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Abstract
Meaningful multilingual evaluation must test
models in the target language and educational
context. Urdu, spoken by more than 230 mil-
lion people, lacks a broad MMLU-style bench-
mark built from native educational sources.
We introduce URDUMMLU, a benchmark of
26,389 Urdu MCQs across 26 subjects and
five domains, collected from native Urdu MCQ
banks and public examination PDFs. Unlike
translation-based benchmarks, URDUMMLU
combines academic subjects with content spe-
cific to Urdu and regional education. We
label the exam-derived portion through dual
human annotation with strict consensus filter-
ing. We evaluate 30 LLMs under English and
Urdu prompts, yielding 60 zero-shot evalua-
tions, and further evaluate four open-source
LLMs under multiple few-shot settings across
both prompt languages. Gemini-3.5-Flash per-
forms best, reaching 90.23% and 90.45% ac-
curacy, while no other model exceeds 85%.
The strongest open-source model trails by 7.78
and 9.12 points, and many models lose 25 to
40 points on Urdu-centered Humanities sub-
jects compared with STEM. Few-shot prompt-
ing yields only modest gains. Results on UR-
DUMMLU show that current LLMs have un-
even Urdu knowledge, particularly for content
grounded in the regional context.

1 Introduction
Evaluating the knowledge and reasoning abilities
of Large Language Models (LLMs) has become
central to Natural Language Processing (NLP).
Benchmarks such as MMLU (Hendrycks et al.,
2021) and MMLU-PRO (Wang et al., 2024) are
widely used for this purpose, but they are in En-
glish and largely reflect English-language educa-
tional and cultural contexts. This limits their abil-
ity to test whether model competence transfers
across language, script, and regional knowledge.
As a result, these benchmarks provide only a par-
tial view of model performance in multilingual and
culturally diverse settings.

∗Equal contribution.

This gap is especially important for Urdu, which
is spoken by over 230 million people and has a long
literary and educational tradition but few broad-
coverage evaluation resources. Existing bench-
marks focus mainly on reading comprehension,
syntactic diagnostics, task-level NLP, or translated
reasoning (Kazi and Khoja, 2026; Kazi et al., 2025;
Adeeba et al., 2026; Tahir et al., 2025; Shafique
et al., 2026; Tuz Zuhra and Saleem, 2025; Zoya
et al., 2023). Multilingual benchmarks cover-
ing Urdu, including MMLU-PROX (Xuan et al.,
2025), GLOBAL-MMLU (Singh et al., 2025), and
INDICMMLU-PRO (Jajee et al., 2026), also rely
largely on translated questions. They capture only
part of the knowledge in Urdu-medium education,
literature, local history, religious studies, and civic
curricula.

Language-specific benchmarks such as ARA-
BICMMLU (Koto et al., 2024), CMMLU (Li
et al., 2024), INDOMMLU (Koto et al., 2023),
KMMLU (Son et al., 2025), and KAZMMLU (Tog-
manov et al., 2025) show the value of evaluation
grounded in local educational material. We in-
troduce URDUMMLU, which to our knowledge is
the first broad-coverage MMLU-style benchmark
for Urdu, built primarily from questions originally
written in Urdu. It contains 26,389 MCQs across
26 subjects and five domains, collected from Urdu
MCQ banks and public SSC/HSSC examination
PDFs. It combines answer-labeled items and exam-
derived questions retained through dual annota-
tion and strict consensus filtering, covering aca-
demic subjects and Urdu- and region-specific con-
tent. Figure 1 summarizes the subject distribution.

We run 60 zero-shot evaluations of 30 open-
weight and proprietary LLMs under English and
Urdu prompts, plus one-, three-, and five-shot eval-
uations of four open-weight models. Accuracy cov-
ers all items, with unparsable outputs counted as
incorrect. Gemini-3.5-Flash (Google DeepMind,
2026) leads with 90.23% and 90.45% accuracy,
while the strongest open-weight model trails by
7.78 and 9.12 points.
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Figure 1: UrduMMLU construction and composition. The 16-stage pipeline (left) produces a 26,389-MCQ
benchmark across 5 domains and 26 subdomains (right), with wedge size proportional to MCQ count.

Across models, performance remains substan-
tially higher on STEM subjects than on Urdu-
centered Humanities, with many systems losing 25
to 40 points on Urdu literature, Urdu language, and
Islamic studies. Within URDUMMLU, then, high-
capacity models remain uneven across domains
and prompt languages, and that unevenness con-
centrates in Urdu-specific content. These results
highlight the need for benchmarks that better cap-
ture linguistic and cultural diversity beyond En-
glish.

The main contributions of this work are:
• We introduce URDUMMLU, a natively

written Urdu MMLU-style benchmark with
26,389 MCQs across 26 subjects and five
domains, covering both standard academic
subjects along with Urdu- and region-specific
knowledge.

• We produce human-annotated gold answers
for the exam-derived portion of the bench-
mark using dual annotation and strict consen-
sus filtering.

• We conduct 60 zero-shot evaluations across
30 open-weight and proprietary LLMs un-
der English and Urdu prompt settings, and
24 additional few-shot evaluations across four
open-weight LLMs.

• We release the dataset and evaluation code
to support future work on Urdu-capable lan-
guage models.

2 Related Work
Urdu evaluation resources: Existing Urdu re-
sources cover reading comprehension, cross-
lingual question answering , syntax, and task-
level NLP. UQUAD+ (Kazi and Khoja, 2026)
provides annotated Urdu reading comprehension,
while Kazi et al. (2025) study Urdu-English
QA with UQUAD1.0 (Kazi and Khoja, 2021)
and SQUAD2.0 (Rajpurkar et al., 2018). UR-
BLIMP (Adeeba et al., 2026) evaluates Urdu syn-
tax via minimal pairs, and Tahir et al. (2025) bench-
mark models across Urdu NLP tasks. For reason-
ing, URDUBENCH (Shafique et al., 2026) translates
MGSM (Shi et al., 2023), COMMONSENSEQA (Tal-
mor et al., 2019), OPENBOOKQA (Mihaylov et al.,
2018), and MATH-500 (Lightman et al., 2024) into
Urdu, and URDUFACTCHECK (Ahmad et al., 2025)
targets factual QA. These resources remain task-
specific, diagnostic, or translation-derived. In con-
trast, URDUMMLU evaluates broad educational
knowledge using questions originally written for
Urdu-speaking educational settings.

Multilingual benchmarks: MMLU (Hendrycks
et al., 2021) and MMLU-PRO (Wang et al., 2024)
are widely used for evaluating general knowl-
edge and reasoning. Several multilingual exten-
sions adapt these benchmarks through translation.
MMLU-PROX (Xuan et al., 2025) extends MMLU-
PRO to 29 languages using LLM-based translation
and expert review, while GLOBAL-MMLU (Singh
et al., 2025) studies cultural and linguistic bias in
multilingual evaluation.
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INDICMMLU-PRO (Jajee et al., 2026) adapts
MMLU-PRO to nine Indic languages, including
Urdu. Other multilingual exam-based resources,
such as EXAMS (Hardalov et al., 2020), IN-
CLUDE (Romanou et al., 2025), and MILU (Verma
et al., 2025), collect examination questions across
multiple languages and regions. However, Urdu
still appears primarily in translated or cross-lingual
settings rather than through a dedicated native
benchmark, limiting fair knowledge assessment in
cultural context.

Localized MMLU-style benchmarks: Re-
cent work increasingly builds MMLU-style
benchmarks from local educational material
instead of translating English benchmarks. ARA-
BICMMLU (Koto et al., 2024), CMMLU (Li
et al., 2024), INDOMMLU (Koto et al., 2023),
KMMLU (Son et al., 2025), and KAZMMLU (Tog-
manov et al., 2025) show that language-specific
curricula and regional cultural knowledge remain
important for evaluating LLMs beyond English.
URDUMMLU follows this direction for Urdu by
combining regional SSC/HSSC examination ma-
terial, native Urdu MCQ banks, human annotation
for exam-derived questions, and broad coverage
of both standard academic subjects and Urdu- and
Pakistan-specific knowledge.

3 URDUMMLU
URDUMMLU is a broad-coverage benchmark for
evaluating knowledge and reasoning in Urdu. Un-
like translation-based multilingual benchmarks,
URDUMMLU draws its questions directly from
Urdu educational and examination material. The
benchmark contains 26,389 MCQs across 26 sub-
domains and five domains, covering both standard
academic subjects and Urdu- and region-specific
content such as Urdu literature, Urdu language, Is-
lamic studies, and Pakistan studies. Appendix A.1
and Figure 7 provide detailed benchmark statistics
and subdomain distributions. We collect questions
from Urdu MCQ banks and public SSC/HSSC ex-
amination PDFs, and produce gold answers for
exam-derived questions through dual human anno-
tation with strict consensus filtering. We design
URDUMMLU around broad subject coverage, faith-
ful representation of Urdu educational material,
and reliable multiple-choice evaluation through
clean text extraction, normalized metadata, and
verified gold labels. Figure 1 summarizes the over-
all construction pipeline.

3.1 Data Sources
We collect candidate questions from two source
families. The first consists of public SSC and
HSSC examination PDFs from Pakistan covering
school- and high school-level subjects such as
mathematics, physics, chemistry, biology, com-
puter science, Urdu, Islamic studies, Pakistan stud-
ies, and economics. The second consists of na-
tive Urdu MCQ websites that publish answer-
labeled questions for examination preparation.
Together, these sources allow URDUMMLU to
cover both globally shared academic subjects and
region-specific educational content taught in Urdu-
medium curricula. We treat all collected items as
candidates and include them in the final benchmark
only after cleaning, answer annotation or verifica-
tion, deduplication, and release packaging.

3.2 Raw MCQ Extraction
For PDF-based sources, we use a multi-stage ex-
traction pipeline to recover Urdu MCQs from het-
erogeneous examination layouts. We first convert
each PDF into page images and classify each page
with Claude Sonnet 4.6 (Anthropic, 2026), filter-
ing out English-only pages, non-MCQ pages, an-
swer keys, and unrelated material. For the remain-
ing pages, we extract question stems, answer op-
tions, source metadata, and page-level provenance
with Gemini 3 Flash under a vision-language OCR
prompt. We design the extraction prompt specif-
ically for Urdu examination documents. The
prompt preserves Urdu question text, answer op-
tions, poetry, quotations, and other context re-
quired to answer the question correctly. In bilin-
gual material, we ignore English text unless it
forms a structural part of the Urdu question, and
we discard unreadable questions rather than recon-
structing missing content. For web-based sources,
we directly scrape question stems, answer options,
category labels, and answer keys when available.

3.3 Metadata and Schema Normalization
The collected sources use heterogeneous category
names, grade labels, and answer formats, so we
normalize all examples into a unified representa-
tion. We map source-specific labels to a controlled
set of subdomains. For example, we map variants
such as Everyday Science and General Science
to general science, and mathematics-related labels
such as maths, General Mathematics, and riazi
to mathematics.
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For curriculum-derived material, we normal-
ize grade labels into regional examination levels:
Grade 9 to SSC-I, Grade 10 to SSC-II, Grade 11
to HSSC-I, and Grade 12 to HSSC-II. Table 15 in
Appendix C.1 summarizes the final domain hierar-
chy, subdomains, acronyms, and examination lev-
els covered in URDUMMLU. We also canonicalize
the MCQ schema to support consistent evaluation.
Each released item stores a question, four answer
options, normalized domain and subdomain labels,
academic level, source metadata, and answer an-
notations. We remove ambiguous index-based an-
swer fields because different sources follow differ-
ent option-ordering conventions.

3.4 Cleaning and Quality Control
We apply several cleaning and validation steps to
reduce noise from OCR, web scraping, and het-
erogeneous source formatting. First, we normalize
Urdu text representation through right-to-left dis-
play normalization, punctuation and quote normal-
ization, standardization of fill-in-the-blank mark-
ers, and Unicode normalization for visually simi-
lar Arabic and Urdu codepoints. We then enforce
structural validity by removing items with missing,
empty, duplicate, or malformed answer options,
discarding examples with invalid option counts,
and standardizing option fields into a consistent
schema format. Next, we deduplicate the candidate
pool. We merge exact duplicates with consistent
answers while preserving source provenance and
discard duplicate groups with conflicting labels.
To handle OCR and wording variations, we addi-
tionally apply conservative near-duplicate filtering
based on high question-token overlap together with
answer-option overlap. Finally, we remove resid-
ual non-Urdu artifacts, including a small number
of English OCR artifacts that survived earlier fil-
tering stages. We use the resulting cleaned pool
for annotation, answer verification, and final bench-
mark construction.

3.5 Human Annotation
The exam-derived portion of URDUMMLU did
not include answer keys, so we produced gold la-
bels through annotation. We organized annota-
tion batches by subdomain and assigned each item
to two annotators with relevant subject familiarity.
Annotators selected the correct answer, marked
questions as unsure, flagged problematic items,
and could suggest light corrections to question text,
answer options, and subdomain labels.

Provenance Composition
Count Share (%)

Answer-labeled web MCQs 13,630 51.7
Exam-extracted annotated MCQs 12,759 48.3

Total 26,389 100.0

Table 1: Benchmark composition by provenance.
Web-derived questions use published human-validated
answers, while exam-derived questions use dual anno-
tation with consensus filtering.

Domain Benchmark Composition
Questions Subdomains

STEM 5,113 6
Humanities 10,982 6
Social Sciences 7,959 11
Profession 973 2
Other 1,362 1

Total 26,389 26

Table 2: Domain composition of URDUMMLU. Ques-
tion and subdomain counts across the five domains.

Seventeen annotators participated in the process;
94.1% identified Urdu as their native language, and
most held either a bachelor’s degree (47.1%) or
a master’s degree (41.2%). Appendix B provides
full annotation details. Items were retained only
when both annotators selected the same valid an-
swer without flags or unsure labels. This process
helped ensure high annotation quality and label re-
liability. In total, 17,565 exam-extracted MCQs en-
tered annotation, and 14,459 satisfied the consen-
sus criteria. Exclusions comprised 1,611 answer
disagreements, 1,247 flagged items, 243 unsure se-
lections, and five single annotations. Annotators
also corrected 141 subdomain labels. After exclud-
ing flagged, unsure, and single-annotation items,
16,070 items remained answer-eligible. Of these,
annotators agreed on 14,459 and disagreed on
1,611. Let po = 14,459/16,070 = 0.8998 denote
observed agreement. Using the fixed four-option
chance baseline of 0.25, fixed-chance-adjusted
agreement is (po−0.25)/(1−0.25) = 0.8663. We
report this measure rather than Cohen’s κ, which
estimates expected agreement from the annotators’
observed marginals. Following verification, dedu-
plication, and release packaging, 12,759 of the
14,459 exam-derived items were retained, a reduc-
tion of 1,700 items (11.8%) through duplicate fil-
tering, as shown in Table 9. Annotators also veri-
fied answer labels for web-derived MCQs.
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Group Mean Characters
Question Answer

Domain
Humanities 41.7 10.2
Social Sciences 42.9 8.6
STEM 46.0 7.9
Other 48.7 9.7
Profession 41.3 8.2

Academic Level
SSC-I 43.5 9.3
SSC-II 43.9 9.0
HSSC-I 41.7 9.2
HSSC-II 42.7 9.1

Table 3: Text length in URDUMMLU. Mean character
counts for question stems and correct answers by do-
main and academic level. Stems exclude options, while
Appendix C reports serialized lengths including them.

3.6 Final Benchmark
After cleaning, annotation, answer verification,
deduplication, and packaging, URDUMMLU con-
tains 26,389 Urdu MCQs. Web sources con-
tribute 13,630 answer-labeled questions, while
exam sources contribute 12,759 questions retained
through dual annotation and strict consensus fil-
tering (Table 1). Appendix A describes the
larger candidate pool before annotation and se-
lection. The benchmark covers 26 subdomains
across STEM, Humanities, Social Sciences, Pro-
fession, and Other. Humanities and Social Sci-
ences form the largest shares, with broad coverage
of Urdu language, literature, Islamic studies, Pak-
istan studies, and related content. Table 2 summa-
rizes the domain-level composition, while Table 15
lists the corresponding subdomains and academic
levels. Table 3 reports average question and an-
swer lengths, and Appendix C describes the dataset
schema.

4 Experiments

We evaluate URDUMMLU with generation-based
protocols that require each model to select an an-
swer option for an Urdu MCQ. We run a large zero-
shot evaluation across 30 open-weight and propri-
etary LLMs using both English and Urdu instruc-
tion prompts. We also run a focused few-shot
study on four open-weight LLMs using one-, three-
, and five-shot settings in both prompt languages.
All evaluations use the same format and accuracy
metric, enabling direct comparison across models,
prompt languages, and few-shot settings.

4.1 Models, Prompting, and Decoding

We evaluate 30 LLMs spanning different model
sizes, access regimes, and training backgrounds,
including proprietary API systems, open-weight
multilingual models, compact models, mixture-of-
experts architectures, reasoning-oriented variants,
and Urdu- or regionally specialized models. Ta-
ble 16 in Appendix D.1 lists the full model ros-
ter. We evaluate each model with English and Urdu
prompt templates while keeping the Urdu question
stem, answer options, and response format fixed.
For 29 models, the inference configuration is also
matched across prompt languages. Qwen3.6-35B-
A3B is the exception because reasoning was en-
abled only for its Urdu-prompt run. We there-
fore report both of its scores but exclude their dif-
ference from prompt-language conclusions. Ap-
pendix D.2 provides the templates in Figures 16
and 17. We use temperature 0 whenever deter-
ministic decoding is available and otherwise follow
provider-specific settings. We set the maximum
output length to 4096 tokens, batch API requests
with a concurrency of 10, and use greedy decod-
ing for locally evaluated Hugging Face models.

4.2 Evaluation Protocols

Zero-shot evaluation: We use a generation-
based zero-shot protocol in which each input con-
tains the domain, subdomain, academic level, Urdu
question, and labeled answer options. We evaluate
all 30 models under both English and Urdu prompt
templates, resulting in 60 zero-shot runs. Since
the question and answer options remain unchanged
across settings, this protocol isolates the effect of
instruction language on the same Urdu MCQs.

Few-shot evaluation: We conduct a controlled
few-shot study on four open-weight LLMs under
one-, three-, and five-shot settings with both En-
glish and Urdu prompts, yielding 24 runs. We
reserve 130 validated MCQs as a demonstration
pool and run these evaluations with lm-evaluation-
harness (Gao et al., 2024), which we use only for
prompt construction, demonstration sampling, and
execution management. Models generate the an-
swer key and answer text, and the harness scores
the generated continuation against the gold label
by exact match. We exclude the 130 demonstration
items from scoring, so all shot settings in Table 5,
including the zero-shot baseline, are compared on
the same 26,259 items.
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Model English Prompt (Accuracy % ↑) Urdu Prompt (Accuracy % ↑)
STEM H SS P O Overall Inv% ↓ STEM H SS P O Overall Inv% ↓

Open-weight Models: > 25B Parameters
DeepSeek-V4-Flash 97.38 68.79 90.09 90.03 86.56 82.45 0.1 97.36 67.30 88.78 89.62 84.88 81.33 0.3
Gemma-4-26B-A4B-IT 85.92 57.58 73.92 75.64 70.70 69.34 <0.1 87.19 57.87 75.46 77.90 71.95 70.32 <0.1
Gemma-4-31B-IT 93.33 63.77 81.79 83.86 79.66 76.49 <0.1 93.86 63.38 82.12 84.28 78.56 76.49 <0.1
LLaMA-3.3-70B 81.32 56.45 75.54 76.67 73.94 68.67 0 78.39 56.24 73.51 71.43 71.81 67.10 <0.1
Qwen3.6-27B 90.46 56.09 73.28 74.92 69.75 69.33 0 91.12 55.86 74.63 74.61 70.70 69.81 0
Qwen3.6-35B-A3B† 88.77 56.96 73.60 75.64 69.97 69.50 0 96.15 57.98 84.19 84.07 77.53 75.25 0.4
LLaMA-4-Scout-17B-16E 84.14 57.18 71.28 74.31 69.68 67.93 0 85.39 56.69 72.57 72.76 69.16 68.28 <0.1
LLaMA-4-Maverick-17B-128E 91.96 63.43 80.20 81.81 80.84 75.59 <0.1 92.24 63.41 81.38 79.75 80.98 75.93 <0.1

Open-weight Models: ≤ 25B Parameters
BLOOMZ-1.1B 23.51 27.01 24.39 26.00 25.55 25.43 0.5 24.53 25.89 25.37 23.54 24.52 25.31 <0.1
BLOOMZ-1.7B 27.52 27.14 33.16 35.15 30.25 29.48 2.5 17.15 20.78 28.91 27.34 25.92 23.04 24.7
BLOOMZ-3B 27.44 26.89 32.15 29.09 27.97 28.72 6.5 9.74 3.60 11.22 6.47 7.56 7.40 74.2
BLOOMZ-7B 24.98 23.93 30.38 29.09 27.53 26.45 11.1 22.75 17.75 22.73 20.04 22.54 20.55 34.5
Gemma-2-9B-IT 67.08 47.33 58.46 60.12 54.70 55.37 0 69.02 48.21 60.60 62.28 55.95 56.89 0
Gemma-3-4B-IT 49.97 37.96 47.73 47.89 45.67 44.00 0 51.79 38.37 48.75 50.26 46.33 44.95 0
LLaMA-3.2-3B 37.12 26.85 38.11 36.07 35.68 33.03 0 37.24 29.39 40.02 38.44 38.11 34.90 0
LLaMA-3.1-8B 46.96 36.47 49.72 48.61 44.64 43.37 0 46.49 37.71 49.91 49.64 45.08 43.91 0
Ministral-3-3B 55.04 43.80 49.04 49.13 48.02 47.97 <0.1 57.25 43.17 52.13 52.31 48.97 49.24 <0.1
Ministral-3-8B 67.81 45.38 59.05 59.71 54.55 54.85 0 71.37 45.86 62.81 61.66 57.12 57.08 0
Phi-4-mini 37.02 28.92 38.13 40.49 32.75 33.89 <0.1 37.08 28.77 39.01 38.75 35.90 34.21 <0.1
Phi-3.5-mini 33.76 22.95 30.93 32.27 28.34 28.07 0 33.54 27.22 31.70 34.22 30.62 30.23 0.4
Qwen3-4B-Instruct-2507 68.61 42.44 51.54 52.72 47.94 50.92 0 68.75 43.11 53.36 53.34 47.80 51.79 0
Qwen3-8B 70.70 39.31 54.05 56.73 50.29 51.05 0 74.05 30.77 56.39 56.83 49.49 48.81 0.5

Proprietary Models
Claude-Haiku-4.5 90.44 58.67 75.80 76.05 74.30 71.44 0.1 91.92 59.42 77.06 78.42 74.45 72.52 <0.1
Claude-Sonnet-4.6 96.34 72.87 87.46 87.36 86.20 83.04 0 96.26 72.87 87.62 87.36 86.05 83.07 0
Gemini-3.1-Flash-Lite 96.85 74.39 90.11 90.44 86.27 84.69 <0.1 97.09 74.57 90.20 90.54 85.76 84.81 <0.1
Gemini-3.5-Flash 97.56 85.16 92.16 92.29 90.82 90.23 0.1 97.75 85.49 92.25 91.57 91.85 90.45 <0.1
GPT-5.4-mini 88.34 62.98 77.61 79.24 75.40 73.55 0 88.25 62.51 78.54 79.75 75.26 73.63 0
GPT-5.4 95.13 69.47 86.44 86.02 84.29 80.94 0 97.40 74.29 89.47 87.26 83.92 84.32 0.4

Urdu Models
Qalb-1.0-8B 38.18 30.07 37.72 40.39 39.65 34.82 0 30.59 31.39 31.12 35.46 36.05 31.54 11.3
Alif-1.0-8B 40.62 25.75 41.11 39.26 41.04 34.55 0.6 29.04 27.98 28.76 30.94 29.66 28.62 12.6

Table 4: Model performance on URDUMMLU. Accuracy (%) under English and Urdu prompts across five domains
and all 26,389 items. H, SS, P, and O denote Humanities, Social Sciences, Profession, and Other. Invalid and error
outputs count as incorrect, with their rate reported as Inv%. Boxes mark column-best scores, and bold marks the
best within each model group. †Qwen3.6-35B-A3B uses reasoning only under the Urdu prompt, so its cross-prompt
difference is excluded from prompt-language comparisons.

4.3 Evaluation Measure

Our primary measure is all-item exact-match accu-
racy. We parse an answer key from each generated
response, compare it with the gold label, and score
any response that is unparsable, malformed, or re-
turned as an error as incorrect. The denominator is
therefore every benchmark item, which keeps accu-
racy comparable across models that differ widely
in how reliably they follow the response format.
We report the invalid-output rate separately, de-
fined as the percentage of responses falling into
those three failure categories. Accuracy restricted
to parseable responses is a strictly different quan-
tity, conditional on the model having produced a
readable answer, so wherever we report it we la-
bel it as such and pair it with the invalid rate. We
further analyze results by domain, subdomain, aca-
demic level, prompt language, and model category
to examine performance differences across stan-
dard academic and Urdu- or region-specific sub-
jects.

5 Results

We analyze overall zero-shot performance, then
compare domains, prompt languages, model
scales, and few-shot settings. Table 4 summa-
rizes accuracy under English and Urdu prompts
with invalid-output rates. We focus on four main
findings: a small set of models performs strongly,
STEM transfers much better than Urdu-centered
Humanities, prompt language has limited effect for
most models, and few-shot prompting gives mod-
est but insufficient gains. Appendix E.1 provides
detailed per-subdomain results.

5.1 Overall Model Performance
Gemini-3.5-Flash leads with 90.23% accuracy
under the English prompt and 90.45% under
the Urdu prompt, while all others remain be-
low 85%. Gemini-3.1-Flash-Lite (Google,
2026a), GPT-5.4 (Singh et al., 2026), Claude-
Sonnet-4.6 (Anthropic, 2026), and DeepSeek-V4-
Flash (DeepSeek-AI et al., 2026) rank next.
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DeepSeek-V4-Flash is the strongest open-
weight model, scoring 82.45% under the English
prompt and 81.33% under the Urdu prompt,
but trails Gemini-3.5-Flash by 7.78 and 9.12
points. Performance falls sharply below this
tier. Among open-weight models with ≤ 25B
parameters, Gemma-2-9B-IT (Team et al., 2024)
and Ministral-3-8B (Liu et al., 2026) lead at about
55–57%, while Qwen3-4B and Qwen3-8B (Yang
et al., 2025) remain near 50%. BLOOMZ (Muen-
nighoff et al., 2023) stays near or below the 25%
random baseline and drops further under the Urdu
prompt because many outputs are unparsable
(Section 5.4). Qalb-1.0-8B (Hassan et al., 2026)
and Alif-1.0-8B (Shafique et al., 2025) remain
below 35%, showing Urdu-focused tuning alone
does not ensure broad Urdu knowledge.

5.2 Domain-Level Performance
Domain results show a consistent STEM–
Humanities gap. Nearly every above-chance
model scores highest on STEM and lowest on
Humanities. Near-chance BLOOMZ checkpoints
and Qalb-1.0-8B are exceptions because their
STEM accuracy is already low. Under the Urdu
prompt, Gemini-3.5-Flash drops from 97.75% on
STEM to 85.49% on Humanities, while DeepSeek-
V4-Flash falls from 97.36% to 67.30%. GPT-5.4
and Claude-Sonnet-4.6 lose over 23 points, and
several Qwen models lose over 35. Figure 2 shows
this pattern across model groups. Humanities
covers Urdu literature, language, Islamic studies,
ethics, and related cultural content, while STEM
overlaps more with English-language training
data. Models often answer science questions in
Urdu but struggle with literary, linguistic, and
religious content. This gap may reflect training
exposure, source mix, item difficulty, or label
quality, which our design cannot isolate. Social
Sciences falls between the two, combining global
and region-specific knowledge.

5.3 Prompt-Language Effects
Under matched inference settings, prompt lan-
guage has little effect on overall accuracy. Fig-
ure 3 shows small changes for models with
reliable formatting, including +0.22 points for
Gemini-3.5-Flash, −1.12 for DeepSeek-V4-Flash,
and+1.52 for Gemma-2-9B-IT. Qalb-1.0-8B loses
3.28 points as its invalid-output rate rises to 11.3%
under the Urdu prompt, indicating that formatting
contributes to the decline.
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Figure 2: Accuracy across domains. Under Urdu
prompting, the first three models favor STEM, while
Qalb performs similarly across domains, with Humani-
ties 0.80 points higher.
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Figure 3: Accuracy across prompt languages. Results
for representative models from each group show little
effect of prompt language.

Among models with invalid-output rates below
1% in both settings, most change by less than one
point. Larger matched differences include gains
of 3.38 points for GPT-5.4 and losses of 2.24 for
Qwen3-8B and 5.93 for Alif-1.0-8B. We exclude
Qwen3.6-35B-A3B (Qwen Team, 2026b) from
prompt-language conclusions because reasoning
was enabled only under its Urdu prompt. Although
its scores differ by 5.75 points, prompt language
is not the only change. Under matched settings,
prompt-language differences remain smaller than
the STEM–Humanities gaps in URDUMMLU.

5.4 Invalid-Output Rates
Invalid-output rates distinguish incorrect answers
from failures to follow the response format. Most
proprietary and larger open-weight models remain
below 0.1%, while weaker models fail more often
under the Urdu prompt.
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Model English Prompt (Accuracy % ↑) Urdu Prompt (Accuracy % ↑)
0-shot 1-shot 3-shot 5-shot 0-shot 1-shot 3-shot 5-shot

Evaluated Open-weight Models
LLaMA-3.1-8B 43.35 45.00 (+1.66) 46.16 (+2.81) 46.66 (+3.32) 43.89 45.15 (+1.25) 46.38 (+2.49) 46.17 (+2.28)
Gemma-3-4B-IT 43.98 45.97 (+1.99) 46.13 (+2.14) 46.31 (+2.33) 44.91 46.45 (+1.54) 46.40 (+1.49) 46.04 (+1.13)
Qwen3-8B 51.02 50.30 (−0.72) 52.33 (+1.31) 53.27 (+2.25) 48.73 51.91 (+3.19) 53.31 (+4.58) 53.56 (+4.83)
Qwen3-4B-Instruct-2507 50.92 52.64 (+1.71) 53.49 (+2.57) 53.72 (+2.80) 51.80 52.14 (+0.34) 52.97 (+1.17) 53.00 (+1.20)

Mean 47.32 48.48 (+1.16) 49.53 (+2.21) 49.99 (+2.67) 47.33 48.91 (+1.58) 49.77 (+2.43) 49.69 (+2.36)

Table 5: Few-shot performance on URDUMMLU. Accuracy (%) at 0-, 1-, 3-, and 5-shot under English and Urdu
prompts. All settings use the same 26,259 items after excluding 130 held-out demonstrations. Zero-shot values
differ by at most 0.08 points from Table 4, which uses all 26,389 items. Deltas are relative to zero-shot, with green
indicating gains and red indicating losses. Means cover the four models.
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Figure 4: Few-shot accuracy for four open-weight
models under English (solid) and Urdu (dotted)
prompts. Accuracy generally improves from zero-shot
to five-shot, with modest gains in both languages.

Rates reach 74.2% for BLOOMZ-3B, 34.5% for
BLOOMZ-7B, 24.7% for BLOOMZ-1.7B, 11.3%
for Qalb-1.0-8B, and 12.6% for Alif-1.0-8B. We
therefore score all items, including invalid outputs.
BLOOMZ-3B scores 28.66% on parseable Urdu
responses but only 7.40% overall, showing how
parseable-only accuracy can hide format failure.
Reporting both measures captures answer accuracy
and instruction following. Appendix F provides ex-
amples.

5.5 Few-Shot Performance

Table 5 and Figure 4 report results for four open-
weight models under English and Urdu prompts.
Demonstrations use a released 130-item pool ex-
cluded from every setting, including zero-shot,
so all columns evaluate 26,259 items. Few-
shot prompting improves 23 of 24 configurations.
Mean gains at one-, three-, and five-shot are+1.16,
+2.21, and +2.67 points in English and +1.58,
+2.43, and +2.36 in Urdu.

Qwen3-8B shows the largest gain, rising from
48.73% to 53.56% under the Urdu prompt. At
five-shot, all prompt-language gaps are within 0.72
points. Few-shot prompting changes some local
rankings but does not close the gap with larger
models or replace missing Urdu-specific knowl-
edge.

5.6 Comparison with a Translated Urdu
Benchmark

MMLU-PROX (Xuan et al., 2025) provides a
translated Urdu reference for URDUMMLU. Nine
subjects overlap, yielding 6,962 URDUMMLU
questions across all curriculum levels and 1,329
MMLU-PROX questions. We reduce each MMLU-
PROX item to four options by retaining the answer
and sampling three distractors, then average over
five randomized samples. Both benchmarks are
evaluated under Urdu prompts with a 25% guess-
ing floor. Because they contain different ques-
tions and unequal subject-level samples, the results
are descriptive cross-benchmark gaps rather than
causal effects of language, translation, or format.
Macro averages weight subjects equally. Mod-
els score higher on URDUMMLU, with gaps from
+3.4 to+8.4 points. This does not rank benchmark
quality but shows translated questions remain dif-
ficult. Qwen3.6-35B-A3B uses reasoning for both
arms, making its gap valid but its absolute accu-
racy incomparable with other models. The aggre-
gate gaps hide clear subject-level variation. Math-
ematics and Physics show the largest differences,
reaching +27.8 and +15.6 points for Qwen3.6-
27B and +25.3 and +15.7 for Gemma-4-31B-IT.
Conversely, the three larger models score 1.6 to 4.4
points higher on MMLU-PROX Economics. Biol-
ogy shows small gaps. Macro averages mask sub-
ject variation rather than a consistent benchmark
advantage.
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Subject n
(U / P)

Gemma-4-31B-IT Qwen3.6-35B-A3B† Qwen3.6-27B LLaMA-3.1-8B LLaMA-3.2-3B
U P ∆ U P ∆ U P ∆ U P ∆ U P ∆

STEM
Chemistry 936 / 115 92.5 80.7 +11.8∗ 97.1 94.8 +2.3 92.9 81.7 +11.2∗ 42.2 40.9 +1.3 32.8 35.7 −2.9
Biology 931 / 139 94.0 91.7 +2.3 95.9 93.4 +2.5 88.8 92.4 −3.5 46.0 48.1 −2.1 36.0 37.3 −1.3
Mathematics 876 / 242 93.6 68.3 +25.3∗ 96.9 96.9 +0.1 88.9 61.2 +27.8∗ 43.4 31.4 +12.0∗ 37.6 30.7 +6.9∗

Computer Science 823 / 62 94.4 93.9 +0.5 96.5 94.8 +1.6 93.1 91.3 +1.8 51.8 45.8 +6.0 41.3 33.2 +8.1
Physics 621 / 127 95.7 80.0 +15.7∗ 96.9 89.0 +8.0∗ 94.8 79.2 +15.6∗ 43.6 36.2 +7.4 36.6 33.2 +3.3

Social Sciences
Economics 907 / 358 84.7 86.3 −1.6 89.7 92.3 −2.5 81.5 85.9 −4.4 49.3 40.3 +8.9∗ 36.5 32.3 +4.2
Sociology 778 / 52 91.1 82.7 +8.4 91.4 83.5 +7.9 89.3 79.2 +10.1 68.9 43.8 +25.0∗ 53.3 34.6 +18.7∗

Geography 630 / 65 87.0 82.8 +4.2 92.9 85.5 +7.3 84.3 82.5 +1.8 53.3 39.4 +13.9∗ 42.5 41.5 +1.0
Psychology 460 / 169 90.4 85.2 +5.2 91.3 88.0 +3.3 85.0 83.3 +1.7 44.3 41.4 +2.9 34.6 36.0 −1.4

Macro avg 6,962 / 1,329 91.5 83.5 +8.0 94.3 90.9 +3.4 88.7 81.8 +6.9 49.2 40.8 +8.4 39.0 34.9 +4.1

Table 6: Cross-benchmark gaps on shared subjects. Zero-shot accuracy (%) on nine subjects shared by UR-
DUMMLU (U) and MMLU-ProX Urdu (P), with ∆ = U−P. Using all URDUMMLU curriculum levels gives 6,962
U and 1,329 P items. MMLU-ProX items are reduced to four options and averaged over five distractor samples.
Green and red denote positive and negative gaps. ∗ marks gaps whose 95% confidence intervals exclude zero. Be-
cause items are not matched, the gaps are descriptive rather than causal effects of language, translation, or format.
Macro averages weight subjects equally. †Qwen3.6-35B-A3B uses reasoning for both arms, so its gap is compara-
ble within the model but its absolute accuracy is not comparable with the others.

The main contribution of URDUMMLU is its
coverage, which extends Urdu evaluation in two
ways:

• Broader shared-subject coverage: UR-
DUMMLU contains over five times as many
questions across the nine shared subjects, sup-
porting stable subdomain (Appendix E.1) and
education-level analysis.

• Urdu-specific coverage: URDUMMLU in-
cludes Urdu language, grammar, literature, Is-
lamic studies, Pakistan studies, and other lo-
cal curricular topics absent from the English-
derived MMLU-PROX.

Unlike MMLU-PROX, URDUMMLU evaluates
models on questions drawn from Urdu educational
sources. Its broader coverage of linguistic, curricu-
lar, and cultural content tests knowledge taught and
assessed in Urdu rather than translated question an-
swering alone.

6 Conclusion and Future Work
We introduced URDUMMLU, a broad-coverage,
natively written MMLU-style benchmark for Urdu
with 26,389 MCQs across 26 subjects and five do-
mains, collected from Urdu MCQ banks and pub-
lic SSC/HSSC examination PDFs. The benchmark
combines standard academic subjects with Urdu-
and region-specific content and uses dual human
annotation with strict consensus filtering for exam-
derived questions.

Evaluating 30 open-weight and proprietary
LLMs under English and Urdu prompts, scoring
every item and counting unparsable outputs as in-
correct, reveals a clear gap in current model capa-
bility. Gemini-3.5-Flash performs best at 90.23%
and 90.45% accuracy, while the strongest open-
weight model trails by 7.78 and 9.12 points. Mod-
els perform substantially better on STEM than on
Urdu-centered Humanities, often losing 25 to 40
points on Urdu literature, Urdu language, and Is-
lamic studies. Prompt language has limited effect
for models that follow the response format reliably,
and few-shot prompting yields only modest gains.
Overall, URDUMMLU shows that capable models
remain uneven across Urdu educational and cul-
tural content, and provides a stronger foundation
for evaluating Urdu-capable LLMs.

Future work can extend URDUMMLU beyond
MCQ-based evaluation through open-ended gener-
ation, summarization, and translation tasks. Ex-
panding the benchmark to include Indian Urdu
curricula, undergraduate material, professional ex-
aminations, and dialectal content would further
broaden its scope. Psychometrics also remains dif-
ficult for all evaluated models, motivating future
Urdu reasoning benchmarks focused on analogies,
logical patterns, and aptitude-style tasks. Finally,
weak Urdu-targeted model performance calls for
continued pretraining and instruction tuning on na-
tive educational and literary Urdu material. These
efforts should cover different educational levels
and regional Urdu varieties.
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Limitations
Curriculum and source scope: URDUMMLU
focuses on the Pakistani SSC/HSSC curriculum
and a limited set of Urdu MCQ websites target-
ing the same educational setting. Strong perfor-
mance therefore reflects competence on Pakistani
secondary-school material rather than Urdu in its
full linguistic diversity. The benchmark does
not cover undergraduate content, Indian Urdu cur-
ricula, dialectal variation, or Urdu–English code-
switching. A small subset of Islamic Studies ques-
tions includes Quranic or Classical Arabic text, re-
flecting its use in the Pakistani Urdu-medium cur-
riculum; these questions constitute only a small
fraction of the overall benchmark and do not ma-
terially affect its characterization as Urdu-focused.
Although we reduce source skew through dedupli-
cation, annotation, and balancing, Ustad 360 still
contributes 57.8% of the cleaned candidate pool
and 41.9% of the released benchmark.

Format and ceiling effects: URDUMMLU uses
a four-option multiple-choice format and therefore
does not evaluate open-ended writing, summariza-
tion, translation quality, long-form reasoning, or
conversational ability. The psychometrics subdo-
main adds reasoning-heavy items, on which no
model exceeds 60% accuracy, but reasoning-heavy
MCQs do not remove the limitation of the multiple-
choice format itself. Future work should extend
evaluation toward more open-ended Urdu tasks.

Prompt-language and few-shot effects are lim-
ited: English and Urdu instruction wrappers, to-
gether with 1-, 3-, and 5-shot prompting, change
accuracy by only a few points and rarely alter
model rankings. We also do not evaluate option-
order robustness, chain-of-thought prompting, or
specialized reasoning modes. Our setup there-
fore prioritizes consistency and comparability over
fully optimized prompting configurations.

Cross-benchmark comparison. The compari-
son with MMLU-ProX in Section 5.6 is descrip-
tive rather than causal. The benchmarks use differ-
ent, unmatched questions, curricula, question-stem
lengths (median 39 vs. 112 characters, excluding
answer options), and difficulty profiles. Reducing
MMLU-ProX to four options equalises the guess-
ing floor but not difficulty. We therefore interpret
Table 6 as a comparison of benchmark coverage
and measurement scope, not as evidence of the ef-
fect of native authorship.

Ethical Statement & Broad Impact
We develop URDUMMLU to support more inclu-
sive multilingual evaluation for Urdu, a widely
spoken but underrepresented language in NLP
research. The benchmark draws from publicly
available educational and examination material
and aims to improve evaluation coverage beyond
English-centered benchmarks.

Transparency and Reproducibility: We re-
lease the dataset, evaluation code, and prompt-
ing protocols to support reproducible research and
transparent model comparison. We document the
construction pipeline, annotation procedure, and
evaluation setup in detail. The release also records
the dataset version, code revision, and checksums
needed to identify the evaluated artifacts.

Annotation and Data Quality: We use dual hu-
man annotation with strict consensus filtering for
exam-derived questions and additionally verify an-
swer labels for web-derived items. We further ap-
ply cleaning, deduplication, and normalization pro-
cedures to reduce OCR noise, malformed ques-
tions, and metadata inconsistencies. Items with
disagreement, uncertainty, flags, or incomplete an-
notations are excluded rather than assigned a gold
label.

Bias and Scope Limitations: URDUMMLU pri-
marily reflects the Pakistani SSC/HSSC curricu-
lum and the educational content available through
Urdu MCQ resources. As a result, it may not
fully represent other Urdu-speaking communities,
dialects, or educational systems. The benchmark
also contains culturally and regionally grounded
subjects such as Islamic studies and Pakistan stud-
ies that reflect the underlying curriculum sources.
Results should therefore be interpreted within this
curricular context rather than as a complete mea-
sure of Urdu knowledge.

Broader Impact: We hope URDUMMLU sup-
ports the development of stronger Urdu-capable
language models and more representative multi-
lingual evaluation. At the same time, benchmark
scores should not be interpreted as complete mea-
sures of reasoning ability, factual reliability, or cul-
tural understanding beyond the educational scope
represented in the dataset. They should not be
used alone for high-stakes decisions about model
deployment or educational suitability in practical
settings.
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A Candidate Pool Analysis

We construct URDUMMLU in two stages. First,
an automatic preprocessing pipeline collects and
cleans multiple-choice questions from Pakistani
examination boards and Urdu MCQ websites to
produce a candidate pool. Second, annotation,
verification, deduplication, and balancing trans-
form this pool into the final benchmark used in all
evaluations. This appendix analyzes both stages
and shows how the dataset composition changes
throughout the construction process.

Figure 5 shows the distribution of URDUMMLU
items across the four Pakistani examination lev-
els: SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I, and HSSC-II. The left
panel reports absolute item counts, while the right
panel reports the within-level domain distribution.
Figure 5 highlights two trends. First, Humanities
dominates the SSC levels, at 54.1% of SSC-I and
43.1% of SSC-II, where language and literature
subjects occupy a larger portion of the curriculum.
Second, Social Sciences dominates the HSSC lev-
els, at 66.0% of HSSC-I and 71.1% of HSSC-II,
where students specialize into commerce and hu-
manities tracks. STEM does not follow this pattern:
our examination sources supply STEM papers al-
most exclusively at the SSC levels, so only 16 of
the 5,113 STEM items carry an HSSC label. The
level distribution therefore reflects both the struc-
ture of the Pakistani curriculum and the availability
of examination material by level.

We also analyze question-stem length because it
can influence model performance and vary across
domains. For Figure 6, we compute word counts
directly from the normalized question field for
all 26,389 released items, including 12,759 exam-
derived and 13,630 web-derived questions. We
classify stems with at most nine words as short and
those with more than nine words as long. This ana-
lytical classification is separate from the tier labels
assigned during exam extraction, which are avail-
able only for exam-derived items and are not used
in this figure. Most stems are short, while STEM
has the most balanced split and Humanities and
Profession contain larger shares of short stems.

A.1 Source and Domain Distributions

Tables 7 and 8 compare the cleaned candidate
pool (Raw) and released benchmark (Final), dis-
tinguishing the initial collection distribution from
the curated evaluation benchmark.

Source Raw Final % Share
Ustad 360 23,668 11,068 41.9%
MCQ Times 6,099 5,918 22.4%
TestPoint PK 3,624 3,484 13.2%
eTest 3,096 2,783 10.5%
FBISE 2,404 1,459 5.5%
ExamAunty 613 530 2.0%
GoTest 551 501 1.9%
PakMCQs 433 414 1.6%
BISE Multan 2025 439 232 0.9%

Total 40,927 26,389 100.0

Table 7: Source distribution of the cleaned candi-
date pool (Candidate) and the released URDUMMLU
benchmark (Final). A small number of items are at-
tested by more than one source; each item is attributed
to its primary source so that both columns partition their
totals. Percentages and share bars correspond to the
final benchmark distribution and are rounded indepen-
dently.

Domain Raw Final % Share
Humanities 11,678 10,982 41.6%
Social Sciences 14,985 7,959 30.2%
STEM 11,592 5,113 19.4%
Other 1,460 1,362 5.2%
Profession 1,212 973 3.7%

Total 40,927 26,389 100.0

Table 8: Domain distribution in the cleaned candi-
date pool (Raw) and released URDUMMLU bench-
mark. Both use the final taxonomy, including 570
items reassigned from Other to Profession. Rounded
shares sum to 100.0.

Source distribution: The cleaned candidate
pool contains 40,927 items collected from nine
Pakistani examination and MCQ-bank sources, of
which 26,389 survive into the final benchmark. Ta-
ble 7 shows that the candidate pool is heavily con-
centrated in a few large sources. Ustad 360 alone
contributes 23,668 candidate items, while the four
largest sources together account for nearly 90% of
the pool. The final benchmark is substantially less
skewed. Annotation, deduplication, and balanc-
ing reduce the relative share of the largest sources,
while smaller sources such as MCQ Times, Test-
Point PK, and eTest contribute proportionally more
to the released benchmark. Ustad 360 shows the
largest proportional reduction, retaining 46.8% of
its candidate items, followed by BISE Multan 2025
at 52.8% and FBISE at 60.7%; in each case the
losses come mainly from the balancing step and
from duplicates shared with other examination
sources.
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Figure 6: Question-length analysis for URDUMMLU. Word counts use normalized stems from all 26,389 items.
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balanced, while Humanities and Profession skew shorter.

Table 9 traces the exam-derived and web-
derived halves separately from the candidate
pool through to the release, with every removal
itemised, so that each subtotal can be checked
against the rows above it. Two steps account for
most of the reduction. First, balancing withholds
8,946 STEM and Social Sciences items from an-
notation entirely, which is what drives the domain
shift in Table 8. Second, near-duplicate filtering
removes a further 2,356 items after the two halves
are merged. The remaining removals are compara-
tively small, and follow stated rules.

Figure 7 expands the statistics from Table 8 to
subdomains. Humanities is dominated by Urdu Lit-
erature and Urdu Language, whereas Social Sci-
ences and STEM distribute more evenly across
multiple medium-sized subdomains.

Domain distribution: Table 8 compares the
cleaned candidate pool and the final benchmark
across domains. The candidate pool distributes rel-
atively evenly across Humanities, Social Sciences,
and STEM, while Other and Profession remain
much smaller.
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Stage Exam Web Total
Cleaned candidate pool 26,511 14,416 40,927

withheld from annotation
(balancing)

−8,946 — −8,946

Entered answer acquisition 17,565 14,416 31,981

flagged as problematic −1,247 — −1,247
marked unsure −243 — −243
single annotation only −5 — −5
annotators selected differ-

ent answers
−1,611 — −1,611

no valid answer key — −41 −41
duplicate question stem — −19 −19

Gold labels established 14,459 14,356 28,815

exam item matching a web
item, counted once

−28 — −28

Combined pool 14,431 14,356 28,787
near-duplicate filtering

(Jaccard ≥ 0.85)
−1,672 −684 −2,356

Near-duplicate filtered 12,759 13,672 26,431
gold answer outside A–D — −42 −42

Released benchmark 12,759 13,630 26,389

Table 9: Construction ledger from the cleaned can-
didate pool to release, with each column reconciling
independently. Exam items lack source keys and are
dual-annotated; flags, unsure labels, single annotations,
and disagreement are mutually exclusive exclusions ap-
plied in the listed order. Web items use published keys,
with missing keys and duplicate stems removed before
merging. Near-duplicate filtering forms 27,251 clusters,
removes 1,536 duplicates and 820 answer-conflicting
clusters, leaving 26,431 items. We then remove 42 web
items with keys outside A–D.

The final benchmark shifts toward Humanities,
which grows from 28.5% to 41.6%, while Social
Sciences falls from 36.6% to 30.2% and STEM
from 28.3% to 19.4%. Every domain decreases
in absolute terms when both columns use the fi-
nal taxonomy. We note this because domain labels
changed during normalization: 570 items carrying
the professional development and federal inves-
tigation law subdomains were reassigned from
Other to Profession. Table 8 applies the final do-
main taxonomy consistently to both the candidate
and released benchmark counts. These changes
reflect a deliberate balancing step rather than arti-
facts of preprocessing or cleaning. We withhold
8,946 overrepresented STEM and Social Sciences
items from annotation to better reflect the Pak-
istani SSC and HSSC curriculum shown in Fig-
ure 5. This process improves domain coverage
while maintaining curriculum alignment, resulting
in a benchmark providing balanced representation
of subjects encountered in Pakistani education.
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Figure 7: Final URDUMMLU item counts by subdo-
main, grouped by domain. Urdu Literature and Urdu
Language contribute the largest shares, while Social
Sciences and STEM distribute across a larger number
of medium-sized subdomains.

B Annotation Details

The exam-derived portion of URDUMMLU came
from Pakistani examination boards and MCQ
sources that did not provide answer keys. To pro-
duce reliable gold labels, we recruited 17 Urdu-
fluent annotators and ran a dual-annotator consen-
sus process supported by a custom dashboard and
written guidelines. This appendix documents the
annotator pool, the annotation guidelines and dash-
board, the inclusion and edit-resolution rules, and
the resulting agreement statistics.

B.1 Annotator Demographics and Feedback
The annotation pool consisted of 17 annotators re-
cruited for native Urdu fluency and familiarity with
the Pakistani school curriculum. Table 10 sum-
marizes the demographic profile of the pool. The
annotators were approximately gender-balanced
(52.9% female, 47.1% male), predominantly na-
tive Urdu speakers (94.1%), and concentrated in
the 18–34 age range. Educationally, 88.2% held
at least a bachelor’s degree and 41.2% held a mas-
ter’s degree, which is important for a benchmark
that targets SSC- and HSSC-level subject content.
Most annotators also reported between one and six
years of professional experience.
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Attribute Annotators
Count Share (%)

Gender
Female 9 52.9
Male 8 47.1

Native Urdu Speaker
Yes 16 94.1
No 1 5.9

Age Range
18–24 7 41.2
25–34 10 58.8

Highest Completed Education
High school diploma 1 5.9
Some college / vocational 1 5.9
Bachelor’s degree 8 47.1
Master’s degree 7 41.2

Professional Work Experience
Less than 1 year 5 29.4
1–3 years 6 35.3
4–6 years 4 23.5
7–9 years 2 11.8

Total Annotators 17 100.0

Table 10: Annotator demographics. Profile of the
anonymised UrduMMLU annotator pool (n = 17).

Recruitment focused on Urdu language ability
and familiarity with the educational context cov-
ered by the benchmark. The final pool included 16
native Urdu speakers and one non-native speaker
who was fluent in Urdu. All annotators were be-
tween 18 and 34 years old. Fifteen annotators
had completed at least a bachelor’s degree, while
the remaining two had completed high school or
some college or vocational education. The pool
also represented different levels of professional ex-
perience, ranging from less than one year to nine
years. Gender representation was nearly balanced,
with nine women and eight men. After completing
their assigned batches, all annotators filled out a
post-task satisfaction survey. Table 11 summarizes
the responses. Feedback was consistently positive,
and no annotator selected Disagree or Strongly dis-
agree for any statement. Instruction clarity, com-
pensation fairness, guideline usefulness, and over-
all satisfaction received entirely positive responses.
Task enjoyment received a smaller number of neu-
tral responses (23.5%), suggesting that annotators
found the process clear and manageable even if
not inherently engaging. Annotators were com-
pensated for completing their assigned annotation
batches.

Statement Response Share (%)
SA A N Pos.

Instructions clearly explained the
task

82.4 17.6 0.0 100.0

Task was enjoyable and engaging 47.1 29.4 23.5 76.5
Paid fairly for the task 76.5 23.5 0.0 100.0
Examples / guidelines were
helpful

76.5 23.5 0.0 100.0

Overall glad to have completed
the task

76.5 23.5 0.0 100.0

Table 11: Annotator satisfaction survey (n = 17).
SA, A, and N denote strongly agree, agree, and neutral;
Pos. combines SA and A. Disagree responses are omit-
ted because none were recorded.

In the post-task survey, 13 annotators strongly
agreed that compensation was fair, and the remain-
ing four agreed. No neutral or negative responses
were recorded.

B.2 Annotation Guidelines
Before annotation began, we held a live online
onboarding session in which we walked through
the task end-to-end, demonstrated each flag and
edit category on real items, and answered annota-
tor questions. Written guidelines remained avail-
able in the annotation dashboard, and administra-
tors could be contacted by email for unresolved
cases. Annotators were encouraged to review the
guidelines when uncertain to maintain consistency
across batches. These procedures helped ensure
consistent annotation decisions.

Task overview: Annotators verified answers by
selecting the single best option from A/B/C/D.
When multiple options looked plausible, they se-
lected the most precise or relevant answer rather
than guessing.

Look-up and abstention policy: Annotators
were encouraged to consult Google or Wikipedia
for fact-based questions (dates, authors, capitals,
scientific terms, historical events) rather than rely-
ing on memory, with a target pace of 15–30 sec-
onds per question including verification. Annota-
tors were asked to mark an item as unsure / skip
rather than submit a confident guess in any of the
following cases: (i) the answer could not be re-
solved within roughly a minute of search, (ii) two
or more options remained equally plausible after
verification, or (iii) the question required specialist
context (e.g., niche fiqh details or obscure regional
history) that they could not quickly acquire.
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Annotation Inclusion Rules
Check Drop If
Dual annotation Only one assigned annotator submitted

an annotation.
Flag Either annotator flagged the item.
Unsure Either annotator selected the

unsure/skip option.
Valid pick Either annotator did not select one of

A/B/C/D.
Consensus The two annotators selected different

answer keys.
Assignment The annotation came from an annotator

who was not assigned to that batch.

Table 12: Annotation inclusion rules. An item enters
the gold-labelled set only if it passes every check.

Flag vs. edit: Annotators were given a single
rule of thumb to choose between the two actions:
edit when the issue could be fixed in-place by
changing text (a typo, missing space, duplicated
word, wrong subdomain label), and flag when the
issue required admin review and could not be re-
paired by text correction (no correct answer, multi-
ple correct answers, ambiguity, missing visual, out-
of-scope content).

Annotators were explicitly instructed not to
rewrite question semantics, not to “fix” wrong dis-
tractors into correct ones, and not to flag a question
solely because they had edited a typo in it.

When to flag: Figure 8 illustrates the five flag
categories covered in the guidelines. These are:
(a) two or more options are simultaneously cor-
rect; (b) none of the listed options is the correct
answer; (c) the question is ambiguous, vague, or
under-specified; (d) the question references a dia-
gram, image, or chart that is not included in the
text; and (e) the question is out of scope for the
benchmark (hyper-local trivia, sectarian content,
opinion questions). For each case, annotators were
asked to attach a short free-text note explaining
the issue. This information helped reviewers ver-
ify and resolve flagged items during quality control.
Flagging was independent of answer selection, and
annotators could flag with or without picking an
option.

When to edit: Figure 9 illustrates the three most
common edit categories: (a) spelling fixes and
missing diacritics, where the intended word is clear
from context; (b) duplicated words and other scrap-
ing artifacts; and (c) subdomain reassignment,
where the original subdomain label is clearly incon-
sistent with the question content.

Beyond these, the guidelines also permitted
spacing corrections, removal of stray punctuation,
stripping of redundant in-text option-letter prefixes
(e.g., A., B., or their Urdu equivalents) already
shown by the option badge, and translation of stray
English option text when an unambiguous Urdu
equivalent existed. Technical English terms, HTM-
L/CSS tags, proper names, and brand names were
left in English.

Workflow: Annotators worked in batches of ap-
proximately 50 MCQs, with accuracy prioritized
over speed.

B.3 Inclusion Rules

We applied a deterministic consensus filter (Ta-
ble 12): an item was retained only when both
assigned annotators independently submitted the
same valid answer choice and neither flagged nor
abstained. The agreed answer was stored as the
final gold label. Two edge cases require clarifica-
tion. First, when both annotators selected an op-
tion such as “none of these”, we treated it as a valid
agreed answer because such options commonly
appear in Pakistani MCQ examinations. Second,
only the explicit unsure / skip action counted
as abstention. Missing annotations triggered the
incomplete-annotation rule instead, so abstentions
always reflected deliberate annotator decisions.

B.4 Edit Resolution

In addition to selecting answers, annotators could
suggest edits to question text, answer options, or
subdomain labels. These edits targeted minor ex-
traction and metadata issues such as OCR errors,
dropped diacritics, malformed option labels, and
incorrect subdomain assignments rather than sub-
stantive question rewrites. We resolved all edits
deterministically so that the final benchmark could
be reconstructed directly from the raw annotations.
Table 13 summarizes the resolution rules.

The resolution policy prioritizes agreed edits
when both annotators propose the same correction
and otherwise prefers the more conservative or in-
formative revision. For subdomain edits, we re-
compute the corresponding domain label from the
corrected subdomain to preserve consistency be-
tween the two fields in the released benchmark.
This procedure ensures that metadata corrections
remain internally consistent throughout the final
dataset.
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(a) Two or more options are simultaneously correct. (b) No option in the list is the correct answer.

(c) Question is ambiguous, vague, or under-specified. (d) Question references a missing image, diagram, or chart.

(e) Hyper-local, sectarian, or opinion content that is out of
scope for the benchmark.

Figure 8: Examples of the five flag categories used in the annotation guidelines. Annotators were asked to flag
the item and attach a short free-text note for each case.

(a) Spelling fix: a missing letter is re-
stored from context.

(b) Duplicated word from a scraping arti-
fact is removed.

(c) Wrong subdomain (art and draw-
ing) is reassigned via the dropdown to
pakistan studies.

Figure 9: Examples of the most common edit categories permitted by the annotation guidelines. Edits are
restricted to OCR, scraping, formatting, and metadata corrections; annotators do not rewrite question semantics or
modify answer correctness.

B.5 Annotation Dashboard
Section B.2 described the annotation policies; here
we illustrate the dashboard used to apply them.
For each item, annotators could select an answer,
mark it as unsure / skip, edit question or option
text, or flag it for review with a free-text expla-
nation. This design separated answer selection
from quality-control feedback and text correction.
It also allowed recoverable text errors to be cor-
rected without automatically excluding the item.
Figures 10, 11, and 12 illustrate the workflow.

Picking an answer: Figure 10 shows the annota-
tion workflow. Annotators view the Urdu question
stem, four answer options, and metadata describ-
ing the subdomain, academic level, length tier, and
item identifier (Figure 10a). Selecting an option
highlights the choice but does not advance to the
next item (Figure 10b); annotators must confirm
the selection before proceeding, which reduces ac-
cidental submissions. Keyboard shortcuts (1–5 for
option selection, arrow keys for navigation) sup-
port batch traversal.
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(a) Question view with answer options, metadata, and an-
notation controls.

(b) Answer selection interface before advancing to the next
item.

Figure 10: Annotation dashboard. Workflow for answer selection.

(a) Original OCR-extracted question and
options.

(b) In-place editing of question and op-
tion text.

(c) Saved edits with editable revision
markers.

Figure 11: Annotation dashboard. Workflow for text correction and normalization.

(a) Problematic OCR example marked as unsure / skip. (b) Flagged item with an attached review reason.

Figure 12: Annotation dashboard. Workflow for flagging problematic items.

Edit-Resolution Rules

Case Resolution

Only one annotator
edited a field

Use that edit.

Both annotators made
the same edit

Use the agreed edit.

Both annotators edited
the same field
differently

Use the longer edit.

No edit was suggested Keep the original field.
Subdomain was edited Recompute the domain from the

corrected subdomain.

Table 13: Edit resolution for annotated MCQs. Rules
are applied per field before evaluating the inclusion cri-
teria in Table 12.

Outcome Count
Retention Summary

Input annotated MCQs 17,565
Retained after consensus filtering 14,459

Mutually Exclusive Exclusions
Annotator disagreement 1,611
Flagged by annotator 1,247
Unsure/skip selected 243
Single annotation 5

Corrections
Subdomain corrections 141

Table 14: Exam-derived annotation outcomes. Each
excluded item is assigned to one exclusion category.
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Editing an item: Figure 11 illustrates the in-
place editing UI. The example contains OCR and
formatting artifacts in the answer options (Fig-
ure 11a). After entering edit mode, annotators
modify the question text and options through in-
line editable fields (Figure 11b). The interface
records all changes and attaches revision tags to
each edited field for later review, which can be re-
verted with a single click (Figure 11c).

Flagging an item: Figure 12 shows the flag-
ging UI. In the illustrated case, OCR corruption
removes superscript formatting from a physics
question, making all answer options invalid (Fig-
ure 12a). The annotator marks the item as unsure
/ skip and submits a flag with a free-text explana-
tion (Figure 12b). The dashboard visually high-
lights flagged items so admins can review them,
and the inclusion rules in Section B.3 automat-
ically remove flagged items from the consensus
pool.

B.6 Annotation Outcomes

A total of 17,565 exam-derived MCQs entered an-
notation, of which 14,459 were retained after ap-
plying the inclusion and edit-resolution rules from
Tables 12 and 13, giving an 82.3% yield. Table 14
summarizes the 3,106 exclusions. Answer dis-
agreement accounts for 51.9% of exclusions and
identifies items unsuitable under a strict consensus
policy. Flagged items form the second-largest cat-
egory and mainly contain OCR corruption or mal-
formed options, as in Figure 12a.

Agreement is measured on the 16,070 answer-
eligible items remaining after flagged, unsure,
and single-annotation items are excluded. An-
notators agreed on 14,459 items and disagreed
on 1,611, giving observed agreement of po =
14,459/16,070 = 0.8998. Against the fixed
four-option chance baseline, fixed-chance-adjusted
agreement is (po−0.25)/(1−0.25) = 0.8663. Fig-
ure 13 reports the same measure by annotator pair.
Each cell shows fixed-chance-adjusted agreement,
where po is the pair’s observed agreement, together
with the number of shared answer-eligible items.
Blank cells indicate pairs with no shared answer-
eligible items. Most populated cells exceed 0.85,
indicating strong agreement across most annota-
tor pairs. Lower-agreement pairs generally share
fewer items and have limited influence on the ag-
gregate result.

C Dataset Format

Each URDUMMLU example is stored as a multiple-
choice item containing a question, exactly four an-
swer options, a gold answer label, domain and
subdomain labels, academic level information, a
question-length tier, and source metadata. The
evaluation pipeline uses the question, options, and
gold answer fields during inference, while the re-
maining metadata supports analysis, filtering, and
reproducibility.

Figure 14 reports two dataset-level sanity
checks: item-length distribution and answer-key
distribution. The median serialized item length,
counting the question stem together with all four
options, is 76 characters; the median question stem
alone is 39 characters. Gold labels are close to uni-
form across A–D (6,673 / 6,486 / 6,549 / 6,681),
which limits option-position bias. Figure 15 shows
the released JSON schema.

C.1 Subject Acronyms and Education Levels

Table 15 lists the full names, acronyms, and edu-
cation levels for all 26 URDUMMLU subdomains,
grouped by domain. We use these acronyms in the
per-subdomain results tables (Tables 18 and 19).

D Evaluation Details

This appendix provides the full model roster and
prompt templates used in the URDUMMLU exper-
iments.

D.1 Model Roster

Table 16 lists the 30 models evaluated in this
work. We group models by family for readabil-
ity, while the main paper discusses them using
broader categories such as proprietary API mod-
els, open-weight multilingual models, compact
models, mixture-of-experts models, reasoning-
oriented variants, and Urdu- or regionally special-
ized models.

D.2 Prompt Templates

We use separate English and Urdu prompt tem-
plates for zero-shot evaluation. Both templates
present the same Urdu question and answer options
while changing only the instruction language and
field labels. The output format remains identical
in both settings to support automatic parsing and
consistent evaluation.
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Figure 13: Pairwise annotator agreement on answer-eligible MCQs. Each populated cell reports fixed-chance-
adjusted agreement, (po − 0.25)/0.75, with the number of shared answer-eligible items in parentheses. Dashed
outlines mark pairs with fewer than 50 shared items, and blank cells indicate no overlap. Agreement is calculated
over 16,070 answer-eligible items.

English prompt: Figure 16 shows the English
template combining fixed system and item-specific
user prompts. The system prompt requires a strict
two-line response with an Answer key and An-
swer text, without explanation or extra format-
ting. This structure supports deterministic answer
extraction and consistent measurement of invalid
outputs across models. The user prompt fills the
placeholders domain, subdomain, level, ques-
tion, and A–D directly from the dataset schema in
Appendix C, preserving the Urdu question content
across both prompt-language settings.

Urdu prompt: The Urdu prompt template mir-
rors the English template while translating the

system instructions, user-field labels ( �äţʠ �ɟφȒ, ěɫφſ,õÚŸφǬ), and surrounding instructional text into Urdu.
The Urdu question stem and answer options remain
unchanged across both settings.

We also preserve the same two-line response
structure using the English fields Answer key: and
Answer text:, which allows a single parser to pro-
cess outputs under both prompt languages. For
matched model configurations, this design ensures
that prompt language is the only difference be-
tween the two evaluation settings. Figure 17 shows
the full Urdu prompt template. This setup makes
the prompt-language comparison in Section 5 in-
terpretable for models with matched inference set-
tings, since performance differences reflect instruc-
tion language rather than question content or eval-
uation logic.

D.3 Few-Shot Evaluation Setup
We evaluate using the lm-evaluation-harness
framework (Gao et al., 2024). Each item is format-
ted as a four-option multiple-choice question, with
the answer choices labeled A through D.
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Figure 14: Dataset-level sanity checks for URDUMMLU. Most questions remain compact enough for standard
MCQ prompting, while the gold answer keys remain close to uniformly distributed across A–D.

Subdomain Acronym Education Levels
Humanities

Ethics ETH SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I
Fine Arts FNA SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I
Islamic Studies ISL SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I, HSSC-II
Urdu Grammar UGR SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I, HSSC-II
Urdu Language ULG SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I, HSSC-II
Urdu Literature ULT SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I, HSSC-II

Other
General Knowledge GKN SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I, HSSC-II

Profession
Professional Development PRD SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I, HSSC-II
Professional Studies PRS SSC-I, SSC-II

STEM
Biology BIO SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I, HSSC-II
Chemistry CHM SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I
Computer Science CSC SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I
General Science GSC SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I
Mathematics MTH SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I
Physics PHY SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-II

Social Sciences
Civics CIV SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I, HSSC-II
Commerce COM SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I, HSSC-II
Current & International Affairs CIA SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I, HSSC-II
Economics ECO SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I, HSSC-II
Education EDU SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I, HSSC-II
Geography GEO SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I, HSSC-II
Health & Physical Education HPE SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-II
Pakistan Studies PKS SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I, HSSC-II
Psychology PSY HSSC-I, HSSC-II
Psychometrics PMT SSC-I, SSC-II, HSSC-I, HSSC-II
Sociology SOC HSSC-I, HSSC-II

Table 15: Domain coverage of URDUMMLU. Subdomains, acronyms, and represented education levels within
each domain.

The model generates the answer key and answer
text, and the harness scores the generated continu-
ation against the gold label with the exact_match
metric; no likelihood-based scoring is used.

Demonstrations are drawn from a held-out 130-
item pool, and those items are excluded from scor-
ing, so all shot settings are compared on the same
26,259 of the 26,389 benchmark items.
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UrduMMLU JSON Schema

{
”id”: ”...”,
”question”: ”...”,
”options”: {

”A”: ”...”,
”B”: ”...”,
”C”: ”...”,
”D”: ”...”

},
”correct_key”: ”...”,
”domain”: ”...”,
”subdomain”: ”...”,
”level”: ”...”,
”length_tier”: ”...”,
”source”: [

{
”name”: ”...”,
”url”: ”...”

}
]

}

Figure 15: Structure of an individual URDUMMLU
record, as released. length_tier is short, long, or
null; it is populated only for exam-derived items.

Zero-shot English Prompt

System Prompt: You are an expert multiple-choice
question answering assistant. Read the question care-
fully and select the single best answer. Respond in
EXACTLY this two-line format, with no extra text:
• Answer key: <one of A, B, C, D>
• Answer text: <verbatim text of the chosen option,

copied character-for-character>
Do not add explanations, preambles, markdown, or
punctuation outside of the format. The Answer text
must match the option text exactly so the response
can be parsed programmatically.
User Prompt:
Subject: {domain} – {subdomain}
Level: {level}
Question: {question}
A) {A}
B) {B}
C) {C}
D) {D}
Answer key:
Answer text:

Figure 16: Zero-shot English Prompt. Used for
multiple-choice question answering with strict answer
formatting requirements.

D.4 Implementation Details
All evaluations use seed 42. Local open-weight
models use bfloat16 precision, greedy decoding,
batch size 10, automatic device placement, and
their chat templates.

Zero-shot Urdu Prompt

System Prompt:

åsŮH۔ φį �äóá̟φǎ Ēè �φĖÚţ �φʚ MCQ ĚH ŋÿφİʴ�χĕÚ �âÚٓ éóÚå �ŮφĐņؕ�φʱ ùȅéţ �Ȯ ŤφƘõÚŸφǬ
å�ψĲ۔ ŏφƘ �ã �ȿ �Ƌ �ŭφİ �å 
Ʉ�φıÚٓ ě �ƉȿφȽ ŀٔφŃŤφƘ ،å�ψĲ çå �Ůφİöƚ 
φȖčŉɮφſóçêÚöƚφƖÿ �φĖ �âÚţ �φʚ

:å�ψĲ ŏφƘ đ �φĹöφİá 
φū �å�Ůφİ ď �Ŀá �φǔÚ
<ʴ�χĕÚ ùȅå �Ůφİ D ÿ �φĖ C, B, A > :Answer key -

�ðŉφŜ đ �φĹ �ðŉφŜ ، �åφȰ ó �åφǌ �å�Ůφİ áφĥ �å 
Ʉ�φıÚٓ �ã �ȿ �Ƌ �ŭφİ> : Answer text -

<å�ψĲ ŏφƘö �̠ �φĳ
å۔ �Ů̦ φ̌ƪ đ �φĹ �íá �̠ φƓÚ ď �Ŀá �φǔÚ ÿ �φĖ ، �äóٔÚçؕôéÿφİ ،è �Ŧ Hʄʦ �φŞ ، �ãφǟá �φǔó ŀٔφŃŤφƘ
J ϖü�żTϋǅ á �φŪ ÿ �φĖŸ Hφǰö 
χĕá̤φŠöƚφƖÿ �φĖ ùȅ �å�Ůφİ ùƙ �å 
Ʉ�φıÚٓ ŤφƘ Answer text

۔ ϖġˊϙωū ŏφƘêéÿ �φĖ ņ�φʱ éţφř �ãφǁéç ùȅÚ÷ÚŏφƠóņ�φʱ đφʻÿ �φĖ
User Prompt:

{subdomain} – {domain} : �äţʠ �ɟφȒ
{level} :ěɫφſ

{question} :õÚŸφǬ
{A} : (A
{B} : (B
{C} : (C
{D} : (D

Answer key:
Answer text:

Figure 17: Zero-shot Urdu prompt. Used for MCQ
answering with strict answer formatting requirements.

For API-based systems, including OpenAI, An-
thropic, Google Gemini, and the Hugging Face
Inference API, we keep the prompt format and
inference configuration fixed across English and
Urdu prompts for 29 models. Qwen3.6-35B-A3B
is the sole exception. Reasoning was disabled for
its English-prompt run and enabled for its Urdu-
prompt run. We report both results but exclude
their difference from prompt-language conclusions
because prompt language is not the only configura-
tion change. We retry failed API requests up to five
times and terminate evaluation after five consecu-
tive failures to prevent silent errors.

E Detailed Results

This section provides a detailed view of the re-
sults summarized in Table 4. Table 17 reports
each model’s STEM–Humanities accuracy gap un-
der the Urdu prompt. Nearly all models perform-
ing above chance score higher on STEM than on
Humanities. The gaps are small, and negative in
three cases, for the BLOOMZ family and the two
Urdu-targeted models, but for different reasons.
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Model Model Metadata

Size Family License Reference

Open-weight Models

large-traversaal/Alif-1.0-8B-Instruct 8B Alif Apache 2.0 (Shafique et al., 2025)

mistralai/Ministral-3-3B-Instruct-2512 3B Ministral Apache 2.0 (Liu et al., 2026)
mistralai/Ministral-3-8B-Instruct-2512 8B Ministral Apache 2.0 (Liu et al., 2026)

enstazao/Qalb-1.0-8B-Instruct 8B Qalb Apache 2.0 (Hassan et al., 2026)

Qwen/Qwen3-4B-Instruct-2507 4B Qwen 3 Apache 2.0 (Yang et al., 2025)
Qwen/Qwen3-8B 8B Qwen 3 Apache 2.0 (Yang et al., 2025)
Qwen/Qwen3.6-27B 27B Qwen 3.6 Apache 2.0 (Qwen Team, 2026a)
Qwen/Qwen3.6-35B-A3B 36B Qwen 3.6 Apache 2.0 (Qwen Team, 2026b)

bigscience/bloomz-1b1 1.1B BLOOMZ Bigscience Bloom Rail 1.0 (Muennighoff et al., 2023)
bigscience/bloomz-1b7 1.7B BLOOMZ Bigscience Bloom Rail 1.0 (Muennighoff et al., 2023)
bigscience/bloomz-3b 3B BLOOMZ Bigscience Bloom Rail 1.0 (Muennighoff et al., 2023)
bigscience/bloomz-7b1-mt 7B BLOOMZ Bigscience Bloom Rail 1.0 (Muennighoff et al., 2023)

deepseek-ai/DeepSeek-V4-Flash 284B DeepSeek DeepSeek License (DeepSeek-AI et al., 2026)

google/gemma-3-4b-it 4B Gemma 3 Gemma (Gemma Team, 2025)
google/gemma-2-9b-it 9B Gemma Gemma (Team et al., 2024)
google/gemma-4-26B-A4B-it 27B Gemma Gemma (Google, 2026b)
google/gemma-4-31B-it 31B Gemma Gemma (Google, 2026b)

meta-llama/Llama-3.2-3B-Instruct 3B LLaMA 3.2 LLaMA License (Meta, 2024a)
meta-llama/Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct 8B LLaMA 3.1 LLaMA License (Grattafiori et al., 2024)
meta-llama/Llama-4-Scout-17B-16E-Instruct 109B LLaMA 4 LLaMA License (Meta, 2025)
meta-llama/Llama-4-Maverick-17B-128E-Instruct 402B LLaMA 4 LLaMA License (Meta, 2025)
meta-llama/Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct 70B LLaMA 3.3 LLaMA License (Meta, 2024b)

microsoft/Phi-4-mini-instruct 3B Phi-4 MIT (Microsoft et al., 2025)
microsoft/Phi-3.5-mini-instruct 4B Phi-3.5 MIT (Abdin et al., 2024)

Proprietary Models

claude-haiku-4-5 N/D Claude Proprietary (Anthropic, 2025)
claude-sonnet-4-6 N/D Claude Proprietary (Anthropic, 2026)

gemini-3.1-flash-lite N/D Gemini Proprietary (Google, 2026a)
gemini-3.5-flash N/D Gemini Proprietary (Google DeepMind, 2026)

gpt-5.4-mini N/D GPT Proprietary (Singh et al., 2026)
gpt-5.4 N/D GPT Proprietary (Singh et al., 2026)

Table 16: Language models evaluated in this study. Sizes are reported when publicly disclosed; N/D denotes not
disclosed.

BLOOMZ accuracy remains near or below the
random baseline on both domains, so these small
gaps do not indicate balanced domain knowl-
edge. Invalid outputs contribute to the low scores
for some checkpoints, especially BLOOMZ-3B,
which has a 74.2% invalid-output rate. However,
it is the only BLOOMZ checkpoint for which
most outputs are invalid. The corresponding
rates are below 0.1% for BLOOMZ-1.1B, 24.7%
for BLOOMZ-1.7B, and 34.5% for BLOOMZ-7B.
Unparseability therefore affects some BLOOMZ
results but does not explain the pattern uniformly.
The Urdu-targeted models show small gaps be-
cause their accuracy is low on both domains, par-
ticularly STEM, where they trail comparably sized
general-purpose models. For Qalb-1.0-8B, the gap
reverses to −0.80 points.

E.1 Per-Subdomain Results

We expand the domain-level results from Table 4
to all 26 subdomains. Table 18 reports accuracy
under the English prompt, while Table 19 reports
accuracy under the Urdu prompt. Both tables fol-
low the same ordering, with subdomains grouped
by domain and sorted by dataset size.

E.1.1 Subject-Wise Behavior
The subdomain results sharpen the main finding
from Section 5: STEM subjects transfer more reli-
ably than Urdu-centered Humanities subjects. The
strongest models approach saturation on several
STEM subdomains, while performance remains
lower on Urdu-centered subjects. This contrast per-
sists even among the highest-scoring models and is
partly hidden by aggregate accuracy.
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Model STEM Humanities Gap

Open-weight Models: > 25B Parameters

DeepSeek-V4-Flash 97.36 67.30 30.06
Gemma-4-26B-A4B-IT 87.19 57.87 29.32
Gemma-4-31B-IT 93.86 63.38 30.48
LLaMA-3.3-70B 78.39 56.24 22.15
Qwen3.6-27B 91.12 55.86 35.26
Qwen3.6-35B-A3B 96.15 57.98 38.17
LLaMA-4-Scout-17B 85.39 56.69 28.70
LLaMA-4-Maverick-17B 92.24 63.41 28.83

Open-weight Models: ≤ 25B Parameters

BLOOMZ-1.1B 24.53 25.89 −1.36
BLOOMZ-1.7B 17.15 20.78 −3.63
BLOOMZ-3B 9.74 3.60 6.14
BLOOMZ-7B 22.75 17.75 5.00
Gemma-2-9B-IT 69.02 48.21 20.81
Gemma-3-4B-IT 51.79 38.37 13.42
LLaMA-3.2-3B 37.24 29.39 7.85
LLaMA-3.1-8B 46.49 37.71 8.78
Ministral-3-3B 57.25 43.17 14.08
Ministral-3-8B 71.37 45.86 25.51
Phi-4-mini 37.08 28.77 8.31
Phi-3.5-mini 33.54 27.22 6.32
Qwen3-4B-Instruct 68.75 43.11 25.64
Qwen3-8B 74.05 30.77 43.28

Proprietary Models

Claude-Haiku-4.5 91.92 59.42 32.50
Claude-Sonnet-4.6 96.26 72.87 23.39
Gemini-3.1-Flash-Lite 97.09 74.57 22.52
Gemini-3.5-Flash 97.75 85.49 12.26
GPT-5.4-mini 88.25 62.51 25.74
GPT-5.4 97.40 74.29 23.11

Urdu Models

Qalb-1.0-8B 30.59 31.39 −0.80
Alif-1.0-8B 29.04 27.98 1.06

Table 17: STEM–Humanities gap under the Urdu
prompt. All-item domain accuracy and gaps in percent-
age points, ordered as in Table 16. Small or negative
gaps coincide with near-chance or low accuracy rather
than balanced competence. Values come from Table 4.

Under the English prompt, Gemini-3.5-Flash
reaches 97.86% on chemistry, 98.60% on biology,
and 98.74% on mathematics, while DeepSeek-V4-
Flash reaches 98.71% on physics. These scores
remain nearly unchanged under the Urdu prompt,
and in some cases increase slightly. The consis-
tency across prompt languages suggests that scien-
tific and mathematical concepts transfer relatively
cleanly once the model can process Urdu input.
Humanities presents a much harder challenge. Is-
lamic studies and Urdu grammar remain accessi-
ble, with Gemini-3.5-Flash reaching 94.95% and
88.34%, respectively, under the English prompt.

In contrast, Urdu literature remains difficult
across the entire model suite. Even the strongest
model reaches only 80.34% under the English
prompt and 80.76% under the Urdu prompt. Most
other proprietary and open-weight models perform
substantially worse, often trailing by another 10 to
20 points. Urdu language occupies an intermediate
position, with top scores near 89%. Across nearly
all capable models, the same ordering persists: Is-
lamic studies>Urdu grammar>Urdu language>
Urdu literature. This consistency suggests that the
differences reflect genuine variation in subject dif-
ficulty rather than isolated model behavior. Social
Sciences contains both highly accessible and con-
sistently difficult subdomains. Geography, civics,
sociology, psychology, and commerce all exceed
93% accuracy for the strongest models. Pakistan
studies also remains relatively strong despite its
large size. In contrast, current and international af-
fairs and psychometrics stand out as the two hard-
est Social Sciences subdomains.

Current and international affairs peaks at
roughly 78% under both prompts, likely because
many questions depend on time-sensitive world
knowledge beyond pretraining cutoffs. Psychomet-
rics is even more difficult: no model in the evalu-
ation exceeds 60% accuracy under either prompt
language. This suggests that both subdomains are
challenging even for the strongest models. The
smaller Profession and Other domains follow pat-
terns similar to Social Sciences, with proprietary
models reaching the low 90s and smaller open-
weight models trailing behind. These domains do
not introduce additional failure modes. The subdo-
main results further clarify the behavior of smaller
open-weight models.

Among models with fewer than 25B parame-
ters, Gemma-2-9B-IT performs best on Humani-
ties subjects, including Urdu language, Urdu gram-
mar, ethics, and fine arts, while Qwen3-8B leads
on STEM subjects such as chemistry, mathemat-
ics, computer science, and physics. This pat-
tern mirrors the domain-level results: Qwen3-
8B retains relatively strong scientific knowledge
but struggles on Urdu-centered humanities con-
tent, whereas Gemma-2-9B-IT shows more bal-
anced performance across subdomains. The Urdu-
targeted Qalb-1.0-8B and Alif-1.0-8B lead no sub-
domain and trail similarly sized general-purpose
models. BLOOMZ remains near random on most
subdomains, consistent with its high invalid-output
rates in Section 5.4.
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E.1.2 The Psychometrics Gap
Psychometrics is the most difficult subdomain in
our evaluation. The best English-prompt accuracy
reaches only 57.30% (Gemini-3.5-Flash), while
the best Urdu-prompt accuracy reaches 52.97%
(Claude-Sonnet-4.6). No model exceeds 60% un-
der either prompt setting, in contrast with the 90–
98% accuracies achieved on many STEM and So-
cial Sciences subjects. The difficulty appears spe-
cific to the content rather than the prompt language.
English- and Urdu-prompt results remain close,
and model rankings on psychometrics largely mir-
ror their overall rankings. Psychometrics ques-
tions in Urdu SSC/HSSC curricula frequently em-
phasize analogies, number series, logical patterns,
and aptitude-style reasoning tasks that require ab-
stract structure recognition rather than factual re-
call. These results suggest that current LLMs still
struggle on reasoning-heavy Urdu educational con-
tent even when they perform strongly on factual
subjects.

E.1.3 Urdu-Tuned Models on Urdu
Literature

Urdu literature is the largest subdomain in UR-
DUMMLU, with 5,859 items, and contains con-
tent with limited overlap with English-dominated
pretraining corpora, including classical poetry,
prosody, and literary history. It therefore provides
a useful test of Urdu-focused training on cultur-
ally grounded knowledge. Figure 18 compares two
Urdu-targeted 8B models, Qalb-1.0-8B and Alif-
1.0-8B, with two general-purpose 8B instruction-
tuned models, Qwen3-8B and Ministral-3-8B to
test whether Urdu-focused training provides an ad-
vantage at a matched scale.

Qalb-1.0-8B Alif-1.0-8B Qwen3-8B Ministral-3-8B
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Figure 18: Urdu literature accuracy across 8B-class
models. Ministral-3-8B leads under both English and
Urdu prompts, while Qwen3-8B shows the largest de-
cline.

The Urdu-targeted models do not outperform
the general-purpose baselines on this subdomain.
Ministral-3-8B achieves the highest accuracy un-
der both prompts at 39.4%, while Qalb-1.0-8B
and Alif-1.0-8B remain below 32%. Qwen3-8B
performs competitively under the English prompt
(30.8%) but drops to 17.4% under the Urdu prompt.
In contrast, both Urdu-targeted models achieve
higher accuracy under the Urdu prompt. How-
ever, these prompt-level differences do not estab-
lish whether the gains arise from Urdu-specific tun-
ing, instruction following, or other model-specific
factors. Overall, Urdu literature remains challeng-
ing even for Urdu-targeted LLMs.

E.1.4 English-Prompt Subdomain Accuracy
Table 18 reports per-subdomain accuracy for all
30 models under the English prompt. The table
groups subdomains by domain and orders them by
dataset size within each group, so earlier columns
contribute more strongly to the corresponding
domain-level scores in Table 4. Acronym expan-
sions appear directly in the table header. Results
show model behavior across subjects: Gemini-3.5-
Flash remains consistently strong across nearly all
subdomains, DeepSeek-V4-Flash approaches pro-
prietary performance on STEM but drops on Urdu
language and literature, and BLOOMZ models per-
form near or below the random baseline across
most subjects.

E.1.5 Urdu-Prompt Subdomain Accuracy
Table 19 reports the per-subdomain breakdown un-
der the Urdu prompt. It follows the structure and
ordering of Table 18, allowing direct comparison
between prompt settings. Most differences remain
small, reinforcing the main finding from Section 5
that the difficulty of URDUMMLU comes primar-
ily from the question content rather than the in-
struction language. For most proprietary models
and the Gemma family, English- and Urdu-prompt
accuracies remain nearly identical across the ma-
jority of subdomains. Model-specific shifts are
clearer by subdomain. Qwen3.6-35B-A3B records
higher Urdu-setting scores across domains, led
by Social Sciences (+10.59 points), Profession
(+8.43), Other (+7.56), and STEM (+7.38). How-
ever, reasoning was enabled only under the Urdu
prompt, so these differences cannot be attributed
to prompt language. Qwen3-8B declines mainly
in Humanities, especially Urdu language and liter-
ature, driving its overall Humanities drop.
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Model STEM Humanities Social Sciences Profession Other
CHM BIO GSC MTH CSC PHY ULT ULG ISL UGR ETH FNA PKS ECO EDU SOC HPE CIV GEO PSY CIA COM PMT PRD PRS GKN

Open-weight Models: > 25B Parameters

DeepSeek-V4-Flash 97.65 97.96 96.44 98.17 95.63 98.71 56.65 77.38 91.92 79.47 88.60 87.16 91.83 93.94 85.17 95.12 92.05 93.78 94.29 94.78 71.40 95.04 40.00 89.30 90.85 86.56
Gemma-4-26B-A4B-IT 85.47 83.57 85.64 85.05 88.46 88.41 45.74 66.49 78.65 71.26 71.93 71.62 73.06 73.10 74.64 88.82 71.16 78.37 79.52 81.09 42.56 77.54 44.32 71.60 80.17 70.70
Gemma-4-31B-IT 91.88 93.45 92.33 93.49 93.44 96.46 51.61 72.36 85.32 77.35 84.21 82.43 80.43 84.34 82.06 90.75 81.13 87.26 87.62 90.00 54.92 86.05 40.54 79.57 88.67 79.66
LLaMA-3.3-70B 79.06 78.41 86.50 77.40 85.54 81.32 46.25 62.86 76.16 64.77 79.82 75.00 77.20 75.74 77.39 86.76 67.65 82.96 82.86 81.52 47.60 77.07 29.19 71.79 82.14 73.94
Qwen3.6-27B 91.88 86.57 89.31 89.61 92.95 93.72 45.49 62.07 75.29 69.80 77.19 79.73 66.60 78.72 76.32 88.82 69.54 77.93 81.90 83.70 39.13 78.25 47.57 65.18 85.84 69.75
Qwen3.6-35B-A3B 88.14 86.25 89.42 86.64 92.47 90.66 46.13 62.74 79.12 67.55 77.63 79.05 68.50 78.50 75.12 88.05 68.73 80.00 80.63 83.70 43.02 78.96 41.08 70.04 81.92 69.97
LLaMA-4-Scout-17B-16E 84.19 83.24 86.29 78.08 85.78 88.57 47.79 63.14 75.62 65.30 73.25 76.35 68.13 73.98 72.85 86.25 65.63 77.93 75.08 77.83 48.51 72.81 39.46 68.09 81.26 69.68
LLaMA-4-Maverick-17B-128E 91.99 90.23 91.79 91.89 92.59 94.04 52.47 70.68 84.04 74.17 83.77 81.76 81.65 83.35 77.87 88.43 80.19 87.41 84.76 86.96 52.40 79.43 34.59 78.79 85.19 80.84

Open-weight Models: ≤ 25B Parameters
BLOOMZ-1.1B 24.47 24.06 19.01 24.09 25.64 24.32 27.80 27.32 25.19 24.24 28.07 20.95 24.97 24.26 21.65 24.42 24.53 24.00 23.65 25.22 25.63 26.48 24.86 24.90 27.23 25.55
BLOOMZ-1.7B 25.53 24.81 31.32 25.68 33.29 23.83 26.69 27.72 29.63 23.31 31.58 22.30 31.18 32.30 38.28 42.29 32.08 34.67 29.68 27.61 28.83 30.97 35.68 27.04 44.23 30.25
BLOOMZ-3B 25.11 30.40 29.27 27.74 25.52 25.93 28.45 22.58 30.51 20.13 31.14 29.73 30.33 34.95 32.30 38.82 29.78 38.67 29.21 32.17 28.60 31.21 14.59 26.46 32.03 27.97
BLOOMZ-7B 24.15 25.99 27.32 24.77 23.69 23.19 23.26 21.66 27.68 27.02 30.26 25.68 29.11 29.77 36.84 36.38 31.27 28.89 28.73 28.48 25.40 28.13 21.08 24.71 33.99 27.53
Gemma-2-9B-IT 65.28 64.02 71.06 64.16 71.57 66.67 40.98 52.21 56.03 54.44 65.35 64.86 52.55 58.99 65.07 75.71 51.35 64.00 62.86 61.30 40.96 63.12 30.81 49.81 71.68 54.70
Gemma-3-4B-IT 46.37 46.29 55.83 43.49 60.27 47.67 33.96 40.89 43.57 41.19 50.44 54.73 42.74 46.42 51.08 64.78 41.64 58.07 53.33 46.09 31.58 49.65 23.78 41.25 55.34 45.67
LLaMA-3.2-3B 32.48 34.05 40.28 38.47 42.41 35.10 21.42 31.91 32.79 36.03 41.67 27.03 33.99 36.38 43.42 48.33 35.85 48.89 42.70 32.17 21.74 36.88 31.89 34.82 37.47 35.68
LLaMA-3.1-8B 44.98 42.53 51.94 44.86 52.86 44.28 28.21 44.40 46.80 46.36 53.07 49.32 48.04 49.61 55.02 65.17 43.53 56.89 52.70 47.61 26.77 47.75 30.81 41.63 56.43 44.64
Ministral-3-3B 49.79 48.98 59.40 54.68 60.39 58.94 41.25 44.36 49.09 46.36 50.44 58.78 42.47 49.72 55.74 62.47 46.63 51.26 55.08 50.87 37.07 49.88 28.65 42.41 56.64 48.02
Ministral-3-8B 61.43 62.41 70.52 65.41 77.52 71.98 39.38 47.51 57.78 52.58 64.47 56.76 52.44 61.08 62.68 74.55 53.91 67.26 65.40 63.70 37.30 59.57 42.70 51.75 68.63 54.55
Phi-4-mini 35.47 28.46 36.39 45.21 41.68 35.43 25.57 33.07 32.73 30.33 41.67 26.35 33.78 39.36 43.90 54.88 31.81 42.67 37.62 37.39 21.74 39.01 29.19 34.63 47.06 32.75
Phi-3.5-mini 33.44 28.57 29.70 43.72 34.51 33.01 19.54 28.32 26.46 21.46 35.09 20.27 27.15 32.52 34.69 38.82 31.27 33.48 31.75 30.22 18.76 34.75 20.00 26.65 38.56 28.34
Qwen3-4B-Instruct-2507 66.88 57.79 68.68 71.12 77.40 72.14 38.11 43.80 49.83 51.66 48.68 60.14 44.11 52.04 56.70 67.99 49.33 57.19 56.83 55.65 36.84 50.35 29.73 43.19 63.40 47.94
Qwen3-8B 66.88 60.47 70.63 75.57 77.52 76.01 30.77 46.35 50.91 51.66 60.09 46.62 45.23 56.45 62.68 71.08 52.43 59.85 57.46 59.35 29.98 57.92 30.27 45.91 68.85 50.29

Proprietary Models
Claude-Haiku-4.5 90.17 89.26 87.69 91.67 91.98 92.91 47.58 64.90 81.82 69.01 78.07 77.03 71.90 80.26 75.72 87.66 74.80 81.78 82.06 85.43 46.91 79.67 40.54 69.84 83.01 74.30
Claude-Sonnet-4.6 96.26 96.78 94.38 97.83 95.26 98.07 61.90 81.53 91.72 84.50 87.72 89.19 88.71 91.40 83.85 92.80 83.96 92.74 92.54 94.35 65.45 91.49 52.43 85.60 89.32 86.20
Gemini-3.1-Flash-Lite 97.76 97.10 96.00 96.46 96.23 97.75 63.53 83.53 91.52 87.15 92.11 85.14 92.42 94.16 88.04 93.70 90.70 94.37 94.60 95.43 67.05 94.56 38.92 87.55 93.68 86.27
Gemini-3.5-Flash 97.86 98.60 96.76 98.74 94.90 98.55 80.34 89.15 94.95 88.34 89.47 87.16 95.02 94.27 87.80 93.70 93.40 94.96 95.87 95.00 78.49 94.80 57.30 92.22 92.37 90.82
GPT-5.4-mini 90.28 89.26 89.52 80.59 90.77 90.02 51.87 71.84 82.76 72.32 80.70 79.05 78.42 81.15 76.32 89.85 67.52 83.11 83.02 84.78 56.75 79.43 35.68 73.74 85.40 75.40
GPT-5.4 96.26 96.56 94.06 92.81 94.90 96.46 57.91 78.62 91.11 78.28 84.65 86.49 87.49 88.20 82.30 91.26 86.93 91.56 91.43 91.74 70.02 91.25 42.70 83.66 88.67 84.29

Urdu Models
Qalb-1.0-8B 35.26 34.26 45.68 33.68 43.38 36.71 27.09 31.19 35.96 32.45 40.79 41.22 36.74 36.38 36.12 47.69 28.44 47.11 43.49 35.22 30.89 38.06 24.32 37.74 43.36 39.65
Alif-1.0-8B 35.58 37.27 47.95 36.53 47.14 39.45 20.48 31.11 34.14 26.09 40.35 35.14 39.93 40.79 42.34 52.31 35.58 46.37 46.67 40.22 26.32 40.19 25.41 32.68 46.62 41.04

Table 18: Subdomain-level model performance on URDUMMLU under the English prompt. All-item accuracy
(%) across all 26 subdomains grouped by domain, with unparsable outputs scored as incorrect. Subdomains are
ordered within each domain by dataset size (descending); see Table 15 for acronym expansions. Boxed values mark
the best score per column, while bold values indicate the best score within each model group.

Model STEM Humanities Social Sciences Profession Other
CHM BIO GSC MTH CSC PHY ULT ULG ISL UGR ETH FNA PKS ECO EDU SOC HPE CIV GEO PSY CIA COM PMT PRD PRS GKN

Open-weight Models: > 25B Parameters

DeepSeek-V4-Flash 97.65 97.42 96.44 97.83 96.48 98.71 54.62 76.51 91.58 78.28 85.53 85.81 89.93 92.83 85.53 93.70 90.03 94.22 93.17 93.70 66.82 94.09 38.92 87.94 91.50 84.88
Gemma-4-26B-A4B-IT 87.82 84.32 86.93 85.27 89.67 90.34 46.58 65.78 78.72 69.93 74.56 74.32 71.53 78.50 76.91 89.59 73.72 81.33 80.95 84.35 43.94 81.09 41.08 72.76 83.66 71.95
Gemma-4-31B-IT 92.52 93.98 93.63 93.61 94.41 95.65 51.41 71.68 84.92 76.42 82.46 84.46 80.91 84.67 82.30 91.13 81.81 88.30 86.98 90.43 53.78 86.76 41.08 79.57 89.54 78.56
LLaMA-3.3-70B 74.04 77.12 83.69 72.26 83.72 80.52 47.31 60.51 75.02 64.37 76.75 75.68 74.07 75.08 74.28 85.48 65.63 80.15 78.89 78.26 48.51 76.83 35.14 65.37 78.21 71.81
Qwen3.6-27B 92.95 88.83 89.42 88.93 93.07 94.85 45.47 61.39 75.62 67.42 80.26 78.38 67.23 81.48 75.96 89.33 71.43 81.19 84.29 85.00 40.96 81.09 43.78 64.59 85.84 70.70
Qwen3.6-35B-A3B 97.12 95.92 93.84 96.92 96.48 96.94 46.05 64.30 81.82 70.86 85.53 75.68 82.66 89.75 81.70 91.39 86.66 90.52 92.86 91.30 49.20 89.83 43.24 80.54 88.02 77.53
LLaMA-4-Scout-17B-16E 85.15 85.82 86.50 78.54 89.19 88.08 47.26 61.55 76.03 65.70 77.63 75.68 70.04 76.07 72.73 87.79 64.96 79.56 78.10 81.74 46.68 74.70 36.22 67.32 78.87 69.16
LLaMA-4-Maverick-17B-128E 93.16 91.19 92.44 90.75 91.86 94.69 53.27 70.60 82.49 72.19 83.33 76.35 82.03 84.79 77.87 89.72 82.48 88.59 85.56 88.70 54.69 82.27 36.76 76.65 83.22 80.98

Open-weight Models: ≤ 25B Parameters
BLOOMZ-1.1B 26.18 24.60 19.98 25.34 26.61 24.80 25.94 25.61 25.72 26.62 28.95 21.62 26.14 24.48 23.68 25.71 26.68 24.59 23.97 25.22 27.00 26.24 24.86 22.37 24.84 24.52
BLOOMZ-1.7B 17.41 15.04 19.55 16.67 20.41 12.72 20.67 21.50 18.45 22.25 28.51 16.89 27.68 30.10 35.77 36.50 23.05 27.56 24.92 24.35 26.32 26.95 36.76 24.51 30.50 25.92
BLOOMZ-3B 11.00 5.69 6.48 8.90 12.52 16.26 3.67 2.59 4.04 3.44 7.89 7.43 12.35 12.57 5.98 6.81 14.56 9.33 16.98 8.70 17.62 9.22 4.86 5.25 7.84 7.56
BLOOMZ-7B 22.33 23.20 23.97 22.15 20.41 24.80 15.22 19.90 23.03 15.10 26.32 28.38 18.24 23.48 25.60 25.96 26.55 22.22 24.60 21.96 21.28 25.53 17.30 14.98 25.71 22.54
Gemma-2-9B-IT 66.35 66.17 73.33 64.38 74.97 69.57 41.92 52.33 57.04 56.56 65.79 68.92 52.55 63.73 64.35 80.08 52.83 69.04 68.25 64.13 42.33 62.65 32.43 50.78 75.16 55.95
Gemma-3-4B-IT 46.79 49.52 58.32 44.86 62.21 48.95 33.38 41.08 46.80 44.90 50.00 54.05 43.05 48.07 51.91 67.74 44.47 56.74 53.81 47.61 29.75 51.06 29.19 43.39 57.95 46.33
LLaMA-3.2-3B 32.80 35.98 39.52 37.56 41.31 36.55 24.75 33.83 34.41 36.29 40.79 35.14 37.06 36.49 45.69 53.34 35.71 49.63 42.54 34.57 23.11 39.24 34.59 33.27 44.23 38.11
LLaMA-3.1-8B 42.20 45.97 51.51 43.38 51.76 43.64 32.09 42.60 44.11 44.90 57.02 46.62 47.24 49.28 58.25 68.89 42.45 56.30 53.33 44.35 27.00 47.75 30.27 41.05 59.26 45.08
Ministral-3-3B 52.35 50.38 62.85 55.02 64.64 59.90 39.84 43.68 50.10 48.61 54.82 51.35 43.27 53.36 59.69 71.98 45.82 56.00 58.57 53.91 37.99 53.90 32.97 44.94 60.57 48.97
Ministral-3-8B 66.67 69.60 73.43 66.21 79.10 75.04 39.41 47.87 58.79 53.77 71.93 56.76 54.88 66.48 66.15 80.33 58.09 69.63 70.48 67.17 38.67 65.72 44.32 54.28 69.93 57.12
Phi-4-mini 36.54 32.44 32.72 45.32 41.92 33.33 23.84 35.90 32.73 32.58 39.04 28.38 34.04 40.02 45.57 55.01 35.71 45.33 39.21 34.13 21.28 40.43 28.11 35.21 42.70 35.90
Phi-3.5-mini 33.01 28.79 30.02 41.67 34.39 34.14 25.29 30.91 28.08 26.75 32.46 26.35 29.16 31.75 36.48 37.79 31.40 32.30 31.27 33.04 21.74 37.83 16.76 30.54 38.34 30.62
Qwen3-4B-Instruct-2507 66.45 56.82 69.55 71.69 76.31 74.72 39.00 44.87 49.90 51.39 46.05 60.81 43.64 57.22 58.49 72.11 50.54 60.74 56.83 56.30 37.07 55.32 30.81 45.14 62.53 47.80
Qwen3-8B 70.83 64.02 75.16 77.74 78.98 80.52 17.36 43.12 49.43 44.90 64.04 41.89 46.50 58.43 65.19 74.94 54.18 63.41 61.43 62.61 28.38 61.47 34.59 42.61 72.77 49.49

Proprietary Models
Claude-Haiku-4.5 91.77 92.05 89.42 92.81 92.95 93.08 47.79 66.49 82.76 71.26 77.19 78.38 73.22 81.15 76.20 87.15 76.82 83.70 84.76 87.83 47.83 82.27 38.38 70.82 86.93 74.45
Claude-Sonnet-4.6 96.69 96.56 94.38 97.26 95.50 97.58 62.13 81.13 91.65 85.17 87.72 84.46 88.49 91.29 84.33 93.70 85.04 91.70 92.70 93.91 66.82 91.49 52.97 84.63 90.41 86.05
Gemini-3.1-Flash-Lite 97.65 98.07 96.76 96.35 96.23 97.42 64.00 83.73 91.72 85.43 90.35 85.81 92.52 94.16 87.92 93.44 91.24 94.81 95.08 94.13 68.42 94.80 37.30 87.55 93.90 85.76
Gemini-3.5-Flash 97.76 98.60 97.08 98.97 95.87 98.23 80.76 89.35 94.95 88.87 89.04 89.19 95.02 94.82 88.76 93.70 93.67 94.96 95.71 95.65 77.80 95.27 52.43 91.44 91.72 91.85
GPT-5.4-mini 89.64 91.19 91.04 78.20 90.16 89.21 51.03 71.24 83.30 72.45 82.02 79.73 77.84 82.14 77.15 89.72 69.81 83.11 81.75 89.57 59.73 85.11 36.76 75.29 84.75 75.26
GPT-5.4 97.44 97.85 95.79 99.20 95.87 98.55 65.86 79.46 91.45 81.06 89.47 89.86 90.67 93.94 86.96 92.42 92.32 94.22 94.29 93.48 69.34 92.43 40.00 84.05 90.85 83.92

Urdu Models
Qalb-1.0-8B 30.77 33.08 27.65 30.59 32.69 28.18 31.22 29.00 35.02 30.33 37.28 38.51 35.37 30.65 27.63 32.78 29.11 33.93 32.22 26.96 29.98 28.37 12.43 35.60 35.29 36.05
Alif-1.0-8B 28.21 27.07 30.99 27.17 33.54 27.05 27.17 29.24 28.96 28.08 25.44 32.43 31.39 27.45 24.40 34.70 24.12 32.30 29.21 28.70 26.54 27.90 14.59 33.66 27.89 29.66

Table 19: Subdomain-level model performance on URDUMMLU under the Urdu prompt. All-item accuracy
(%) across all 26 subdomains grouped by domain, with unparsable outputs scored as incorrect. Subdomains are
ordered within each domain by dataset size (descending); see Table 15 for acronym expansions. Boxed values mark
the best score per column, while bold values indicate the best score within each model group.

The Urdu-targeted models also show modest
gains on several Humanities subdomains under the
Urdu prompt, although these improvements do not
substantially change their overall ranking. These
patterns further support the conclusion that prompt
language plays a secondary role compared with
the educational and cultural knowledge required by
the benchmark. Urdu instructions may help mod-
els access knowledge acquired during training, but
they cannot compensate for knowledge that was not
learned.

F Invalid-Output Examples

Section 5.4 reports invalid-output rates across the
model suite. This appendix presents representative
failure cases drawn from actual predictions under
the Urdu prompt. We group them by failure type
to show recurring decoding behaviors and how
invalid generations appear across models. Each
response lacks an extractable answer key and is
scored as incorrect without being removed from
the denominator, illustrating why strict parsing is
necessary.
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Repetition collapse: In some cases, the model
enters a degenerate decoding loop and repeatedly
emits the same token sequence without producing
a meaningful or valid answer. Example F.1 illus-
trates this behavior for BLOOMZ-7B, which re-
peatedly generates the token “Question:” dozens
of times instead of producing a task-relevant re-
sponse.

Example F.1: repetition collapse
(BLOOMZ-7B, Urdu literature, gold
= B)

Question: ϖġȈ �ϙόŁ çá �ŦφǁÚ ùƙ �äţʠ �ɟφȒëφ́ è̤ʝφ̒õç đ �ǸÚţ �φʚ
Options:
• A. å �Ů H̥ �φō ŀٔφŃŤφƘ ùȅå �Ůφİ �äÚ
• B. ď �Ƀÿ �ψĖ é (gold)
• C. óçéÚ
• D. ŀ �φŃá �̣ Uƈ �φĩ
Model output:
Question: Question: Question: Question: …

Prompt echo: The model copies part of the user
prompt instead of answering the question. Exam-
ple F.2 shows BLOOMZ-1.7B reproducing the be-
ginning of the question prompt and terminating be-
fore generating a valid answer.

Example F.2: prompt echo (BLOOMZ-
1.7B, Islamic studies, gold = B)

Question: čçţ �ŵ 
φǁţ �φʚ čĚ�Ŵƽ éóÚ ù�ňŏؕφƔ å �Ůφİ ĒÚé čĚ�Ŵƽ Ĕ �φŇ ŏφƠÚ !ţ �ŵφǌŸφǎ
�ãφȋ ŤφƘäţ �ŵʟ 
φƅç Fϖü�żTϐĩ Ú éóÚøĚ�Ŵƽ Ť �φń Ÿ Hφǰ ϖ ϗĠƳϙƚ �ϙωȔ ϖü�żϙώƑ ùƙù�ňŏφƘ �ýƬφƿ۔óٔá �Ŧ �φĩ

Options:
• A. ŀٔφŃá̦ �φŁ
• B. �ãφǁóç (gold)
• C. �åʟ 
φƅç
• D. éÚç �éÚé
Model output:
: �äţʠ �ɟφȒ Humanities – islamic studies | :ěɫφſ SSC-II

ŏφƘ �ýƬφƿčçţ �ŵ 
φǁţ �φʚčĚ�Ŵƽ éóÚ ù�ňŏؕφƔå �Ůφİ ĒÚéčĚ�Ŵƽ Ĕ �φŇ ŏφƠÚ !ţ �ŵφǌŸφǎ :õÚŸφǬ

Refusal or clarification request: Instead of se-
lecting an answer, the model returns a conversa-
tional clarification request. Example F.3 shows
Qalb-1.0-8B treating the MCQ as an ambiguous
user query. Although four answer options are pro-
vided, the model attempts to continue the dialogue
rather than producing the required answer key.

Example F.3: refusal (Qalb-1.0-8B, mathe-
matics, gold = A)

Question: ŤφƘ å �Ůφİ �ýφƑá �φĬ ďɔφʸ çÚè̟ �φĳ ŀφ̓ äţʠφƩáφĥ éóÚ äóéá̢ �φƁ
ùHȄŀ�χŃŏφƘ۔ ĚH ŋá �φƿ
Options:
• A. đ �ů �χĩĚė (gold)
• B. ïɥ �Ȧφǎ
• C. å�ψĲ éá̢ �φƁ
• D. ĔφƔáφĥ
Model output:
åsŮH؟ φį ϖ ϗû�żϙ ϙʾφū ŏφƘ �äá �Ŧ rφĩ Ēéÿ �φĖóç ùȅÚ �âÚٓ á �Ŧφʸ ùHȄå۔ �Ů H̥ �φō ě �φȽÚóõÚŸφǬ áφĥ �âÚٓ

System-prompt echo: The model reproduces
the system prompt instead of answering the ques-
tion. Example F.4 shows Alif-1.0-8B repeating the
assistant role description without generating an an-
swer. The resulting output contains no answer key
that can be scored.

Example F.4: system-prompt echo (Alif-
1.0-8B, chemistry, gold = B)

Question: ď�Ŷ φʾū á �φŪ ŀφʼ Ļ �φŁáφū ùƙ �å 
Ʉ�ψı éèؕ �Ŧ ٔχĩ ÿH φį čçؕ ŀφʼ �ņƸ̣˓φƪÚ۔ùHȄ
Options:
• A. NaOH
• B. H2SO4 (gold)
• C. HCl
• D. KOH
Model output:
åsŮH۔ φį �äóá̟φǎ Ēè �φĖÚţ �φʚ MCQ ĚH ŋÿφİʴ�χĕÚ �âÚٓ

Empty or placeholder output: The model
emits a nearly empty response, often copied di-
rectly from a blank marker in the question. Ex-
ample F.5 shows BLOOMZ-3B returning only a
placeholder token. Because it contains neither an
answer key nor option text, the response cannot be
mapped to any candidate answer.

Example F.5: empty output (BLOOMZ-3B,
chemistry, gold = A)

Question: ùHȄŀ�φŃŸ۔ Hφǰõá̤Ɛ �žφǁÚõţ �ŵ �φĘ ãؕ �Ũ �φǟ éţɥ �φȎ �å 
Ʉʾ �ψĖ ŏ� φŌ
Options:
• A. ö ٔχĕ Úٓ �å �ŮφūóĚ�Ŵφʻ (gold)

• B. ö ٔχĕ Úٓǲ �Ŧ pŭ �Ŧʾ �ψĖ Ě �ŴƤ
• C. ö ٔχĕ Úٓõţ �ŵ �φĘ
• D. ö ٔχĕ Úٓõ �ņ�ψʱ çؕ
Model output:
___

10369



Discussion: All five examples fail at the
response-interface level because none contains
an extractable answer key from A through D.
They therefore cannot be treated as ordinary
answer-selection errors. Under all-item accuracy,
however, each response remains in the denomi-
nator and is scored as incorrect. This distinction
matters because accuracy alone does not show
whether a model selected the wrong option or
failed to produce a scorable answer. The failure
types also suggest different behaviors. Repetition
and placeholder outputs are consistent with
decoding instability, prompt echoes show failure
to separate instructions from question content, and
clarification requests reflect a conversational re-
sponse that does not follow the MCQ task. These
failures occur most often among weaker models
under the Urdu prompt. Reporting accuracy only
over parseable responses would exclude such
cases and overstate practical performance. We
therefore report all-item accuracy together with
invalid-output rates to distinguish subject-level
errors from failures to follow the required response
format.
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