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Abstract

This paper introduces DOoM, a new open-
source benchmark designed to assess the ca-
pabilities of language models in solving mathe-
matics and physics problems in Russian. The
benchmark includes problems of varying diffi-
culty, ranging from school-level tasks to univer-
sity Olympiad and entrance exam questions. In
this paper we discuss the motivation behind its
creation, describe dataset’s structure and eval-
uation methodology, and present initial results
from testing various models. Analysis of the
results shows a correlation between model per-
formance and the number of tokens used, and
highlights differences in performance between
mathematics and physics tasks.

1 Introduction

With the rise of language models’ reasoning abili-
ties, interest in using them to solve complex prob-
lems has increased within the development com-
munity. This motivated development of various
benchmarks designed to assess models’ abilities to
perform multi-step reasoning in specific domains,
like math, physics, or coding. Despite the availabil-
ity of English-language benchmarks for mathemat-
ics (Cobbe et al., 2021; Chernyshev et al., 2025;
Wu et al., 2024; Gao et al., 2024) and physics (Xu
et al., 2025; Feng et al., 2025; Shen et al., 2025),
there are virtually no open, modern counterparts
for the Russian language.

In this work, we present a new Russian-language
benchmark, DOoM (Difficult olympiads of math),
which incorporates mathematics and physics prob-
lems collected from a variety of sources. The
tasks in DOoM span a wide range of difficulty
levels, starting from high school exam problems
and extending to university-level and olympiad-
style tasks. We begin by providing an overview
of related work and the motivation behind creat-
ing DOoM in Section 2. In Section 3, we describe
DOoM and its collection process in detail.
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2 Related Work

2.1 Math and Physics Benchmarks

Many benchmarks have been designed to assess
models’ abilities to perform multi-step reasoning.
MMLU (Hendrycks et al., 2021) tests models’
knowledge with multiple-choice questions across
57 diverse subjects, including abstract algebra,
high-school level mathematics, and physics,
making it a strong general-purpose benchmark
for evaluating factual recall and reasoning across
domains. ARC (Clark et al., 2018) on the other
hand, presents tasks that require more abstract
and commonsense reasoning. It consists of
grade school science questions that often involve
multi-step inference and the application of basic
knowledge to novel scenarios. In contrast to
MMLU and ARC, many works have focused
specifically on mathematical and physical reason-
ing, aiming to capture domain-specific multi-step
problem-solving abilities in greater depth.

Math. One of the most popular math bench-
marks is GSM8k (Cobbe et al., 2021), which
consists of 8.5K school-level math word problems.
These problems typically require performing
basic arithmetic operations, finding the greatest
common divisor, or solving systems of linear
equations.  Solving such problems requires
models to demonstrate multi-step reasoning and
numerical understanding. However, GSM8k does
not evaluate a model’s grasp of more advanced
mathematical concepts. Several works attempted
to cover this gap. Gao et al. (2024) collected a
benchmark that focuses on mathematical olympiad-
level tasks exclusively, crawling problems and
solutions from sources such as the IMO, IMC,
and AoPS online forum, which often includes
detailed human-written solutions. Wu et al. (2024)
introduced a bilingual dataset with math problems
aimed at evaluating models’ understanding of
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a wide range of mathematical concepts. Their
benchmark is organized hierarchically, enabling
fine-grained evaluation at the level of individual
concepts. Recently Chernyshev et al. (2025)
published a benchmark consisting of 1100
university-level math problems. All these works
demonstrate that models achieving high scores on
GSMBSk struggle with these more complex tasks,
indicating a significant gap in current models’
mathematical reasoning capabilities when it comes
to challenging, expert-level problems.

Physics. Models have been evaluated in the physics
domain less extensively than in mathematics so far.
Xu et al. (2025) designed a benchmark to evaluate
models on undergraduate-level physics problems.
Zhang et al. (2025) collected tasks that involve, on
average, eight steps of reasoning per solution and
require multi-modal comprehension, such as inter-
preting diagrams, graphs, and symbolic equations.
Shen et al. (2025) also focus on multi-modal reason-
ing, organizing their benchmark around six core ar-
eas of physics to assess models’ ability to integrate
visual and textual information in complex problem-
solving settings. State-of-the-art models such as
GPT-40 (OpenAl, 2024), GPT-40-mini (OpenAl,
2025a), and Claude 3.7 Sonnet (Anthropic, 2025)
still struggle with these physics benchmarks, high-
lighting the difficulty of multi-step, multi-modal
reasoning in this domain.

2.2 Russian Reasoning Benchmarks

Reasoning benchmarks have also emerged for
the Russian language specifically. One of the
first works in this direction is RussianSuperGLUE
(Shavrina et al., 2020), which consists of nine
datasets covering various natural language under-
standing tasks. Some works have focused on more
specific properties. ruArenaHard is an adaptation
of Arena-Hard (Li et al., 2024) to Russian, evaluat-
ing models’ instruction-following abilities. An-
other benchmark, Shlepa, is designed to assess
knowledge of Russian cultural context, including
laws, popular music, books, and films. Both bench-
marks have found widespread use among model
providers.

Nefedov (2020) translated the synthetically gen-
erated DeepMind Mathematics Dataset into Rus-
sian, while Khrulev (2025) created an evaluation
suite for assessing models on handwritten solutions
to Russian-language math problems. Zhang et al.
(2025) also included approximately 20K physics

problems in Russian in their benchmark. However,
overall evaluation of multi-step reasoning capabil-
ities of language models in Russian—particularly
in mathematics and physics—remains even more
limited than in English. In this work, we aim to
help bridge this gap.

3 DOoM Benchmark

The DOoM benchmark consists of two datasets
covering distinct knowledge domains - mathemat-
ics (62.1%) and physics (37.9%) - which we refer
to as RussianMath and RussianPhysics, respec-
tively. The problems span a wide range of topics
and difficulty levels, from high school exams to uni-
versity coursework and olympiad-level challenges.
We begin by describing the data collection process
in Section 3.1, followed by detailed descriptions of
the mathematics and physics datasets in Section 3.2
and Section 3.3, respectively.

3.1 Data Collection

One challenge in collecting tasks is the need for
verifiable solutions. Initially, we attempted to parse
the problem book by Demidovich (Demidovich,
1970), which contains a large number of exercises
in mathematical analysis. However, this idea was
ultimately abandoned due to the lack of verifiable
solutions, making Demidovich (1970) and similar
books an impractical source for benchmark con-
struction. Instead, we relied on Russian school
textbooks and archives of school and university-
level olympiads, which often include either official
solutions or community-verified answers. Tables 1
and 2 list all data sources and the percentage of
tasks from each of them included in DOoM.

3.2 Mathematics Section

The RussianMath dataset spans a wide range of
mathematical topics, including combinatorics, al-
gebraic and geometric progressions, and equations
involving complex numbers. More advanced ex-
amples, drawn from entrance exams to leading uni-
versities, may require proving properties of inter-
secting parabolas given their focal parameters and
positions of their focal points —tasks that demand
a deep understanding of conic sections and coordi-
nate geometry. Examples translated from Russian
into English are shown in Figure 1.

3.3 Physics Section

The RussianPhysics primarily consists of problems
from various stages of the All-Russian Olympiad
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Vasya thought of a two-digit number.
Then he added the digit 1 to the left of it
and the digit 8 to the right, and the
resulting number turned out to be 28
times greater than the original. What
number could Vasya have thought of?
(Find all possible values and prove that

4 N

For real numbers a, b, c it is known that
abc+a+b+c=10,ab+ac+bc=9
For which real numbers x can one assert
that at least one of a, b, c equals x?
(Find all such x and prove there are no

4 N

Find the sum of all roots of the equation
X2--31x+220=2%(31-2x-2¥)

there are no others.)
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Let the original number be n .
Appending the digit 8 to the right gives
10n + 8.

Then, appending the digit 1 to the left
increases it by another 1000, so the
resultis 10n + 1008=28n

Subtract the second given equation from
the first and refactor:
(@-1)b-1)(c-1)=0

Hence at least one of a, b, c equals 1.
Therefore x = 1 is a solution. No other
solutions exist, because triples (4, 1, 1)

~

Rearrange the equation:
X2--31x+220+2%(-31+2x+2%)=0
This factors as a quadratic in the
combination x+2:
(x+2%)2-31(x+2X)+220=0
Hence x+2X is 11 or 20. The
function f(x)=x+2X is strictly increasing, so
each equation has one root - 3 and 4.
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=56 and (0, 9, 1) satisfy conditions.
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Figure 1: Examples of mathematics problems from the DOoM dataset, arranged in order of increasing difficulty
from left to right: left — Grade 8 school problem; middle — HSE Olympiad, Grade 10; right — MSU Olympiad,

Grade 11. All examples are translated from Russian.

Math Source % of DOoM
School Level Olympiad 47.7%
Regional Olympiads 6.5%
MSU Entrance Problems 4.5%
MIPT Olympiads 10.1%
HSE Olympiads 10.1%
Joint Interuniversity Olympiad 19.1%
All-Russian Olympiad 2.0%

Table 1: Math sources in DOoM. Nearly half of the
math problems are sourced from school textbooks and
state exam archives. The rest are drawn from regional
olympiads and olympiads for school students hosted by
major Russian universities.

for school children and covers various physics do-
mains, including mechanics, kinematics, and ther-
modynamics.

4 Evaluation Results

Initial testing of several models on the DOoM
benchmark has revealed interesting trends. We
start by describing evaluation methodology and
then discuss our findings.

4.1 Evaluation Methodology

Answer Processing. For each task, the model-
generated answer is compared against a known

Physics Source % of DOoM
School Level Olympiad 88.2%
Regional Olympiads 0.9%
1st Stage Olympiads 0.9%
All-Russian Olympiad 10.0%

Table 2: Physics sources in DOoM. The majority of
physics problems are taken from school curricula and
state exams. More advanced questions come from vari-
ous stages of the Russian Physics Olympiad.

reference solution. Since answers can be expressed
in different formats, we first attempt to compare
them as fractions, then as natural numbers, and
finally - if both checks fail - by evaluating parsed
LaTeX/Python expressions for equivalence.

Scoring. After processing, each answer is assigned
a binary score: 1 if it matches the reference, and 0
otherwise. The RussianMath and RussianPhysics
scores are computed as the average of binary scores
across all tasks in their respective datasets. The
final score is the mean of the math and physics
scores.

4.2 Overall Model Performance

To evaluate the overall capabilities of modern mod-
els in mathematical and physical reasoning, we
assessed several families of API-based (OpenAl,



Table 3: Performance of different models on Russian Math and Physics tasks. We report scores for each subject
separately as well as the overall average, and provide the total number of tokens generated by each model (including
reasoning tokens). Within each model family, the best scores are highlighted in bold. The results reveal two notable
patterns: (1) all evaluated models perform better on math than on physics, and (2) models that generate more tokens

tend to achieve higher scores.

Model Name Math Score  Physics Score  Overall Score  # Tokens
Gemini 2.0 Flash 0.558 0.469 0.514 495,313
Gemini 2.5 Pro 0.874 0.582 0.728 2,227,721
OpenAl GPT-40 0.432 0.245 0.338 399,483
OpenAl GPT-4.1 0.584 0.347 0.466 549,983
OpenAl GPT-OSS 20B 0.789 0.377 0.583 1,034,077
OpenAl GPT-5-mini 0.849 0.418 0.634 993,326
OpenAl GPT-5-nano 0.839 0.459 0.649 2,218,450
OpenAl o4-mini (high reasoning) 0.868 0.459 0.664 1,997,548
OpenAl 03 (base) 0.868 0.469 0.669 1,164,000
OpenAl GPT-0OSS 120B 0.849 0.500 0.675 671,703
OpenAl 03-mini (high reasoning) 0.884 0.500 0.692 2,186,756
OpenAl GPT-5 0.910 0.500 0.705 1,374,085
Claude 3.5 Sonnet 0.416 0.337 0.376 252,843
Claude 3.7 Sonnet 0.542 0.398 0.470 405,583
Claude Sonnet 4 0.633 0.469 0.551 490,996
Gemma 3 4B 0.258 0.102 0.180 726,285
Gemma 3 27B 0.474 0.327 0.400 384,164
Qwen2.5 72B Instruct 0.379 0.000 0.189 322,441
Qwen3 8B 0.538 0.296 0.417 1,576,445
Qwen QwQ 32B 0.653 0.408 0.530 2,112,951
DeepSeek V3-0324 0.432 0.255 0.343 339,857
DeepSeek-R1 Distill (Qwen-14B) 0.447 0.245 0.346 806,258
GigaChat 2 0.095 0.071 0.083 136,051
GigaChat Max 0.189 0.173 0.181 200,271
GigaChat 2 Pro 0.316 0.224 0.270 215,297
GigaChat 2 Max 0.363 0.265 0.314 185,204

2024, 2025b,a; Anthropic, 2024) and open-source
models (Yang et al., 2025b,a) on the DOoM bench-
mark. The results, reported in Table 3, expose a sig-
nificant performance gap, with all models outper-
forming in mathematics over physics. The highest
overall score was achieved by Gemini 2.5 Pro, with
0.874 in math and 0.582 in physics. We hypoth-
esize that this performance gap can be attributed
to two primary factors: (1) the inherent complex-
ity of physics problems, which require models to
construct a qualitative mental model of a physical
situation, apply relevant common-sense knowledge
(e.g., friction, forces, or energy), and then select
the appropriate mathematical formalism; and (2)

the nature of large language models’ training data,
which is scraped from internet-scale sources that
are inherently biased towards formal mathematics
(e.g., code, proofs, equations) available in struc-
tured formats, thus providing less robust training
for physics reasoning.

4.3 Analysis of Token Usage

In addition to reporting scores, we also measured
the total number of tokens generated during evalua-
tion (Table 3). As shown in Figure 2, there is a clear
positive correlation between the number of tokens
and performance, with correlation coefficients of
0.79 for math and 0.60 for physics. When allowed
to generate freely without limiting the number of
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Figure 2: Correlation between number of generated
tokens and benchmark performance. The strong positive
relationship (Pearson’s r = 0.707, p < 0.001) indicates
that more extensive reasoning is a critical factor for
success.

tokens, models producing more tokens (around two
million) consistently achieve higher scores. No-
tably, the number of tokens varies substantially
across models, ranging from 100,000 to 2,000,000.

4.4 Analysis of Processing Speed

Unlike the clear relationship with token count, the
connection between processing speed and perfor-
mance is less straightforward. We observe a mod-
erate positive correlation (r = 0.50); however, this
trend is not universal. The results reveal notable
outliers, including high-accuracy models with com-
paratively slow processing speeds and vice versa,
indicating that raw inference speed alone is not a
reliable predictor of overall capability.

5 Conclusion

This paper has introduced the DOoM benchmark, a
comprehensive open-source tool for assessing the
capabilities of language models in solving mathe-
matics and physics problems in Russian. By pro-
viding a structured dataset of problems ranging
from school-level to Olympiad difficulty, DOoM
addresses a pronounced lack of resources for eval-
uating reasoning skills in the Russian language.
Our initial evaluation of various models reveals
two key insights: a strong correlation between per-
formance and the volume of tokens generated dur-
ing reasoning, and a significant performance gap

o 100 200 300 400 500 600 700

Evaluation time

Figure 3: Correlation between inference speed (to-
kens/second) and performance. The moderate positive
relationship (r = 0.531) suggests a trade-off between
reasoning thoroughness and computational efficiency.

between mathematics and physics tasks, suggesting
the latter presents a uniquely complex challenge.

We offer DOoM to the global Al research com-
munity as a foundation for future work. We antic-
ipate expanding the benchmark’s scope and com-
plexity and welcome collaborative efforts to ensure
it remains a robust and evolving standard for evalu-
ating reasoning capabilities.
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