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Figure 1: Image Courtesy: DALL-E 3 (Betker et al., 2023).

1 INTRODUCTION

The recent year has witnessed tremendous interest and activity in the world of Large Language Mod-
els (LLMs). LLMs hold the potential to unlock exciting applications in artificial intelligence due to
their ability to comprehend complex natural language instructions and excel in a broad spectrum
of tasks involving language, knowledge, reasoning, and creative generation. To foster research, in-
novation, and widespread adoption, an open ecosystem is essential. We have observed significant
advancements in this area with the launch of models like Llama 2 (Touvron et al., 2023) and Mistral
(Jiang et al., 2023), as well as their instruction-tuned variants such as Llama 2 Chat (Touvron et al.,
2023), Mistral-Instruct (Jiang et al., 2023), and Zephyr (Tunstall et al., 2023), among others. Major
progress has also been made in developing datasets for pre-training such as RedPajama (Computer,
2023)), instruction tuning (e.g., Alpaca (Taori et al., 2023), UltraChat (Ding et al., 2023), Dolly
(Conover et al., 2023), OpenAssistant (Kopf et al., 2023), LMSYS-Chat (Zheng et al., 2023a)), and
evaluation benchmarks (e.g., AlpacaEval (Dubois et al., 2023), MT-Bench (Zheng et al., 2023b)).
However, most of these advancements have been predominantly centered around the English lan-

guage.

There is limited support for Indian languages, which can be attributed to the incidental inclusion
of some Indian language data that slipped through the data filters during the pre-training of these
language models. However, the representation of data, the efficacy of tokenizers, and task perfor-
mance for Indian languages are considerably behind that of English. The performance in Indian
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languages, even on closed-source models such as ChatGPT (OpenAl, 2022), GPT-4 (Achiam et al.,
2023), and others, is inferior compared to English (Ahuja et al., 2023). Therefore, there is an urgent
need to develop a similar ecosystem of tools, models, and datasets for Indian languages to foster
research and innovation. In pursuit of this objective, the recent collaboration with Sarvam Al led to
release of OpenHathi (SarvamAl, 2023), an open-source foundational model for Hindi, developed
by extending Llama 2 (Touvron et al., 2023).

Today, we announce the next step — an initial release of “Airavata”, an instruction-tuned model
for Hindi built upon finetuning OpenHathi (SarvamAlI, 2023) with diverse, instruction-tuning Hindi
datasets to make it better suited for assistive tasks.

Along with the model, we also share the instruction tuning datasets' to enable further research for
IndicLLMs. We rely on human-curated, license-friendly instruction-tuned datasets to build “Aira-
vata”. We do not use data generated from proprietary models like GPT-4 (Achiam et al., 2023), etc.
We think this is a more sustainable way of building instruction-tuned models at scale for most Indic
languages, where relying on distilled data from commercial models would increase costs and restrict
their free usage in downstream applications due to licensing restrictions.

We also compile a collection of evaluation benchmarks” along with an evaluation framework to
compare various LLMs for their abilities on diverse tasks when instructed in Hindi. Using this
benchmark and human judgments, we compare different LLMs to quantify the current state of their
Hindi capabilities. We conduct a detailed analysis of Airavata’s performance on various Natural
Language Understanding (NLU) and Natural Language Generation (NLG) tasks and find that the
instruction fine-tuning helps align the model to various NLU tasks. There is significant potential for
improvement in NLG tasks, which require the creation of larger, more diverse instruction datasets
as well as innovations in aligning English model representations to Hindi representations to drive
better cross-lingual transfer.

2 INSTRUCTION TUNING DATASET CREATION

High-quality instruction tuning datasets are important for the good performance of LLMs. How-
ever, there are few diverse datasets for Hindi. Following Wei et al. (2023), we rely on translating
high-quality English-supervised instruction-tuning datasets into Hindi. We use IndicTrans2 (Gala
et al., 2023), the state-of-the-art open-source MT model for Indian languages, for translation. Some
previous works (Li et al., 2023; Wei et al., 2023) have used ChatGPT (OpenAl, 2022) to translate in-
structions and/or generate responses into Hindi to better use context during translation (IndicTrans2
and most MT models are sentence-level). However, this is not cost-effective, and the translation
quality of ChatGPT (OpenAl, 2022) is lower than IndicTrans2 (Gala et al., 2023), and its generation
quality in Hindi might not be up to the mark (Ahuja et al., 2023). A future avenue of work would be
improving translation quality when document context is available.

We sample examples from different datasets listed in Table 1 to ensure balanced representations
across all the tasks while fitting into our instruction tuning budget. We translate the instructions,
input, and outputs into Hindi. This results in a total of 404k examples spanning English and Hindi
language. The translated Hindi examples were filtered to retain high-quality examples. Specifically,
examples were retained only when the chrF++ score (Popovi¢, 2017) between the back-translated
example and the corresponding English example was 50 or above. The final dataset used for in-
struction tuning contains 385k examples. Table 1 shows the details of the final training dataset. The
dataset is available on the HuggingFace Hub.?

We also create two native Hindi Instruction datasets:
+ wikiHow: wikiHow" is an online wiki-style platform that serves as a valuable resource for a di-

verse array of how-to articles spanning numerous topics. The articles on the platform are human-
moderated, ensuring a high-quality standard. The questions users pose in these articles closely

'https://huggingface.co/datasets/aidbharat/indic-instruct-data-v0.1
https://huggingface.co/collections/aidbharat/airavata-evaluation-suite

-65b13b7b68165de71balb333
*https://huggingface.co/datasets/aidbharat/indic-instruct-data-v0.1
*nttps://www.wikihow.com/Main-Page
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Unfiltered Filtered
Dataset
English Hindi  English Hindi
FLAN-v2 (Longpre et al., 2023) 67,463 67,463 67,463 65,228
Anthropic-HHH (Bai et al., 2022) 5,000 5,000 5,000 4911
Dolly (Conover et al., 2023) 15,011 15,011 15,011 14,880

OpenAssistant (Kopf et al., 2023) 19,945 20,128 19,945 16384
LymSys-Chat (Zheng et al., 2023a) 50,000 50,000 50,000 37,422

WikiHow 20,400 6,055 20,400 6,055
Anudesh 5,234 7,577 5,234 7,577
Total 183,053 171,234 183,053 152,457

Table 1: Instruction Fine-tuning Training Dataset Details

align with potential use cases for this model, making it a rich resource for training models. Ad-
ditionally, this might also help induce reasoning capabilities and generate logical step-by-step
responses. We curate around 20k and 6k articles in English and Hindi, respectively, resulting in
a total of around 27k articles. We currently formulate the data as a completion task given either
question or question along with a few initial steps. The dataset is released under the CC-0 license.

Anudesh: Anudesh is a crowd-sourced collection of prompts accompanied by responses gener-
ated from the Llama 2 70B model (Touvron et al., 2023). Participants are provided with clear
guidelines detailing the nature of the interaction required, including the specific language to be
employed. These languages encompass a range that includes Indic languages, English, transliter-
ated Indic, as well as a blend of Indic and English in a code-mixed format. Contributors craft their
prompts in adherence to these directives and the specified language criteria. Subsequently, these
prompts are then paired with the corresponding translated outputs from the Llama 2 70B model
(Touvron et al., 2023). The dataset is released under CC-BY-4.0 license. More details about the
interactions will be released soon.

We provide a brief description of all the existing instruction datasets used in addition to the above
(and corresponding licenses) below:

FLAN-v2 (Longpre et al., 2023): A collection of NLP tasks that combines a number of existing
NLP datasets with various data augmentations, introduced by Chung et al. (2022). We sample
around 67K examples for our training mixture. The dataset is released under the Apache-2.0
license.

Anthropic-HHH (Bai et al., 2022): A collection of human-collected preference data for aligning
the models to be helpful and harmless. We sample 5K conversations from the “chosen” column
for our training mixture. The dataset is released under the MIT license.

Dolly (Conover et al., 2023): A corpus of more than 15K records generated by thousands of
Databricks employees to enable LLMs to exhibit the magical interactivity of ChatGPT. The dataset
is released under the CC-BY-SA-3.0 license.

OpenAssistant (Kopf et al., 2023): A collection of human-generated, human-annotated assistant-
style conversation corpus consisting of 38K messages, resulting in over 3K conversation trees and
around 20K conversations. The dataset is released under the Apache-2.0.

LymSys-Chat (Zheng et al., 2023a): A collection of 1M real-world conversations spanning 25
SOTA LLMs similar to OpenAssistant (Kopf et al., 2023). We sample 50K conversations for
our training mixture. The dataset is released under the LMSYS-Chat-1M Dataset License Agree-
ment.’

NMT (Gala et al., 2023): A multi-domain human-annotated dataset containing 50K bitext
English-Hindi translation pairs from BPCC-Human (Gala et al., 2023) to enable better cross-
lingual transfer. The dataset is released under the CC-BY-4.0 license.

Shttps://huggingface.co/datasets/lmsys/lmsys-chat—1m#lmsys—chat—-1lm-dat

aset-license—agreement
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Hyper-Parameter Value
LoRA Rank 16
LoRA alpha 32
LoRA Dropout 0.05

LoRA Target Modules q_proj, v_proj, k_proj, gate_proj
up_proj, down_proj

Epochs
Learning rate Se-4
Batch Size 128

Floating Point Precision bfloat16

Table 2: Hyperparameters for Fine-tuning

3 SUPERVISED FINE-TUNING

We fine-tune the OpenHathi model using the above-compiled datasets. We perform parameter-
efficient fine-tuning with LoRA (Hu et al., 2022). The hyperparameters used are listed in the Table 2.

During fine-tuning, the loss was computed only for the output tokens. We used the Openlnstruct
framework® for fine-tuning and customizing it for our requirements (our custom version is available
as IndicInstruct’). One fine-tuning example corresponds to one example in the dataset. However,
this is suboptimal since many tokens are wasted as padding tokens. We plan to optimize this process
by packing multiple dataset examples into a single fine-tuning example (Iyer et al., 2022; Krell et al.,
2023).

3.1 FULL vs. LORA FINETUNING

There are two prevalent methods for instruction fine-tuning for LLMs: Full fine-tuning and LoRA.
Full fine-tuning (FFT) involves updating all the model parameters, whereas LoRA (Hu et al., 2022)
fine-tuning involves introducing a small set of additional parameters and only updating them. We
perform an ablation study to examine both the fine-tuning strategies to train two models, one em-
ploying full fine-tuning and the other by LoRA fine-tuning. For the context of this ablation study,
we consider the FLAN v2 (Longpre et al., 2023) subset from our instruction dataset spanning En-
glish and Hindi. For our evaluation, we used a subset of NLU tasks in Hindi, along with BoolQ
(Clark et al., 2019) and MMLU (Hendrycks et al., 2021) tasks in English, as development sets to
decide between full fine-tuning and LoRA fine-tuning (Figure 2). We observed that FFT models
outperform the OpenHathi base model (SarvamAlI, 2023) in IndicCopa (Doddapaneni et al., 2022)
and IndicXParaphrase (Doddapaneni et al., 2022) tasks. However, the FFT model performed poorly
on English tasks compared to the base model as well as the LoRA fine-tuned model. LoRA fine-
tuned model demonstrated improvements or similar performance as the OpenHathi base model on
both Hindi NLU and English tasks. As a result, we decided to proceed with LoRA fine-tuning for
training our final model. We report results on the LoRA fine-tuned final model in the subsequent
section.

3.2 MODEL SELECTION

We fine-tune the OpenHathi model for 4 epochs and save the model after each epoch. We evaluate
the checkpoint of each epoch on the dev set (IndicSentiment, IndicCOPA, IndicXNLI, and IndicQA
from IndicXTREME (Doddapaneni et al., 2022), and Flores devtest (Goyal et al., 2021; Costa-jussa
et al., 2022)) and compare the average performance. We observe that the checkpoint of epoch 3
performs well on NLU tasks, while the checkpoint of epoch 4 performs well on NLG tasks. We
perform checkpoint averaging, where we interpolate the weights of the above two checkpoints to
obtain a model that performs well across both NLU and NLG tasks. We found the best interpolation
factor to be around 0.6.

*https://github.com/allenai/open-instruct
"https://github.com/AI4Bharat/IndicInstruct


https://github.com/allenai/open-instruct
https://github.com/AI4Bharat/IndicInstruct

Technical Report

Comparison of Full-finetuning vs LoRA fine-tuning
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Figure 2: Ablation experiment to understand the performance gaps between Full fine-tuning and
LoRA fine-tuning across a mix of English and Hindi NLU tasks.

interpolated weights = 0.6 x checkpoints + (1 — 0.6) x checkpointy

4 EVALUATION ON NLP BENCHMARKS

‘We evaluate our model on the standard NLU and NLG benchmarks, which include native Hindi test
sets from IndicXTREME (Doddapaneni et al., 2022) and Indic NLG Suite (Kumar et al., 2022).
Further, to test the knowledge and reasoning capabilities of the model in Hindi, we translate the
English benchmarks such as MMLU (Hendrycks et al., 2021), Hellaswag (Zellers et al., 2019),
ARC (Clark et al., 2018), Winogrande (Sakaguchi et al., 2020) and BoolQ (Clark et al., 2019) and
use these to evaluate our final model. The IndicTrans2 (Gala et al., 2023) model was employed for
translating the benchmarks. Although this is not the perfect evaluation setup however, due to limited
resources, we rely on this method as a proxy indicator for assessing trends in the performance of
the model in terms of reasoning capabilities in Hindi. An important future direction would involve
creating equivalent benchmarks in the native language instead of solely relying on translations.

4.1 RESULTS

Tables 3 to 6 shows the comparison of Airavata with the base model (OpenHathi) and the translate-
test baseline using the Llama 2 7B Chat model. In the translate-test approach, the Hindi input is
translated into English using the IndicTrans2 model and is used as a prompt to the Llama 2 7B
Chat model. We observe that Airavata significantly outperforms the OpenHathi model on most
tasks, demonstrating that fine-tuning on the IndicInstruct dataset helps align the base model to a
variety of tasks. Moreover, the performance of the translate-test approach with the Llama 2 7B Chat
model has a lot of variance, while Airavata consistently performs well across tasks. OpenHathi
and Airavata exhibit comparable performance in the translation task. OpenHathi benefits from its
extensive training on parallel corpora, resulting in a highly proficient base model for the translation
task. We observe mixed results on generation tasks, indicating the scope for further improvement
of Airvata, especially in open-ended text generation capabilities. Table 4 shows the performance of
Airavata and other models on English test sets and the respective machine-translated Hindi test set.
We observe a 5-15 point performance gap between the English baseline and the respective Hindi
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baseline across various tasks for both OpenHathi and Airavata models. This indicates limited cross-
lingual transfer of English knowledge to Hindi, highlighting the need for future research to improve
cross-lingual alignment to maximize knowledge transfer between English and Hindi.

0-Shot 5-Shot
. Llama2 7B Chat ,. . Llama2 7B Chat .
OpenHathi (translate-test) Airavata OpenHathi (translate-test) Airavata
IndicSentiment 72.89 97.85 95.81 96.59 98.43 97.01
IndicCopa 68.69 76.53 63.75 42.77 78.34 72.97
IndicXNLI 16.67 23.67 73.26 42.25 47.96 74.70
IndicXParaphrase 71.72 09.54 76.53 66.67 48.56 69.87

Table 3: F1 scores on Indic NLU and Commonsense Reasoning tasks

. 0-Shot 5-Shot
Variant
OpenHathi Airavata OpenHathi Airavata

English 36.16 41.39 40.12 43.28
MMLU Hindi (Translated) 3227 3496 3513  36.00
BoolQ English 52.63 73.00 64.46 62.02
Hindi (Translated) 58.56 64.50 65.69 51.47
English 57.28 70.50 62.12 71.04
ARCEasy  piodi (Translated) 44,28 54.00 49.87 54.84
Arc Challence English 39.85 45.90 46.25 48.29
€% Hindi (Translated) 32.68 35.92 36.60 36.26
Hella Swa English 31.48 34.37 3245 36.83
& Hindi (Translated) 25.59 25.37 24.85 24.84

Winogrande  English 49.17 49.72 - -

Table 4: Accuracy on English NLU and Commonsense Reasoning tasks and its translated variants

0-Shot 5-shot
OpenHathi Airavata OpenHathi Airavata
chrF++ 5541 54.82 54.98 54.24
BLEURT  0.7103 0.6970 0.7115 0.7084
chrF++ 54.23 53.78 54.53 52.81
BLEURT  0.7156 0.7012 0.7181 0.7037

Metric

Flores

IN22-Gen

Table 5: chrF++ and BLEURT scores on English-Hindi translation task

5 HUMAN EVALUATION

We assess Airavata using authentic prompts provided by real users, evaluating its performance across
five distinct abilities outlined in Table 7.

We define a set of intents and domains of focus, which are then provided to users, along with clear
instructions on the type of prompts they should construct. More details about the benchmark will be
released soon.

Along with Airavata, we also evaluate ChatGPT (OpenAl, 2022), GPT-4 (Achiam et al., 2023) and
BactrianX-llama-7B (Li et al., 2023) models for the same abilities. BactrianX-llama-7B is an in-
structed fine-tuned model for Hindi directly fine-tuned with the Llama base model on a multilingual
instruction dataset. This multilingual instruction dataset consisted of machine-translated instructions
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1-shot
Metric
. Llama 2 7B Chat .
OpenHathi (translate-test) Airavata
Indic QA (No Context) F1 17 4.58 21.01
Indic QA (With Context) F1 20.69 19.59 37.69
Indic Headline Rouge L 11.26 23.06 12.32
BLEURT  0.4682 0.4590 0.3793
IndicWikiBio Rouge L 20.45 41.01 10.66
BLEURT  0.5185 0.6415 0.4279

Table 6: F1, Rouge L and BLEURT scores on Indic NLG tasks

AbilityName Ability

Long Ability to generate long-form text like writing essays, speeches, reports, etc.

Fact-Ops Ability to give factual opinions and explanations like seeking recommendations,
seeking advice, opinions, explanations, etc.

Content Ability to make content accessible like summarizations, layman
explanations, etc

Lang-Creativity Ability to be creative in language like finding anagrams, rhyming words,
vocabulary enhancement, etc

Culture Ability to answer questions related to Indian Culture.

Table 7: Description of abilities to test through human evaluation

from Alpaca (Taori et al., 2023) and Dolly (Conover et al., 2023) datasets, followed by response gen-
eration from ChatGPT (OpenAl, 2022). Annotators were presented with a prompt and a randomly
selected response from any of the models and were instructed to provide ratings based on the metrics
outlined in Table 8.

In addition to the above metrics, we also ask the human evaluators to give a final score on the likert
scale of 1 to 5, reflecting their overall satisfaction with the response.

We sample a set of 50 prompts® covering various intents and domains (more details about the bench-
mark will be made available soon) and generate the responses from all three models. The prompt-
response pairs were shuffled randomly and anonymized, ensuring no indication of the generating
model, before being presented to the annotators for evaluation. Annotators were instructed to assess
responses strictly adhering to the aforementioned rubrics. We report the various results in Figures 3
to 5.

$https://huggingface.co/datasets/aidbharat/human—eval

Metric Details Range
IFA: Instruction Fol- This assesses the model’s ability to accurately and effectively fol-  0-2
lowing Ability low the instructions provided in the prompt
CNS: Closeness to This assesses how naturally and fluently the model’s responses  0-2
Native Speaker align with the way a native Hindi speaker would express the same
ideas.

CQ: Content Qual- This evaluates the response in terms of its factual accuracy, logical ~ 0-2
ity flow of ideas, and overall informational relevance.

Table 8: Rubrics for Human Evaluation
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Avg Satisfaction vs. Model

Avg Satisfaction

[N

GPT-4 GPT-3.5 BactrianX-llama-7b Airavata

Model

Figure 3: Average satisfaction scores for various models based on a Likert scale between 1 and 5
reported by Human annotators.

Metrics vs Models

B GPT-4 [ GPT-35 Bactrian-llama-7b [l Airavata
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<
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Avg IFA Avg CNS Avg CQ
Metric

Figure 4: Human evaluation scores for assessing the instruction following and content generation
abilities of the models based on the rubrics described in Table 8.

Our observations suggest that while Airavata still trails significantly behind GPT-4 in terms of its
ability to follow instructions and the quality of its content, it performs relatively better when gen-
erating natural-sounding Hindi content compared to both GPT-4 and ChatGPT. Notably, Airavata
outperforms the BactrianX-1lama-7B model by a significant margin. This difference in performance
can be attributed to a lack of vocabulary expansion in BactrainX-1lama-7B to accommodate addi-
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Abilities Comparison
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Figure 5: Fine-grained human evaluation of content generation abilities of the models described in
Table 7.

tional Hindi tokens and its lack of continual pre-training in Hindi. Furthermore, BactrainX-llama-7B
may be trained on a lower-quality dataset for instruction tuning that was completely generated using
ChatGPT. The OpenHathi model and Airavata, however, have addressed these shortcomings and
show substantial improvements over the BactrainX-llama-7B model. We discuss these performance
trends across various capabilities in more detail below.

The findings indicate that amongst all abilities, Airavata particularly excels in providing factual
opinions and explanations, as demonstrated by the earlier examples. However, the model struggles
with tasks demanding creative language usage, as our SFT data lacks components emphasizing cre-
ativity. When comparing GPT-4 and ChatGPT (GPT-3.5) performance, GPT-4 generally surpasses
the latter in knowledge-intensive or creativity-demanding tasks. Nevertheless, it’s noteworthy that
ChatGPT either outperforms or is comparable in tasks emphasizing language generation, such as
long-form content creation, offering factual opinions, and ensuring content accessibility.

We acknowledge that our current human evaluation is not robust and thorough due to the limited
number of prompts in our set and each prompt and response pair being evaluated by only one anno-
tator. However, our evaluation still offers valuable preliminary insights that will inform our efforts
to improve the model. Expanding the instruction dataset to include content covering a diverse range
of abilities can help improve the model’s capabilities. At the same time, it is important to ac-
knowledge that a significant portion of knowledge stems from English, which possesses the most
extensive knowledge repository. Therefore, achieving better cross-lingual alignment between Hindi
and English representations is essential for accurately answering factual questions and minimizing
€IToneous responses.

6 TOXICITY AND MISINFORMATION

We evaluate Airavata, OpenHathi, and Llama2-7B models with publicly available benchmark
datasets, in both O-shot and 5-shot settings. Our evaluation provides insights into key dimensions
for LM safety. Multilingual HateCheck (MHC) is a suite of functional tests for hate speech detec-
tion and we use its Hindi subset (Das et al., 2022) to evaluate and compare the performance of all
models. We translate the TruthfulQA, Implicit Hate, and a human-evaluated subset of the Toxigen
dataset, to Hindi. This subset of Toxigen has been denoised to retain instances that have annotation



Technical Report

0-Shot 5-Shot
. . Llama2 7B Chat . . Llama2 7B Chat .
Variant OpenHathi (translate-test) Airavata OpenHathi (translate-test) Airavata
Multilingual HateCheck  Hindi 70.15 70.24 70.24 70.15 70.24 70.25
Implicit Hate English 50.65 57.92 62.33 51.41 65.02 62.44
P Hindi (Translated) 52.45 53.21 61.15 49.99 52.98 58.84
Toxigen English 4491 83.35 78.63 42.71 66.34 72.24
(human evaluated) Hindi (Translated) 47.75 83.97 78.56 42.83 73.20 74.80
Truthful QA English 30.72 37.25 33.60 30.72 37.25 33.64
(averaged MC1 & MC2)  Hindi (Translated) 34.31 35.66 35.32 34.31 35.66 35.32

Table 9: Accuracy on hate and toxicity identification, and answering factual questions.

agreement from all annotators (Hosseini et al., 2023). While the Implicit Hate dataset (Hosseini
et al., 2023) helps evaluate the model performance on detecting the subtle and implicit forms of
hate speech, human-evaluated Toxigen data contains instances that are directed towards various de-
mographics. We evaluate the model performance on detection of toxicity in these three datasets,
and their translated instances using the accuracy metric. Further, for evaluating the model’s capa-
bility towards answering factual questions, we use the Truthful QA dataset (Lin et al., 2022) which
contains multiple choice questions which are factual and can mimic common human falsehoods.

Given the accuracy scores from our evaluation, in Table 9, Airavata is able to detect openly ex-
pressed hate in Hindi statements from MHC with an accuracy similar to the other two models, with
similar performance in both 0- and 5-shot settings. On the more challenging instances which contain
implicitly veiled hate speech, Airavata is able to identify hate with significantly better accuracy than
the other two models within the translated Hindi instances. On the original Implicit Hate dataset,
Llama2-7B seems to perform better, given a few examples. On the Translated Toxigen subset,
Llama2-7B is able to detect targeted toxic instances against certain demographics with the highest
accuracy among all three models. However, given a few examples, we observe a significant perfor-
mance dip for Llama2-7B and Airavata outperforms it marginally. We observe similar performance
on the original English dataset and note that Airavata is better at detecting targeted hate in Hindi, as
compared to implicitly veiled hate speech. Its performance at detecting targeted hate is surprisingly
better than detecting openly expressed hate speech from MHC. On the Truthful QA dataset, in both
0- and 5-shot settings, Llama2-7B outperforms OpenHathi and Airavata. On the translated Truth-
fulQA data, a marginal dip in the performance can be observed which indicates that we need further
investigation into the model’s capability for generating misinformation.

Overall, these results may suggest that LLMs are able to identify toxicity and hateful speech, we
think that further investigation is needed to evaluate toxicity and the presence of social biases within
the content generated by LLMs. In the future, we plan to investigate additional existing benchmarks
and novel evaluation measures to test LLMs for content safety and reliability.

7 RESOURCES

You can find all the details about the project in this section. We release the following resources to
facilitate further research in instruction-tuning for Indian language LLMs.

* Airavata Github Repository (for fine-tuning and evaluation)

 Airavata SFT Dataset Collection: Huggingface

 Airavata Evaluation Dataset Collection: Huggingface

8 SUMMARY AND FUTURE OUTLOOK

We release Airavata, an open-source, instruction-tuned Hindi model demonstrating promising per-
formance across various tasks compared to existing open-source models. We provide both datasets
and models to facilitate further research in improving Hindi LLMs. This marks an initial stride to-
wards developing high-quality, open-source LLMs for Indian languages that require multi-faceted
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efforts ranging from the creation of extensive pre-training datasets, diverse instruction tuning
datasets, and high-quality foundational models.

9 LIMITATIONS

Airavata, like other LLMs, faces common challenges such as potential hallucinations, resulting in
the generation of fabricated information, and may struggle with accuracy in complex or specialized
topics. There is also a risk of generating objectionable or biased content. Its understanding of
cultural nuances and effectiveness in mixed-language contexts may be constrained. Furthermore,
the model’s performance is closely tied to the quality and scope of its training data, influencing its
efficacy and reliability. It is crucial to note that this model is designed for research purposes and is
not recommended for any production use-cases.
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A

In this section, we show example generations from Airavata. Note that the model’s outputs in
examples #AS5 and #A6 did not contain newlines between bullet points. They have been added

EXAMPLES

here for readability.

Al

Airavata excels in specific content generation tasks, such as soliciting mail drafts (#A1) and address-
ing general how-to inquiries (#AS5, #A6). Furthermore, it demonstrates proficiency in adhering to

EXAMPLES WHERE THE AIRAVATA MODEL GENERATES GOOD OUTPUT

instructions related to output structure (#A3 and #AS).

-

Example #A1

Prompt

ST utges @t U SIS # 33 A T T B, Sk g Yok AT $HT ST e 3R My X fh
THT Bl AT & T &1

Model Response

o [mgen a1 ], |

3 3nen ¢ 6 a8 A snuent sredt avg ¥ e Sgem & siuent g8 giEd aRA & fog o @ §
AR fUse oif&R # & & sRwn, [ifR ] & forg smudhl fEefiadt & uidh 34 g2 81 & gnsra g f a8
SYfAUTSIe 8 Tehd & SR & ATH AFTAT 1 |

# g5 gMfAd e & foiy &% H9a 08 o 38T § 6 39 12, ) Sfes 8 Sies g fohan og ok wifesy # o
oY oft wreT @ 5= & fog 89 St oft heH 33T Tohd €, a8 SoT | &l |

59 o9, & amueh! g 1 |rgan g foh [3iS ] & fag smueht f3efiadt sre [fafd] R Iuersy &1 puan
TSt IaTY foh &R SISk UT <hig U a1 fRdT¢ &1 |

3Tuch & SR T & fog y=gare | & wifasy 7 smuch 9Ty M e & fAg aaR §1 | SAFERY 9§, [STmaer
am]

Example #A2

Prompt

WRA H F81 o OR TAT 7R I79 TEH 7 AT Afclch STEROT AT ST 2AT| 39k YIS 1 Ik ¢ Hat gasmeit
Model Response

", g U [eTay 9aTe §! MR | 981 ol GHAIAE afekt AT 11T & SR SR UR ol i 3R &
fonarT SITdT & ST9 ohls a1 Ao 4T glar & a1 STHeRT o+t gidt 81 99T sufeiy € auifh sl o1 39 iR
Sr3e7a difedt § wilRa foRg 71q € ofk 578 sgiey Ul AT STTaT 81 39T, 98 & A1 JTadid R T
FHYdh HAER AT R ITeh TRT ol T It fITer IR AT ITANT it Hgea gl AT STt 81

Ig I1e @1 Hft Agayqut ¢ o I8t it et @t & forg amfesiar ik g & U & ¢&1 J1aT 8, 3R

I STEd A AT IUATAT B S ST IThT eTg o Y A et Ty afy foreht gept 3 smuest

T I el T 3G HGER A s Tereht T, dt Ifera ufafehar &1 ok (R ot Ses @ et Ageayof
"
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Example #A3

Prompt

H 370 T TS I S h YR Tehdl §7 T UiT fog I
Model Response

1. 370+ et ot ford |

2. 314 1&gl bl Bie, Ty st § S &Rl
3. Uoh Sl II¢ 3R 99 | ek

4. 3 T ot UTfAehdT 2|

5. 370 AT & G A o folq & i GREhd el

Example #A4

Prompt

H 37U G TS HIRTe i K GUR Gehdl 52 T3 U foig sard 3R Ieh1 gofa &R
Model Response

1. 37O AT Y ATATHRAT &: I i el HTIfHeRdT & fSieg URT ahet ol T ATk SITaadhal § SR 30
Ugd U A3

2. o YT SHY: Gk SIggEt a6 3R I WR ek 3B 1 T ST U T T <R Tee de 3R
3 & el UT e H HEG |

3. & WM | T U BIF ol 5 & & 3R 37U I W LA dhied &

4. 3% &: FafAd s o @ simuet Rars et 8k Iaeds s+ w8+ | Agg At

5. 30 3T hl YREhd He: U MY eh! Y¥Ehd e ° 3MTeh! TR 3§+ 3fR 370 A&t st UTed et &
forg ofta = A mie fAert
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Example #A5

Prompt

ﬁﬁa%amﬁﬁ%ﬁ?m%mwaﬁﬁﬁﬁwéﬁmﬁ@a@%ﬁmgﬁm%g@maﬁs‘
3qrg g1?

Model Response

Ig G WS ¢ foh STTUChT S1aTe ohT AT SheAT U 6T &1 I8 I16 a1 Heayqul & foh ardhatuH, [&ar ofk
frem St wrerTeT Rt ¥ A # AeE A & hs aRih | I8 $© TG &Y 1Y § 1 TR 1 Uehd &:
1. foneht RAifthcas a1 TeTgenR & a1 - fohell AT TRy USleR § STd el 3T STaHTG i Tafad
T IR FY R e T AT H UG e 5l TerdT &1 F SUEhHT HIGHTSHT Sl THFH SR 37 TR FIg T &
fOrT Uk AT S9 # Sueh! Heg R ohd & |

2. fafad saram: aRifve afafafd geiftha sisdt 8, St Uiepfae AHIGeT IgM aTdt 81 &1 Igi de foh B
GAT & T S el 1, ORAT A1 G ool REaTd Wi STaATGURAdT chl HIEHT i A et A HEG e ehal
gl

3. Uopfa & gAy fFa: upfa & e f9am & a1a &Y H e 3R SeaTor Y 9TaHT Sl dgaT 31 | Hag
AT Tendtt 8| ST a5 ST Hehd &, Tae IT3IT e Hehd & AT ITTATH oAl ThiH hech Uhial A 310+ 3f faref&ra
TR THA 8l

4. oS & 1Y 93 TIdl, URAR A1 Tgehia & d1Y 3 St 99 3R Tehre UaH &ed & | ol
I Pl TR et & ST 3R STehiu Y TaTeH ot v I § Hag Al Tehd gl

5. AT AT § o= I@: shedl, Wi AT AE St T ATt & fid g & 79 @t
frafera e ofik @2l & ra=n a1 & Aeg e Tadt &1

6. ATESHET-Y dch-ichl chl SHTSTHIY: ST, TSI T ot oh 31T AT AT Wfed faf9a ATgeped dehsich
STRTH The 3R TIAT &T0T UR AT Thisd e H AGG e Uehdl &1

7. TH-SEHT T HWIT e JAT A1 o1, Tforad SR @ SR W Sitad Seft I91g 3@ Siedt
W-3@AT TUIST § AN T SMasach &1 39H I e, fohdTa ug a1 &t 3@ gu AreaT sheAT St
st mfaet gt gehd &1

8. TRl WGl A W o: R FgrIdT Tg a1 GRS Wa @ier ol T & St 3ch Id
AT & ST 38 811 GUR) © JSh, S1TT S0 STTHTG i i el H HGG e oh XIch! ehl UgdTe e Tehd
gl

9. UIeR Heg o: I AU THTE &1 Tt AT dgd hio oild g, dl FRifehear a1 wmsf o & R
R &R | ues ufAferd 7-fRich T UIaR SITUh! HehlarelT o TE & Heg e TehdT & 37X MTUdh! 3ifdwh
HehRIcTeh ATFTHhT [Iehiad T H H&E s FehdT & | T1G I, TG T G T S ol 3, AT Tat
FHYT R IO & AT, ST W IR Hehd! & SR JgaR Hegd I Tohd! g
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Example #A6

Prompt

H IR R g R 77 88 vt g1 51t &1 A, g3t ot Aiendt o g SR e g e g gt &
7o fra @ arafa e # A marh gt & Fif 3 Fas died § ofk B 7 sea €1 A was
g1 ATgHt ATfch g5t $9 FHRT 1 AFET 7 AT US| TR ANTGRH e R # Ga At A oW § FY
fufera & Fenar §

Model Response

3T U & foIg e=iare! STz ST IR STUeh! RATH @l i 1T Hhe # g gAifad! Sl JET el
US YehdT &, wifch fRiar 7 oel-Heg & folg agl Ueh arur-az-=RoT Arie e & 78 §:

Fag IieH & foly T shed I81Y Y &:

Frfech TXRR GRT U fhY ST 38 U € UTSTshA

2. a8 Ui arel 79 oY {3 "ohas HE" a1 SIS ST RS UTel SR S1ATH ST deh Ugd UG dhed
gl

3. Tag JuiHTe, IR 3R Ae&Taet HRGAT F e o ol Has & FHamdl sl 3R arerien &t arg
TG BT UATT e | 31T 3704 SH UR S{THATS GTEH] ol IUGNT ehich AT 31T TS diei aTell o I 3791
ech ot TS Y TR &

4. TS RN SR TS & IR & ST & fAIY s fharsl a1 ufentd UgHT & e | 1Y J&IF el
TR hag Tk IT qTAieiTd T3l i & &1 faehed off T Tond ¢ oI g ToT QM 8t Tendtt 8

5. o ifial, fohedl 3R Edt 2t o1 31HE o [SI8 31T GHET Yohd &1 TE 3MUh! Y Lrsgl 3R rfegfaaat
&I G 3R IhT fAsAWUr et H Heg |

6. e nfafafy ok aTd<hia & s o1 ITTNT eh T 19T hi | I&TERUT & oIy, afe 3mueh uTe hitht
<119 ST 8, Ot Ugel Ig1 AT UHT s A §© Bie a1l a1 JAfHare Semm|

7. Fag  fondlt I a1 IRaR & 5@ ¥ a1 | Ig 9T @™ 3R 379 a1 ggA & o119 =8 I
e SR GUR et & TR T il |

8. 3T Thdg HTNh! o T S[S fOIFIehT ST SFIERUT e Tehd & AT 3Iht Il 3 Tehd &1 18 T8 i
TOgeh Tg g a1 Gen TS A7 Srferm, TRl & Tudh | 3§ SITueh! W H Sgrdeh g a1& 3, Teh
3t Hia & a1y, oy YT ¥U & Sier ) 98 YRIVATE g H U&H gt | T[S @ !
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A.2 EXAMPLES WHERE AIRAVATA OUTPUT HAS ERRORS

The model is prone to hallucinations and can present distorted facts as against the plot of the novel
in #B1 or may fail to follow the instructions provided (#B2).

-

Example #B1

Prompt

ERAGR WA it AT TTRYeg SU-ATH "TATG! ol GadT " & aR H Fa1ai 3R g1 & g foeR gar oik 9
& IR ¥ Hiar quiF &e?

Model Response

TTE! T SadT Ueh AIehiod TR aeTiereh & it 183 IdTed! o ofd & foraT mar AT I8 g geT 3R 9ax
T &t UfE &l gt JaTel 6, foimg ITeh URaRT = STeRT e T o7 | g SR aRaR & ot & ik 39
Teh 318 U ot WioH & AT &8 grheRl R AR &Rear ugdr 81 9eR Ueh TRie fham uRar @ simar § ofiR
Tg ST fRrer ok wiosa & oo Toe ht U1 e o folq het Agd dhear &1 g Sidd: e &l IdT 8
SR ST 2t R @i 1 BTeiifeh, IchT GefY Sieudhlieren Bidit & SRiifch T i SITHLTT I Jgeil GRT STl
ST & TR ag aeft off gar 781 ghft| g ofk IR 99 I =R Fed 3@ ST deh foh T 7R St SR =ax fom
37T A Sfia 3ichet T & g Bt 11 IU=ITH %o 3R 01 & fawat 6 ugdre ar §, ok STRR
39 Aifeen g el IRE il AT ST 81

Example #B2

Prompt

H Ay SelrehRt & IR H T1&T SRR & I I § | T 39 Shelleh) & IR § H3Y 300 real §
SR E |

Model Response

HTel hell Yk UhR chl ST chell & STt AT *RIR 3R ST ot wfafAfdeT seelt §1 I8 Yo IgeEt dhell U 3
o8 aRuRes SR THeRTCA QT axich! & fohdT ST HehaT &, SR FHeRT SUINT S1aR e, Ffdene $iR
Tesi S fafera aregt | fovar STaT 81
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