), and Saudi (KSA).

* We release two parallel benchmark variants:
a manually translated dataset and a translated
& culturally localized dataset.

* We conduct the first systematic evaluation
of dialectal Arabic mathematical reasoning,
benchmarking multiple Arabic-centric and
multilingual LLMs.

* We use mechanistic interpretability to com-
pare model behavior on translated and local-
ized data.

Our results show that performance generally de-
clines on localized data compared to direct trans-
lations, with varying effects across a variety of

'For example, US dollars for a MWP set in New York vs.
US dollars for a MWP set in Egypt.

models and dialects. The interpretability analy-
sis reveals that localization alters LLM reasoning,
highlighting the need for culturally grounded eval-
uation in Arabic and other multilingual settings,
where translation alone may mask differences in
model capabilities.

2 Related Work

Mathematical reasoning benchmarks Evalu-
ation of LLMs on mathematical reasoning has
expanded substantially beyond English in recent
years. One of the widely used benchmarks is
GSMSK (Cobbe et al., 2021) containing approx-
imately 8,500 grade-school MWPs. Building on
GSMBSK, Shi et al. (2023) introduced MGSM, ex-
tending to ten additional languages translated from
English. MGSM-Rev2 (Cobbe et al., 2021; Shi
et al., 2023; Peter et al., 2026) is a revised version
of MGSM. MGSMS8KInstruct (Chen et al., 2024),
is a multilingual instruction-following dataset built
on MGSM. Other reasoning benchmarks, such as
GPQA (Rein et al., 2024), remain predominantly
English-centric. In the above benchmarks, Ara-
bic is typically represented only through MSA, but
not dialects. We bridge this gap by evaluating on
language varieties, providing parallel grade-school
math benchmarks for MSA and five major Arabic
dialects.

Arabic mathematical reasoning Within the Ara-
bic NLP landscape, mathematical reasoning re-
sources remain comparatively limited. Multilin-
gual evaluation suites such as BenchMAX (Huang
et al., 2025) and MathMist (E Sobhani et al.,
2026) include MSA as one of several evaluation
languages. More recently, Alenezi and Salman
(2026) introduced large-scale Arabic mathemati-
cal reasoning datasets, including AGSM8K, Qudu-
rat, and ArabicMWPs, where AGSMB8K consists
of GSMS8K-style problems translated into MSA.
ArMATH (Alghamdi et al., 2022) provides a col-
lection of manually authored MWPs in MSA de-
signed to support the development of automatic
MWP solvers. Other dialectal benchmarks focus
on related reasoning tasks, such as multiple-choice
question answering (Altakrori et al., 2026), rather
than open-ended mathematical problem solving.
To the best of our knowledge, no benchmark cur-
rently evaluates grade-school mathematical reason-
ing across the Arabic dialects. Consequently, the
effect of dialectal variation on LLM mathematical
reasoning capabilities remains largely unexplored.



In contrast, we provide a benchmark specifically
designed for evaluation covering multiple dialects.

Translation vs. localization A methodological
limitation shared by many multilingual reasoning
benchmarks is a reliance on direct translation from
English. For example, MGSM was intentionally
translated without localization to facilitate cross-
lingual comparison (Shi et al., 2023). Similarly,
AGSMSK (Alenezi and Salman, 2026) relies on ma-
chine translation followed by manual review. Re-
cent work has argued that translation alone is insuf-
ficient for culturally grounded evaluation. Studies
in multilingual and culturally aware NLP demon-
strate that direct translations can obscure important
sociocultural differences and reduce linguistic nat-
uralness, motivating the need for localization in
benchmark design (Farsi et al., 2025; Zhou et al.,
2025). This issue is particularly relevant for Arabic,
where dialects are closely tied to specific regional
and cultural contexts. Our work builds on these
insights by explicitly separating translation and lo-
calization as two distinct dimensions of the bench-
mark. Unlike prior Arabic mathematical reasoning
benchmarks, we provide both translated and cultur-
ally localized versions of the same MWPs. This
design enables controlled evaluation of the impact
of localization on mathematical reasoning perfor-
mance while preserving the underlying problem
structure.

Multilingual reasoning challenges Recent stud-
ies have shown that multilingual reasoning re-
mains challenging for current LLMs. Models often
achieve higher accuracy when reasoning in English
than when reasoning directly in other languages,
reflecting the predominance of English in training
and optimization pipelines (Saji et al., 2026). Par-
ticularly, Saji et al. (2026) demonstrate that reason-
ing in English yields higher final-answer accuracy
than reasoning in many other languages. These
findings motivate our investigation of localized Ara-
bic MWPs, where linguistic variation and cultural
alignment can be studied independently. By com-
paring translated and localized variants of the same
MWP, we isolate the effect of cultural grounding
on mathematical reasoning performance and bet-
ter understand how benchmark design influences
model behavior.

Residual stream interpretability Mechanistic
interpretability often treats the transformer residual
stream as a shared computational workspace, where

attention heads and MLPs read from and write to
common subspaces (Elhage et al., 2021). Meth-
ods such as tuned lens probe intermediate resid-
ual representations, while causal tracing, activation
patching, and path patching test whether specific
hidden states or model components are necessary
for a given behavior (Belrose et al., 2023; Meng
etal., 2022; Olsson et al., 2022; Nanda et al., 2023).
More recent work studies reasoning as trajectories
through residual-stream geometry and decomposes
representations using sparse autoencoders and su-
perposition analyses (Elhage et al., 2022; Bricken
et al., 2023; Templeton et al., 2024; Manson, 2025;
Li et al., 2025). While prior work has primarily
used these methods to study reasoning, factual re-
call, and circuit-level behavior, little attention has
been paid to multilingual or culturally grounded
evaluation settings. Here we bridge this gap.

3 Dataset Curation

We extended MGSM-Rev2 (Cobbe et al., 2021; Shi
et al., 2023; Peter et al., 2026), to include MSA?
and five Arabic Dialects: Egyptian, Emirati, Jorda-
nian, Moroccan, Saudi. MGSM-Rev2 comprises
250 selected MWPs from the GSM8K English
benchmark (Cobbe et al., 2021). The English ver-
sions were the source text for translation for all the
multilingual variants in MGSM and MGSM-Rev2
and also represent our starting point. The MWP
from MGSM-Rev2 in Figure 1 demonstrates the
US-centric nature of the original benchmark data.
We therefore undertake both a translation and a lo-
calization approach to curating the data. Below, we
describe both versions: standalone and separately.

3.1 Manual Translation

We hired professional translators to translate the
MGSM-Rev2 250 MWPs into MSA and the five
Arabic dialects. Both a dedicated translator and
a reviewer were assigned to each Arabic variety
(see Appendix A for additional information on the
annotators). As an additional quality check, na-
tive speakers conducted an in-house review of the
professional translations. Correction rates ranged
from 4.0% for Saudi Arabic to 49.6% for MSA,
mostly due to misinterpretation of English expres-
sions encoding mathematical relationships (See Ap-
pendix A).

*Note that the MSA translations of the entire GSM8K
dataset by Alenezi and Salman (2026) were done in parallel
to our work and published in May 2026.
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Table 1: Examples from DAR-MGSM localizations of MWPs for EGY, JOR, KSA, MOR, UAE, and MSA.

ENG  Translated MSA EGY JOR KSA MOR UAE

<name> Lloyd L e I Ak U B
Lloyd Musa M£Mally Walid Abdul Rahim  Ibrahim  Mumin

<location> Toulouse el S59les el W) =l S sl
Toulouse  Toulouse  Cairo Irbid Riyadh Marrakech Al-Ain

<num1> 252 252 Yoy Yov Yov Yov 252 Yoy

<num2> 5 5 0 0 o ) 5 )

<currency>  dollar Ve Ve TRE L Ju, 2,3 2,3

dollar dollar pound  dinar riyal dirham  dirham

Table 2: Entity realizations across English, translated Arabic, MSA, EGY, JOR, KSA, MOR, and UAE.

The translation guidelines emphasized that enti-
ties such as places, names, and currencies should
remain in the original form, i.e., should not be lo-
calized (see examples in Table 2). Additionally, we
advised that dialectal translations should be natu-
ral with minimal overlap with MSA. For borrowed
words, we asked annotators to adhere to linguistic
forms used naturally in their dialect. For instance,
the word for email should be J.:ﬂ We had also
allowed for spelling variation, where the meaning
remained intact (see translation guidelines in Ap-
pendix B). The final translated dataset consists of
250 MWPs per dialect, i.e., a total of 1,500 MWPs
covering six varieties.

3.2 Localization

Since direct translation would fail to incorporate
cultural alignment with the dialects, we augmented

the translated data with a semi-automated local-
ization step, by replacing math question’s entities
with region-specific equivalents. We identified four
entity types to be localized: names, locations, cur-
rencies, and numerals. See Table 2 for examples of
entity replacements.

The localizable entities were semi-automatically
replaced throughout the MSA dataset with place-
holders (e.g., [person_m] for a human male name).
Anchoring these placeholders to the translated text
maintains structural and logical integrity, which
is critical for such tasks. When multiple enti-
ties of the same category appeared in a single
MWP, we assigned a unique index ¢ to each en-
tity variable to distinguish between different in-
stances within the same category. As an example,
if a MWP contained more than one male name, we
assigned each name an index (e.g., [person_m_11,



[person_m_21]). This indexing scheme preserves
the distinctions between the entities while main-
taining consistent placeholder types. We then pro-
jected the placeholders onto the dialectal transla-
tions using a structured heuristic. The final phase
of localization involved an automatic mapping of
the variable placeholders to region-specific replace-
ments. We replaced the names and the locations
with regionally relevant counter-parts. We also ad-
justed the financial units to reflect country-specific
currencies. Additionally, we localized numerical
values and percentage signs to the Arabic-Indic
numeral system for all dialects except Moroccan
which uses Arabic numeral system. This ensured
that both the linguistic and the mathematical com-
ponents of the MWP aligned culturally with the
target regions (see examples in Tables 1 and 2). A
total of 51 MWPs did not have entities requiring
localization (Appendix C for more details). The
dataset went through a final human validation step.
The name category had the most issues with 47
wrong name replacement across all dialects (less
than 1% for all replacements). For example, our au-
tomatic scripts assumed that a name would appear
once in the math problem, which led to failed re-
placements in cases where a name was mentioned
twice or more. We show the surface differences
induced by each localization scheme in Table 8.

4 Experimental Setup

We experimented with several Arabic-centric and
multilingual LLMs on their ability to answer
MWPs from our dataset (for more details, see Ap-
pendix D). We evaluated the following multilingual
models: Qwen-3.6, Gemma4 models, and GPT-
5.4. We further evaluated the following Arabic-
centric ones on dialectal models such as Atlas-Chat,
NileChat, and Jais that provide support for differ-
ent dialects. We used OpenRouter (OpenRouter,
2026) where applicable, otherwise relying on a lo-
cal GPU for inference. The models were prompted
as follows:

Solve the provided math problem. End with ‘The
answer is: [number]’.

We then extracted the numerical values and com-
puted accuracy against a reference answer. Results
were normalized by removing thousand separators.
We note that Moroccan uses periods as thousand
separators while other dialects use commas. We
experimented with individual replacements. We
manually audited model outputs to assess whether

answer-extraction failures contributed to the re-
ported errors. Section 5.3 describes the audit, and
Appendix H provides the category breakdown.

5 Results
5.1 Benchmark Results

The overarching takeaway is that cultural localiza-
tion exposes model fragility that direct translation
conceals.

Overall evaluation results on DAR-MGSM  Ta-
ble 3 shows that the accuracy of Arabic-centric and
multilingual models degrades when localized enti-
ties are introduced. This degradation can vary by
model size and dialect. Individual replacements
show only slight changes compared to all replace-
ments.

Degradation can vary depending on model size
While most models perform worse on localized
data, flagship models like GPT 5.4 and Gemma 4
only show slight degradation. We observe that
performance improves as the model size increases.

Localizations can impact a model’s ability to
correctly answer a MWP In Figure 2, we also
observe that across models, the accuracy drops for
all Arabic varieties. Performance appears to vary
depending on the type of culturally-aware replace-
ment (see Tables 10 and 11). For example, Mary vs
Fatema, dirhams vs $ or *dollar’, and so on. This
reveals that adding localizations can impact on the
model’s ability to answer the MWP correctly.

Certain dialects are more vulnerable Results in
Table 10 and Table 11 also reveal consistent model
under-performance across both the translated and
localized Moroccan MWPs in particular.

The largest drops in accuracy between
translation-only and localization occur for MSA
and Egyptian (-3.3 points each).

Statistical significance varies across different
models Table 3 shows that, for flagship models
that are large size, the results are not statistically
significant.® This does not indicate invariance, as
upon further investigation, the models do not incor-
rectly answer the same questions across the trans-
lated and the localized MWPs. In smaller models
such as Nile-Chat (Shang et al., 2025a) and Atlas-
Chat (Shang et al., 2025b), however, the differences
between translated and localized are statistically

3 Using McNemar (1947)’s significance test.



MSA EGY JOR KSA MOR UAE ‘ Average

T L T L T L T L T L T L ‘ T L

Atlas-Chat-2B 28.8 23.6 22.8 13.2 24.8 20.8 21.6 184 24.4 23.6 28.0 20.0 251 199
Nile-Chat-4B  38.0 28.4 35.2 324 36.8 31.2 35.2 244 15.2 14.8 36.4 36.0 32.8 279
Atlas-Chat-9B 66.0 61.6 55.2 52.0 61.6 58.4 56.4 55.2 58.4 60.0 62.4 612 60.0 58.1
cdai-r7b 724 69.2 67.2 624 68.0 65.6 62.8 57.2 544 552 71.6 72.8 66.1 63.7
Jais2-8B-Chat 68.8 68.8 66.4 53.2 70.8 65.6 62.0 54.8 56.4 54.4 70.0 67.2 65.7 60.7
Qwen2.5-7B  75.6 69.6 69.6 63.6 72.0 72.0 62.0 65.2 38.8 38.4 76.8 74.0 65.8 63.8
Gemma4-2B  73.6 71.6 66.8 69.2 67.6 66.8 63.2 61.6 50.4 452 73.2 74.0 65.8 64.7
Gemma4-4B 84.4 81.2 80.0 79.6 82.8 84.0 75.2 732 66.4 66.8 85.6 83.2 79.1 78.0
Gemma4-26B 85.6 86.0 88.0 87.6 90.8 90.4 78.4 80.0 80.4 79.6 91.6 90.0 85.8 85.6
Qwen-3.6 864 84.8 87.2 87.6 91.2 904 78.0 76.8 79.2 80.0 91.2 90.0 85.5 849
GPT-5.4 90.0 89.2 89.2 90.0 932 94.8 85.6 86.4 84.4 84.8 92.0 93.2 89.1 89.7
Average 70.0 66.7 66.1 62.8 69.1 67.3 61.9 59.4 55.3 54.8 70.8 69.2 65.5 63.4

Table 3: Accuracy (%) of 11 models on translated (T) and localized (L) problems for MSA and five dialects. Bold:
the higher of T and L. Underlined: T and L differ significantly (McNemar’s test, p < 0.05).
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Translated (no replacements) name only currency only
Localized (all replacements) Place only numeric
Figure 2: Performance by region and localization.
significant. This can indicate that these Arabic- Sampling robustness of localization effects For

centric models are more sensitive to regional differ-
ences. One possible explanation is that localizing
MWPs can introduce challenges for these smaller
models, and may result in performance degrada-
tion. Thus, the accuracy results do not provide
a unified result: while some models show little
change when introducing localizations, the MWPs
that the models could correctly answer can differ.
We further investigated this behavior focusing on
Gemma 4 models through interpretability study, to
understand the models behavior under localization.

5.2 Interpretability

We investigate the impact of localizations on a
model’s ability to answer MWP correctly. Our hy-
pothesis is that the model’s internal residual-stream
trajectory changes, and so does the answer.

each problem, we compare a baseline prompt
(Translated) against localized variants (Localized)
on the Gemma 4 models only for tractability. We
divide examples into four groups: both correct,
both wrong, baseline correct/localized wrong, and
baseline wrong/localized correct. We refer to the
latter two groups as discordant examples. We
compute Root Mean Square (RMS) trajectory dis-
tances by model, dialect, localization scheme, layer,
and correctness group to whether localized and
non-localized versions diverge when correctness
changes.

We use activation patching to test whether
localization-relevant activations causally drive the
observed discordant behavioral shifts. We patch
entity-span representations in both directions and
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Figure 3: Activation patching correctness by baseline. Source patching partially recovers source-condition behavior

on discordant examples.

check if the model’s answer and residual trajec-
tory shift toward the source condition. We com-
pare source patching to controls: no patching,
self-patching, shuffled non-localized sources, and
patching an unrelated same-length span (See Ap-
pendix G and Figure 3). We then tested whether
localization effects could be explained by ordinary
stochastic decoding. We generated three samples
for the translated condition and three for the local-
ized condition and compared seed-to-seed residual-
stream RMS distances against matched translated-
to-localized RMS distances.

Localization changes which examples are solved
Table 3 shows that aggregate accuracy is broadly
stable across localization schemes for Gemma 4
models. However, Table 13 shows that paired out-
comes are not stable. Under localization, models
produce 316 discordant outcomes over 3,582 local-
izable pairs, corresponding to a discordance rate
of 8.8%, while the mean accuracy change is -1.2.
Thus, aggregate accuracy alone masks the effect:
localization moves individual examples between
the correct and the incorrect sets.

Smaller models are more sensitive, but larger
models are not invariant The discordance effect
decreases with model scale. Table 4 shows that,
under full localization, Gemma4-2B has the highest
discordance rate at 12.9%, while Gemma4-26B has
the lowest at 5.6%. Larger models are therefore
more stable under localization, but they exhibit
paired examples where the baseline and localized
prompts differ in correctness. This supports the
idea that localizations can alter model predictions
even for larger models.

Correctness flips coincide with large residual-
stream trajectory shifts We next ask whether
paired behavioral changes correspond to changes

Discord. Mean Acc.

Model N  Discord. Rate A

Gemma4-2B 1,194 154 12.9% —1.7pp
Gemma4-4B 1,194 95 8.0% —1.8pp
Gemma4-26B 1,194 67 5.6% —0.3 pp

Table 4: Model-level paired discordance under full lo-
calization. Smaller models are more sensitive, but local-
ization effects remain present across scales. We exclude
the 51 non-localizable MWPs that have differences in
the numerals used and have slight discordance; however,
we find it more interesting to study discordance among
examples with bigger localization differences.

in internal computation. Figure 5 and Table 12
summarize the main mechanistic result: examples
that remain correct in both conditions have small
residual-stream distances, while examples that flip
correctness have much larger distances (Figure 4
support the same conclusion). Pairs correct in
both baseline and localized forms have mean RMS
around 0.29.

In contrast, pairs where only the baseline is cor-
rect have mean RMS around 1.50, and pairs where
only the localized version is correct have mean
RMS around 1.50. Pairs wrong in both conditions
are intermediate, with mean RMS around 1.22.
This supports the hypothesis that when localiza-
tion changes the answer, it also moves the model
onto a different residual-stream trajectory.

Table 14 shows that matched translated-to-
localized residual-stream distances exceed within-
translated seed-to-seed distances in 17 of 18 model-
dialect cells (although Gemma4-2B MSA is very
close to a tie at 1.004). The effect is most pro-
nounced for Gemma4-26B, whose localization-
to-sampling RMS ratios range from 1.07 to 1.45.
Gemma4-2B shows smaller shifts, with ratios from
1.004 to 1.214, while Gemma4-4B is more vari-
able and falls below 1 only for MSA (0.97). Local-



ization correctness-flip rates exceed sampling flip
rates in 13 of 18 cells, are equal in one, and are
lower in four. Thus, localization generally changes
residual trajectories and correctness more than seed
variation alone, although the magnitude depends on
the model and dialect. These results suggest that
the localization effect is not explained solely by
stochastic decoding, but they do not independently
establish a causal mechanism.

Activation patching supports a causal role for
entity-span representations As shown in Fig-
ure 3, RMS shifts show that answer flips coincide
with trajectory changes, but do not establish causal-
ity. We therefore patch residual representations at
the changed localization spans in both directions
on discordant examples. Source patching outper-
forms the control-span baseline, reaching 54.7%
best-layer correctness and a 0.31 best-layer source-
closeness gain, compared with 35.7% and 0.22 for
unrelated-span patching. This supports a causal
role for representations in shifting the target toward
both the source answer and source residual trajec-
tory, although it does not isolate an exclusively
example-specific semantic mechanism.

The effect is localized to entity spans, but
not uniquely to matched entity identity The
shuffled-source baseline is also strong, reaching
52.3% best-layer correctness and a 0.31 best-layer
source- closeness gain, close to the matched source-
patching results of 54.7% and 0.31. Because this
control patches changed-span activations from mis-
matched examples, its performance suggests that
recovery is not driven solely by transferring the ex-
act matched name, location, currency, or numeral
representation. We interpret the results as evidence
that representations at localized spans are causally
relevant, while the small gap between matched and
shuffled sources leaves unresolved whether the op-
erative signal encodes specific entity identity, a gen-
eral source-condition representation, or a broader
residual-state feature associated with those spans.

To summarize our results, these mechanistic
shifts reveal that culturally adapting a MWP does
not merely alter its surface vocabulary—it funda-
mentally changes the model’s reasoning pathway.
This proves that benchmarks relying solely on trans-
lated text may mask vulnerabilities in a model’s
real-world problem-solving capabilities.

5.3 Error Analysis

To further understand the results, we perform man-
ual analysis of errors in UAE and JOR by catego-
rizing the errors into five categories: (a) Reason-
ing/setup error, when the model is providing incor-
rect interpretation from the beginning (e.g., units);
(b) Final step error, where reasoning is correct but
the final step is wrong.; (c) Missing step, when
a model fails to include a necessary step.; (d) lo-
calization error, when the model struggles with
localized entities; and (e) translation error. Among
the analyzed errors, reasoning/setup errors such as
misinterpreting the percentage/proportional rela-
tionships is the most frequent category, or incorrect
interpretation of comparative expressions such as
’double’. We observed arithmetic errors, such as
providing the wrong sum. In Figure 6, the first
example 175 + 140 + 280 is 595 not 695.

Some examples produced alternative but inter-
nally consistent interpretations of the problem state-
ment. This could suggest that Some errors arise
from ambiguity in the problem formulation rather
than from incorrect reasoning. Interestingly, in the
UAE dataset, we observe that incorrect MWP is
because the reasoning language is Chinese (see
examples in Appendix H from JOR and UAE).

6 Conclusion and Future Work

We introduced DAR-MGSM, the first manually cu-
rated benchmark for mathematical reasoning across
five Arabic dialects and Modern Standard Arabic,
with parallel translated-only and culturally local-
ized versions. Our evaluation of eleven LLMs
showed that localization generally reduces accu-
racy and can substantially change which problems
models solve correctly, even when overall perfor-
mance remains similar. Interpretability analysis
linked these changes to shifts in internal represen-
tations. These findings highlight the importance
of evaluating mathematical reasoning across both
linguistic varieties and cultural contexts.

In future work, we plan to expand DAR-
MGSM’s coverage and to investigate methods for
improving reasoning consistency across equivalent
problem formulations. We also aim to extend this
evaluation approach to other multilingual settings,
supporting the development of educational Al that
work reliably across languages and local contexts.



Limitations

DAR-MGSM covers five Arabic dialects and Mod-
ern Standard Arabic, with results scoped to these
varieties and the evaluated models. Cultural lo-
calization focuses on names, locations, currencies,
and numeral conventions rather than all aspects
of cultural context. Localization applies only to
problems containing relevant entities, so compar-
isons for individual localization categories use the
corresponding subsets.

Ethics

DAR-MGSM is derived from MGSM-Rev2, which
is distributed under the CC BY-SA 4.0 license. We
use and adapt the source data in accordance with its
license terms and provide attribution to its creators.
The benchmark is intended to support research on
mathematical reasoning across Arabic varieties and
cultural contexts.
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A Annotator Demographics

ID Dataset Native Residence Age Gender Degree Task Background

Al MSA EGY EGY 30s F PhD T L,LA
A2 MSA UAE UAE 40s F MA R L,CL
A3 MSA PAL UAE 30s F PhD \Y% CL
A4 EGY EGY EGY 30s F PhD T L,LA
A5 EGY EGY UAE 40s F MA R L,CL
A6 EGY PAL UAE 30s F PhD \' CL
A7 JOR JOR JOR 30s M BA T L, LA
A8 JOR PAL UAE 30s F PhD R CL
A9 JOR PAL UAE 30s F PhD \" CL
AlI0  KSA KSA KSA 20s F BA T CS
All KSA KSA KSA 30s F BA R LA
Al2  KSA PAL UAE 30s F PhD \Y% CL
Al3 MOR MOR MOR 20s M MA T CS
Al4  MOR MOR MOR 30s M BA R LA
Al5 MOR PAL UAE 30s F PhD \Y% CL
Al6  UAE UAE uUS 40s F PhD T LA
Al17  UAE UAE UAE 20s M MS R LA
Al18  UAE PAL UAE 30s F PhD \' CL

Table 5: Annotator demographics and roles for the translation task. There are three roles: Translate (T), Review
(R), and Validate (V). The annotator background experience includes: Linguistics (L), Linguistic Annotator (LA),
Computational Linguist (CL) and Computer Science (CS). All annotators are native speakers of Arabic, and they
worked on their own native dialect or a dialect spoken in a country where they resided in. Annotators were paid
$15/hr.

Variety Corrected / Total Rate

MSA 124/250  49.6%
Egyptian 41/250  16.4%
Jordanian 77/250  30.8%
Moroccan 90/250  36.0%
Emirati 70/250 28.0%
Saudi 10/250 4.0%

Table 6: Number and percentage of problems requiring major edits or retranslation during internal quality assurance
after handling the translations by our external vendor. Counts refer to problems, rather than individual edits, and
describe corrections during dataset construction. These figures describe corrections during dataset curation, rather
than residual error rates in the final benchmark. We conducted an additional internal quality assurance pipeline.



B Translation Guidelines

These are the guidelines as they were presented to our annotators.

Math Translation Guidelines

This task involves translating math problems in English into Arabic dialects and reviewing them for accuracy,
fluency and naturalness. Each translation task is performed by two translators: one responsible for the
translation, the other for reviewing it. See below for the translator and reviewer tasks for clear instructions (see
example sheet in the appendix below).

You are provided with a translation request in an Excel sheet with four columns as detailed below:

Column Content Description
A English source text This is the original source text in
English
B Dialect Translation This is to add the translation in your
dialect
C Reject/Accept (choose one Choose whether you accept or reject
from list) the translation from the provided list
D Justification (If Column C is If you rejected the translation, please
“Reject”) provide an explanation of why it was
rejected

Responsibilities and task description (for more details check the general instructions):

The translator’s task
1. Preparation
e Open the excel file provided to you and ensure it is titled in your dialect.
e Ensure it has all four columns with the English source (Col A), Dialect Translation (Col B),
Reject/Accept (Col C), and Justification (Col D).
2. Translation
e Read the full sentence to ensure you understand it before translating.
e Translate the math problem from English (Column A) to your native dialect (Column B).
e  Use simple, concise, and direct language, maintaining the original meaning and clarity of the
question.
e After finishing the translation, make sure to check for the following:
o Is the translation clear?
o Does it sound natural in my dialect?

The reviewer’s task

1. Review the translation
e Review the translation in Column B.
e Decide whether to accept or reject the translation based whether it meets the following
requirement:
o The translation should accurately reflect the meaning of the English text.
o The names of places/proper nouns/currency should be kept as is.
o The translation should sound natural in your dialect, with minimal overlap with MSA.
o Borrowed words should be used naturally. For instance, is the word Jx) used and not % .»
*s8) as applicable per dialect.

o  The translation should follow the grammatical rules of your dialect.

2. Feedback
e Ifrejecting, provide a justification in Column D.

As a quality assurance step, we will review accepted translations randomly to check the quality of the review
process. A satisfactory translation would be following the checklist and general instructions in the guidelines.




General instructions:

O Confidence in translation: Only work on a sheet if you are confident in your translation capabilities for
each specific question. Do not translate in cases where you doubt your understanding of the question.
In such cases, simply move to the next line to avoid unnecessary effort. Please add a note of
explanation in the comment column.

O Support tools: It is acceptable to use dictionaries or term bases to find the most suitable term for a word
in a sentence. However, automatic translation is strictly forbidden as these translated texts will be
part of a scientific study that cannot be influenced by translation technology.

O Make sure that the final translation reads like a question-answer conversation. For example:

EN: Salem goes on a hiking trip for 3 days. The length of the trail is 24 kilometers. If he walks
the same number of kilometers a day, how many kilometers will he walk every day?

MSA: 131 ) jia shS Y U 38 2ilioa Yioa! oioges 43 m siky 5 oL} ¥ (3 ias ol Ll e sy ol o 58
o sl 3 Lgpiapes () S _jia sl 20 (S8 Lo gy s S 20y ey (IS

PA: < yia b€l sae (i e 13 Al 5l S DA i glS Y E ey 7y i) i pail ol S Al ) allas
S5 ISy (il by (8 e

Do not try to invent terms to make your translation “appear dialectical”. This holds the same for terms
that do not have an equivalent term in Arabic (e.g. house flipping), please provide a brief description.

O For borrowed words in your variety, use the borrowed word as is to mimic the real dialect use. For
instance, if the word "email" is commonly used in its transliterated form in your dialect (not translated
as ",(" 58 2 s use the form "d)".

O While spelling variation is expected, it is advised to maintain consistent spelling for recurring dialectal
terms within one dialect, For example, in the Egyptian dialect, the future tense is usually marked with »
at the beginning of the verb, like €Wl ("I will call you"). Some speakers, however, prefer to use ¢
instead of ,» as in .al$s Whichever variant is used should be consistent for the dialect. See more details
on acceptable variants in the orthographic guidelines part below.

O Maintain consistency with the number format in the source dataset. Use digits when digits are
provided, and words when numbers are written out (e.g., dozens, fractions, or dual forms), as this
reflects the dataset’s structure. For instance, if you have the number one written out in digits as ‘1°,
then keep it as is (even if this does not follow the Arabic language rules).

O Any numeral system (Hindu-Arabic (1¢Y¢Y...) or Arabic (1,2,3...)) is acceptable in this dataset, use
whatever is natural for your writing. This holds true for punctuation marks as well. See the table below
for acceptable number/ punctuation marks variants.

[0 Entities such as proper nouns (e.g. names of places, people, organisations, and products) and units of
measurement such as currencies, metres, miles, etc. should remain as is, please do not localize them for
this task.

Orthographic Guidelines

Since DA has no official orthography standards, Arabs writing in DA tend to use a set of variant spellings that
either capture the utterance phonology primarily or are inspired by Modern Standard Arabic orthographic
decisions (etymological or historical spelling) (Habash et al., 2018). These are considered dialectical variants,
where they do not impact readability and comprehension, but a variant is used consistently in a dialect. In cases
where a variation affects readability, comprehension, or changes the meaning, the variant should be considered a
spelling error. For example, the word “Jw” when written with a hamza (Jl) means asked, whereas when
written without a hamza (,(Jw it means spelled or leaked. Since the hamza alters the meaning, using the wrong
form would be treated as a spelling error.

The following is a motivating example from Habash et al., (2018) showing 20+ spellings of the Egyptian Arabic
word /mabi’ulha:$/ ‘he does not say it” and their frequencies from a Google Search (September 29, 2017). Since
all of these variants clearly indicate the intended meaning, they are all acceptable variants for the purpose of our
task at hand. Note that the variations include different decisions on how to represent the glottal stop whose
MSA cognate is /q/ ,& shortened long vowels, attaching or detaching the negation proclitic mA/m, etc.




Ay Lo KJW;:J:-
(AW byl
(s SIS L
(WL (W3
R

mbyywlhAS, mA byylhAs,
mAbYwlhAS, mA bYIRAS,
mA bWwlhAS, mbywlhAS,
mbyWwlhAS, mAbWIRAS,

mbWwlhA§¥

Arabic Orthography | Arabic Transliteration | Frequency
W siune | mbygqwlhAS 2 26,000
Wiy Lo | mA byqwlhAs 2 13,000
Wi ¢ 2llayle | mAbglhAS, mbgwlhAs, <10,000
(A b o fllane | mbglhAs, mA bqlhAsS,
SWsiule | mAbygqwlhAS
(AWan b« 2Ysmle | mAbgwIhAS, mA bqwlhAS, | < 1,000
Piy b 2lann | mbyglhAS, mA byglhAS
«AWainle « 2l | mbIRAS, mAbygwikAs, | < 100
A5l  2Wsty | mA bygwlhAS, mAbywIRAS
(AUl ¢ sy b [ mA bywlhAs, mAbSIRAS, [ <10

We present below a list of common orthographic phenomena that we consider as dialectal variants. Some of
these are the result of letter shape similarity and other phonological similarities. Please note, that not all
“similar letters” are acceptable variants: if they are visually similar but phonologically not similar (don’t sound
similar), they are most likely errors.

Variant Set Name

Variant Characters

Dialectal Variants Examples

Lengthening

Ta Marbuta /Ha 3/ Aiall Ly 8l 5,8 / agiall Ly yil 54
Alif Magsura/Ya sl e ;i‘; %&i; b))
10 e 10 Sl
Alif Hamzas 1N SleaabMal/ gleaal Sl
Hamza Forms ‘/\/"‘/LS/_B peilale / anelale / o gldle
Etymological “'/6/}/‘/‘ /G JUAR R AR A AT
Variants
Etymological L/o sla il dala / sla Uanall ol
Variants
Etymological ey S i/ S i
Variants
Etymological ual) lia a8l g dajlall / llia Cad) g Jay) 3l
Variants
Etymological _}/5/ 3 QIS il / QK
Variants clhea e iy / dia e el
Splits z oJ i g Chria g Chplia /b i g Cagdi
Merges Yol il e / Cadidile
Aana by / 2y
S Y/ STy
Shortening & Jese Ve /s foSlale I cidd € oBlae ) i 8




(long vowel spelling
variant of short vowel
spelling via elided
diacritics)

It is not possible to create a full, exact list of acceptable variants for all possible contexts, as some contexts can
lead the reader to a different unintended meaning. For example, while Ta Marbuta and Ta Mamduda may be

interchangeable safely in contexts like o lall Cusas /5 )lall L2as they may not be in limited contexts like 4S,a
el S ja / pleaall,

Acceptable number/punctuation marks variants

1,2,3,4... LAY

%o, A

5 B)

? ¢
Appendix A:

Screenshot of Excel sheet

) ] ] e 38 il %y + .
Janes decides to run 3 sprints 3 tines a week. He gl Sl SO0 gl ) f e -
A e b 2t Lk ok L
Zlruns 60 meters each sprint. How many total meters o S e ol W S
does he run a week? e gl Lo 3 cept




C Localizations

| EN | MSA EGY JOR KSA MOR UAE

Avg. local/MWP | 5.79 | 5.30

532 5.64

5.55

5.59

5.40

Table 7: Number of localizations made per line on EN data compared to the other dialects.

Scheme N Char diff Word diff Charedit Word edit
All 1194 10.8% 18.0% 19.1 6.2
Names 1190 6.3% 7.2% 10.9 2.4
Currency 522 5.7% 11.4% 10.6 4.2
Location 173 2.2% 1.5% 44 0.5
Numerals 1329 3.4% 9.3% 5.9 3.1

Table 8: Average surface difference by localization scheme. Localization edits are small and targeted rather than
broad rewrites.

D Additional Details on the Experimental Setup

Model Identifier Ar En Access Licence
1 Atlas-Chat-2B MBZUAI-Paris/Atlas-Chat-2B ° Local Gemma ToU
2 Nile-Chat-4B  MBZUAI-Paris/Nile-Chat-4B ° Local Gemma ToU
3 Atlas-Chat-9B MBZUAI-Paris/Atlas-Chat-9B . Local Gemma ToU
4 c4ai-r'7b CoherelLabs/c4ai-command-r7b-arabic-02-2025 e e Local CCBY-NC4.0
5 Jais2-8B-Chat inception42/Jais-2-8B-Chat e e Local Apache 2.0
6 Qwen2.5-7B  Qwen/Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct e o Local Apache 2.0
7 Gemma4-2B  google/gemma-4-E2B-it e o Local Apache 2.0
8 Gemma4-4B  google/gemma-4-E4B-it e e Local Apache 2.0
9 Gemma4-26B google/gemma-4-26B-A4B-it e e Local Apache 2.0
10 Qwen-3.6 gwen/qwen3.6-plus e e COpenRouter API terms
11 GPT-54 openai/gpt-5.4 e o OpenRouter API terms
Table 9: Evaluated models, in the order of Table 3. Identifiers refer to the Hugging Face Hub (local models) or

OpenRouter (API models). Ar and En mark the languages each model supports (Arabic, English). Gemma ToU:
Google’s Gemma Terms of Use, inherited from the Gemma base models of Atlas-Chat and Nile-Chat. Gemma4-2B
and Gemma4-4B are the E2B and E4B variants (2B and 4B effective parameters); Gemma4-26B is a mixture-of-
experts model with 4B active parameters.



Decoding Reasoning (thinking) is disabled for
GPT-5.4, Qwen-3.6 and the Gemma 4 models. All
local models and Qwen-3.6 use greedy decoding
(temperature 0). OpenRouter does not pass a tem-
perature setting to GPT-5.4, so GPT-5.4 uses the
provider’s default sampling. Each model is run
once per variety and condition; no scores are aver-
aged over repeated runs. Responses that reach the
token limit are scored as generated.

Prompting Except for the Gemma 4 models, ev-
ery model receives the instruction in Section 4 as
the system message and the problem as the user
message, formatted with the model’s own chat tem-
plate; when a template has no system role, the in-
struction is prepended to the user message. These
models generate at most 1,024 new tokens.

Gemma4 The Gemma 4 models use the pipeline
of the interpretability analysis (Section 5.2) with
greedy decoding: at most 512 new tokens, the sys-
tem prompt “You are a helpful assistant.”, and an
instruction to end with “Final answer: [number]”.

Hardware The Arabic-centric models and
Qwen2.5-7B run in Hugging Face Transformers
in bf16 without quantization on a single NVIDIA
A100 40GB GPU. The Gemma 4 models run on a
machine with 4 Intel Xeon Gold 6150 CPU cores
(2.70 GHz) and a single NVIDIA Tesla V100-
SXM2 32GB GPU. GPT-5.4 and Qwen-3.6 are
queried through OpenRouter, at a total cost of ap-
proximately $100.

Run-to-run variation In MSA, the place-only
and currency-only questions are identical to the
translated ones, so any difference between these
three conditions reflects run-to-run variation, not
localization. Seven of the eleven models give iden-
tical answers in all three. For the other four, accu-
racy varies by at most 0.8 points (2.8 for Qwen-3.6),
and the average over all models varies by only 0.2
points.



E Interpretability

MSA | Gemma4-2B

3s
8
230
é
S5
=
=
g
s
E -
210
g
505
N~
00
Both Bascline Neither
correct only correct
EGY | Gemma4-2B
3s
8
230
;g
Zas
=
i i
=
2
s
E 10
£
305 —
=" e
00
Both Bascline Neither
correct only correct
JOR | Gemmad-2B
3s
5
£30
;é
Zas
=
20
K
s
E 10
£
305
*,, L
00
Both Bascline Neither
correct only correct
KSA | Gemma4-2B
3s

MSA | Gemmad-4B MSA | Gemma4-26B

Localized
only

Localized
only

Localized

*

Noa

Both Bascline Neither Localized Both Baseline Neither Localized
correct only correct only correct only correct only
EGY | Gemmad-4B EGY | Gemma4-26B
Both Baseline Neither Localized Both Baseline Neither Localized
correct only correct only correct only correct only

JOR | Gemmad-4B

_m

Neither
correct

JOR | Gemmad-26B

L

Bascline
only

e

Both
correct

Localized
only

Both
correct

Baseline
only

Neither Localized
correct only

KSA | Gemmad-4B KSA | Gemma4-26B

Mean normalized RMS distance
|
.
H
H
i |
H
e
H

Both Baseline Neither
correct only correct
MOR | Gemma4-2B
35
230
3
225
=
220
K =
215 =
E
g10
g
S05
=
00
Both Baseline Neither
correct only correct
UAE | Gemma4-2B
35
30
25

Mean normalized RMS distance

Both
correct

Baseline Neither

correct

i ““

Localized
only

Localized
only

Localized

r

Neither
correct

Both
correct

Neither
correct

Both
correct

Localized
only

Baseline
only

Localized
only

Bascline
only

MOR | Gemma4-4B

MOR | Gemma4-26B

FH

Both
correct

Neither
correct

Both
correct

Neither
correct

Localized
only

Baseline
only

Localized
only

Baseline
only

UAE | Gemma4-4B UAE | Gemma4-26B

Both Baseline Neither Localized Both Baseline Neither Localized
correct only correct only correct only correct only
- Al mmm Currency W Numerals

mms Nomes WS Location === Unrelated-problem mean

Figure 4: Residual-stream path distance by correctness group; dashed line = unrelated-problem average.



F Results

T L Name Curr. Loc. Num.

MSA 70.0 66.7 675 69.9 70.1 69.2
EGY 66.1 628 669 636 660 655
JOR 69.1 673 687 685 69.1 68.1
KSA 619 594 620 61.0 614 60.6
MOR 553 548 544 542 549 555
UAE 70.8 692 697 691 709 69.1

Table 10: Model evaluation average results across MSA and the dialects: EGY, JOR, KSA, MOR and UAE. We
report accuracy for the different localizations schemes over the 250 problems. T denotes Translated data; L. denotes
Translated and fully Localized data, Name denotes name replacements only, Curr. denotes currency replacements
only, Loc. denotes location replacements only and Num. denotes numerical value replacements only.

Name Curr. Loc. Num.

MSA 657 710 758 69.2
EGY 667 672 788 655
JOR 67.0 648 78.8 68.1
KSA 619 606 586 60.6
MOR 537 563 556 555
UAE 68.6 703 848 69.1

Table 11: Model evaluation average results across MSA and the dialects: EGY, JOR, KSA, MOR and UAE. We
report accuracy for the different localizations schemes. Each scheme is evaluated only on the questions it applies to
(localizable entities): Name, Curr., Loc. and Num..

Correctness group N Mean RMS
Baseline only correct 556 1.50
Localized only correct 470 1.50
Neither correct 2722 1.22
Both correct 9476 0.29

Table 12: Mean residual-stream RMS distance by paired correctness group, pooled across the three Gemma4
models, six dialects, and localization schemes. Discordant examples exhibit substantially larger trajectory shifts
than examples that are correct in both conditions.



Scheme N Discordant Discord. mean Localized only /

rate acc. A Baseline only
All 3582 316 88% —1.2pp 136/ 180
Names 3570 311 87% —0.2pp 152/159
Currency 1566 153 9.8% —3.0pp 53/100
Location 519 29 5.6% +0.2 pp 15/14
Numerals 3987 217 54% 0.3 pp 114 /103
Total 13224 1026 7.8% —0.6 pp 470/ 556

Table 13: Paired discordance by localization scheme, pooled across the three Gemma4 models and six dialects.
Only eligible, quality-filtered pairs are included for each scheme, so N varies by scheme. The final column reports
cases where only the localized prompt is correct and where only the translated baseline is correct; these totals match
the discordant-group sizes in Table 12. Accuracy A is localized minus translated accuracy in percentage points.

Model Dialect Loc./S. RMS Samp. flip Loc. flip
MSA 1.004 16.0% 12.0%
EGY 1.025 12.0% 13.3%
Gemma4-2B  JOR 1.214 4.0% 14.7%
KSA 1.024 9.3% 11.3%
MOR 1.111 13.3% 18.7%
UAE 1.043 9.3% 12.0%
MSA 0.965 4.0% 6.7%
EGY 1.140 4.0% 8.0%
Gemma4-4B  JOR 1.091 4.0% 6.0%
KSA 1.083 16.0% 12.0%
MOR 1.158 8.0% 8.0%
UAE 1.153 5.3% 4.7%
MSA 1.197 2.7% 3.3%
EGY 1.259 5.3% 6.0%
Gemma4-26B  JOR 1.073 6.7% 4.0%
KSA 1.221 9.3% 11.3%
MOR 1.182 4.0% 4.7%
UAE 1.449 1.3% 5.3%

Table 14: Sampling robustness under full localization. Each model—dialect cell uses up to 50 matched problems and
three generation seeds. Loc./S. RMS is the ratio of matched translated-to-localized RMS distance to within-translated
seed-to-seed RMS distance, computed from unrounded mean values. Values above 1 indicate that localization
changes residual trajectories more than sampling variation in the translated condition: this holds in 17 of 18 cells
(smallest margin 1.004 for Gemma4-2B/MSA); the only exception is Gemma4-4B/MSA (0.965, italicized). Bold
marks the largest ratio within each model. Flip rates report correctness changes across the corresponding paired
comparisons; localization flip rates exceed sampling flip rates in 13 of 18 cells, equal them in 1, and fall below in 4.
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Figure 5: Residual-stream RMS distance by paired correctness group. Discordant examples show substantially
larger trajectory separation than examples that remain correct in both conditions.



G Activation Patching Procedure

We use activation patching to test whether correct-
ness changes on discordant examples are causally
linked to the localized entity tokens. A discordant
example is one where the model answers correctly
in one condition but incorrectly in the other, e.g.,
the translated non-localized prompt is correct while
the localized prompt is wrong, or vice versa. For
each such pair, we run patching in both directions:
from the non- localized prompt into the localized
prompt, and from the localized prompt into the
non-localized prompt. If the localized entity rep-
resentation is causally involved in the answer flip,
then replacing the target prompt’s entity-span resid-
ual stream with the source prompt’s correspond-
ing entity-span residual stream should move the
patched generation toward the source condition,
both in answer correctness and in residual-stream
geometry.

Let 2°7¢ denote the source prompt and x%9! de-
note the target prompt. The source is the condition
whose internal representation we patch from, and
the target is the condition whose forward pass is
modified. For each transformer layer ¢, we run
the target prompt while replacing selected residual-
stream vectors at selected token positions with the
corresponding source residual-stream vectors:

tgt src
h&pi < hev(h' )

where p; is a target token position and ¢; is the
matched source token position. We then decode
from the patched target run and evaluate whether
the patched answer becomes correct, whether
it matches the source answer, and whether the
patched residual trajectory moves closer to the
source trajectory.

Span identification. For each localized/non-
localized prompt pair, we first identify the changed
text spans between the two problem statements.
Rather than assuming a fixed name list, we com-
pare the two strings and extract the non-matching
contiguous spans in order of appearance. These
spans are then paired by order: the first changed
span in the localized prompt is paired with the
first changed span in the non-localized prompt, the
second with the second, and so on. This handles
examples with multiple changed names, locations,
or currencies without needing to decide manually
which entity should correspond to which one. For
source patching, we select the relevant localized
entity span and its aligned non- localized span.

Tokenization and multi-token spans. After
identifying character-level spans, we map each
span to token positions using the model tokenizer
and the final chat-formatted prompt. A single entity
may correspond to one token or multiple tokens.
For example, a name may be split into several sub-
word tokens, and a location may occupy multiple
Arabic or Latin-script tokens. We therefore patch
spans as token sequences rather than as single to-
kens. If the source span tokenizes to positions

(QI7q27 e 7Q’m)

and the target span tokenizes to positions

7pn)a

we patch the aligned positions in order. When m =
n, this is a direct one-to-one token replacement.
When the token lengths differ, we patch the overlap-
ping prefix up to min(m, n) tokens. Thus, the op-
eration remains localized to the aligned entity span
while avoiding invalid assumptions about tokenizer
granularity. The recorded source_token_count,
target_token_count, and patch_token_count
allow us to audit these cases.

(plap27 s

Layer sweep. We repeat the patch for each
residual-stream layer from early to late layers. This
gives a layer-wise causal profile: if a name or lo-
cation representation matters only after it has been
integrated into the model’s reasoning state, patch-
ing should have stronger effects at those layers.
For each layer, we generate an answer from the
patched target run and compute both behavioral
and geometric metrics.

Behavioral metric. The primary behavioral met-
ric is patched correctness:

tch tgt
tga L “‘{answer(xp%tched,f) - y},

where y is the gold answer. We also compare the
patched answer to the clean source and clean target
answers to see whether the patch moves the model
toward the source condition.

Correc

Geometric metric. We also measure whether
the patched residual trajectory moves closer to the
source trajectory. Let R°" be the residual-stream
trajectory of the clean source run, R'9! the clean
target trajectory, and R 4 the patched target tra-
jectory after patching at layer £. We compute RMS
distances between trajectories:

1
e ) = [ S - R

kel



The clean target-to-source distance d( R, RS"¢)
is the unpatched baseline. The patched-to-source
distance d(RE™", R¥") tells us whether the patch
moved the target trajectory toward the source. We
report a source-distance ratio:

d(R?atCh ’ RSTC)

SourceRatioy = W J

and a source-closeness gain:
Gainy = 1 — SourceRatioy.

A positive gain means the patched run is closer to
the source trajectory than the clean target was; a
gain near zero means the patch did not move the
trajectory; a negative gain means the patch moved
it farther away.

Patching methods and controls. We compare
the entity-span source patch against several con-
trols:

e source_patch: patch the matched entity
span from the source condition into the target
condition. This is the main causal interven-
tion. If entity localization drives the correct-
ness flip, this patch should move the target an-
swer and residual trajectory toward the source
condition.

* no_patch: run the target condition without
modifying activations. This gives the un-
patched target behavior and residual trajec-
tory.

* self_patch: patch the target span using acti-
vations from the same target condition. This
controls for the mechanics of patching itself;
because the patched vectors come from the
same condition, it should not systematically
change behavior.

e shuffled_source: patch from a source ex-
ample that is not the matched problem. This
tests whether any source-condition activation
is sufficient, or whether the effect depends on
the correct problem-matched entity represen-
tation.

e control_span: patch an unrelated same-
length span rather than the localized entity
span. This tests whether the effect is specific
to the entity tokens rather than caused by over-
writing arbitrary positions in the prompt.

Interpretation. The causal prediction is that
source_patch should outperform the controls
on discordant examples: it should increase the
probability of recovering the source-side correct
answer and produce a positive source-closeness
gain. Strong evidence requires that this effect
is larger than self_patch, control_span, and
shuffled_source; otherwise the result could be
explained by patching artifacts, arbitrary position
overwrites, or generic source-condition activations
rather than the localized entity representation itself.



H Error Analysis Examples

Reference Generated

Dialect Subset Question Model Reasoning Answer  Answer Error Type
JOR  Translated Gskon B35S Jo s doly o0 350 BT Ul ey (175 LU sie 067 13) 595 695 Final Step
175 4 06 o aler Ole O poke 140 = 35 - 175 = &30 s (U e
o350 Pl Ul sue, canlll
sde B oM sdey AUV e =50l sam (U sie Cans 5 o)1 sie OET 13Dy
g8 08 s AU .280 = 140 * 2
Gyl alg)
=280 + 140 + 175 = Gyl sl g2 03]
695
The answer is: 695
A treasure hunter found a If the number of diamonds is 175, and the
buried treasure chest filled number of rubies is 35 less than the number of
with gems. There were 175 diamonds, then the number of rubies = 175 - 35
diamonds, 35 fewer rubies = 140.
than diamonds, and twice the
number of emeralds than the  If the number of emeralds is double the number
rubies. How many of the gems of rubies, then the number of emeralds =2 *
were there in the chest? 140 = 280.
Therefore, the total number of gems in the box
=175+ 140 + 280 = 695.
The answer is: 695
JOR  Translated cdy ke s oK s Les .‘\Jj 5, dSN jn B me U] Gl:;' Al ods M 104 99 Final Step
& YO8 sl b 55087 S 5yl e e
Localized )

I dle G 3,800 o1 Ll
B Q.c,_db; wﬁ o)l r@j>
oy S g OE 3] 5,000
o i QB Sl Sl vy
ol 5,8 g 208 V)

:L’;,;,;Q\jw&i ;
Sks 33 ey (oS -
23372 = BV oSl a1 38 S -
R
14 65,0801 e s i Gas ol Sl O L
W bl 28 L
S pn = 5 - 5 ja
66 +33 = »
99 = »
a3 99 58 5,uS) nw 03]

The answer is: 99

Shireen is shoe shopping when
she comes across a pair of
boots that fit her shoe budget.
However, she has to choose
between the boots and two
pairs of high heels that
together cost five dollars less
than the boots. If one pair of
heels costs 33 dinars and the
other costs twice as much,
how many dinars are the
boots?

To solve this problem, we first need to know
the price of the shoes. Let's call the price of the
shoes "x".

‘We know that the price of the two heels is:

- One heel: 33 dinars

- The second heel: double the price of the first
heel =2 * 33 = 66 dinars

We also know that the two heels are 5 dinars
cheaper than the shoes, so we can write the
following equation:

Price of the shoes - 5 = Price of the two heels
x =33+ 66

x=99

Therefore, the price of the shoes is 99 dinars.

The answer is: 99

Figure 6:

Examples of errors in Jordanian Arabic.



Reference

Generated

Dialect Subset Question Model Reasoning Answer Answer Error Type
UAE Translated i) SloM g Ak C‘) e 16 el 2 4 LK doot il tl,n old” 64 125 Reasoning
i - s Error
5 85 4 a1 k) ) 2SN e 8 GVl el
ol p %660 0 e B 2N
Y 0o 16 Rt L HE BN e 0B e Yo 5 LW 23 a0 13
o 1Y 5 e %60 O Ko Wl
Vs 3 = %60 ¥ OYys 5
Y5 3 s B A e O 2 (V)
@ Jl LK gl <0236 16 61 2)
oM 15 + (LW 2YE) Y55 5% oY 16
(15 = 1-16 Y gl SloMal) <,Yys 3
03]
Y55 125=45+80=3%15+5%16
W2 16 ¢ ) Y, 125 C‘:)L._{ Jeot el
The answer is: 125
Kylar went to the store to buy  To calculate how much Kyler needs to pay to buy
glasses for his new apartment. 16 glasses, we first need to know the price of the
One glass costs $5, but every  second glass.
second glass costs only 60% of
the price. Kylar wants to buy  If the first glass costs $5, then the second glass
16 glasses. How much does he ~ will cost 60% of $5:
need to pay for them?
$5* 60% = $3
Now, we know the second glass costs $3.
To buy 16 glasses, Kyler will need to pay:
16 glasses * $5 (for the first glass) + 15 glasses *
$3 (for the second glass, since 16 - 1 = 15)
So:
16*5+15%3=80+45=8$125
Therefore, Kyler needs to pay $125 to buy 16
glasses.
The answer is: $125
UAE Translated (g o o iy O 131 0 g Mg e b Slasl € o (5 13 100 300 Reasoning
e N Error
Localized (o e Slail £ o U5y B e N N N )

iy I ol 45 o G A T
Sl € e i (7 18] ey Sl i..;,.@,,gww&;yd__,du;;mgﬂ\ﬁsg
€ ot IR R A 1

The answer is: 300

If Hamdan does half as much  If Tulin washes four times as much laundry as
laundry as Tulin, and Tulin Rabia, then Rabia washes 400 pounds / 4 = 100
does 4 times as much laundry  pounds of laundry.
as Rabia, calculate the
difference in the amount of Therefore, the difference between the amount of
laundry Hamdan and Rabia do  laundry Hamdan and Rabia wash is: 400 pounds -
if Tulin does 400 pounds of 100 pounds = 300 pounds.
laundry.

The answer is: 300

Figure 7: Examples of errors in Emirati Arabic.
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