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Abstract

While large language models excel on high-
resource multilingual tasks, low- and ex-
tremely low-resource Indic languages remain
severely under-evaluated. We present INDIC-
ParaM, a human-curated benchmark of over
13,000 multiple-choice questions covering 11
such languages (Nepali, Gujarati, Marathi,
Odia as low-resource; Dogri, Maithili, Ra-
jasthani, Sanskrit, Bodo, Santali, Konkani as
extremely low-resource) plus SanskritEnglish
code-mixing. We evaluated 19 LLMs,
both proprietary and open-weights, which re-
veals that even the top-performing GPT-5
reaches only 45% average accuracy, followed
by DeepSeek-3.2 (43.1) and Claude-4.5
(42.7). We additionally label each question
as knowledge-oriented or purely linguistic to
discriminate factual recall from grammatical
proficiency. Further, we assess the ability of
LLMs to handle diverse question formats-such
as list-based matching, assertion-reason pairs,
and sequence ordering-alongside conventional
multiple-choice questions. INDpICPARAM pro-
vides insights into limitations of cross-lingual
transfer and establishes a challenging bench-
mark for Indic languages. The dataset
is available at https://huggingface.co/

datasets/bharatgenai/IndicParam!.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) have delivered
state-of-the-art results across a range of multi-
lingual tasks, particularly in high- and medium-
resource settings such as translation, named en-
tity recognition, and question answering. How-
ever, systematic evaluation for low and extremely-
low-resource Indic languages remains limited. Ex-
isting benchmarks for Indic languages have sig-
nificant coverage for major languages (e.g.Hindi,

IScripts to run benchmark are present at https://
github.com/ayushbits/IndicParam

Language #Words (in M) #Speakers (in M)

Nepali 1642.9 19.4
Marathi 1541.2 99.1
Gujarati 934.1 60.3
Odia 333.8 42.6
Sanskrit 16.9 3.1
Maithili 14.0 14.3
Konkani 2.8 2.6
Santali 0.8 7.7
Bodo 0.8 1.5
Dogri 0.6 2.8
Rajasthani - 25.8
Total 4480 279.1

Table 1: Number of words (in millions) present in
FineWeb2 corpus and number of speakers (in millions)
for each language considered in INnpicPARAM.

Tamil, Telugu) (Singh et al., 2024; Kakwani et al.,
2020), yet they provide only partial or no support
for several understudied languages. Additionally,
they rarely include coverage for code-mixed usage
and evaluation.

India, with a population of approximately 1.4
billion, is home to over 120 languages, at least 30
of which have one million or more speakers (Of-
fice of the Registrar General & Census Commis-
sioner, India, 2018). These languages span mul-
tiple families, for instance, Marathi and Hindi be-
long to the Indo-European branch; Kannada and
Telugu are Dravidian; Santali is Austro-Asiatic;
and Bodo is Sino-Tibetan. The Indian Constitu-
tion recognizes 22 languages in the Eighth Sched-
ule, yet most existing benchmarks concentrate on
11 major languages that together account for more
than 93% of speakers, largely reflecting the limited
availability of web-scale data for others (IAMALI,
2024). With recent advances in multilingual large
language models, performance on language under-
standing has improved for many of these widely
used languages (Hu et al., 2020; Qin et al., 2025).
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Figure 1: Average performance for all languages on InpicPaArRaM. Notably, all closed models outperform best

performing open-source models.

However, despite a few benchmarks covering the
majority set of 11 languages, there exists almost
no evaluation resources for other Indic languages
(Kumar et al., 2022; Madasu et al., 2023).

In Table 1, we present word counts for the INp1c-
Parawm languages within FineWeb2 (Penedo et al.,
2025). FineWeb? is a cleaned pretraining corpus
comprising of approximately 3 trillion words from
around 1800 languages (excluding English) gath-
ered from more than 100 Common Crawl snap-
shots. For the 11 languages analyzed in Inpic-
Parawm, the FineWeb2 corpus contains 4.49 billion
words. Four languages-Nepali, Marathi, Gujarati,
and Odia-account for 4.45 billion of these words,
leaving only 36 million words for the remaining six
languages. Collectively, these ten languages repre-
sent about 280 million speakers across the Indian
subcontinent, yet their aggregate web presence is
disproportionately small relative to their speaker
base. Based on the availability of web corpus,
we classify Marathi, Gujarati, Nepali and Odia
as low-resource languages while remaining seven
languages as extremely low-resource languages.

To address these limitations, this paper intro-
duces InpicParRaM, a human-supervised evalua-
tion set comprising more than 13,000 questions
for 11 low- and extremely low-resource Indic lan-
guages. We also include a code-mixed Sanskrit-

English language set evaluation. We hypothesize
that despite limited pretraining data in several of
these languages, LLMs can exploit cross-lingual
transfer among typologically and script-wise re-
lated languages to improve performance on these
target langauges. To separate language understand-
ing from factual recall, each question is labeled as
either linguistic (eg, morphology, syntax, seman-
tics, discourse) or knowledge-based (world facts
and entities).

Low resource (4): Nepali, Gujarati, Marathi,
Odia

Extremely-low resource (7): Dogri, Maithili,
Rajasthani, Sanskrit, Bodo, Santali, Konkani

We evaluate 19 LLMs spanning open- and
closed-source systems and a range of parameter
scales and architectures on InpDicPArRaM. The
evaluated models includes closed models such as
GPT-5, Claude-Haiku-4.5, and open weight mod-
els such as Llama4-Scout, DeepSeek-V3.2 among
others. In Figure 1, we present the average perfor-
mance of all models. Larger models with substan-
tial exposure to multilingual Indic corpora tend to
outperform smaller models. However, no model
exceeds a 50% average score on INDICPARAM.
Among closed systems, GPT-5 achieves the high-
est overall accuracy at 45, followed by Claude-



Haiku at 42.7 and Grok-4 at 39.6%, indicating that
model robustness on studied languages remains
limited even among state-of-the-art proprietary
models. Open-weight models narrows the gap with
DeepSeek-V3.2 (DeepSeek-Al, 2025a), which is
a 685B parameter model, achieving 43.1% trail-
ing GPT-5 by around 2%, while Llama 3.370B at-
tains average accuracy of 39.6%. Other large and
medium-size models cluster below these values,
reflecting the benefits of larger capacity and In-
dic exposure. Overall, results indicate that mul-
tilingual performance for Indic languages remains
challenging across both closed and open models,
with substantial room for improvement in cross-
lingual generalization. Our contributions can be
summarised as follows:

1. We present INpicPARAM, a benchmark consist-
ing of 13K+ questions on 11 low- and extremely-
low resource Indic languages, as well as a code-
mixed English-Sanskrit variant.

2. We provide granular annotations for each in-
stance in the benchmark, including question-type
and question-category labels, to enable systematic
analysis of LLM capabilities.

3. We conduct an extensive evaluation encompass-
ing 19 LLMs, including both proprietary closed-
source and open-weight models.

2 Related Work

LLMs have demonstrated substantial improve-
ments in language understanding performance for
several Indic languages (Kakwani et al., 2020;
Verma et al., 2025; Maji et al., 2025a; Singh et al.,
2024). Multiple Indic multilingual benchmarks
have been introduced to evaluate such progress,
primarily targeting major mid- and high-resource
languages (Singh et al., 2025, 2024; Maheshwari
etal., 2025). Among these, IndicGenBench (Singh
et al., 2024) proposes a benchmark on 29 Indic
languages, including those examined in this study.
Its evaluation suite includes tasks such as read-
ing comprehension and translation, which are pri-
marily adapted from English benchmark datasets
like XQUAD (Artetxe et al., 2020) and FLORES
(Goyal et al., 2022). IndicGenBench QA tasks
restrict answers to spans supported by the given
passage. In contrast, INDICPARAM extends this
evaluation paradigm by assessing both the lan-
guage understanding and the domain-specific gen-
eral knowledge of LLMs using questions drawn
from graduate-level examinations.

IndicGLUE (Kakwani et al., 2020) is a suite
of supervised NLP tasks for prominent Indic lan-
guages, with a particular emphasis on Hindi, in-
cluding classification tasks such as news catego-
rization and headline prediction, as well as natural
language inference, among others. IndicXTREME
(Doddapaneni et al., 2023) broadens task cover-
age to named entity recognition, question answer-
ing, and paraphrase detection, and expands lan-
guage coverage by translating and curating bench-
marks in 11 Indic languages; however, many long-
tail languages remain outside its scope. Recent In-
dic QA benchmarks further diversify evaluation:
ParamBench (Maheshwari et al., 2025) focuses
on graduate-level questionnaires with varied ques-
tion types in Hindi, while MILU (Verma et al.,
2025) contains 79K questions across 11 Indian
languages, including Odia, Gujarati, and Marathi,
which are also covered in INpDicPARAM. Sanskriti
(Maji et al., 2025a) and Pariksha (Watts et al.,
2024) are English-language benchmarks designed
to assess the socio-cultural alignment of LLMs.
Drishtikon (Maji et al., 2025b) further extends this
line of work to multimodal cultural understanding
across 15 Indic languages.

Despite this progress, most benchmarks concen-
trate on the majority of 11 widely used Indian lan-
guages, with very limited coverage for extremely
low-resource languages. In this paper, we intro-
duce graduate-level language understanding ques-
tionnaires in 4 low-resource and 7 extremely low-
resource languages, enabling targeted assessment
of both language competence and general knowl-
edge for underrepresented Indic languages.

3 InpicPArRAM

InpicPaRrAM is a high-quality QA benchmark con-
sisting of 13,207 questions that evaluates language
understanding and general knowledge of multilin-
gual LLMs in 11 Indic languages. These languages
are spoken by approximately 280 million people
across the Indian subcontinent, of whom 10 lan-
guages are recognized as scheduled languages in
the Indian Constitution. Rajasthani, though not a
scheduled language, is spoken by roughly 25 mil-
lion people. We also include a QA set of code-
mixed version of Sanskrit where questions include
a mix of English and Sanskrit.

The language-wise distribution of questions is
shown in Table 2. The questions are collected from



Language #Ques LU(%) Script Code
Nepali 1038 18.8 Deva npi
Marathi 1245 4.7 Deva mar
Gujarati 1044 0.6 Gujarati  guj
Odia 577 20.3 Orya ory
Maithili 1286 10.1 Deva mai
Konkani 1328 2.5 Deva gom
Santali 873 11.3 Olck sat
Bodo 1313 - Deva brx
Dogri 1027 18.3 Deva doi
Rajasthani 1190 27.8 Deva -
Sanskrit 1315 20.7 Deva san
Sans-Eng 971 11.5 - -
Total 13207

Table 2: Distribution of question-answer pairs for dif-
ferent languages in INDicPARAM. ‘Sans-Eng’ denotes a
separate set of Sanskrit-English code-mixed question-
answer pairs which forms a separate set. LU refers
to % of manually classified language-understanding
questions; rest are categorized as knowledge-related
(c.f. Section 3.1).

UGC-NET? which is a nationwide examination ad-
ministered by a government agency to determine
eligibility for PhD admission and for appointment
to teaching positions in Indian universities and col-
leges. The exam is offered in around 85 subjects
and is conducted twice annually. Each test con-
sists of two papers composed of multiple-choice
questions (MCQs). We selected language specific
question papers for each of the languages in IN-
picParaM. Further, we developed the dataset by
downloading official question papers and answer
keys from the official examination website.

Each language comprises multiple PDF ques-
tion papers, many machine-readable and a subset
with non-selectable text. Document layouts vary,
with some single-column and most two-column.
To ensure uniform accessibility, all PDFs were pro-
cessed with a proprietary OCR system, and the ex-
tracted text was used for downstream curation and
annotation. To the best of our knowledge, this cor-
pus has not appeared in prior LLM benchmarking
studies and constitutes a newly curated, human-
authored dataset explicitly designed for graduate-
level evaluation in Indic contexts. We describe an-
notation setup and team structure in Section 9 in

Zhttps://ugcnet.nta.ac.in

Appendix.

3.1 Question Classification

In addition to annotating question-answer pairs in
InpIcPARAM, each question is assigned to one of
two categories: (a) language understanding (LU)
that includes questions related to linguistics and
grammar, and (b) general knowledge (GK) tar-
geting fact-based queries. This enables system-
atic assessment of multilingual LLMs across both
language understanding and factual recall capabil-
ities. Given the low- and extremely low-resource
nature of the studied languages, this evaluation in-
vestigates model performance under data scarcity
conditions and examines the extent to which cross-
lingual transfer mechanisms can compensate for
limited in-language training data.

The distribution of questions across these cate-
gories for each language is presented in Table 2.
The LU column reports, for each language, the
proportion of questions that test language under-
standing while the remaining questions belonging
to the GK category and focusing on factual knowl-
edge. The share of LU questions varies substan-
tially, from under 1% in Gujarati to nearly 28%
in Rajasthani, with several other languages such
as Odia and Sanskrit also exhibiting over 20% LU
coverage.

3.2 Question Type Classification

Following ParamBench (Maheshwari et al., 2025),
we annotate each question-answer pair with its cor-
responding question type. We classify them into
six primary categories that capture the diversity of
assessment formats (see Table 3): multiple-choice
questions (MCQ), assertion and reasoning (A&R),
list matching, blank filling, identify incorrect state-
ment (IS), and ordering. The majority (73%) of
the questions are MCQs followed by list match-
ing (9%), ordering (6.5%), A&R (6.1%), IS (4.1%)
and blank filling (1.1%). The language wise break-
down of all languages remains the same except for
Bodo, Gujarati, and Dogri, where the proportion
of MCQs remain 36.6%, 33% and 21.7%, respec-
tively, which are significantly lower than other lan-
guages in the benchmark. The detailed statistics of
language-wise splits of question types is present in
Table 6. In Table 11, we present example ques-
tions from different languages and their respective
question class and question type.


https://ugcnet.nta.ac.in

Question Type #Questions
Multiple-choice 9653
Assertion & Reason 811
List Matching 1185
Fill in the blanks 157
Identify incorrect statement 545
Ordering 856
Total 13207

Table 3: Distribution of questions across all languages
in INDICPARAM.

4 Experiments

We evaluated 19 state-of-the-art models spanning
both open-weight and proprietary LLMs. The
open-weight models range from 3 billion to over
685 billion parameters, including both dense and
mixture-of-experts (MoE) architectures. These
models collectively represent the state of the art
in multilingual reasoning, code understanding, and
multimodal generation. All models were used
in their instruction-tuned configurations and eval-
vated under a zero-shot prompting setup. The
prompt used during evaluation is present in Table
8. Open-weights models are retrieved from pub-
licly available checkpoints at HuggingFace and use
transformers library for inference. We load param-
eter weights in bf16 precision for all open-weight
models except Llama4-Scout which was loaded
with 8-bit quantization. We use greedy decoding
while generating predictions by setting max-tokens
as 50, temperature as 0, do_sample flag to false
and batch size is set to 16. We disable thinking
mode for Qwen3-MoE and keep reasoning levels at
low for GPT-OSS-120B. For Gemma and Mistral,
we follow their respective strategies from response
generation instead of transformers pipeline func-
tion. We use OpenRouter’ to generate predictions
for closed models. We next describe the models
included in our evaluation.

1. Qwen Series (Team-Qwen3, 2025): We
evaluated multiple models of the Qwen fam-
ily, including Qwen2.5-3B, Qwen3-4B-2507,
Qwen3-30B-A3B, and Qwen3-32B. The Qwen 3
series integrates substantial architectural and pre-
training improvements over the 2.5 generation,
trained on roughly 36 trillion multilingual tokens
spanning 119 languages. The Qwen3-30B-A3B

3https://openrouter.ai/api/v1/chat/completions

variant adopts a mixture-of-experts (MoE) design
with 3 billion active parameters per forward pass,
providing strong efficiency while maintaining per-
formance parity with larger dense models.

2. Llama Series (Team, 2024): We evalu-
ated Metas Llama-3.2-3B, L1lama-3.1-8B, and
Llama-3.3-70B. These models are trained on a
mixture of high-quality multilingual and code data
totaling approximately 15 trillion tokens. We also
evaluated on Llama-4-Scout-17B-16E which is
an MoE model having a 17 billion active pa-
rameters with 16 experts with a total of 109 bil-
lion model parameters. This model is trained on
40T tokens specifically designed to improve multi-
lingual text and images.

3. Gemma Series (Team, 2025): We evalu-
ated Gemma-3 models at 4B, 12B, and 27B pa-
rameter scales. Developed by Google DeepMind,
the Gemma 3 family employs hybrid instruction-
fine-tuning strategies and trained on diverse mul-
tilingual datasets. These models have demon-
strated strong alignment and competitive perfor-
mance across multilingual and reasoning bench-
marks.

4. Aya Expanse (Aryabumi et al.,, 2024):
The Aya-Expanse-8B and Aya-Expanse-32B
models are instruction-tuned multilingual LLMs.
These models prioritize cultural and linguistic
diversity and are trained on extensive parallel
datasets that include over 100 different languages.
5. Mistral 3.1 (MistralAI): We evaluated the
Mistral-Small-3.1-24B-2503 which is a 24
billion parameter multi-lingual model achieving
competitive performance while maintaining fast
inference throughput.

6. DeepSeek V3.2 (DeepSeek-Al, 2025b):
We evaluated DeepSeek-V3.2-Experimental
model consisting of 685B parameters. It employs
specialized routing and sparsity mechanisms to re-
duce inference costs while preserving high-quality
reasoning, code synthesis, and mathematical rea-
soning performance.

7. GPT-OSS-120B (OpenAl et al., 2025): We ex-
amined the GPT-0SS-120B model, an open-weight
MoE model by OpenAl, trained on trillions of to-
kens with a focus on STEM, coding, and general
knowledge. It has a total of 116.8B parameters and
5.1B active parameters per token per forward pass.
8. Frontier Proprietary Models: For complete-
ness, we also benchmarked several leading closed-
source systems accessible through public APIs:
GPT-5, Claude-Haiku-4.5, and Grok-4-Fast.



Size Model Dogri Maithili Rajasthani Sanskrit Sans-Eng Bodo Santali Konkani Average
Qwen2.5-3B 321 28.8 28.6 31.9 34.8 28.3 33.1 314 30.9
Small Llama-3.2-3B 279 21.9 26.3 28 27.9 27.8 274 28.8 26.9
Gemma-3-4b 30.5 24.5 27.6 29.1 322 25.8 31.7 29.1 28.5
Qwen3-4B 34.6 31.6 30 33.8 33.6 25.1 33.8 29.6 31.2
Aya—8b 31.5 29.9 30.8 294 29.9 28.1 30.8 26.9 29.5
Medium Llama-3.1-8B 26.4 29 31.8 322 34 26.8 30.6 29.5 30.0
Gemma-3-12b  37.2 31.6 35 37.1 41.8 30.6 33.7 35.7 35.1
Mistral3.1-24b 38 374 34.8 40 44.1 30.1 35.7 32 36.2
Gemma-3-27b  37.6 344 39.8 38.6 49.1 28.9 36.7 36.5 37.3
Aya-32b 352 332 34.6 352 39 272 35.6 33.1 33.7
Laree Qwen3-32B 43.4 34 33.8 39.2 48.6 31.8 39.7 34.5 339
g Llama-3.3-70B  37.3 37.5 38.2 41.7 51.6 28.6 40.1 37.3 37.6
DeepSeek-3.2 433 41.4 40.1 51.3 61.4 36.4 41.5 37.6 43.7
Qwen3-A3B 35.7 30.9 31.6 36.7 44.2 29.9 359 28.3 38.6
MoE  Llama-4-Scout  30.5 31.3 34.8 44 48.7 259 36.3 34.6 354
gpt-0ss-120b 39.7 35.6 39.4 40.2 48.1 28.3 35.6 35.4 37.4
GPT-5 45.7 43.4 44.6 54.8 64.6 31.6 40.4 39 45.1
Closed  Grok-4-fast 40.2 38.1 39.1 429 54.2 30.6 38.8 374 39.7
Claude-4.5 44.8 424 44.1 47.8 58.1 28.1 404 42.1 43.0

Table 4: Performance on extremely-low resource languages on INpicPArRaM. We bold and italicize the best overall
performance, underline and italicize the best performance in each model-size category and underline the second

best overall performance.

— GPT-5 (OpenAl) represents the current flagship
frontier model, incorporating multimodal reason-
ing and tool-use capabilities.

— Claude-Haiku-4.5 (Anthropic) is a lightweight
yet high-accuracy variant of the Claude 4.5 fam-
ily designed for efficiency-critical environments.
— Grok-4-Fast (xAl) is optimized for rapid infer-
ence and contextual awareness within streaming
conversational environments.

5 Results and discussion

5.1 Overall Model Performance

The evaluation results presented in Figure 1
demonstrate that average performance on IN-
picPARaM for 19 evaluated models remains
moderate, though several interesting patterns
emerge when grouped by model scale. Among
the small-capacity models (<8B parameters),
Qwen3-4B-2507 achieves the highest average ac-
curacy of 30.8%, followed closely by Qwen2.5-3B
(30.1). Other models in this category, including
Gemma-3-4B, and L1ama-3.2-3B, remain around
the 2730% range. This pattern suggests that
within low-parameter models, differences in lin-
guistic coverage and pre-training diversity con-
tribute more to Indic language performance than
the raw number of parameters.

In the category

medium-size (8B27B),

performance improves considerably,  with
Gemma-3-27B  leading at  37.3%, fol-
lowed closely by Gemma-3-12B (35.3) and
Mistral-Small-3.1-24B (35.1). Other mod-
els like Aya-Expanse-8B and Llama-3.1-8B
score less than 30%. These findings underscore
that model scale beyond 8B yields measurable
gains, but pre-training coverage and multilingual
representation continue to play a decisive role in
performance.

Among the larger and frontier models (>27B),
overall accuracy rises substantially. The best per-
formance is achieved by GPT-5, which attains an
average of 45.0%, followed by DeepSeek-V3.2
(43.1), Claude-Haiku-4.5 (42.7), and
Grok-4-Fast (39.6). Open-weight models
such as Llama-3.3-70B and GPT-0SS-120B
achieve 38.6 and 37.7, respectively, while the
Llama-4-Scout-17B-16E  models  remain
slightly lower at 35.5. These results indicate that
while data and parameter size enhance overall
accuracy, the highest-performing models also
benefit from closed fine-tuning cycles and refined
alignment procedures on multilingual or Indic-rich
corpora.

Overall, the evaluation reveals a clear upward
trajectory in accuracy with increasing model scale,
yet even the most capable frontier systems such



Size Model Nepali Gujarati Marathi Odia Average
Qwen2.5-3B 27.1 29.5 279 28.8 28.2

Small Llama3.2-3B 26.2 26.1 28.6 27 27.1
1 Gemma-3-4b 29 26.2 299 315 289
Qwen3-4B 28.7 274 30.5 34.7 29.8

Aya-8b 28.2 27.7 28.3 28.1 28.1
Medium Llama3.1-8B 25.5 27.2 32.2 29.3 28.7
4 Gemma-3-12b 34.8 33.8 38.4 34.5 35.6
Mistral3.1-24b 349 32.6 329 27.6 32.6
Gemma3-27b 39.3 31.1 39.9 39.9 374
Aya-32b 31.6 30.7 35.5 34.5 33.0

Larce Qwen3-32B 33 28.4 33.2 28.9 31.2
g Llama3.3-70B 35 359 40.8 40.7 37.9
DeepSeek-3.2 39.7 39.5 44.6 42.1 41.6
Qwen3-A3B 37.2 33.5 43.5 40.4 38.7

MoE Llama-4-Scout  34.6 273 43.5 35 35.5
gpt-0ss-120b 37.1 37 39.7 39.9 38.3

GPT-5 434 40 48.4 48.7 44.9

Closed  Grok4-fast 40.9 359 39.8 40.7 39.2
Claude-4.5 43.8 37 439 44 42.0

Table 5: Performance on low resource languages on INnpicPARAM. We bold and italicize the best overall perfor-
mance, underline and italicize the best performance in each model-size category and underline the second best

overall performance.

as GPT-5 and DeepSeek-V3.2 demonstrate that
substantial headroom remains for further enhance-
ment in Indic language understanding. The re-
sults affirm that cross-lingual generalization, fine-
tuning quality, and the underlying token distribu-
tion remain central determinants of downstream
accuracy beyond mere parameter count.

5.2 Performance on Low- and Extremely
Low-Resource Indic Languages

Table 4 and Table 5 compare contemporary LLMs
on eight extremely low-resource Indic languages
(Dogri, Maithili, Rajasthani, Sanskrit, Sanskrit—
English code-mixed, Bodo, Santali, and Konkani)
and four higher (yet still low-resource) Indic lan-
guages (Nepali, Gujarati, Marathi, and Odia). A
clear performance hierarchy and a significant dif-
ficulty gap between the two tiers are observed.

On extremely low-resource languages, GPT-5
achieves the highest average of 45.1%, fol-
lowed by the open-source DeepSeek-3.2 at 43.7.
Claude-4.5 records 43.0, while Grok-4-fast
attains 39.7. No model exceeds 41.5 on the most
underrepresented languages (Bodo and Santali),

with most systems remaining below 36%. GPT-5
shows exceptional strength on Sanskrit (54.8) and
Sanskrit—English code-mixed text (64.6).

In the low-resource cohort, scores rise substan-
tially due to greater pre-training exposure. GPT-5
again leads with 44.9%, ahead of Claude-4.5
(42.0) and DeepSeek-3.2 (41.6). Grok-4-fast
scores 39.2, trailing the top closed models by 3-5
points. Among open models, Gemma-3-27b (37.4)
and the MoE Qwen3-A3B (38.7) perform best in
their respective size categories.

The average gap between extremely low-
resource and low-resource performance exceeds 2
points for most frontier models, highlighting the
enduring challenge of languages with minimal dig-
ital presence. Within the extremely low-resource
set, Sanskrit—English code-mixing is anomalously
easier (top scores 58-64%), whereas Bodo and
Santali remain the hardest for all architectures.
Although scaling has significantly improved
performance on moderately low-resource Indic
languages, extremely low-resource languages still
impose a strict ceiling below 45% for even the
strongest current systems.



5.3 Performance on General Knowledge and
Language Understanding Tasks

The evaluation distinguishes between two com-
plementary capabilities: (i) General Knowledge
questions that require factual reasoning and cultur-
ally grounded world knowledge (Table 9), and (ii)
Language-Specific Understanding questions that
probe grammatical, lexical, morphosyntactic, and
discourse-level proficiency within each Indic lan-
guage (Table 10).

5.3.1 General Knowledge

Frontier models exhibit clear separation from
the rest.  GPT-5 achieves the highest aver-
age (45.8), followed by Claude-4.5 (43.5) and
DeepSeek-3.2 (43.3). Among open-weight sys-
tems, Llama-3.3-70B (39.3) and gpt-oss-120b
(38) perform competitively, while Grok-4-fast
attains 40.3. Large gains are observed with scale:
medium-sized models (8B—27B) top out at 37.9
(Gemma-3-27b), and small models (<8B) remain
below 32 (Qwen3-4B: 31.3). As shown in Table 9,
GPT-5 dominates Sanskrit (57.8) and Sanskrit—
English code-mixed (66.3) contexts, reflecting su-
perior classical-language representation.

5.3.2 Language-Specific Understanding

Performance on pure linguistic tasks is sub-
stantially lower and reveals greater variance,
underscoring that morphosyntactic mastery
lags behind factual recall in most current sys-
tems. Even the strongest models rarely exceed
60% on any single language (see Table 10).
GPT-5 again leads (52.53 average), followed
by Claude-4.5 (49.8) and DeepSeek-3.2
(46.3) while Grok-4-fast records 44.9. Several
medium-scale models punch above their param-
eter count: Llama-4-Scout (41.8, especially
strong on Marathi) and Gemma-3-27b (40.9)
occasionally outperform larger dense models on
morphologically complex languages. Smaller
models struggle severely, with many scores in the
20-35% range; as evident in Table 10, Sanskrit,
Sanskrit+Eng, Dogri, Nepali and Santali prove
particularly challenging across the board (often
<50% even for frontier systems).

The gap between general knowledge (Ta-
ble 9) and language-specific understanding (Ta-
ble 10) shrinks markedly at the frontier: GPT-5,
Claude-4.5, and DeepSeek-3.2 exhibit the av-
erage differences of 10-15 percentage points be-
tween the two categories, whereas smaller models

drop 5-10 points when moving from factual to lin-
guistic tasks. These results indicate that while scal-
ing and refined post-training have significantly im-
proved Indic factual reasoning, deep grammatical
and discursive proficiency in low- and extremely
low-resource Indic languages remains a critical
frontier for further advancement.

5.4 Cross-Dimensional Insights

A comparative analysis of general knowledge (Ta-
ble 9) and language-specific understanding (Ta-
ble 10) reveals distinct scaling behaviours. Gen-
eral knowledge accuracy correlates strongly with
model scale (Pearson r = 0.91 across the 19 eval-
uated systems), whereas language-specific under-
standing shows a weaker but still substantial cor-
relation (r = 0.73). The correlation between the
two dimensions is moderately high (r = 0.79),
indicating that top-tier factual reasoning usually
co-occurs with stronger linguistic proficiency, yet
meaningful divergences remain.

Several models achieve notably balanced per-
formance. Gemma-3-27b (GK: 37.9, LU: 40.9)
and Mistral3.1-24b (GK: 35.3, LU: 42.7) out-
perform many larger dense models on linguistic
tasks, demonstrating that continued pre-training on
diverse Indic corpora and instruction tuning can
compensate for parameter count in morphosyntac-
tically demanding settings. Similarly, the MoE-
based Llama-4-Scout (17B(EI16E) reaches 41.8
on language understanding while scoring only 35.6
on general knowledge, highlighting the value of
sparse architectures for grammar-heavy evalua-
tion.

At the frontier, GPT-5, Claude-4.5,
DeepSeek-3.2, and Grok-4-fast maintain
the average gaps (10-15 percentage points)
between the two dimensions, suggesting that
extensive post-training and reinforcement learning
from multilingual feedback help align linguistic
mastery with factual recall. Models with <8B
parameters routinely exhibit drops of 510 points
when shifting from knowledge to linguistic
questions.

These results underscore that future progress
on low- and extremely low-resource Indic lan-
guages will require not only continued scaling but
also (i) higher-quality and more diverse Indic pre-
training data, (ii) dedicated cross-lingual continua-
tion training, and (iii) architectural innovations that
prioritise fine-grained morphological and syntac-
tic representation.



6 Conclusion

We present INpicParAaM consisting of >13k ques-
tions for 11 low and extremely-low resource In-
dic languages. Our benchmark reveals that even
the strongest contemporary LLMs, including fron-
tier proprietary systems, remain far from reli-
able on graduate-level questions in low- and ex-
tremely low-resource Indic languages, with no
model surpassing 50% average accuracy. While
larger closed models such as GPT-5, Claude-
4.5 and open-weight model, DeepSeek-3.2 consis-
tently outperform open-weight alternatives. These
findings indicate INDICPARAM as a challenging,
human-curated evaluation suite that fills a key gap
in existing Indic benchmarks and underline the
need for more balanced pretraining and adaptation
for under-represented Indic languages.

7 Limitations

While InpicParaM substantially broadens evalua-
tion for low- and extremely low-resource Indic lan-
guages, the benchmark is derived exclusively from
UGC-NET language papers in linguistics and lit-
erature, which biases the content toward academic
exam styles and may not fully represent everyday
or domain-general language use. Further, our eval-
uation is conducted using a log-likelihoodbased
multiple-choice setup in a zero-shot configura-
tion, which may yield different results from alter-
native evaluation schemes such few-shot prompt-
ing, or chain-of-thought prompting, and therefore
does not capture the full range of behaviors that
these models might exhibit under richer prompt-
ing strategies. We use a single, uniform prompt
template across all languages and models; dif-
ferent prompt wordings, instructions, or language
choices (for example, prompting in English versus
the target Indic language) could lead to substan-
tially different performance, so our reported re-
sults should be interpreted as one consistent evalu-
ation setting rather than an exhaustive exploration
of prompting space.

8 Ethics

All data described in this work was scraped from
publicly available resources. INDICPARAM is re-
leased for non-commercial research use; code and
annotation scripts are licensed under MIT. All
annotation was conducted by consenting native
speakers compensated at local rates, and no per-
sonally identifiable exam-candidate information

appears in the benchmark. Users interested in
commercial use should contact UGC-NTA for rel-
evant permissions.
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Appendix

9 Annotation Setup

For each language, we first collected official UGC-NET language papers and corresponding answer keys
from the official website* and converted all files into a uniform machine-readable format. Question papers
appeared in double-column layouts, and many PDFs contained non-selectable text. Hence, all documents
were processed through a proprietary OCR pipeline to extract text consistently across heterogeneous
layouts and scan qualities. During this stage, each question was tagged with its language, subject, exam
session, and year, and answer keys were aligned to their corresponding items.

Following OCR, human annotators manually corrected recognition errors, restored missing characters
and diacritics, and normalised punctuation and spacing so that questions and options follow a pre-specified
parsing format. Beyond surface correction, annotators standardised structural formattingsuch as option
markers, numbering schemes, and line breaks. Each final entry in INnpicPArRAM is stored with explicit
fields for question text, question type, four answer options, correct option, language, subject, year, and
unique question identifier.

Annotation was carried out by native speakers having expertise in the target language and having
prior experience reading graduate-level exam material. Since many papers mix language-focused and
knowledge-focused content, annotators were required to demonstrate strong proficiency in the relevant
Indic script. All annotators received detailed written guidelines describing how to handle incomplete
questions, ambiguous answer keys, and exam-specific conventions, as well as how to assign labels for
language understanding (LU) versus knowledge-related (KR) items and for the six question types used in
the benchmark. Prior to full-scale annotation, annotators were given a sample dataset along with worked
examples. They were then assigned trial files, which were reviewed and corrected by the reviewers. Feed-
back was provided iteratively, and only after demonstrating consistent accuracy were annotators assigned
larger batches of data. For questionanswer pairs, annotation quality followed a focused two-step review
pipeline. In the first step, annotators corrected OCR errors in the question and options, aligned each item
with the official answer key, and ensured that exactly one option was marked as correct. In the second
step, a senior reviewer re-checked these corrected pairs against the original exam papers, verifying that the
question text and the designated correct option was faithful to the source. Annotators were compensated
at arate of $1 per 10 questions.

10 Question Types-wise results

Table 6 presents the distribution of question types across subjects, and Table 7 provides the corresponding
performance results for these question types.

10.1 Question Types

Table 6 provides a detailed breakdown of the types of questions present in each language. MCQs dominate
the distribution, but a substantial number of list matching, AssertionReasoning(A&R), identification of
incorrect statements (IS), ordering and blank filling questions contribute to different question types.

10.2 Question type-wise results

Table 7 shows the performance of each model on INpicPARAM by question type. In the smaller-sized
models, Qwen3-4B demonstrates better performance in a majority formats of questions, which includes
MCQ, IS, fill in the blanks and Ordering. This model outperforms alternative 34B models, including
Llama3.2-3B and Gemma3-4B. In the medium-size model category, Gemma3-27B shows the best overall
performance, with considerable improvements in MCQ, A&R, and fill in the blanks. At the same time,
Gemma3-12B and Mistral3. 1-24B also show competitive results in List Matching and Ordering, respec-
tively. Large models show a considerable improvement in their ability to handle different question types.
Llama3.3-70B model performs best on most question types, especially MCQ, list matching, A&R and
IS. DeepSeek-3. 2 performs best on MCQ, list matching, A&R shows good results compared to other

“https://ugcnet.nta.nic.in/



Language MCQ A&R List Matching Blank Filling IS Ordering Total

Nepali 957 1 38 5 25 12 1038
Marathi 933 83 139 1 54 35 1245
Gujarati 345 172 208 0 128 191 1044
Odia 379 40 70 1 22 65 577
Maithili 1265 0 0 21 0 0 1286
Konkani 1069 30 134 19 45 31 1328
Santali 772 36 46 11 2 6 873
Bodo 481 288 270 17 0 257 1313
Dogri 223 153 217 1 231 202 1027
Rajasthani 1114 4 11 14 13 34 1190
Sanskrit 1210 1 39 34 11 20 1315
Sans-Eng 905 3 13 33 14 3 971
Total 9653 811 1185 157 545 856 13207

Table 6: Different question types across all languages in INpDicPArRaM. A&R refers to Assertion and Reason type
question, IS refers to identification of incorrect statement. ‘Sans-Eng’ denotes a separate set of Sanskrit-English
code-mixed question-answer pairs which forms a separate set.

large-sized models in the category. Within MoE models, Qwen3-A3B performs best on MCQ, IS and fill
in the blanks type questions. On the other hand, gpt-oss-120b shows the best results on list matching,
A&R, and ordering related questions. Closed-source models consistently outperform their open-source
counterparts. GPT-5, achieves best scores across almost all question categories, including MCQ, fill in
the blanks, list matching, A&R and ordering. In contrast, Claude-4.5 demonstrates best performance
for IS questions. Grok4-fast performance is consistently lower than that of GPT-5 and Claude-4.5.

11 Performance on KR and LU questions

The trends observed in Table 9 and Table 10 show that accuracy improves consistently with increasing
model scale, with frontier models achieving the strongest results. As discussed in Section 5.3.1, general
knowledge tasks display steady but moderate gains, whereas Section 5.3.2 highlights far greater vari-
ability in language-specific tasks, reflecting the difficulty of deep multilingual grounding. Architectural
improvements, including MoE routing, enable mid-sized models narrow the performance gap with larger
systems.

12 Zero shot prompting template

In Table 8, we provide the zero-shot prompt used while evaluating all the models.



Size Model MCQ List Matching A&R Blanks IS  Ordering
Qwen2.5-3B 30.3 32.6 25.6 26.1 27.7 30.5
Small-si Llama3.2-3B 26.9 25.2 29.3 28.7 22.4 31.2
MatsSZe  Gemma3-4b 287 27.6 308 28 215 287
Qwen3-4B 31.5 27.8 27.1 31.8 28.4 32.6
Aya-8b 29.1 28.9 32.3 34.4 25.5 279
Medium-size Llama3.1-8B 30.5 23.2 32.7 35 24.4 27.6
“ Gemma3-12b 35.1 35.9 36.7 33.1 37.1 34.8
Mistral3.1-24b  35.7 34.3 27.1 33.8 35.8 37
Gemma3-27b 38.1 32.8 37.2 38.9 36.3 35.7
Aya-32b 33.8 36.4 31.4 36.9 27.2 31.3
Laree-size Qwen3-32B 34.6 24.6 32.8 299 31.9 29.8
& Llama3.3-70B 37 39.7 41.6 34.4 40.7 38.1
DeepSeek-3.2 432 47.2 44.5 45.9 38 37.1
Qwen3-A3B 39.9 33.1 37.9 40.1 35.6 34
MoE Llama-4-Scout  37.5 28.3 34.6 35 30.8 26.4
gpt-o0ss-120b 37.9 38 38.7 38.2 32.5 37.4
GPT-5 46.1 41.3 414 47.8 43.3 41.6
Closed Grok4-fast 404 39.2 33.7 36.9 38.5 36.9
Claude-4.5 43.9 39 40 37.6 45.7 36.6

Table 7: Question-type wise performance of all models on INDICPARAM.

Zero-Shot Prompting

Prompt = f£"""Question:

Options:

A) {[‘option_a’]}
B) {[‘option_b’]}
C) {[‘option_c’]}
D) {[‘option_d’]}

{[’question_text’]}

The above question is written in {language} language. Please analyze the question and options carefully,
and select the correct answer. Respond ONLY with one letter (A, B, C, or D) corresponding to the correct
option. Do not provide any explanation or additional text.

Table 8: Zero-Shot prompt applied across all models for evaluation




Model Gujarati Konkani Maithili Marathi Oriya Rajasthani Sanskrit Sans-Eng Dogri Nepali Santali
Qwen2.5-3B 29.3 315 29.2 28.2 29.1 27.1 31.7 35.5 322 27.3 335
Llama3.2-3B 26.2 28.2 21.1 28.3 27.4 26.3 27.8 27.9 28 25.1 27.3
Gemma-3-4b 26.3 29.1 23.8 29.2 30.4 25.3 29.5 323 30.4 28.2 31.5
Qwen3-4B 27.3 29.3 315 29.7 32.6 274 34.5 33.6 35.6 28.9 33.9
Aya—8b 27.6 26.6 29 28.3 27.8 31.5 29.7 30.7 31.2 27.2 30.1
Llama-3.1-8B 27.3 29.1 279 31.8 28.9 29.3 324 34.2 25.9 24.6 30.4
Gemma-3-12b 33.9 355 29.7 37.5 33 32.6 39 43.1 36.7 34.8 335
Mistral3.1-24b 32.3 31.7 36.3 32.1 28 323 41.3 452 38 34.8 35.8
Gemma-3-27b 31.3 36 332 38.9 37.8 36.9 39.9 49.4 37.8 39.4 36.7
Aya-32b 284 32,5 31.7 325 28.3 33 36.3 40.6 353 325 355
Qwen3-32B 359 34.2 31.5 40 38.5 29.5 40.1 49.5 43.1 33.6 39.7
Llama-3.3-70B 33.6 37.2 35.2 42.7 39.3 36.6 42.8 52.1 37.5 35.8 39
DeepSeek-3.2 39.6 37.3 39.7 43.9 38.7 374 53.5 62.9 42.8 39.5 40.7
Qwen3-A3B 30.5 28.3 29.6 34.9 339 29.1 38.2 44.7 35.8 30.8 353
Llama-4-Scout 274 344 30 42.1 322 322 44.3 49.4 30 34 357
gpt-oss-120b 37 34.9 33.9 38.7 36.3 35.5 41.5 50.2 38.7 36.1 35.7
GPT-5 40.1 38.5 414 47.7 44.1 40.8 57.8 66.3 45.1 41.5 40.1
Grok-4-fast 359 37.1 36.5 38.8 38.3 37.1 452 55.9 39.9 40.6 38.1
Claude-4.5 37 41.9 40.3 42.9 39.8 39.7 48.8 59.5 44.9 434 40.3
Table 9: Performance of models on knowledge related question category.

Model Gujarati Konkani Maithili Marathi Oriya Rajasthani Sanskrit Sans-Eng Dogri Nepali Santali
Qwen2.5-3B 66.7 27.3 254 20.7 27.4 32.4 32.6 29.7 31.9 26.2 30.3
Llama3.2-3B 16.7 515 28.5 34.5 25.6 26.4 28.8 27.9 27.7 30.8 28.3
Gemma-3-4b 16.7 30.3 30.8 43.1 359 33.6 27.7 31.5 30.9 32.3 33.3
Qwen3-4B 50 39.4 33.1 46.6 42.7 36.7 30.7 333 29.8 27.7 33.3
Aya—8b 50 39.4 38.5 27.6 29.1 29.1 28.4 234 33 32.8 36.4
Llama-3.1-8B 16.7 455 39.2 39.7 30.8 38.2 314 324 28.7 29.7 323
Gemma-3-12b 16.7 424 49.2 56.9 40.2 41.5 29.5 31.5 394 34.9 354
Mistral3.1-24b 83.3 455 46.9 48.3 25.6 41.2 34.8 35.1 37.8 354 354
Gemma-3-27b 0 57.6 44.6 60.3 47.9 47.6 333 46.8 36.7 39 36.4
Aya-32b 33.3 57.6 46.2 46.6 31.6 38.8 31.1 27 34.6 354 36.4
Qwen3-32B 333 455 56.2 56.9 49.6 44.8 36 414 44.7 41 404
Llama-3.3-70B 16.7 42.4 57.7 58.6 44 .4 42.4 37.5 47.7 36.2 43.1 48.5
DeepSeek-3.2 16.7 48.5 56.9 58.6 55.6 47 42.8 49.5 45.7 40.5 47.5
Qwen3-A3B 50 30.3 43.1 48.3 36.8 38.2 30.7 40.5 35.6 34.9 40.4
Llama-4-Scout 16.7 455 42.3 70.7 46.2 41.5 42.8 43.2 324 36.9 414
gpt-0ss-120b 33.3 54.5 50.8 60.3 53.8 49.7 34.8 31.5 44.1 41.5 35.4
GPT-5 33.3 60.6 60.8 63.8 66.7 54.5 43.2 514 484 51.8 434
Grok-4-fast 333 51.5 52.3 60.3 50.4 44.2 33.7 40.5 41.5 42.6 44.4
Claude-4.5 333 51.5 60.8 63.8 60.7 55.8 43.6 46.8 44.1 45.6 414

Table 10: Performance of models on language understanding (LU) question category.



13 Examples questions in INDICPARAM

Table 11 presents examples of six distinct types of questions for each language used in INDICPARAM.

Question option(a) option(b) option(c) option(d) AnsType Class Lang
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Table 11: Sample questions from all languages in INDiIcPARAM along with their options, answers, question types, and
question classes, with languages indicated using ISO-639 codes. We use Order to denote ordering-type questions,
and the abbreviations G and L refers to General Knowledge (GK) and Language Understanding (LU) questions
respectively.
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