
ar
X

iv
:2

31
0.

09
43

0v
4 

 [
cs

.C
L

] 
 3

0 
M

ar
 2

02
4

Under review

Assessing and Enhancing the Robustness of Large Language
Models with Task Structure Variations for Logical Reasoning
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Abstract

Large language models (LLMs), such as LLaMA, Alpaca, Vicuna, GPT-
3.5 and GPT-4, have advanced the performance of AI systems on vari-
ous natural language processing tasks to human-like levels. However,
their generalisation and robustness when performing logical reasoning
has not been sufficiently assessed. To comprehensively evaluate this abil-
ity, we develop three new logical reasoning datasets named “ReClor-plus”,
“LogiQA-plus” and “LogiQAv2-plus” that extend standard logical reason-
ing datasets to evaluate the robustness of the LLM’s reasoning. For each,
we create three subsets: the first with randomly shuffled options, the sec-
ond with the correct choices replaced by “none of the other options is cor-
rect”, and the third with a combination of shuffling and substitution. Ex-
periments on these datasets show that these simple augmentations greatly
hinder the models’ performance. Despite their high performance on the
original publicly available datasets, we find that all models perform poorly
on these newly constructed datasets. We also demonstrate that introduc-
ing task variations into the training set can markedly improve the model’s
performance on both the original and our developed datasets. Finally, we
show that applying logic-driven data augmentation for fine-tuning and
prompting can enhance generalisation in both discriminative and genera-
tive models, offering a path to improving their robustness for tasks involv-
ing logical reasoning. Source code and data are made publicly available at
1.

1 Introduction

By leveraging the vast amounts of data available on the internet, large language models
have achieved great performance on various tasks Brown et al. (2020); Wei et al. (2022b).
However, training data that is confined to a single task or structure may lead to overfitting
to specific tasks, consequently diminishing the model’s generalisation capabilities. Specifi-
cally, there is a dearth of both quantity and quality of data on logical reasoning available on
the internet Liu et al. (2023a). This scarcity results in limitations for large language models
when tackling complex logical reasoning tasks Wang et al. (2022). Consequently, ensuring
high quality and diversity in training data becomes essential, as it can significantly aid
large language models in enhancing their robustness on reasoning tasks. Current logical
reasoning datasets do not truly represent the reasoning abilities of large language models,
as making small modifications significantly degrades performance. Many logical reason-
ing datasets are designed to select the precise correct option, models might adapt to choose
answers that merely resemble the correct one. Moreover, since numerous public logical
reasoning datasets were published prior to the training of these large language models, the

1https://github.com/Strong-AI-Lab/Logical-and-abstract-reasoning
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models could have been trained using these datasets Li & Flanigan (2023). Consequently,
these models might inadvertently recall the location of the correct answer.

To address the above issues, We propose a data perturbation procedure and apply it to three
existing logical reasoning datasets, resulting in the creation of “ReClor-plus”, “LogiQA-
plus” and “LogiQA v2-plus”. These new datasets feature three subsets to evaluate the
generalisation and robustness of large language models. These new datasets contain mod-
ifications of the task structure of existing logical reasoning datasets. We do not change the
semantics of the original context, and only modify its structure (orders, forms). We per-
form systematic experiments with our logical reasoning datasets to investigate the models’
generalisation and robustness on three main aspects. First, we evaluate the in-context gen-
eralisation and robustness of large language models on logical reasoning tasks. Second,
we perform instruction fine-tuning, instruction prompting and logic-driven data augmen-
tation to evaluate whether those methods can help improve the performance of the models.
Third, we investigate how different proportions of data perturbation on the training set can
help models improve their generalisation and robustness. Fourth, since model with larger
parameter scale demonstrate better performance, it is underexplored how model scale will
influence model’s performance on logical reasoning. we discuss whether the number of
parameters in the model can influence the model’s generalisation and robustness.

Our benchmark supports both discriminative large language models like LRea-
soner Wang et al. (2022), MERIt Jiao et al. (2022), and AMR-LDA Bao et al. (2023) and
generative large language models like GPT-3.5 OpenAI (2023a), GPT-4 OpenAI (2023b),
LLaMA Touvron et al. (2023), Alpaca Taori et al. (2023) and Vicuna Chiang et al. (2023).

Our main findings can be summarised as follows:

• We find that existing large language models like GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 perform well
on logical reasoning tasks in the original format but their performance drops on
our new formats, suggesting that the models may have seen these datasets during
training and failed to acquire generalised logical reasoning capabilities.

• We find that instruction fine-tuning can help large language models increase their
generalisation and robustness on logical reasoning tasks. In particular, fine-tuned
discriminative large language models often demonstrate permutation invariance.
Furthermore, applying logic-driven data augmentation for fine-tuning, combined
with prompting, can enhance the generalisation performance of both discrimina-
tive large language models and generative large language models.

• We find that, for large training set sizes (more than 10,000 training samples), high
ratio of perturbated data (shuffled and substituted) can help increase generative
large language model’s performance on most logical reasoning tasks. However,
this does not work with small training sets.

• Finally, we find surprisingly that there is no direct correlation between the model’s
size (from LLaMA-7B to LLaMA-65B) and its generalisation and robustness on
logical reasoning tasks. Contrary to intuition and observations from other tasks
Touvron et al. (2023), a larger model does not necessarily guarantee better general-
isation and robustness on logical reasoning tasks.

2 Related Work

Research on the generalisation and robustness of large language models for logical reason-
ing mainly focuses on synthetic natural language reasoning. Initial findings indicate that
transformers can be trained on multi-hop reasoning tasks and substantially generalise to
deeper unseen reasoning depths, although it can be challenging on paraphrased synthetic
test sets Clark et al. (2021). Efforts to enhance generalisation to deeper multi-step reasoning
include the introduction of PARARULE-Plus, providing data augmentation on reasoning
depths between 2 to 5 Bao et al. (2022). AbductionRules incorporates abductive reasoning
to understand and answer the multi-step reasoning task Young et al. (2022). ROBUSTLR is
a challenging dataset considering conjunction, negation, and utilising logical equivalence
for paraphrasing Sanyal et al. (2022).
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The existing synthetic multi-step reasoning datasets often lack the complexity and diversity
found in real-world data. They might be generated using a limited set of rules or scenarios,
which can lead to a narrower scope of logical reasoning challenges. ReClor Yu et al. (2020)
and LogiQA Liu et al. (2020a) are challenging reading comprehension datasets derived
from real-world examinations such as the GMAT, LSAT, and national civil servant exams
Yu et al. (2020); Liu et al. (2020a; 2023b). An enhanced version, LogiQAv2, incorporates ad-
ditional data from Chinese civil servant examinations Liu et al. (2023b). Evaluations reveal
that the implementation of discourse order-oriented loss functions, specifically Sentence
Order Prediction (SOP) and Next Sentence Prediction (NSP), enhances the performance of
models like ALBERT and BERT on reasoning tasks Lan et al. (2020); Kenton & Toutanova
(2019); Li et al. (2022). Further assessments of generative large language models, including
GPT-3.5 and GPT-4, on ReClor, LogiQA, and LogiQAv2, have demonstrated their com-
mendable performance. However, it is unclear how robust large language models are in
real-world logical reasoning tasks Liu et al. (2023b).

Bao et al. (2023); Jiao et al. (2022); Wang et al. (2022) utilise reading comprehension tasks
requiring logical reasoning to perform experiments and evaluate the logical reasoning ca-
pabilities in existing large language models. The model needs to predict the answer by
understanding the rules within the context and deducing the conclusion, which cannot
be directly found through simple pattern matching from the context. This differs fun-
damentally from typical reading comprehension tasks. Existing work focuses on read-
ing comprehension through task structure variation, such as shuffling options or replac-
ing the correct one, yet no studies directly utilize task variation to assess logical reason-
ing. AddSent Jia & Liang (2017) generates misleading text by modifying the question ac-
cording to certain rules and manually proofreading; AddAny Jia & Liang (2017) automat-
ically searches for misleading texts word by word across various MRC models; AddAn-
sCtx Liu et al. (2020b) generates misleading text by removing answer words from answer
sentences. In this paper, we define the generalisation and robustness of models in logical
reasoning that these models not only need to solve the original question but also address
new questions that have been modified through task structure variations, including shuf-
fling the order of options and replacing the correct answer.

3 Method

We propose a logical reasoning evaluation benchmark for evaluating the robustness and
generalisation of large language models. Figure 2 illustrates the various configurations
tested. We propose three task structure variations and apply them to three existing
datasets to construct our logical reasoning datasets named “ReClor-plus”, “LogiQA-plus”
and “LogiQAv2-plus”. The task variations are as follows: 1) Shuffle-Order: The order of all
the options is shuffled. This variation evaluates whether the model is reasoning or remem-
bers the position of the correct answer. 2) Replace-Answer: The correct answer is replaced
with “none of the other options is correct” and we add “You can also say there is no correct an-
swer” at the end of the question. This variation evaluates whether the model understands
that apart from the correct option, all other options are incorrect. It is used to detect models
returning answers that look correct. 3) Shuffle-RepAns: The third split combines the varia-
tions from 1) and 2). We apply our variations on ReClor Yu et al. (2020), LogiQA Liu et al.
(2020a) and LogiQAv2 Liu et al. (2023b). The three logical reasoning datasets are all for-
matted as multiple-choice reading comprehension tasks. An example from ReClor can be
found in Figure 1. LogiQA and LogiQAv2 are following the same format as ReClor. For
each question in these datasets, there are only four options, and only one of these options
is the correct answer. We propose these three datasets to validate the robustness of the
model from the following three perspectives: a) We want to evaluate whether the model
performs reasoning, instead of just memorizing the position of the correct answer. b) We
want to evaluate whether the model understands that, aside from the correct option, all
other options are incorrect. We do not want model to simply predict the answer that looks
most like the correct answer. c) Building upon the second point, we shuffle the order of the
options to judge whether the model can perform more complex reasoning.
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Instruction Fine-Tuning/Prompting Cases

Instruction: Can you predict the correct option for the given input?
Input: If you have no keyboarding skills at all, you will not be able to use a com-
puter. And if you are not able to use a computer, you will not be able to write your
essays using a word processing program.
Question: If the statements above are true, which one of the following must be true?
Please only return the letter in front of your predict correct option, A, B, C or D. A.
If you are not able to write your essays using a word processing program, you have
no keyboarding skills. B. If you are able to write your essays using a word processing
program, you have at least some keyboarding skills. X C. If you are not able to write
your essays using a word processing program, you are not able to use a computer.
D. If you have some keyboarding skills, you will be able to write your essays using
a word processing program.
Response: “B”

Figure 1: The instruction fine-tuning involves providing the model with a task description
before the input. It includes the Instruction, Input, and Question. The model then gives
the expected output. The correct answer is highlighted in blue with a checkmark. Each
question has four choices, and only one of them is the correct answer.

Fine-tuned discriminative large language models have to select one answer from the an-
swer set. In constrast, the generative large language models used in next-token prediction
setting have to generate a text that matches the correct option letter. To better make a com-
parison between these two classes of models, we add the following instruction after the
question: “Please only return the letter in front of your predict correct option, A, B, C
or D.” to ease the evaluation. We catch the correct answer using regular expressions from
the generated prediction if the prediction does not correspond to the desired format. We

use the official Alpaca2 and Vicuna3 repositories for instruction fine-tuning and instruction
prompting. We perform instruction fine-tuning and instruction prompting on both models.
For instruction prompting, we use Chain-of-Thought prompting to explore how it can help
increase the generalisation and robustness of large language models in logical reasoning
tasks.

Instruction Fine-Tuning/Prompting Instruction Fine-Tuning (IFT) has been proposed to
enhance the performance of large language models on unseen tasks Mishra et al. (2022);
Wei et al. (2022a). An example of this approach is depicted in Figure 1. An instruction,
“Can you predict the correct option for the given input?” is added, encompassing the con-
text, question, and each option from the logical reasoning datasets under evaluation. Sub-
sequently, a sentence is introduced: “Please only return the letter in front of your predicted
correct option, A, B, C, or D.” The process entails training the model on pairs of instruc-
tions and corresponding responses. Contrastingly, while instruction prompting employs a
similar input format, it is utilised during inference rather than training. Two methods of
instruction prompting (IPT) are implemented: a zero-shot evaluation with a format identi-
cal to instruction fine-tuning, and a second approach, Chain-of-Thought Wei et al. (2022c),
specifically applied to enhance performance in logical reasoning. The latter integrates the
following prompt: “Describe every step of your reasoning before proposing a solution.
When giving the solution, start your sentence with ‘ANSWER:’ ” into the instructions to
encourage the model to reason.

We also investigate if adding our perturbed sets into the training of the LLMs can help
increase performance, and what proportion of perturbed data is required. We perform
instruction fine-tuning with ReClor, LogiQA and LogiQAv2 separately. We use different
ratios of perturbed sets when shuffling and replacing the order of options.

2https://github.com/tatsu-lab/stanford_alpaca
3https://github.com/lm-sys/FastChat
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Figure 2: We conduct the IFT and IPT on generative (blue square) and discriminative (cyan
square) language models, testing them on MCQA datasets (green circles). These datasets
are modified by shuffling options and replacing answers.

Datasets → ReClor LogiQA LogiQAv2

Models ↓ Original
Shuffle
Order

Replace
Answer

Shuffle
RepAns

Original
Shuffle
Order

Replace
Answer

Shuffle
RepAns

Original
Shuffle
Order

Replace
Answer

Shuffle
RepAns

Zero-shot evaluation
Alpaca-7B 0.0020 0.0060 0.0100 0.0120 0.0122 0.0122 0.0107 0.0121 0.0216 0.0165 0.0095 0.0121
Vicuna-7B 0.0960 0.1120 0.0740 0.0640 0.2027 0.2135 0.1735 0.1784 0.0834 0.0618 0.0541 0.0121
GPT-3.5 0.5702 0.5734 0.1919 0.1847 0.3763 0.3946 0.2449 0.2583 0.5094 0.2695 0.2675 0.2583
GPT-4 0.8735 0.8405 0.1454 0.1312 0.4324 0.5283 0.1007 0.1686 0.5230 0.2616 0.1731 0.1686

ReClor/LogiQA/LogiQAv2 single training set
Alpaca-7B-IFT 0.1680 0.5280 0.2360 0.2720 0.1105 0.3486 0.2841 0.2273 0.1912 0.2122 0.3658 0.1548
Vicuna-7B-IFT 0.3040 0.1760 0.0320 0.0420 0.2503 0.1689 0.0706 0.1198 0.1899 0.1746 0.1797 0.1784
LReasoner 0.7320 0.7100 0.2320 0.3420 0.4147 0.4316 0.5176 0.5176 0.5685 0.5685 0.4263 0.4263
MERIt 0.7960 0.7960 0.2580 0.2460 0.3794 0.3809 0.2657 0.2703 0.7144 0.7144 0.1873 0.1873
AMR-LDA 0.8120 0.8120 0.3360 0.3360 0.4270 0.4301 0.1720 0.1720 0.6985 0.6978 0.1440 0.1440

ReClor + LogiQA + LogiQAv2 merged training set
Alpaca-7B-IFT 0.7100 0.6560 0.1380 0.1140 0.6651 0.4854 0.2718 0.1351 0.6411 0.2160 0.1956 0.1128
Vicuna-7B-IFT 0.3900 0.4040 0.1500 0.1060 0.5453 0.3840 0.2273 0.1490 0.4913 0.1816 0.1708 0.1121
MERIt 0.9660 0.9660 0.2440 0.2440 0.7311 0.7342 0.2119 0.2119 0.8655 0.8661 0.2625 0.2625
AMR-LDA 0.9700 0.9700 0.2900 0.2900 0.7557 0.7588 0.2549 0.2549 0.8744 0.8744 0.3212 0.3212

Table 1: The experiment compares zero-shot and fine-tuned large language models’ logical
reasoning across original and merged datasets.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experiment Setup

Modeling Choices We use GPT-3.5-Turbo for the GPT-3.5 experiments and GPT-4 with
8192 tokens for the GPT-4 experiments. For fine-tuned discriminative large language mod-

els, we refer to the code from the ReClor leaderboard4. The appendix demonstrates a more
detailed hyperparameter setting and model selection.

4.2 Result on the Original Datasets

We summarise our primary findings in Table 1. In this subsection, we emphasise results
from the original ReClor, LogiQA, and LogiQAv2 datasets. Under the zero-shot evaluation
setting, both GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 notably outperform Alpaca-7B and Vicuna-7B across the
three datasets, with the latter two models underperforming. Among these, GPT-4 achieves
the highest accuracy. We then fine-tuned Alpaca-7B and Vicuna-7B using training data
from each individual task and subsequently evaluated them. Notably, all the fine-tuned

4https://github.com/yuweihao/reclor
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generative large language models display a marked improvement over their zero-shot eval-
uation performance.

Simultaneously, we fine-tuned LReasoner, MERIt, and AMR-LDA on their respective train-
ing sets and found commendable performance across the board. AMR-LDA’s accuracy ap-
proached that of GPT-4. To further enhance the diversity and volume of the training data,
we merged training sets from ReClor, LogiQA, and LogiQA-v2. Both generative and dis-
criminative large language models exhibited improved results in this setting. The perfor-
mance of the fine-tuned Alpaca-7B approached GPT-4’s, while both MERIt and AMR-LDA
surpassed GPT-4. These results underscore the significance of data diversity and volume
in logical reasoning tasks.

4.3 Assessing Models’ Robustness on Logical Reasoning Tasks

Generative Large Language Models We evaluated the performance of GPT-3.5 and GPT-
4 on various datasets, notably observing a significant performance drop on the LogiQAv2
dataset, particularly in its Shuffle-Order variant, compared to less pronounced declines on
other datasets. Given that GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 were trained before 2023, and considering
the publication of ReClor and LogiQA before 2022, it’s plausible that these datasets were
part of their training data. However, since LogiQAv2 was released after 2023, it was not
included, making it a reliable measure of the models’ reasoning capabilities. To address po-
tential data leakage concerns with ReClor and LogiQA, we applied instruction fine-tuning
using these datasets, both individually and combined with LogiQAv2. This approach sig-
nificantly enhanced performance across the board. Furthermore, we assessed Alpaca-7B
and Vicuna-7B, finding that their zero-shot evaluations were below random chance levels,
and fine-tuning failed to yield consistent improvements across datasets. The observed vari-
ability in performance, with improvements on shuffled datasets when initial performance
was poor and vice versa, suggests a lack of reliable logical reasoning and potential overfit-
ting to the training data, with minor accuracy gains likely attributable to random variance
rather than genuine progress.

Discriminative Large Language Models Fine-tuned discriminative large language mod-
els such as LReasoner, MERIt, and AMR-LDA exhibit enhanced generalisation perfor-
mance on logical reasoning questions. These models demonstrate stable performance on
both the original and Shuffle-Order sets; however, they experience a significant decline in
performance on the Replace-Answer set and Shuffle-RepAns set. The stability observed
in the Shuffle-Order set performance can be attributed to the models’ handling of input
structure, where the input is formed by concatenating the context, question, and each
corresponding option (Context + [SEP]’ + Question + [SEP]’ + Option), with the out-
put being the label for each concatenation. The special token ‘[SEP]’ is used to separate
sentences. Thus, shuffling the option order doesn’t create new context, question, and op-
tion concatenations, maintaining stable performance and permutation invariance. Despite
this, discriminative models do not surpass generative models on the Replace-Answer and
Shuffle-RepAns sets, suggesting these models might not engage in complex logical reason-
ing as effectively. Therefore, the overall performance indicates that large language models,
including discriminative ones, may lack strong logical reasoning abilities, as detailed in
Table 1.

4.4 Chain-of-Thought (CoT) Prompting

We perform further experiments using Chain-of-Thought prompting Wei et al. (2022c). As
shown in Table 2, in the zero-shot evaluation, all generative large language models do not
perform well. The performance of GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 on the Shuffle-RepAns set is nearly
equivalent to a random guess, while Alpaca-7B and Vicuna-7B fail the task. Employing
the CoT prompting doesn’t result in a significant difference in performance for these gen-
erative large language models compared to when CoT prompting is not used. Only GPT-4
exhibits systematic improvements in accuracy on the Shuffle-RepAns task. Nonetheless,
this task remains challenging for these models, including GPT-4. We have included some
case studies in the appendix A that illustrate the use of CoT prompting to assist GPT-4 in
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correctly answering questions with intermediate steps. Overall, since CoT prompting does
not offer any explicitly useful information as additional input, and the model has not been
trained to respond correctly when given the CoT prompting, it is reasonable to expect that
it may not perform well in complex logical reasoning scenarios.

Models
ReClor
Shuffle
RepAns

LogiQA
Shuffle
RepAns

LogiQAv2
Shuffle
RepAns

Zero-shot evaluation
Alpaca-7B 0.0120 0.0230 0.0121
Alpaca-7B-CoT 0.0120 0.0337 0.0152
Vicuna-7B 0.0640 0.1797 0.1784
Vicuna-7B-CoT 0.1320 0.1674 0.1593
GPT-3.5 0.1847 0.2286 0.2583
GPT-3.5-CoT 0.1088 0.1674 0.1722
GPT-4 0.1312 0.1626 0.1686
GPT-4-CoT 0.1816 0.2523 0.2177

Table 2: Comparison between base models and models prompted using CoT prompting.

4.5 Logic-Driven Data Augmentation

Models
ReClor
Shuffle
RepAns

LogiQA
Shuffle
RepAns

LogiQAv2
Shuffle
RepAns

Zero-shot evaluation
Alpaca-7B 0.0120 0.0121 0.0121
GPT-3.5 0.1847 0.2583 0.2583
GPT-4 0.1312 0.1686 0.1686

ReClor/LogiQA/LogiQAv2 single training set
Alpaca-7B-IFT 0.2720 0.2273 0.1548

+ AMR-LDA 0.0440 0.0522 0.0548

ReClor + LogiQA + LogiQAv2 merged training set
Alpaca-7B-IFT 0.1140 0.1351 0.1128

+ AMR-LDA 0.0060 0.0245 0.0197

Prompt augmentation using AMR-LDA
Alpaca-7B-IPT-LDA 0.0300 0.0368 0.0331
Alpaca-7B-IFT-LDA 0.4800 0.3686 0.2237
GPT-3.5-IPT-LDA 0.3667 0.4685 0.4971
GPT-4-IPT-LDA 0.8766 0.5510 0.7027

Table 3: Accuracy of evaluated models when adding AMR-LDA’s logic-driven augmented
data into the training set. We evaluate Alpaca-7B after instruction fine-tuning.

Datasets → ReClor LogiQA LogiQAv2

Perturbation Ratio ↓ Original
Shuffle
Order

Replace
Answer

Shuffle
RepAns

Original
Shuffle
Order

Replace
Answer

Shuffle
RepAns

Original
Shuffle
Order

Replace
Answer

Shuffle
RepAns

ReClor/LogiQA/LogiQAv2 single training set with different ratio of data perturbation (Shuffle-RepAns)
0% 0.1680 0.5280 0.2360 0.2720 0.1105 0.3486 0.2841 0.2273 0.1912 0.2122 0.3658 0.1548
5% 0.3340 0.3720 0.1560 0.1720 0.1490 0.1351 0.0998 0.0921 0.2695 0.1516 0.1338 0.1121
10% 0.4140 0.4320 0.2040 0.2380 0.3072 0.2826 0.2350 0.2442 0.2262 0.0956 0.1963 0.1727
15% 0.3620 0.3860 0.3060 0.3340 0.1904 0.2027 0.2795 0.2319 0.3537 0.1778 0.2001 0.1727
50% 0.1540 0.1400 0.1660 0.1640 0.0430 0.0537 0.6728 0.6559 0.3537 0.2096 0.7686 0.7915

Table 4: Accuracy of Alpaca-7B model for transfer learning scenarios and different pertur-
bation ratio applied to the training set. To make a fair comparison, We ensure that the size
of each training set is consistent.

Since logic-driven data augmentation performs well on logical reasoning tasks for fine-
tuned discriminative large language models like LReasoner and AMR-LDA, it is worth
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considering to apply this method to generative large language models trained on next-
token prediction task and see if there is an improvement in our logical reasoning tasks for
these models. We use the provided augmented data from the authors of AMR-LDA for
ReClor, LogiQA and LogiQAv2 datasets and extend the augmented option information to
each option in the training set for ReClor, LogiQA and LogiQAv2. The input format for
the augmented data is formed as follows: context + question + each option + extended
option + extended context. The term ‘extended option’ refers to the use of AMR-LDA to
augment the option based on the logical equivalence laws. ‘Extended context’ means using
AMR-LDA to augment the context based on the logical equivalence laws. The output is the
ID of each option, which can be either A, B, C, or D. An example for the extended option
and the extended context can be found in Appendix Figure 3. Two examples of how AMR
has been used to perform logical equivalence sentence construction for long sentence can
be found in Appendix Table 4 and 5. We perform instruction fine-tuning using the input
and output formats, along with the same instructions mentioned in the experiment setup.

Table 3 shows that logic-driven data augmentation is detrimental to the generalisation and
robustness of large language models trained using next-token prediction for logical reason-
ing tasks. We make the hypothesis that logic-driven data augmentation does not directly
map to the task of next-token prediction, which may disturb the training of the model. This
hypothesis is corroborated by Table 3. When we use individual training sets from ReClor,
LogiQA, and LogiQAv2 for separate training and testing, there is an observed improve-
ment compared to models that did not undergo such training. However, performance
significantly declines when we utilise AMR-LDA to augment data in the training set. This
phenomenon is also evident when the training set is expanded to include ReClor, LogiQA,
and LogiQAv2 collectively. This suggests that merely increasing the scale of the training
set can offer some benefits in enabling the model to tackle more complex logical reasoning
tasks. While, if there is a discrepancy between the distributions of the training and test sets,
the potential improvements will be constrained. Additionally, using logic-driven data aug-
mentation in the training set, which might distort its distribution, could further deteriorate
performance on the test set.

To enhance the performance of models on more complex logical reasoning tasks, we em-
ploy logic-driven data augmentation for generative large language models during instruc-
tion fine-tuning and prompting. As shown in Table 3, for the experiment was conducted
under “prompt augmentation using AMR-LDA” area, both the training and test sets were
augmented using AMR-LDA. We discovered that two logic-driven data augmentation
methods can enhance model’s performance on task variation. The first method involves
applying logic-driven data augmentation to both the training and test sets; this approach
was effective for the fine-tuned Alpaca-7B, but not for the Alpaca-7B that hadn’t been fine-
tuned. The second method involves applying logic-driven data augmentation solely to the
test set; this approach was effective for GPT-3.5 and GPT-4. To implement logic-driven
data augmentation on the test set, we followed three steps: Step 1: Augment each option
and append the augmented text to the original option. Step 2: If an option can be aug-
mented, we then augment the context and append this augmented context to the already
augmented option. Step 3: The augmented prompt will be composed of the following ele-
ments: context + question + each option + extended option + extended context. This strat-
egy helped large language models enhance their performance on our task variation. This
result indicates that logic-driven data augmentation offers benefits in two aspects. The first
is altering the distribution of both the training and test sets. The second is enhancing the
prompt or input information for larger language models like GPT-3.5 and GPT-4, which
extracts additional details to large language models, thereby enhancing their efficacy in
logical reasoning tasks.

4.6 Transfer Learning with Data Perturbation

We perform transfer learning to investigate the extent to which incorporating variations
of task structure into the training set can help models improve their performance on log-
ical reasoning tasks. Table 4 shows our results. We carried out instruction fine-tuning on
Alpaca-7B using individual training sets from ReClor, LogiQA, and LogiQAv2, each with
varying data perturbation ratios, specifically focusing on Shuffle-RepAns. The reason we
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selected Alpaca-7B is that our main experiment, as shown in Table 1, involves both Alpaca-
7B and Vicuna-7B. These models demonstrate similar performance in Table 1. Under the
constraint of limited computational resources, we therefore chose Alpaca-7B for a deeper
analysis. We observed that using a large training set of LogiQAv2 for fine-tuning (over
10,000 samples). 50% of the training set is perturbed to the Shuffle-RepAns format, which
improves performance on all original, Shuffle-Order, Replace-Answer, and Shuffle-RepAns
format logical reasoning tasks. However, when the amount of training samples used for the
fine-tuning is less than 10,000, the model does not demonstrate the above phenomenon. We
also observe an intriguing phenomenon: the models’ performance on the Shuffle-Order set
does not improve as the proportion of the Shuffle-RepAns set in the training set increases.
Instead, it declines. Particularly on the ReClor and LogiQA datasets, we can clearly see
that the higher the task structure perturbation ratio, the worse the model performs on the
Shuffle-Order set. We speculate that the model may overfit the data with altered task struc-
ture perturbation ratio. These results also support the claim that existing large language
models are not robust when solving logical reasoning tasks. To enhance the robustness of
logical reasoning in large language models, employing a more expansive training dataset
and a higher perturbation ratio demonstrates beneficial.

4.7 Influence of the Model Size

We perform additional experiments to see whether, with the same model architecture, a
larger model size will show better generalisation and robustness on logical reasoning tasks.
We use different size of LLaMA models to perform the experiments from LLaMA-7B to
LLaMA-65B. This choice was made because LLaMA provides model checkpoints for var-
ious sizes, ranging from 7B to 70B, which were available during the period of our experi-
ment. We utilised the Shuffle-RepAns sets and perform the zero-shot evaluation. Table 5
shows the results. We do not find a significant difference in the Shuffle-RepAns format log-
ical reasoning task with different sizes of models under zero-shot evaluation, without any
instruction fine-tuning. In summary, Table 5 sheds light on the nuanced relationship be-
tween model size and performance in logical reasoning tasks. While larger models might
be expected to perform better due to their increased capacity, the results presented here sug-
gest that model size does not play a significant role in determining overall performance on
robust and complex logical reasoning tasks. It’s worth noting that our comparisons are
based on different model sizes of the same LLaMA base model. Therefore, the conclusions
drawn may not necessarily apply to comparisons involving different base models.

Models
ReClor
Shuffle
RepAns

LogiQA
Shuffle
RepAns

LogiQAv2
Shuffle
RepAns

Zero-shot evaluation
LLaMA-7B 0.1260 0.1167 0.1128
LLaMA-13B 0.0660 0.1167 0.1013
LLaMA-30B 0.0360 0.1290 0.1172
LLaMA-65B 0.0720 0.1397 0.1159

Table 5: Comparison between multiple LLaMA model sizes on logical reasoning tasks with
structure variations.

5 Conclusion

Our study examines the generalisation and robustness of large language models (LLMs)
in logical reasoning tasks, revealing significant limitations. We find that instruction fine-
tuning enhances performance, while chain-of-thought (CoT) prompting alone falls short in
robust reasoning tasks. Analysis shows that datasets larger than 10,000 samples, such as
LogiQAv2, require extensive data perturbation and task structure modifications (Shuffle-
RepAns) for improved adaptability—a necessity not seen with smaller datasets. Model

9
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size, within the same LLaMA base model framework, does not guarantee better generali-
sation or robustness. We observe that logic-driven data augmentation benefits fine-tuned
discriminative models by improving performance and demonstrating permutation invari-
ance, indicating reliance on more than memorisation. Applying logic-driven data augmen-
tation to prompts further aids larger generative models like GPT-3.5, GPT-4, and fine-tuned
Alpaca-7B, enhancing their logical reasoning capabilities in novel tasks.
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A Appendix

A.1 Background

Generative Large Language Models LLaMA Touvron et al. (2023), Alpaca Taori et al.
(2023), Vicuna Chiang et al. (2023), GPT-3.5 OpenAI (2023a), and GPT-4 OpenAI (2023b) are
large autoregressive language models pre-trained to perform next-token prediction. They
are based on the decoder-part of the transformer architecture Vaswani et al. (2017). GPT-3.5
was fine-tuned from GPT-3 Brown et al. (2020) using reinforcement learning from human
feedback (RLHF) fine-tuning OpenAI (2023a). GPT-4 shows human-level performance on
LSAT, SAT Math and Graduate Record Examination (GRE) Quantitative OpenAI (2023b),
all of which assess reasoning and problem solving skills in different contexts. The version
of GPT-4 that we use does not include multimodal training and its training details are not
publicly available.

Discriminative Large Language Models LReasoner Wang et al. (2022), MERIt Jiao et al.
(2022), and AMR-LDA Bao et al. (2023) are language models fine-tuned for downstream
logical reasoning tasks. While the generative large language models perform next-
token prediction, these models are trained to perform classification tasks, such as
multi-choice question answering. These models are based on encoder-only transform-
ers Kenton & Toutanova (2019), whose last layers are replaced with classification layers
fine-tuned for different tasks. LReasoner uses logic-driven data augmentation to increase

their performance and achieved #1 on the ReClor Yu et al. (2020) leaderboard5 when it was
proposed. MERIt uses relation extraction to construct new data from Wikipedia and per-

forms intermediate training on that new data. It achieved #15 on the ReClor leaderboard
when initially proposed, exceeding the performance of LReasoner. AMR-LDA uses AMR-
based logic-driven data augmentation to construct a tuple of sentences (original sentence,
logical equivalence sentence, logical inequivalence sentence) and train the model and then

train on the downstream tasks. It achieved #25 on the ReClor leaderboard when initially
proposed and it, again exceeding the performance on MERIt. We utilise MERIt and AMR-
LDA to perform fine-tuning on the downstream tasks using their public model weights.

5https://eval.ai/web/challenges/challenge-page/503/leaderboard/1347
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A.2 Hyperparameter Setting

We determine the parameter values in Tables 6 and 7 by following the public parameter val-

ues provided by Stanford Alpaca2 for generative large language models, as well as the de-
fault hyperparameters used by each discriminative large language model, including AMR-

LDA6, LReasoner7, and MERIt8. We use the model weights from the official repositories of
LReasoner, MERIt and AMR-LDA on each logical reasoning reading comprehension tasks.
For LReasoner, we select ALBERT-XXLarge-v2 Lan et al. (2019) as the backbone model. For
MERIt and AMR-LDA, we select DeBERTaV2-XXLarge He et al. (2021) as the backbone
model. We selected ALBERT-XXLarge-v2 and DeBERTaV2-XXLarge because they are the
best available models, as mentioned in their original papers, LReasoner Wang et al. (2022)
and MERIt Jiao et al. (2022), respectively. The authors of LReasoner did not publicly release
the model weights for LogiQAv2 and their logic-driven data augmentation are designed
for ReClor and LogiQA, hence we use their model weights trained on LogiQA to evaluate
the result on LogiQAv2. For fine-tuning instructions on Alpaca and Vicuna, we refer to
the training script and code from the official Alpaca GitHub repository Taori et al. (2023).
For the generative large language models like GPT-3.5 and GPT-4. We propose a new in-
struction for the Shuffle-Order set. We provide an instruction that includes an example,
shuffles the order of options for this example, and then request the model’s response. For
the Replace-Answer set, we add an instruction “You can select the option that none of the
other options is correct” when we test more complex scenarios. For the Shuffle-RepAns
set, we add the two instructions together. All the experiments are run on 8 NVIDIA A100
GPUs, each with 80G of VRAM. We evaluate on the validation sets of ReClor, LogiQA and
LogiQAv2, as the test sets are private and used to rank models on the leaderboard. We con-
structed our task variations from the existing validation sets. We employed the modified
validation set (Shuffle-Order, Replace-Answer, and Shuffle-RepAns) to perform the evalu-
ation. we use accuracy to adhere to the methodologies outlined in previously published
papers Bao et al. (2023); Jiao et al. (2022); Wang et al. (2022). We follow the same metrics
to ensure a fair comparison when evaluating the model’s performance. The datasets used
are balanced and only a single choice per question is a logical entailment, so accuracy is a
proper measure to assess the models’ logical reasoning performance. For prompting GPT-
3.5 and GPT-4, we use the default hyperparameters from OpenAI playground.

Generative Large Language Models Fine-Tuning

seed 42
batch size 1
num train epochs 5
max sequence length 1024
gradient Accumulation Steps 16
initial Learning Rate 1e-05
bf16 True
weight decay 0
warmup ratio 0.03
lr scheduler type cosine
fsdp full shard auto wrap
fsdp transformer layer cls to wrap LlamaDecoderLayer
tf32 True
optimiser AdamW

Table 6: Details of hyperparameters for instruction fine-tuning of generative large language
models, Alpaca and Vicuna, on ReClor, LogiQA, and LogiQAv2.

6AMR-LDA Official GitHub Page
7https://github.com/SiyuanWangw/LReasoner/tree/master
8https://github.com/SparkJiao/MERIt
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Discriminative Large Language Models Fine-Tuning

seed 42
batch Size 1/2/4
max sequence length 256
gradient accumulation steps 2/24
initial learning rate 1e-05
num train epochs 10
adam betas (0.9, 0.98)
adam epsilon 1e-6
no clip grad norm True
warmup proportion 0.1
logging steps 200
saving steps 200
overwrite cache True
warmup proportion 0.1
weight decay 0.01

Table 7: Details of hyperparameters for fine-tuning of discriminative large language mod-
els, AMR-LDA, LReasoner and MERIt, on ReClor, LogiQA and LogiQAv2.

A.3 Analysis of Hyperparameters for GPT-4

We performed an experiment on GPT-4 using different hyperparameter values (tempera-
ture) as shown in Table 8. This experiment was carried out using the GPT-4 API, trained
on a dataset containing information up to April 2023. For the other tables in this paper,
the experiments utilised the earlier version of GPT-4, released in March, which had only
learned from data available up to September 2021. However, we found that temperature
did not significantly influence the model’s performance across the entire evaluation set.

Dataset→ ReClor
Temperature↓ Original Shuffle Order Replace Answer Shuffle RepAns

0 0.8880 0.8800 0.1760 0.1440
0.5 0.8820 0.8897 0.1720 0.1480
1 0.8820 0.8720 0.1840 0.1460

Table 8: A comparison of the performance of GPT-4 at different temperatures on the origi-
nal ReClor dataset and the alternative ReClor datasets.

We find that using Chain-of-Thought Prompting can show some improvements in Shuffle-
RepAns logical reasoning tasks with GPT-4, while its accuracy is no different from random
guessing. Therefore, we listed some examples to see what differences are made in the
results generated by GPT-4 after incorporating Chain-of-Thought Prompting. Figure 6, 8
and 10 show that GPT-4 fails the example but with Chain-of-Thought Prompting, it can
correctly answer the question with solution process. Figure 7, 9, and 11 show that both
GPT-4 and Chain-of-Thought Prompting GPT-4 fail on the example.

A.4 Limitations

Our paper acknowledges several limitations: Firstly, pre-training large language models
(LLMs) is computationally expensive, potentially causing fine-tuning efforts to suffer from
residual effects of pre-training tasks. Secondly, prevalent logical reasoning evaluation tasks,
designed akin to reading comprehension exercises, may unfairly advantage discriminative
LLMs over generative counterparts due to their format, highlighting the absence of a bal-
anced dataset for fair assessment across different LLM training tasks. Lastly, the unavail-
ability of GPT-4’s source code and training data precludes us from conducting instruction
fine-tuning experiments to test its logical reasoning robustness.
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AMR-LDA Prompt Augmentation Case Study

GPT-4 Input: “context”: “If you have no keyboarding skills at all, you will not be
able to use a computer. And if you are not able to use a computer, you will not be
able to write your essays using a word processing program.”,
“question”: “If the statements above are true, which one of the following must be
true?”, ”answers”:
A. “If you are not able to write your essays using a word processing program, you
have no keyboarding skills. If you have the skill of a keyboard, you can write
your essay using a word processing program.If you can use a computer, you have
keyboarding skills. If you can write your essay with a word processing program,
you can use a computer. Whether you have keyboard skills at all or can’t use a
computer. Whether you can use a computer or you can’t write your own essay with
a word processing program.”,
B. “If you are able to write your essays using a word processing program, you have
at least some keyboarding skills. If you don’t have at least some keyboard skills,
you can’t write your essay with a word processing program. If you can use a com-
puter, you have keyboarding skills. If you can write your essay with a word pro-
cessing program, you can use a computer. Whether you have keyboard skills at all
or can’t use a computer. Whether you can use a computer or you can’t write your
own essay with a word processing program.”,
C. “If you are not able to write your essays using a word processing program, you
are not able to use a computer. If you can use a computer, you can write your essay
using word processing programs. If you can use a computer, you have keyboard-
ing skills. If you can write your essay with a word processing program, you can
use a computer. Whether you have keyboard skills at all or can’t use a computer.
Whether you can use a computer or you can’t write your own essay with a word
processing program.”,
D. “If you have some keyboarding skills, you will be able to write your essays using
a word processing program. If you can’t write your essay with a word processing
program, you don’t have some keyboard skills. If you can use a computer, you have
keyboarding skills. If you can write your essay with a word processing program,
you can use a computer. Whether you have keyboard skills at all or can’t use a
computer. Whether you can use a computer or you can’t write your own essay with
a word processing program.”
GPT-4 output: B

Figure 3: Example of using AMR-LDA to augment the prompt from the ReClor dataset
and their subsequent utilization as input for GPT-4. Data segments that are marked in
bold italics and appear in blue were generated using the contraposition law, while those
in brown were generated using the implication law. In this example, only the segments in
dark blue are the extended option, and the sentences that follow constitute the extended
context.

A.5 Ethics Statement

As we do not present a new model but perform an evaluation of the existing state-of-the-art,
we believe our work does not present significant ethical risks. We believe that our work will
contribute to a better understanding of the training mechanisms of large language models
in current large models. By highlighting flaws in the capabilities of language models, this
evaluation can help mitigating risks of misuses that could raise ethical concerns.
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Long Sentence Example 1:

Original sentence: Sarah woke up early in the morning, and she started her day
with a cup of coffee and some light yoga stretches.
Original sentence’s AMR graph: (a / and :op1 (w / wake-up-02 :ARG1 (p / person
:name (n / name :op1 ”Sarah”)) :time (e / early :op1 (d / date-entity :dayperiod (m
/ morning)))) :op2 (s / start-01 :ARG0 p :ARG1 (d2 / day :poss p) :ARG2 (a2 / and
:op1 (c / coffee :quant (v / volume-quantity :quant 1 :unit (c2 / cup))) :op2 (s2 /
stretch-01 :ARG0 p :mod (y / yoga) :ARG1-of (l / light-06) :quant (s3 / some)))))
Modified AMR graph using AMR-LDA: (a / and :op1 (s / start-01 :ARG0 p :ARG1
(d2 / day :poss p) :ARG2 (a2 / and :op1 (c / coffee :quant (v / volume-quantity
:quant 1 :unit (c2 / cup))) :op2 (s2 / stretch-01 :ARG0 p :mod (y / yoga) :ARG1-of (l
/ light-06) :quant (s3 / some)))) :op2 (w / wake-up-02 :ARG1 (p / person :name (n
/ name :op1 ”Sarah”)) :time (e / early :op1 (d / date-entity :dayperiod (m / morn-
ing)))))
Generated logical equivalence sentence using AMR-LDA: Sarah started her day
with a cup of coffee and some light yoga stretching and woke up early in the morn-
ing.

Figure 4: One example uses our AMR-LDA to generate logical equivalence sentences for
long sentences. In this case, a logical equivalence sentence is generated using the commu-
tative law, and the same color represents the same argument. In this case, the order of the
former and latter arguments for the conjunction word “and” has been swapped.

Long Sentence Example 2:

Original sentence: Sarah woke up early in the morning, and she started her day
with a cup of coffee and some light yoga stretches that will help lose weight.
Original sentence’s AMR graph: (a / and (a / and :op1 (w / wake-up-02 :ARG1
(p / person :name (n / name :op1 ”Sarah”)) :time (e / early :op1 (d / date-entity
:dayperiod (m / morning)))) :op2 (s / start-01 :ARG0 p :ARG1 (d2 / day :poss p)
:ARG2 (a2 / and :op1 (c / coffee :quant (v / volume-quantity :quant 1 :unit (c2 /
cup))) :op2 (s2 / stretch-01 :mod (y / yoga) :ARG0-of (h / help-01 :ARG1 (l / lose-
01 :ARG1 (w2 / weight))) :ARG1-of (l2 / light-06) :quant (s3 / some)))))
Modified AMR graph using AMR-LDA: (a / and :op1 (s / start-01 :ARG0 p :ARG1
(d2 / day :poss p) :ARG2 (a2 / and :op1 (c / coffee :quant (v / volume-quantity
:quant 1 :unit (c2 / cup))) :op2 (s2 / stretch-01 :mod (y / yoga) :ARG0-of (h / help-
01 :ARG1 (l / lose-01 :ARG1 (w2 / weight))) :ARG1-of (l2 / light-06) :quant (s3 /
some)))) :op2 (w / wake-up-02 :ARG1 (p / person :name (n / name :op1 ”Sarah”))
:time (e / early :op1 (d / date-entity :dayperiod (m / morning)))))
Generated logical equivalence sentence using AMR-LDA: Sarah started her day
with a cup of coffee and some light yoga stretching to help lose weight, and woke
up early in the morning.

Figure 5: One example uses our AMR-LDA to generate logical equivalence sentences for
long sentences. In this case, a logical equivalence sentence is generated using the commu-
tative law, and the same color represents the same argument. AMR-LDA can understand
the effect of that clause on yoga stretching. In this case, the order of the former and latter
arguments for the conjunction word “and” has been swapped.
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Under review

A Case Study in Shuffle-RepAns ReClor dataset

Instruction: Can you predict the correct option for the given input?
Input: Some biologists believe that the capacity for flight first developed in marine
reptiles, claiming that feathers are clearly developed from scales. Other biologists
rightly reject this suggestion, pointing out that bats have no scales and that non-
marine reptiles also have scales. Those who believe that flight first developed in
tree-dwelling reptiles reject the claim that the limbs of land-dwelling reptiles might
have developed into wings. They insist that it is more likely that tree-dwelling rep-
tiles developed wings to assist their leaps from branch to branch.
Question: Which one of the following most accurately describes the role played
in the passage by the claim that nonmarine reptiles have scales? Describe every
step of your reasoning before proposing a solution. When giving the solution, start
your sentence with ’ANSWER:’. The ’ANSWER’ is the letter in front of your predict
correct option, A, B, C or D.
A. It weakens the claim that tree-dwelling reptiles were the first kind of reptile to
develop the capacity for flight.
B. It is cited as evidence against the claim that the capacity for flight first developed
in land-dwelling animals.
C. It is cited as evidence against the claim that the capacity for flight first developed
in treedwelling reptiles.
D. D. None of the other options is correct.
Correct Answer: “D”
GPT-4: “B”
Chain-of-Thought Prompting GPT-4: The claim that nonmarine reptiles have
scales is mentioned in the passage to argue against the idea that flight first devel-
oped in marine reptiles. The reasoning behind this is that if both marine and non-
marine reptiles have scales, then the development of feathers from scales cannot be
used as evidence to support the idea that flight originated in marine reptiles.
Now let’s analyse each option:
A. The claim about nonmarine reptiles having scales does not directly address tree-
dwelling reptiles or their development of flight, so this option is incorrect.
B. The claim is not used as evidence against the idea that flight first developed in
land-dwelling animals. Instead, it is used to argue against the notion that flight first
developed in marine reptiles. So, this option is incorrect.
C. The claim about nonmarine reptiles having scales is not used to argue against
the idea that flight first developed in tree-dwelling reptiles. It is used to address the
marine reptiles hypothesis. So, this option is incorrect.
D. Since none of the other options accurately describe the role played by the claim
that nonmarine reptiles have scales, this option is correct.
ANSWER: D

Figure 6: Compared GPT-4 and Chain-of-Thought GPT-4 on Shuffle-RepAns ReClor
dataset. GPT-4 fails on this example but Chain-of-thought Prompting GPT-4 answer this
example correctly. With the help of Chain-of-Thought Prompting, GPT-4 can find out the
other options are incorrect and to select “None of the other options is correct.” as the pre-
dicted answer.
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Under review

A Case Study in Shuffle-RepAns ReClor dataset

Instruction: Can you predict the correct option for the given input?
Input: Advertisement: The dental profession knows that brushing with Blizzard
toothpaste is the best way to fight cavities. We surveyed five dentists, and each
agreed that the tartar control formula found in Blizzard is the most effective cavity-
fighting formula available in a toothpaste.
Question: The flawed reasoning in which one of the following is most similar to
the flawed reasoning in the advertisement? Describe every step of your reasoning
before proposing a solution. When giving the solution, start your sentence with
’ANSWER:’. The ’ANSWER’ is the letter in front of your predict correct option, A,
B, C or D.
A. We know that electing Gomez would be the best course for the nation to follow
because, of ten voters we surveyed, each agreed that electing Gomez would help
the nation.
B. Some of the nation’s voters believe that Gomez is the candidate who would be
best for the nation. Of the ten voters we surveyed, each agreed that the policies
Gomez is committed to would be the best policies for the nation to adopt.
C. The nation’s voters know that Gomez is the candidate whose policies would be
best for the nation. Of ten voters polled, each said that Gomez would be a very
popular leader.
D. None of the other options is correct.
Correct Answer: “D”
GPT-4: “A”
Chain-of-Thought Prompting GPT-4: The reasoning in the advertisement is flawed
because it is based on a small and potentially biased sample size (five dentists) to
make a general claim about the dental profession’s view on Blizzard toothpaste.
Let’s analyse each option:
A. This option is flawed for the same reason as the advertisement: it’s based on a
small sample size (ten voters) to make a claim about the best course for the nation.
B. This option is also based on a small sample size (ten voters), but it doesn’t make
a general claim about the nation’s voters. Instead, it only states that some voters
believe Gomez is the best candidate.
C. This option is flawed because it makes a general claim about the nation’s voters
based on the popularity of Gomez among ten voters, not on the effectiveness of his
policies.
D. This option states that none of the other options is correct.
The most similar flawed reasoning to the advertisement is found in option A, as it
also uses a small sample size to make a general claim.
ANSWER: A

Figure 7: Compared GPT-4 and Chain-of-Thought GPT-4 on Shuffle-RepAns ReClor
dataset. Both GPT-4 and Chain-of-Thought Prompting GPT-4 fail on this example. In this
example, Chain-of-Thought try to predict an option which looks more like the correct an-
swer.
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Under review

A Case Study in Shuffle-RepAns LogiQA dataset

Instruction: Can you predict the correct option for the given input?
Input: An organisation that elects a leadership team implements such a rule? if
there are more than one candidate, the candidate must agree to be nominated, and
before expressing his consent, he must be informed who his candidate is.
Question: If the above conclusion is true, then the following is also true? Please
only return the letter in front of your predict correct option, A, B, C or D.
A. None of the other options is correct.
B. Implement the rule so that the number of nominated candidates is greater than
not implementing the rule.
C. Implementing this rule, there is at most one candidate nominated.
D. Implement the rule, no candidate may be nominated.
Correct Answer: “A”
GPT-4: “C”
Chain-of-Thought Prompting GPT-4: To analyse each option, let’s break down the
initial rule:
1. There must be more than one candidate.
2. The candidate must agree to be nominated.
3. The candidate must be informed of their opponent before agreeing to be nomi-
nated.
Now let’s evaluate each option:
A. None of the other options is correct. We cannot determine this without evaluating
the other options first.
B. Implement the rule so that the number of nominated candidates is greater than
not implementing the rule. This option is not necessarily true. The rule does not
guarantee that there will be more nominated candidates. It only ensures that a
candidate knows their opponent before agreeing to be nominated.
C. Implementing this rule, there is at most one candidate nominated. This option
is incorrect. The rule states that there must be more than one candidate. Therefore,
there cannot be only one nominated candidate.
D. Implement the rule, no candidate may be nominated. This option is also incorrect.
The rule does not prevent candidates from being nominated, it only requires that
they know their opponent before agreeing to be nominated.
ANSWER: A. None of the other options is correct.

Figure 8: Compared GPT-4 and Chain-of-Thought GPT-4 on Shuffle-RepAns LogiQA
dataset. GPT-4 fails on this example but Chain-of-thought Prompting GPT-4 answer this
example correctly.
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Under review

A Case Study in Shuffle-RepAns LogiQA dataset

Instruction: Can you predict the correct option for the given input?
Input: There are three types of robots in a laboratory. Type A can recognise col-
ors, type B can recognise shapes, and type C can neither recognise colors nor
shapes.The laboratory experimented with robots 1 and 2 using red balls, basket-
balls, red squares, and blue squares, and ordered them to pick up the red balls, but
number 1 picked up the red squares, and number 2 picked up the basketball.
Question: Based on the above experiment, which of the following must be true?
Please only return the letter in front of your predict correct option, A, B, C or D.
A. Both No.1 and No.2 must not be type C.
B. Both No.1 and No.2 must be type C.
C. No.1 is A and No.2 is Type B.
D. None of the other options is correct.
Correct Answer: “D”
GPT-4: “A”
Chain-of-Thought Prompting GPT-4: Let’s analyse the information given:
1. Type A can recognise colors. 2. Type B can recognise shapes. 3. Type C can
neither recognise colors nor shapes.
The experiment involved red balls, basketballs, red squares, and blue squares. The
robots were ordered to pick up the red balls.
Robot 1 picked up red squares. This means that Robot 1 can recognise the color red
but not the shape of a ball. Therefore, Robot 1 must be Type A.
Robot 2 picked up basketballs. This means that Robot 2 can recognise the shape of
a ball but not the color red. Therefore, Robot 2 must be Type B.
Now let’s evaluate the options:
A. Both No.1 and No.2 must not be type C. - This is true, as we determined that
Robot 1 is Type A and Robot 2 is Type B.
B. Both No.1 and No.2 must be type C. - This is false, as we determined that Robot
1 is Type A and Robot 2 is Type B.
C. No.1 is A and No.2 is Type B. - This is true, as we determined that Robot 1 is Type
A and Robot 2 is Type B.
D. None of the other options is correct. - This is false, as options A and C are correct.
ANSWER: C

Figure 9: Compared GPT-4 and Chain-of-Thought GPT-4 on Shuffle-RepAns LogiQA
dataset. Both GPT-4 and Chain-of-Thought Prompting GPT-4 fail on this example.
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Under review

A Case Study in Shuffle-RepAns LogiQAv2 dataset

Instruction: Can you predict the correct option for the given input?
Input: Directed thinking refers to the process of thinking activities based on past
knowledge and experience, forming direction, method or procedure, as compared
with divergent thinking.
Question: Which of the following options does not belong to directed thinking,
according to the above definition? Describe every step of your reasoning before
proposing a solution. When giving the solution, start your sentence with ’AN-
SWER:’. The ’ANSWER’ is the letter in front of your predict correct option, A, B,
C or D.
A. Seeing the man with braids, he concluded that the man was a woman
B. The peach blossoms in Beijing are in bloom, so spring is coming
C. The clothes are broken. I want to sew them with a sewing bag
D. None of the other options is correct.
Correct Answer: “D”
GPT-4: “A”
Chain-of-Thought Prompting GPT-4: Step 1: Identify the characteristics of directed
thinking according to the definition. - Based on past knowledge and experience -
Forms direction, method, or procedure
Step 2: Analyse each option to determine if it aligns with the characteristics of di-
rected thinking.
A. Seeing the man with braids, he concluded that the man was a woman - This
statement is based on past knowledge and experience (assuming that braids are
typically associated with women). - It forms a direction (concluding that the person
is a woman).
B. The peach blossoms in Beijing are in bloom, so spring is coming - This statement
is based on past knowledge and experience (assuming that peach blossoms bloom
in spring). - It forms a direction (predicting that spring is coming).
C. The clothes are broken. I want to sew them with a sewing bag - This statement
is based on past knowledge and experience (knowing that sewing can fix broken
clothes). - It forms a method or procedure (using a sewing bag to sew the clothes).
D. None of the other options is correct. - This statement contradicts the analysis of
options A, B, and C, which all align with the characteristics of directed thinking.
Step 3: Propose a solution based on the analysis.
ANSWER: D

Figure 10: Compared GPT-4 and Chain-of-Thought GPT-4 on Shuffle-RepAns LogiQAv2
dataset. GPT-4 fails on this example but Chain-of-thought Prompting GPT-4 answer this ex-
ample correctly. With the help of Chain-of-Thought Prompting, GPT-4 can find out option
D is contradicts the analysis of options A, B, and C, which all align with the characteristics
of directed thinking.
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Under review

A Case Study in Shuffle-RepAns LogiQAv2 dataset

Instruction: Can you predict the correct option for the given input?
Input: In today’s society, many old people become old drifters in order to take care
of their children and the next generation. In a recent urban survey,52.2 percent of
the young people surveyed admitted that their parents are old drifters. They and
their partners have just started their careers, and work pressure is high, so they have
no time to take care of their children and do housework. According to experts, the
group of old drifters in China’s cities will further expand.
Question: Which of the following, if true, best supports the views of the above
experts? Describe every step of your reasoning before proposing a solution. When
giving the solution, start your sentence with ’ANSWER:’. The ’ANSWER’ is the
letter in front of your predict correct option, A, B, C or D.
A. Some old people prefer to live in their hometown
B. The elderly in the city have better medical conditions than in the countryside
C. None of the other options is correct.
D. After the implementation of the two-child policy, the two-child birth rate in ur-
ban areas is lower than that in rural areas
Correct Answer: “C”
GPT-4: “B”
Chain-of-Thought Prompting GPT-4: Step 1: Identify the claim made by experts
The claim made by experts is that the group of old drifters in China’s cities will
further expand.
Step 2: Evaluate each option based on its relevance to the claim
A. Some old people prefer to live in their hometown This option does not directly
support the claim that the group of old drifters in China’s cities will further expand.
It only states a preference of some old people.
B. The elderly in the city have better medical conditions than in the countryside
This option could indirectly support the claim, as better medical conditions might
attract more elderly people to move to cities. However, it does not directly address
the issue of old drifters taking care of their children and the next generation.
C. None of the other options is correct. This option is not relevant to the claim.
D. After the implementation of the two-child policy, the two-child birth rate in ur-
ban areas is lower than that in rural areas This option supports the claim that the
group of old drifters in China’s cities will further expand. If there are more children
being born in urban areas due to the two-child policy, it is likely that more elderly
people will move to cities to help take care of their children and grandchildren, thus
increasing the number of old drifters in cities.
Step 3: Choose the option that best supports the claim
ANSWER: D

Figure 11: Compared GPT-4 and Chain-of-Thought GPT-4 on Shuffle-RepAns LogiQAv2
dataset. Both GPT-4 and Chain-of-Thought Prompting GPT-4 fail on this example.
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