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Abstract

Multi-step reasoning ability is fundamental
to many natural language tasks, yet it is un-
clear what constitutes a good reasoning chain
and how to evaluate them. Most existing
methods focus solely on whether the reason-
ing chain leads to the correct conclusion, but
this answer-oriented view may confound the
quality of reasoning with other spurious short-
cuts to predict the answer. To bridge this
gap, we evaluate reasoning chains by view-
ing them as informal proofs that derive the fi-
nal answer. Specifically, we propose RECE-
VAL (Reasoning Chain Evaluation), a frame-
work that evaluates reasoning chains through
two key properties: (1) correctness, i.e., each
step makes a valid inference based on the in-
formation contained within the step, preced-
ing steps, and input context, and (2) infor-
mativeness, i.e., each step provides new in-
formation that is helpful towards deriving the
generated answer. We implement RECEVAL
using natural language inference models and
information-theoretic measures. On multiple
datasets, RECEVAL is highly effective in iden-
tifying different types of errors, resulting in no-
table improvements compared to prior meth-
ods. We demonstrate that our informative-
ness metric captures the expected flow of in-
formation in high-quality reasoning chains and
we also analyze the impact of previous steps
on evaluating correctness and informativeness.
Finally, we show that scoring reasoning chains
based on RECEVAL can improve downstream
performance of reasoning tasks.1

1 Introduction

The ability to reason is fundamental to many nat-
ural language processing tasks (Lin et al., 2019;
Duan et al., 2020). A reasoning chain composes
multiple reasoning steps together to accomplish an
end task such as solving complex textual reasoning

1Our code is publicly available at: https://github.com/
archiki/ReCEval

Question: What keeps the Moon orbiting Earth?

Context: The moon is a kind of moon. Earth is a kind
of planet. Moons orbit planets. Gravity causes orbits.

Model-generated Step-by-Step Rationales: 
- Step 1: [Moon is a kind of moon] and [earth is a kind
  of planet], so [the moon and earth are planets].
- Step 2: [Gravity causes orbits], so [gravity causes
  moon to orbit earth]. 
Answer: Earth's gravity.

Figure 1: Model-generated step-by-step reasoning
from Entailment Bank (Dalvi et al., 2021). Rea-
soning errors include: incorrect step inference
(requires inferring ‘moon orbits earth’), and
incorrect inference and uninformative (‘moon is

a planet’ does not help answer the question). Reason-
ing Content Units (RCUs) are shown as ‘[.]’.

problems involving commonsense (Talmor et al.,
2019; Huang et al., 2019; Aggarwal et al., 2021)
and arithmetic (Hendrycks et al., 2021; Cobbe et al.,
2021). Recent advances in scaling large language
models have led to emergent reasoning capabili-
ties, whereby a model is able to generate a rea-
soning chain in a few-shot manner (Wei et al.,
2022; Chowdhery et al., 2022; Kojima et al., 2022).
In most previous works, a model’s reasoning ca-
pability is judged by its performance on the end
task (Huang and Chang, 2022). This evaluation
alone, however, is not ideal for understanding the
reasoning ability of models, as it implies a narrow
view of correctness based solely on the answer,
and may confound the model’s reasoning capabili-
ties with unfaithful or spurious reasoning shortcuts
leading to the correct answer (Creswell and Shana-
han, 2022; Lyu et al., 2023). Thus, it is desirable to
complement answer-oriented evaluation with an in-
trinsic evaluation of the quality of reasoning chains.

For a more comprehensive evaluation of reason-
ing chains, prior works leverage datasets containing
human-written reasoning chains such as Entailment
Bank (Dalvi et al., 2021), StrategyQA (Geva et al.,
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2021), etc., and develop supervised metrics that
evaluate model-generated reasoning chains with
respect to human-written ones (Clinciu et al., 2021;
Welleck et al., 2022; Saparov and He, 2023). How-
ever, this evaluation strategy may be infeasible
due to the time-consuming and expensive nature
of obtaining human-written (or gold) reasoning
chains (Welleck et al., 2021; Tian et al., 2021; Han
et al., 2022). Moreover, gold reference reasoning
chains may not be unique, making the effectiveness
of reference-based evaluations highly dependent on
the selection and coverage of gold chains (Dalvi
et al., 2021). A recent work, ROSCOE (Golovneva
et al., 2023), took the first step towards reference-
free evaluation by developing metrics based on
generic reasoning errors like redundancy, halluci-
nation, etc. In this work, we further explore this
direction with the goal to formalize desired prop-
erties of reasoning chains and introduce additional
metrics to assess these properties effectively.

In order to evaluate reasoning chains in a
reference-free manner, it is important to ask what
constitutes a good reasoning chain and what prop-
erties it should satisfy. We answer this question
by viewing reasoning chains as informal proofs
that lead to the final answer (Welleck et al., 2022;
Jiang et al., 2023). While reasoning chains operate
over natural language and may not adhere to the
strict nature of formal proofs (Welleck et al., 2021),
they serve a similar role in providing rationales
for the final answer. Therefore, good reasoning
chains share the same desirable properties as for-
mal proofs. Conceptually, each step in a reasoning
chain should make a valid inference towards de-
riving the answer by leveraging prior information
(i.e., previous steps or input context). In this work,
we formalize this concept and propose a frame-
work, RECEVAL (Reasoning Chain Evaluation)
that defines good reasoning chains based on two
properties: (1) Correctness: Each step generates
a valid inference based on the information present
within the step (intra-step) and past information de-
rived in prior steps or available in the input context
(inter-step); and (2) Informativeness: Each step
provides new information that is helpful towards
deriving the final answer (§3.2). Figure 1 contains
an example where these properties are violated.

As part of our RECEVAL framework, we in-
troduce a collection of reference-free metrics that
measure the correctness and informativeness of rea-
soning chains (§4). To measure correctness, we

decompose reasoning chains into fine-grained com-
ponents called Reasoning Content Units (RCUs),
each corresponding to a specific claim (§3.1, shown
in Figure 1). We measure informativeness by com-
puting the gain in information obtained by includ-
ing each step in the reasoning chain towards deriv-
ing the final answer. We implement these metrics
using a combination of V-information (Xu et al.,
2020; Ethayarajh et al., 2022; Hewitt et al., 2021),
and Natural Language Inference models (Bowman
et al., 2015; Williams et al., 2018).

To evaluate the strength of RECEVAL, we
compare our metrics with multiple reference-free
metrics (§6). Our meta-evaluation procedure is
based on correlation with automatically perturbed
and human-annotated errors in English reasoning
chains from Entailment Bank (Dalvi et al., 2021)
and GSM-8K (Cobbe et al., 2021) respectively.
On Entailment Bank, we show that our metrics
yield the highest correlation on 5 out of 6 er-
ror types, e.g., substantially improving correlation
from 0.62→ 0.86 on hallucinations. Moreover, on
the GSM-8K dataset, we observe that our metrics
improve correlation from 0.28→ 0.36 on the over-
all quality measure and show superior performance
in identifying 5 out of 7 error types. Next, we per-
form a comprehensive analysis of our metrics and
demonstrate that RCUs facilitate evaluation of cor-
rectness of reasoning chains (§6.2) and that high-
quality human-written reasoning chains typically
exhibit a positive trend in information-gain (§6.3).
Finally, we show that selecting high-scoring chains
according to our proposed metrics also improves
downstream task performance (§6.4).

In summary, our contributions are:

1. We propose RECEVAL, a framework for eval-
uating reasoning chains, building on top of the
desired attributes of good reasoning chains: cor-
rectness and informativeness.

2. We propose various reference-free metrics to
measure correctness and informativeness using
NLI models and V-information. They effec-
tively identify various errors and substantially
outperform prior methods in meta-evaluation.

3. We conduct a comprehensive study of our cor-
rectness and informativeness metrics and show
that RECEVAL can also be used to improve the
downstream performance of reasoning tasks.



: [The northern hemisphere is a
kind of hemisphere of earth]

: [A hemisphere is a kind of place], so
[northern hemisphere is not a place on earth]

: [A place in summer has the most
sunlight], so  [northern hemisphere has the

most sunlight in summer]

Q: Which season receives the most hours
of sunlight in the Northern Hemisphere?

A: Summer

: The northern hemisphere is a
kind of hemisphere of earth

: A hemisphere is a kind of place, so the
northern hemisphere is a kind of place

: A place in summer has the most sunlight,
so northern hemisphere has the most sunlight

in summer

Q: Which season receives the most hours
of sunlight in the Northern Hemisphere?

A: Summer

: The northern hemisphere is a kind of
placeIntra-step Correctness

Evaluator

= 0.21

Inter-step Correctness
Evaluator

= 0.36

= 0.28

Informativeness
Evaluator

(a) (b)

 Q   A

Figure 2: Illustration of evaluating a reasoning chain via RECEVAL framework. In (a), we evaluate correctness
of the second step using intra-correctentail and inter-correct metrics. For this, each step is split into reasoning
content units (RCUs) indicated via ‘[.]’ and categorized as premise-RCUs or conclusion-RCU. In (b), we evaluate
informativeness of the third step towards the predicted answer given preceding steps via info-gainPVI (refer to §4).

2 Related Work

Typical evaluation metrics for text generation com-
pute the similarity between two pieces of text using
n-gram overlap (Papineni et al., 2002; Lin, 2004;
Banerjee and Lavie, 2005) or model-based met-
rics based on embedding distance (Zhao et al.,
2019; Zhang* et al., 2020; Sellam et al., 2020),
information alignment (Deng et al., 2021), para-
phrases (Thompson and Post, 2020), or pretrained
text-generation models (Yuan et al., 2021; Fu et al.,
2023a). While these metrics are relatively helpful
for comparing machine-generated text to target text
in summarization and machine translation tasks,
they are not well-suited for evaluating reasoning
chains that entail a coherent sequence of steps cul-
minating in a final answer. Furthermore, since
text generation metrics typically rely on references,
they cannot be used to evaluate reasoning chains in
a reference-free manner.

Some prior works on evaluating reasoning chains
have proposed metrics that are based on specific
construction and domain of the dataset, making
them less generalizable. For instance, both FO-
LIO (Han et al., 2022) and PrOntoQA (Saparov
and He, 2023) convert natural language reason-
ing chains to symbolic proofs using a fixed gram-
mar and evaluate proofs in a reference-based
manner. Similarly, Dalvi et al. (2021) compare
model-generated reasoning trees to gold reasoning
trees, but the latter may not be unique. Recently,
Golovneva et al. (2023) propose ROSCOE, a suite
of metrics measuring semantic alignment, similar-
ity, and logical inference, using a combination of
reference-free and reference-based approaches. In
our work, we focus on reference-free metrics that

can be widely utilized to evaluate any reasoning
chain. We first establish desired properties of good
reasoning chains, such as correctness and informa-
tiveness, and then evaluate these properties using
Reasoning Content Units (RCUs) and information-
theoretic measures such as V-information.

3 Reasoning Chains: Definition and
Desired Properties

In this section, we formally define the concepts
of reasoning chains and Reasoning Content Units
(RCUs) in §3.1, and then describe the desiderata of
good reasoning chains in §3.2.

3.1 Definitions

Reasoning Chain. Given a natural language rea-
soning task, let X denote the input context describ-
ing the reasoning problem. We define a reasoning
chain R = {s(1), · · · , s(n)} as a multi-step ratio-
nale, consisting of n reasoning steps, used to arrive
at a predicted answer â. Reasoning chains can
be human-written or model-generated (as in CoT
prompting (Wei et al., 2022)).

Reasoning Content Unit (RCU). We further as-
sume that each step s(i) is composed of one or
many claims. We call these claims Reasoning Con-
tent Units (RCUs), as illustrated in Figure 2 via
‘[.]’. RCUs are conceptually similar and inspired
by Summary Content Units (SCUs) used in fine-
grained summary evaluation (Nenkova and Pas-
sonneau, 2004; Shapira et al., 2019; Zhang and
Bansal, 2021). Visualizing a reasoning chain as
a collection of steps and a step as a collection of
RCUs facilitates fine-grained analysis and verifica-
tion of a model’s reasoning capabilities. The RCUs



in a step s(i) typically can be split into a single
conclusion-RCU, denoted by RCU(i)

c and remaining
premise-RCUs, denoted by RCU(i)

p = {RCU(i)
pj}tj=1,

where t ≥ 0 is the number of premise-RCUs in the
step. For example, in Figure 2(a), the final step s(3)

consists of two RCUs of which the first (“a place
... most sunlight”) is the premise and the second
(“northern ... in summer”) is the conclusion. We
discuss how to identify RCUs in §4.5 and its utility
to RECEVAL in §6.2.

3.2 Properties of Good Reasoning Chains

Reasoning chains are like informal proofs that lead
to the final answer. Hence, we argue that the quality
of reasoning steps in a reasoning chain should be
measured based on two aspects: correctness and
informativeness.

Correctness. First, every step in a reasoning
chain should be correct. We say a step s(i) is cor-
rect if the corresponding conclusion RCU(i)

c ∈ s(i)
is also correct. The correctness of a step is gov-
erned by two factors: (1) intra-step correctness
that evaluates whether the conclusion RCU(i)

c is
correct, based on the information present in the
premise units RCU(i)

p within that step; and (2) inter-
step correctness that evaluates whether RCU(i)

c is
correct, given all the information present in the
previous context (including input X and previous
steps s(<i), represented by the corresponding RCUs
{RCU(<i)

p , RCU(<i)
c }). Intuitively, intra-step correct-

ness evaluates the consistency of a claim within the
step, while inter-step correctness complements it
with a global check of consistency.2 Figure 2(a)
shows an example, in which RCU(2)

c in the second
step s(2) does not follow from the premise RCU(2)

p

as it incorrectly concludes that the northern hemi-
sphere is not a place on earth. This also contradicts
the claim in the previous step RCU(1)

c .

Informativeness. Besides correctness, we intro-
duce another important property of a reasoning
step: informativeness. The informativeness prop-
erty complements correctness and aims to capture
how helpful and important each reasoning step is
for generating the final answer. Specifically, we
observe that among multiple plausible inferences
that can be made in a step, not all are equally rel-

2Note that it might so happen that ‘correct’ claims still
lead to the incorrect answer (e.g., if the reasoning chain is
incomplete). Evaluating whether a reasoning chain leads to
the correct answer is thus complementary to our proposed
intrinsic properties of good chains.

evant to answer the corresponding question. To
capture such differences, we define informative-
ness as the extent to which a given step helps make
progress in the “right direction” towards deriving
the final answer. Figure 2(b) illustrates the role
of informativeness. The third step s(3) does not
contribute towards deriving the answer beyond the
inference in the second step. While repetition or
redundancy does not violate intra- or inter-step cor-
rectness, evaluating the reasoning chain based on
informativeness allows us to identify such issues.

Next, we describe the technical details of our
metrics that evaluate every reasoning step by itself
(intra-step correctness), how it relates to the input
and prior steps (inter-step correctness), and how it
aids in solving the problem (informativeness).

4 RECEVAL: Evaluation of Reasoning
Chains

With desired properties of reasoning chains intro-
duced in §3, we now describe our evaluation frame-
work, RECEVAL (Reasoning Chain Evaluation).
RECEVAL builds upon concepts of textual entail-
ment and V-information. We first provide a brief
background of V-information in §4.1. Then, we
introduce how RECEVAL captures intra-step cor-
rectness in §4.2, inter-step correctness in §4.3,
and informativeness in §4.4. Finally, in §4.5, we
present the complete framework combining step-
level scores to evaluate the entire reasoning chain.

4.1 Background: V-Information
Let X and Y denote two random variables. Their
conditional entropy is defined as H(Y |X) =
E[− logP (Y |X)] (Shannon, 1948). However,
computing it requires knowledge of the true joint
distribution of X and Y which can be infeasible
in practice. As an alternative, Xu et al. (2020) pro-
pose V-conditional entropy using a model family
V that learns to map from X to Y . It is defined as:

HV(Y |X) = inf f∈V Ex,y∼X,Y (−log f [x](y))

Each f ∈ V models the conditional distribution
Pf (Y |X). Thus, the model f̃ ∈ V , minimizing the
above expectation, is optimized using a negative
log-likelihood objective. Building on top of it, Xu
et al. (2020) propose V-information (also known as
V-usable information) which measures the amount
of available information contained in X about Y
that can be extracted using V . It is defined as:

IV(X → Y ) = HV(Y |∅)−HV(Y |X)



Here, we denote the models used to compute
HV(Y |X) and HV(Y |∅) (minimizing expecta-
tion) as g and g′ respectively.3 Ethayarajh et al.
(2022) propose pointwise V-information (PVI) to
measure the degree of usable information present
in individual data points (x, y) as:

PVI(x→ y) = −log g′[∅](y) + log g[x](y)

At a high level, we use PVI to extract the amount
of information present within and across reasoning
steps, as discussed in detail in §4.2 and §4.4.

4.2 Evaluation of Intra-Step Correctness
We propose two methods to measure the intra-step
correctness of a reasoning step based on two com-
plementary views of correctness. The first method
exploits the connection between correctness and
entailment, and the second method captures a more
relaxed notion of correctness under the PVI frame-
work. We describe the two methods below and
compare their performance later in §6.2.

Entailment-based Intra-Step Correctness.
Our first method aims to capture correctness
by computing the entailment probability of the
conclusion-RCU given the premise-RCUs within a
step. Specifically, for a given step s(i), we evaluate
if RCU(i)

p entail RCU(i)
c (as introduced in §3):

intra-correct(i)entail = Pentail(RCU(i)
p ; RCU(i)

c )

The premise-RCUs are concatenated and the en-
tailment probability Pentail is computed using an
off-the-shelf NLI model (Laurer et al., 2022). We
enforce a strict definition of entailment, such that
a conclusion-RCU that is neutral to the premise-
RCUs also receives a low probability. We make this
design choice because incorrect reasoning steps
may contain hallucinations or non-factual claims
that may not be supported by the premise-RCUs.

PVI-based Intra-Step Correctness. Our previ-
ous method requires premise-RCUs to strictly en-
tail the conclusion-RCU. While this constraint
should always stand in theory, reasoning steps in
natural language can oftentimes be informal and
still be perceived as correct when some of the
premise-RCUs are omitted. To allow for such flexi-
bility, here we create a relaxed criterion that eval-
uates the ease with which the conclusion can be

3Consistent with established notation in V-information
work, f [x](y) denotes Pf (y|x) where f is a model. When
x = ∅, we compute the probability of generating y directly.

drawn from the premise. Using the V-information
framework, we assess the ease of generating a
conclusion-RCU based on the amount of useful in-
formation already contained in the premise-RCUs.
Therefore, our metric can be written as:

intra-correct(i)PVI = PVI(RCU(i)
p → RCU(i)

c )

This use of PVI is consistent with Padmakumar and
He (2021), who use a pointwise information metric
to evaluate the relevance of summary sentences.

4.3 Evaluation of Inter-Step Correctness
The aforementioned methods check for local cor-
rectness based on the premise-RCUs within a given
step. Additionally, for a reasoning chain containing
a large number of steps, we must also ensure that
any new conclusion-RCU is also consistent with
all known information either in the input X or in
the conclusion-RCUs from prior steps. We mea-
sure this ‘global’ inter-step correctness by verifying
the absence of contradiction between the current
RCU(i)

c and prior information including X and all
conclusion-RCUs so far RCU(<i)

c . For instance, in
step s(2) of Figure 2(a), we evaluate if RCU(2)

c is
consistent with RCU(1)

c . Similar to §4.2, we use the
an NLI model to obtain the contradiction probabil-
ity (Pcontr.) and compute:

inter-correct(i) = 1−maxr(Pcontr.(r; RCU(i)
c ))

where, r ∈ X ∪ {RCU(j)
c }i−1

j=1. We evaluate with
respect to conclusion-RCUs only and exclude
premise-RCUs from prior steps due to their over-
lap with input context X . Empirically, we also do
not observe any significant change in performance
when premise-RCUs are excluded.

4.4 Evaluation of Informativeness in
Reasoning Chains

As discussed in §3, in addition to correctness, each
step in a good reasoning chain should also be infor-
mative of the final answer. We measure if adding
a given step to the reasoning chain makes answer-
ing the question more likely using conditional PVI.
This allows us to detect redundant steps that offer
little benefit to predicting the final answer, (e.g.,
step s(3) in Figure 2(b)).

PVI-based Information Gain. In order to cap-
ture the contribution of a reasoning step, we mea-
sure the gain in information after adding it to the
chain (constructed so far). A positive gain indicates



Algorithm 1 Chain-level Scores in RECEVAL
1: Input: Context X , Reasoning Chain R, Predicted An-

swer â
2: Output: Overall scores forR with each metric
3: for s(i) ∈ R do
4: RCU

(i)
p , RCU(i)

c ← content-units(s(i))

5: score
(i)
intra ← intra-correct(i)(RCU

(i)
p , RCU(i)

c )

6: score
(i)
inter ← inter-correct(i)(RCU(i)

c ,X , s(<i))

7: score
(i)
info ← info-gain(i)

PVI(s
(≤i), â)

8: end for
9: scoreintra = mini∈[1,n](score

(i)
intra)

10: scoreinter = mini∈[1,n](score
(i)
inter)

11: scoreinfo = mini∈[1,n](score
(i)
info)

12: return scoreintra, scoreinter, scoreinfo

that the step makes predicting the answer easier,
whereas, a negative gain suggests otherwise. In-
spired by Chen et al. (2022), who use conditional
PVI relative to the question and gold answer, we
compute the information provided by a step s(i)

toward the predicted answer â, conditioned on the
previous steps s(<i). Based on §4.1, conditional
PVI is defined as:

PVI(x→ y|z) = − log g′[z](y) + log g[z, x](y)

Specifically, we condition on previous steps (z =
s(<i)) to compute information present in a step (x =
s(i)) about the answer (y = â), denoted as:

info-gain(i)
PVI = PVI(s(i) → â|s(<i))

Unless mentioned otherwise, we use T5-large (Raf-
fel et al., 2020) as our model family V . In §6.3, we
analyze our informativeness metric in detail and
discuss alternate implementations of info-gainPVI.

4.5 RECEVAL: Overall Algorithm
We now describe our overall RECEVAL algorithm
for evaluating reasoning chains based on the afore-
mentioned step-level metrics.

Identifying RCUs. We first split each step into
its constituent RCUs by using an off-the-shelf Se-
mantic Role Labeling (SRL) model that decom-
poses a sentence into semantic triplets containing
‘subject-verb-object’ frames (Shi and Lin, 2019;
Zhang and Bansal, 2021). This yields multiple
frames for each sentence, from which we extract
maximal non-overlapping frames and treat them
as our units. The extracted RCUs within each step
are then classified as either premise or conclusion
RCUs based on its location within the sentence
and the sentence structure (refer to Appendix A for
details).

Overall Reasoning Chain Evaluation. Once
we decompose a step into RCUs, we evaluate its
correctness and informativeness using the metrics
described in §4. Next, we combine the step-level
evaluations in order to determine the overall
quality of a reasoning chain. Following the scoring
setup in Golovneva et al. (2023), we consider
a reasoning chain is only as good as its least
correct or least informative step. Therefore, given
a reasoning chain and an evaluation metric, we
aggregate step-level scores using a ‘min’ operation.
This is outlined in Algorithm 1. These chain-level
scores for each metric can then be used to identify
various types of errors (discussed in §6).

Additional implementation details of RECEVAL

including model checkpoints, identifying RCUs,
and computing PVI are present in Appendix A.

5 Meta-Evaluation Setup

We evaluate the effectiveness of a metric in de-
tecting errors in reasoning chains using the meta-
evaluation framework established by Golovneva
et al. (2023). Specifically, we compute the cor-
relation between the metric and ground-truth an-
notations that indicate the presence of particular
types of errors. In this section, we first describe the
datasets containing ground-truth error annotations
in reasoning chains (in §5.1), followed by the base-
line evaluation metrics that we compare RECEVAL

to (in §5.2). Lastly, we introduce the correlation
measure for meta-evaluation (in §5.3).

5.1 Meta-Evaluation: Datasets
We test RECEVAL on two complex English reason-
ing datasets, Entailment Bank (Dalvi et al., 2021)
and GSM-8K (Cobbe et al., 2021), which contain
high-quality multi-step reasoning chains covering
diverse types of reasoning. Additional details and
examples can be found in Appendix B.

Entailment Bank. Entailment Bank (EB) is a
deductive reasoning dataset in which the goal is
to derive a hypothesis based on an initial set of
facts and it consists of human-written reasoning
chains. Golovneva et al. (2023) emulate reason-
ing errors on EB via programmatic perturbations,
which henceforth, will be referred to as EB-regular.
While we use the same error types, we also ob-
serve that the content in a gold reasoning chain
overlaps with the input context. This makes pertur-
bations (in EB-regular) applied to overlapping facts



inR relatively easy to measure and thus, may lead
to higher correlations (examples in Appendix B).
Hence, in order to construct a more realistic and
challenging dataset, we apply perturbations only to
intermediate inferences not included in the context.
We refer to our set of perturbed reasoning chains as
EB-challenge (contains a validation and test split).
Across both EB-regular and EB-challenge, the cat-
egories of errors include hallucinations (HALL),
negation (NEG), and swap (SWAP), which involve
replacing the intermediate inference with a distrac-
tor, negating the inference, and interchanging steps
respectively. We also include variations of informa-
tiveness errors such as verbatim repetition (REP),
adding a paraphrase of an inference (PAR), or a sen-
tence irrelevant to the reasoning problem (RED).

GSM-8K. GSM-8K contains grade school
math word problems requiring mathematical
reasoning. We directly use human judgments
collected by Golovneva et al. (2023) evaluating
model-generated CoT steps provided by Wei et al.
(2022). The dataset contains two overall scores
measuring the quality (QUAL) and coherence
(COH) of the reasoning chain on a Likert scale
(1-5). Furthermore, the annotations contain
binary responses corresponding to the presence
of specific errors in each step. These include
factuality issues (FACT), logical deduction
errors (LOGIC), hallucinations (HALL), presence
of redundant or irrelevant information (RED),
unnecessary paraphrasing (REP), commonsense
errors (COM), and arithmetic errors (MATH). A
reasoning chain is said to contain these errors
if any of its steps contains this type of error.
We refer readers to Golovneva et al. (2023) for
a detailed description of the data collection process.

Note that in GSM-8K, the same reasoning chain
can have multiple errors, whereas, in EB, we con-
sider one error at a time. For a summary of errors
in both datasets, refer to Table 16 (Appendix B).

5.2 Meta-Evaluation: Baselines

We now describe the baseline metrics with which
we compare our RECEVAL metrics. Follow-
ing Golovneva et al. (2023), we choose a va-
riety of text-generation metrics measuring n-
gram match such as ROUGE-1, ROUGE-2 and
ROUGE-L (Lin, 2004), and pretrained model-
based metrics including PRISM (Thompson and
Post, 2020), BERTScore (Zhang* et al., 2020),

BARTScore (Yuan et al., 2021), CTC Relevancy
and Consistency (Deng et al., 2021). Each metric
compares the reasoning chain R (as a paragraph)
with the input context X . We also compare against
semantic similarity (SS), semantic alignment (SA),
and logical inference (LI) metrics from ROSCOE.
For ROSCOE-SA, and -SS, we use the text-similarity
models finetuned on reasoning chains (Golovneva
et al., 2023). Additionally, we group the reference-
free metrics from ROSCOE that measure redun-
dancy (‘repetition-token’ and ‘repetition-step’) as
ROSCOE-REP. This enables a direct comparison
with ROSCOE on two desired properties: correct-
ness and informativeness. To evaluate correctness,
we compare with ROSCOE-SA, -SS, and -LI, while
for informativeness, we compare with ROSCOE-SA,
-SS, and -REP.

5.3 Meta-Evaluation: Correlation Measure
After scoring each reasoning chain with either RE-
CEVAL (from §4) or baseline metrics (from §5.2),
we assess whether the score can indicate the pres-
ence or absence of each type of error. Identical
to Golovneva et al. (2023), we use the Somer’s-D
correlation (Somers, 1962), which measures ordi-
nal association between two dependent quantities.
In our case, we evaluate a metric S against the
random variable indicating whether the chain is
erroneous (E ∈ {0, 1}). Using Kendall’s τ coeffi-
cient, Somer’s-D correlation is defined as:

DSE = τ(E,S)/τ(E,E).

Consistent with Golovneva et al. (2023), when mul-
tiple metrics are available (as in ROSCOE or RECE-
VAL), we compute the correlation with each variant
and report the highest obtained correlation.

6 Results and Discussion

In this section, we demonstrate that RECEVAL is
effective at identifying various types of errors (in
§6.1), followed by a comprehensive analysis of
correctness and informativeness metrics in §6.2
and §6.3 respectively. Finally, in §6.4, we discuss
the downstream utility of RECEVAL in improving
performance on reasoning tasks.

6.1 Effectiveness of RECEVAL

In this section, we present our main meta-
evaluation results and show that RECEVAL can
effectively identify different types of errors in En-
tailment Bank and GSM-8K datasets.



Metric Error Types

HALL NEG SWAP

ROUGE-1 0.01 0.02 0.13
ROUGE-2 -0.01 -0.02 0.14
ROUGE-L -0.04 0.01 0.10
BERTScore 0.09 0.02 0.07
BARTScore 0.00 -0.01 0.07
PRISM 0.27 0.03 0.08
CTC Relevancy 0.09 -0.04 -0.05
CTC Consistency 0.00 -0.05 -0.03

ROSCOE-SA 0.62 0.40 0.22
ROSCOE-SS 0.34 0.40 0.09
ROSCOE-LI 0.20 0.82 0.16

RECEVAL-correctness 0.86 0.89 0.34

(a) Correctness

Metric Error Types

REP PAR RED

ROUGE-1 0.45 0.26 0.15
ROUGE-2 0.43 0.21 0.11
ROUGE-L 0.08 0.09 0.10
BERTScore 0.24 0.16 0.12
BARTScore 0.11 0.12 0.08
PRISM 0.15 0.11 0.09
CTC Relevancy 0.24 0.14 0.10
CTC Consistency 0.25 0.15 0.12

ROSCOE-SA 0.83 0.64 0.51
ROSCOE-SS 0.81 0.62 0.54
ROSCOE-REP 0.83 0.64 0.48

RECEVAL-informativeness 0.66 0.68 0.67

(b) Informativeness

Table 1: Comparison of Somer’s D correlation scores using standard text-generation metrics, ROSCOE, and RE-
CEVAL on EB-challenge (test split). Table 13 in Appendix C shows similar trends on EB-regular. The highest
correlation is highlighted in bold and the second-highest correlation is underlined (higher correlation is better).

Metric Error Types

QUAL COH COM FACT HALL RED REP LOGIC MATH

ROUGE-1 0.12 0.20 0.07 0.16 0.27 0.04 0.22 0.07 0.23
ROUGE-2 0.09 0.14 0.06 0.10 0.17 -0.02 0.56 0.03 0.11
ROUGE-L 0.17 0.27 0.19 0.17 0.18 0.05 0.56 0.12 0.21
BERTScore 0.19 0.23 0.12 0.13 0.20 0.13 0.94 0.15 0.13
BARTScore 0.01 0.03 -0.05 0.04 -0.25 -0.26 0.42 0.00 -0.55
PRISM -0.11 -0.07 -0.10 -0.04 -0.39 -0.46 -0.09 -0.17 -0.34
CTC Relevancy -0.09 -0.15 -0.08 -0.11 0.01 -0.37 0.57 -0.11 -0.09
CTC Consistency -0.16 -0.20 -0.21 -0.13 -0.01 -0.32 0.56 -0.17 -0.02

ROSCOE-SA 0.20 0.19 0.19 0.08 0.22 0.39 0.79 0.18 0.44
ROSCOE-SS 0.20 0.17 0.17 0.14 0.25 0.51 0.87 0.15 0.23
ROSCOE-LI 0.28 0.26 0.18 0.34 0.22 0.35 0.98 0.22 0.09
ROSCOE-REP 0.20 0.19 0.19 0.14 0.25 0.51 0.87 0.18 0.44

RECEVAL-correctness 0.36 0.31 0.21 0.37 0.28 0.40 0.63 0.25 0.24
RECEVAL-informativeness 0.30 0.29 0.19 0.26 0.26 0.55 0.87 0.21 0.32

Table 2: Comparison of Somer’s D correlation scores using standard text-generation metrics, ROSCOE, and RECE-
VAL on GSM-8K (test split) containing human-annotated errors from Golovneva et al. (2023).

Entailment Bank. Among the error types in EB-
challenge (described in §5.1), hallucination, nega-
tion, and swap errors are representative of correct-
ness issues while repetition, paraphrase, and re-
dundancy errors point to uninformativeness. We
present the meta-evaluation results in Table 1. First,
in Table 1a, we observe that the correctness met-
rics in RECEVAL outperform all previous baseline
metrics. Compared to standard text-generation met-
rics, RECEVAL-correctness substantially improves
correlation from 0.27→ 0.86 and 0.14→ 0.34 on
hallucination and swap errors respectively. No-
tably, we also obtain higher correlations from
0.62 → 0.86, 0.82 → 0.89, and 0.22 → 0.34 as
compared to ROSCOE on hallucinations, negation,

and swap errors respectively. Next, in Table 1b,
we evaluate the ability to identify reasoning chains
with uninformative steps in the form of repetition,
paraphrasing, and redundancy (refer to Table 16 for
overview). The informativeness metric in RECE-
VAL outperforms all baselines on complex errors
like paraphrasing and redundancy errors by at least
0.64 → 0.68 and 0.54 → 0.67 respectively com-
pared to ROSCOE. For verbatim repetition (REP),
our metric obtains higher correlation than all stan-
dard text-generation metrics (0.45→ 0.66), how-
ever, ROSCOE achieves the best performance using
metrics based on sentence similarity. In Table 13
in Appendix C, we show that similar trends hold
when comparing metrics on EB-regular.



Method intra-correct inter-correct

HALL NEG SWAP HALL NEG SWAP

w/o RCUs - - - 0.12 0.83 0.11
our RCUs 0.71 0.84 0.37 0.14 0.90 0.16
gold RCUs 0.89 0.94 0.54 0.16 0.96 0.16

Table 3: Comparison of correctness metrics in
RECEVAL on EB-challenge (validation split) with
different RCU selection. Specifically, we use
intra-correctentail.

GSM-8K. In Table 2, we present the meta-
evaluation results with respect to human judgments
on model-generated reasoning chains from GSM-
8K. We observe that our RECEVAL framework out-
performs all the baseline metrics on a majority of er-
ror types. Compared to the text-generation metrics,
we obtain higher correlations across all errors. Ad-
ditionally, on the overall quality (QUAL) and coher-
ence (COH) measures, we obtain higher correlation
than ROSCOE-LI and ROSCOE semantic metrics, by
up to 0.28 → 0.36 and 0.20 → 0.36 respectively.
Moreover, our metrics show higher correlation on
commonsense (COM), factuality (FACT), hallucina-
tion (HALL), and logical (LOGIC) errors by up to
0.06. For errors focusing on informativeness, we
observe that our informativeness metric yields the
highest correlation on redundancy (0.51 → 0.55)
and comparable correlations on repetition errors.4

Overall, we find that metrics in RECEVAL obtain
the highest and second highest correlations for most
errors. Our metrics are not specifically designed
to handle arithmetic errors. One way to do so is
to use external calculators or ROSCOE-REP, which
demonstrates a better correlation for math errors
(using sentence similarity models) but we leave this
exploration for future work.

6.2 Analysis of Correctness Metrics

We further analyze intra- and inter-step correctness
metrics using the EB dataset by asking the follow-
ing research questions.

How do the design choices of RCUs affect cor-
rectness evaluation? Our correctness measures
rely on automatically identified RCUs that are not
typically annotated in a reasoning chain (§4). To
understand the role played by RCUs in measuring
correctness, we compare different variants of our

4The relative frequency of REP errors is very low, therefore,
label imbalance results in spurious correlation between REP
and overall coherency COH when using ROSCOE-LI.

Method Error Types

HALL NEG SWAP

intra-correctentail 0.71 0.84 0.37
intra-correctPVI 0.86 0.16 0.38
intra-correctno-contr. 0.02 0.82 0.08

Table 4: Comparison of different implementations of
the intra-step correctness metric on the validation split
of EB-challenge.

metric implemented with (i) identified RCUs, (ii)
no RCUs (by treating a step as a whole), and (iii)
gold RCU annotations (i.e., oracle setting). We
extract gold RCUs for each step using the reason-
ing trees supplied in the EB dataset (details in Ap-
pendix D). We present the results in Table 3. Over-
all, we show that RCU decomposition is crucial to
RECEVAL, especially because it enables measur-
ing intra-step correctness, which in turn leads to
more accurate identification of hallucinations and
swap errors. Additionally, we observe that gold
RCUs improve both correctness metrics and yield
higher correlation across errors (up to 0.20). Never-
theless, our identified RCUs strengthen correctness
evaluation and future work can further bridge the
gap between the two settings.

How do different methods (entailment vs. PVI)
impact the correctness metric? As described in
§4.2, correctness can be measured using various
viewpoints (e.g., based on entailment or PVI). Us-
ing intra-step correctness, we study how these im-
plementations affect the overall correlation for dif-
ferent error types. We compare our two proposed
methods: intra-correctentail and intra-correctpvi.
Additionally, we also view correctness based on the
absence of contradictions between premise and con-
clusion RCUs, denoted as intra-correctno-contr..
Table 4 provides a comparison of the above three
intra-correctness methods on different error types.
We observe that the PVI method is better at identi-
fying hallucinations while the entailment method
works better for negation errors. Both scores per-
form comparably on the swap errors. Further-
more, intra-correctno-contr. can only capture nega-
tion, but it still underperforms intra-correctentail.
Thus, we conclude that intra-correctentail and
intra-correctPVI have different degrees of effec-
tiveness depending on the type of error and can be
used in a complementary way. We conduct a simi-
lar study for inter-step correctness in Appendix D.



Method Error Types

HALL NEG SWAP

inter-correct (k = 1) 0.08 0.79 0.14
inter-correct (k = 2) 0.10 0.84 0.17
inter-correct (k = all) 0.14 0.90 0.16

Table 5: Comparison of inter-correct metric with dif-
ferent amounts of prior information on validation split
of EB-challenge. The number of preceding steps used
to compute scores is denoted by k.

Step Granularity Error Types

HALL NEG SWAP

Step = RCU 0.46 0.87 0.28
Step = sentence 0.86 0.90 0.38
Step =R 0.17 0.32 0.13

Table 6: Comparing performance of correctness met-
rics in RECEVAL for different step boundaries on vali-
dation split of EB-challenge.

How does the amount of previous information
impact inter-step correctness? In inter-step cor-
rectness (§4.3), we evaluate if a given step violates
any of the conclusion-RCUs from previous steps
or input context X . We now investigate how the
amount of prior information impacts the perfor-
mance of inter-step correctness by checking con-
tradictions with respect to only k preceding steps.
We explore three variants using k = 1, 2, and all
in Table 5. We observe that using only immediately
preceding steps (i.e., k = 1, 2) results in an up to
0.11 decrease in correlation for hallucination and
negate errors. Hence, it is important to evaluate
inter-step correctness with respect to all previous
steps to best identify possible errors.

What constitutes a step and how does its gran-
ularity impact RECEVAL’s effectiveness? Un-
like formal proofs, it is not straightforward to de-
marcate the step boundaries in natural language
reasoning chains, which can in turn affect high-
quality evaluation of reasoning. To show this (Ta-
ble 6), we compare our setting (where each step is
a sentence) with two variants where the step size
is either too small or too big. In particular, we
compare the performance of our correctness metric
when (i) each RCU is a step, (ii) each sentence is a
step, and (iii) the entire reasoning chain is the one
and only step. As expected, we observe that both
extremes of step boundaries lead to a decrease in
correlation across error types. Using RCU-level
step boundaries leads to lower correlations on hal-

Reasoning Chain AMIk

k = 1 k = 2 k = 3

Uninformative (REP) 36.4 69.4 80.7
Uninformative (PAR) 35.3 70.5 81.4
Uninformative (RED) 38.6 73.4 82.8
Gold 72.7 87.7 92.0

Table 7: Fraction (%) of APIk chains (gold or uninfro-
mative) in validation split of EB-challenge.

lucination and swap errors. However, treating the
entire reasoning chain as a single step results in sig-
nificantly lower correlations on all errors. This hap-
pens because the resulting step includes multiple
intermediate conclusion-RCUs, of which only the
last conclusion is evaluated. This highlights the im-
portance of choosing appropriate step boundaries
when evaluating multi-step rationales and consider-
ing each sentence as a step works well in practice.

6.3 Analysis of Informativeness Metric

In this section, we explore how informativeness
varies across steps within a reasoning chain and
compare alternative implementations of info-gain.

How does informativeness vary across steps?
Ideally, if each step in a good reasoning chain adds
useful information about solving the underlying
problem, then information gain should be posi-
tive for all steps in a reasoning chain. We ask if
such a property holds for human-written reasoning
chains and if so, how they compare to uninfor-
mative chains (i.e., chains with any uninformative
step). To quantify this trend, we define a prop-
erty called Approximately Positive Information-
gain (API) across steps (additional details in Ap-
pendix E). A reasoning chain is considered to be
APIk across steps, if all k contiguous steps are col-
lectively more informative than the preceding steps
(i.e., they yield a positive information gain). Using
our info-gainPVI metric, we define APIk as:

APIk(R) =

1
i+k−1∑
j=i

info-gain(j)
PVI>0, ∀s(i)∈R

0, otherwise.

If k = 1, this is equivalent to strictly positive
information-gain for all steps, i.e., if each step
helps derive answer â. Table 7 shows the relative
frequency of APIk gold and uninformative chains.
We find that 72% of gold reasoning chains have
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Figure 3: Trends in information gain of steps across gold and uninformative (REP) reasoning chains from EB-
challenge. The position of the added uninformative step is highlighted in red on the x-axis and via ‘?’ marker.

Method Error Types

REP PAR RED

info-gainPVI 0.67 0.66 0.65
info-gainLL 0.58 0.60 0.60

Table 8: Comparison of informativeness metric com-
puted using probabilities from trained PVI models and
pretrained LMs on validation split of EB-challenge.

positive information-gain for all steps (API1 = 1)
which is considerably higher than uninformative
chains (35-38%). Furthermore, we observe that
87% of gold reasoning chains have positive gains
when considering two consecutive steps, and as
high as 92% when considering three steps at a
time. In Figure 3, we show the informativeness
trends in three randomly chosen reasoning chains.
As expected, adding an uninformative step results
in a negative (or minimally positive) information-
gain, thereby indicating that the uninformative step
is least helpful in deriving the answer. Thus, we
conclude that most steps in high-quality reasoning
chains have positive information gain. Moreover,
we demonstrate that info-gainPVI can fairly capture
this trend and can distinguish between informative
and uninformative reasoning chains.

How does the underlying probability model af-
fect info-gain? In §4.4, we use conditional PVI

to measure the information-gain which requires
fine-tuning models to learn the distribution of text
in reasoning steps. If training data in the form
of gold reasoning steps is not available, we pro-
pose an alternative that uses the log-likelihood of
generating text in the step from a pretrained LM,
called info-gainLL. To this end, we use GPT-2
XL (Radford et al., 2019), an auto-regressive LM,
to calculate the log-likelihoods and as the model
family used in computing PVI.5 We provide a com-

5We use GPT-2 XL instead of T5-large as the latter is not
an auto-regressive LM and cannot reliably be used to estimate
log-likelihood without finetuning.

Method Error Types

REP PAR RED

info-gainPVI (k = 1) 0.65 0.66 0.64
info-gainPVI (k = 2) 0.70 0.69 0.68
info-gainPVI (k = all) 0.65 0.64 0.63

Table 9: Comparison of informativeness metric of RE-
CEVAL on validation split of EB-challenge using dif-
ferent amounts prior steps (k) in the reasoning chain.

parison of both methods in Table 8 and observe
that info-gainPVI yields higher correlation (differ-
ence of at least 0.05) as compared to info-gainLL

across all error types. In summary, while using
a fine-tuned LM can identify errors more effec-
tively, off-the-shelf LMs can also achieve decent
performance when gold chains are not accessible
for fine-tuning.

How does info-gain vary based on the number
of preceding steps? Finally, we are interested in
analyzing the effect of the number of past steps
conditioned on for computing info-gain. Instead
of measuring the gain relative to all the preced-
ing reasoning steps, we also consider using only k
preceding steps to compute information gain. In
Table 9, we find that using k = 2 prior steps outper-
forms k = 1 consistently with nearly 0.04 higher
correlation across error types. However, using all
prior steps is comparable to k = 1 step. We sus-
pect that the distinction between informative and
uninformative chains becomes more pronounced
when the reasoning chain is truncated and some
of the required information for reasoning is absent
from the context. Thus, we use k = 2 to compute
info-gain in our final experiments in §6.1.

6.4 Downstream Utility of RECEVAL Metrics

While evaluating reasoning chains in itself is a chal-
lenging yet important task, we also explore if our
proposed metrics can be applied to increase down-
stream task performance. Specifically, we study



Method Accuracy (%)

Greedy Decoding 17.3

Sampling + ROSCOE (LI) 19.0
Sampling + ROSCOE (SA, SS) 17.8
Sampling + ROSCOE (REP) 18.6

Sampling + RECEVAL (correctness) 19.6
Sampling + RECEVAL (informativeness) 18.7
Sampling + RECEVAL (both) 20.5

Table 10: Applying RECEVAL to improve downstream
task performance on GSM-8K using FLAN T5-XXL.

whether higher-quality reasoning chains (ranked
based on our metrics) leads to more accurate an-
swers when using CoT prompting.

Experimental Setup. We generate reasoning
chains for the GSM-8K dataset using the FLAN

T5-XXL model (Chung et al., 2022) with the in-
struction: “Answer the following question by rea-
soning step-by-step”. During decoding, we sample
20 reasoning chains, select the best one based on
ROSCOE or RECEVAL metrics and compare them
to chains obtained via greedy decoding. Since both
ROSCOE and RECEVAL contain multiple metrics,
we use a simple aggregation strategy for selecting
reasoning chains. We select the chain with the
highest scores on all metrics wherever possible. If
such a chain does not exist, we rank chains based
on each metric and select the chain with the low-
est cumulative rank. Among RECEVAL metrics,
we consider correctness, informativeness metrics
separately as well as their combination. Similarly,
for ROSCOE, we consider three settings using: (i)
ROSCOE-LI (which yielded the best performance
on overall QUAL and COH measures in Table 2),
(ii) ROSCOE-REP (analogous to informativeness),
and (iii) non-repetition metrics from ROSCOE-SA

and ROSCOE-SS (analogous to correctness).6

Results. We present the results in Table 10. We
observe that RECEVAL improves the QA accuracy
by 3.2 points over standard greedy decoding, when
filtering based on both correctness and informative-
ness. Using only correctness and informativeness
yields an improvement of 2.3 and 1.4 points respec-
tively. In comparison, different combinations of
ROSCOE metrics improve accuracy by up to 1.7
points. This is an initial promising demonstration

6We observed that combining all ROSCOE metrics did
not further improve accuracy. Future works can explore more
complex aggregation strategies for combining multiple metrics
in ROSCOE and RECEVAL.

of the downstream utility of reasoning chain eval-
uation metrics. Future work can explore methods
of combining these metrics with other sampling
strategies (Wang et al., 2023; Fu et al., 2023b) for
improving the reasoning capability of LLMs.

7 Conclusion and Future Work

We presented RECEVAL, a framework for evalu-
ating reasoning chains based on correctness and
informativeness. We proposed reference-free met-
rics for measuring these properties that are based
on entailment and pointwise V-information, lever-
aging granular claims in reasoning chains called
Reasoning Content Units (RCUs). Our method con-
siderably outperforms previous baseline metrics, as
shown by meta-evaluation on multiple datasets. We
also perform detailed analysis of our metrics and
demonstrate that RECEVAL is effective in various
settings, and leads to downstream improvement in
task performance.

An interesting assumption for future work to ad-
dress is that all knowledge typically needed to eval-
uate the correctness of a reasoning step is explic-
itly present as part of the input or the intermediate
reasoning steps. In scenarios where correctness de-
pends on implicit knowledge, we rely on the choice
of underlying models (described in Appendix A)
which are built on top of pre-trained LMs and
are known to capture a lot of background knowl-
edge (Petroni et al., 2019; Roberts et al., 2020).
However, inferences that rely on substantial im-
plicit knowledge may not be best evaluated through
current metrics. While current evaluation frame-
works focus on evaluating the quality of model-
generated reasoning chains, Wei et al. (2022) note
that the chain itself may not faithfully reflect the
internal reasoning process of the model. This re-
mains an open question for future work to address.
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A RECEVAL: Implementation Details

In this section, we describe additional implementa-
tion details of our RECEVAL framework.

Use of External Tools. We use three categories
of models: (i) Semantic Role Labeling (SRL) mod-
els for identifying RCUs, (ii) NLI models that mea-
sure entailment or contradiction in §4.2 and §4.3,
and (iii) pretrained language models that form the
model family V when computing PVI (in §4.2 and
§4.4). To identify RCUs, we use out-of-the-box
SRL models available in AllenNLP (Gardner et al.,
2018; Shi and Lin, 2019) based on the BERT ar-
chitecture (Devlin et al., 2019) (345M parameters).
For detecting entailment or contradictions, we use
a state-of-the-art NLI model (Laurer et al., 2022)
with checkpoint available at Huggingface (Wolf
et al., 2020).7 We use the T5-large model (Raffel
et al., 2020) as the model family V (770M parame-
ters) finetuned on the gold reasoning chains (refer
to paragraph below for details). Note that we use
the original code for all text-generation metrics
listed in §5.2. Specifically, rouge scores are com-
puted using the python rouge-score package.

RCU Computation. As mentioned in §4.5, we
use an SRL model to decompose a sentence into
multiple ‘subject-verb-object’ frames. After ob-
taining a list of frames (often overlaping) from

7NLI model available at: https:
//huggingface.co/MoritzLaurer/
DeBERTa-v3-large-mnli-fever-anli-ling-wanli

a sentence, we sort the frames by length and se-
lect a disjoint subset until any remaining frame is
already contained in the sentence formed by the
selected frames. From each frame, we remove mod-
ifiers (denoted by a separate tag) that contain a verb
(checked using a PoS-tagging model from nltk)
as it would also be identified as a separate frame.
Once the RCUs are identified, we classify them
into premise-RCUs or conclusion-RCUs based on
the location in the sentence and rules based on the
type of subordinating conjucntion (detected using
PoS-tag). Typically, conclusion-RCU occurs at the
very end of the sentence, but in case of ‘because’
or ‘since’ the RCU immediately following the con-
junction is taken as the premise.

For instance, consider this example step from
GSM-8K: “[ The boots cost $5 more than both
pairs of heels together ], so [ the boots cost 99
+ 5 = $104 ].” Here, the two RCUs are joined
using “so” and thus the first RCU is the premise
and the second is the conclusion. In a different
example, “[ Allen’s current age is 11/18*162 = 99
] since [ the fraction of the ratio that represents
Allen’s age is 11/18 ].” Here, the first RCU is the
conclusion and the second one is the premise based
on the conjunction “since”. Even if the sentence
began with “since”, we would identified the RCU
immediately following it to be the premise.

PVI Training. Similar to Chen et al. (2022), we
use the T5-large model (Raffel et al., 2020) as the
predictive model family V that is finetuned on gold
reasoning chains using the train split of each dataset
(with validation splits used for model selection).
However, in our case, the model is trained to gen-
erate the conclusion-RCUs or the entire reasoning
step (instead of the label in a classification task
as done in Ethayarajh et al. (2022); Chen et al.
(2022)). We compute log-probability over the text
sequence as the length-normalized average of log-
probabilities over all tokens (Brown et al., 2020).
For intra-correctPVI, g is a model trained to gener-
ate y = RCU(i)

c from x = RCU(i)
p and g′ is trained

to generate y = RCU(i)
c directly. Using the train

split of a reasoning dataset, we pool all steps from
all reasoning chains. Each step is then decomposed
into RCUs and constitutes one data point (x, y) for
training the aforementioned models. The input to
the model (used to generate y) could be template,
i.e. “[X] -> ”, and “None -> ”, or a natural
language sentence, “[X], so ”, and “So, ” for g
and g′ respectively. Here, [X] represents the con-
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Input Context (X ) Gold Reasoning Chain Orig. Perturbations Our Perturbations

The moon is a kind of moon.
Earth is a kind of planet.
Moons orbit planets. Grav-
ity causes orbits. What
keeps the Moon orbiting
Earth?

Moon orbits planets and
earth is a kind of planet, so
moon orbits earth. Grav-
ity causes orbits, so gravity
causes the moon to orbit the
earth.

Moon orbits planets and
earth is not a planet, so
moon orbits earth. Gravity
causes orbits, so gravity
causes the moon to orbit the
earth.

Moon orbits planets and
earth is a kind of planet, so
moon does not orbit earth.
Gravity causes orbits, so
gravity causes the moon to
orbit the earth.

Classifying means group-
ing objects by their proper-
ties. Shape is a property of
appearance of an object. A
galaxy is a kind of object.
What feature is used to clas-
sify galaxies?

Classifying means group-
ing objects by their proper-
ties. Shape is a property of
appearance of an object, so
shape can be used to classify
objects. A galaxy is a kind
of object, so galaxies can be
classified by shape.

Classifying means grouping
objects by their properties.
Comets orbits are elliptical,
so shape can be used to clas-
sify objects. A galaxy is a
kind of object, so galaxies
can be classified by shape.

Classifying means group-
ing objects by their prop-
erties. Shape is a property
of appearance of an object,
so classification is a kind of
process. A galaxy is a kind
of object, so galaxies can be
classified by shape.

Table 11: Differences in our perturbations to ones used in Golovneva et al. (2023) for errors NEG (top) and HALL
(bottom). Overlapping text in input context and reasoning chains is underlined and perturbations are shown in
red. For NEG with original perturbations, sentence embeddings of the perturbed overlapping sentence will be very
different, leading to decrease in sentence similarity (does not occur in our perturbations). For HALL, shortcut is to
check for facts missing from the input context by drop in sentence similarity (does not occur in our perturbations).

catenated premise units RCU(i)
p (via ‘and’). We find

no significant change in performance when using
the template or a natural language sentence. We
use the latter to report performances in §6. For
info-gain, the model g is trained to generate y = â
given [z, x] = s(≤i) and the training data are partial
reasoning chains conditioned to generate the pre-
dicted answer. Since input to g′ is z = s(<i), the
input instances for g and g′ overlap. Thus, we can
use the same model for both g and g′ as done by
Chen et al. (2022). Note that â denotes the final
answer sentence. So, â corresponds to the hypothe-
sis sentence already provided in the EB dataset. In
case of GSM-8K, we construct â by concatenating
the question and the predicted answer, i.e., “[Q]
Answer: [A]” where [Q], and [A] are placehold-
ers for question and predicted answer respectively.
Throughout training the hyperparameters used are:
learning-rate of 3e−5, 10 train epochs, with weight
decay of 0.1 (all other hyperparameters are set to
default). After training we select the model check-
point (at epoch level) corresponding to the lowest
‘rougeL’ score on the validation split.

Range of RECEVAL Metrics. Our
intra-correctentail and inter-correct scores
fall in the range [0, 1] where 0 indicates failure and
1 indicates perfect score. By construction, PVI

can be positive, negative, or 0 which also applies
to intra-correctPVI and info-gainPVI. Positive PVI

indicates a step is correct or informative, whereas
negative (or zero) values indicate otherwise. Future
works can explore normalization techniques to

limit the range of these scores. Furthermore,
informativeness of a step in a reasoning chain is an
inherently subjective criterion that also depends on
the underlying reasoning problem. Therefore, the
info-gainPVI values of steps in different reasoning
chains corresponding to different problem state-
ments can be very different. Future work can also
aim to address this variability.

B Datasets and Errors

We expand on the dataset descriptions provided in
§5.1, and explain various error types. A glossary
of error types is present in Table 16.

B.1 Entailment Bank

As described in §5.1, due to the construction of
Entailment Bank, there is an overlap between R
and X . Therefore, if perturbations are applied to
this overlapping information then it can spuriously
lead to high correlation for any metric comparingR
with X based on sentence-embeddings or n-grams.
This happens because in gold or unperturbed chains
there is high degree of overlap due to exact match
and in the perturbed chains the overlap goes down
significantly. However, if perturbations are applied
to information not contained in X , gold chains do
not have high degree of overlap to begin with, and
thus is a more challenging setting for evaluating
metrics. Therefore, different from Golovneva et al.
(2023), we only apply perturbations to facts/parts
of the reasoning chain not in the input context.

We provide examples illustrating this phe-



Input Context Reasoning Chain

Tina buys 3 12-packs of soda for a party. Including Tina, 6
people are at the party. Half of the people at the party have
3 sodas each, 2 of the people have 4, and 1 person has 5.
How many sodas are left over when the party is over?

[ Tina buys 3 12-packs of soda for 3*12=36 sodas ]. [ 6
people attend the party ], so [ half of them is 6/2= 3 people
]. [ Each of those people drinks 3 sodas ], so [ they drink
3*3=9 sodas ]. [ Two people drink 4 sodas ], which means
[ they drink 2*4=8 sodas ]. With [ 1 person drinking 5 ],
[ that brings the total drank to 5+9+8+3=25 sodas ]. As
[ Tina started off with 36 sodas ], that means [ there are
36-25=11 sodas left ].

Every day, Wendi feeds each of her chickens three cups
of mixed chicken feed, containing seeds, mealworms and
vegetables to help keep them healthy. She gives the chick-
ens their feed in three separate meals. In the morning,
she gives her flock of chickens 15 cups of feed. In the
afternoon, she gives her chickens another 25 cups of feed.
How many cups of feed does she need to give her chickens
in the final meal of the day if the size of Wendi’s flock is
20 chickens?

If [ each chicken eats 3 cups of feed per day ], then for 20
chickens [ they would need 3*20=60 cups of feed per day
]. If [ she feeds the flock 15 cups of feed in the morning
], and [ 25 cups in the afternoon ], then [ the final meal
would require 60-15-25=20 cups of chicken feed ].

Table 12: Example of reasoning chains in GSM-8K dataset with identified RCUs shown as ‘[ . ]’.

nomenon in Table 11. For negation errors, if we
negate an overlapping source fact, comparing the
chain with input the context leads to a direct drop
in sentence similarity. We remove this shortcut by
negating facts not contained in the input context.
For hallucination errors, if a source fact is hallu-
cinated, one can detect hallucinations by simply
checking if a source fact is missing (drop in cu-
mulative sentence similarity when compared to X ).
We remove this shortcut by only applying hallu-
cination perturbations to intermediate facts not in
X . Additionally, instead of sampling hallucinated
text from other reasoning problems, we sample
hallucinated text from irrelevant sentences or dis-
tractors provided for each instance in Entailment
Bank (Task 2). This leads to higher word overlap
between hallucinated text and input context.

Perturbations are first applied to intermediate
nodes in the reasoning tree and then converted into
a natural language reasoning chain. While bor-
rowing error types from Golovneva et al. (2023),
we make the following three additional changes:
Firstly, the hallucinated text is sampled from dis-
tractors. Secondly, swap errors are introduced be-
tween the intermediate node and its parents, so that
we can ensure incoherence in the reasoning chain.
Thirdly, repetition errors are implemented by re-
peating an intermediate node twice (parent of the
second node is the first node). Instead of verbatim
repetition, we also introduce adding a paraphrase
using a Pegasus-based model (Zhang et al., 2020)8

and an irrelevant but true sentence to the reason-
8Checkpoint: https://huggingface.co/tuner007/

pegasus_paraphrase

Method Error Types

REP HALL NEG SWAP

ROUGE-1 0.39 0.41 0.03 0.06
ROUGE-2 0.36 0.39 0.11 0.09
ROUGE-L 0.21 0.19 0.01 0.23
BERTScore 0.26 0.41 0.15 0.17
BARTScore 0.03 0.06 0.08 0.18
PRISM 0.23 0.45 0.03 0.16
CTC Relevancy 0.26 0.06 0.03 0.04
CTC Consistency 0.31 0.16 -0.05 -0.02

ROSCOE-SS (fine-tuned) 0.51 0.51 0.54 0.04
ROSCOE-SA (fine-tuned) 0.82 0.85 0.92 0.61
ROSCOE-LI -0.04 0.40 0.91 -0.05

RECEVAL-correctness 0.09 0.89 0.94 0.64
RECEVAL-informativeness 0.79 0.31 0.04 0.10

Table 13: Comparison of Somer’s D correlation scores
using baseline text-generation metrics, ROSCOE, and
our metrics on perturbations to Entailment Bank by
Golovneva et al. (2023).

ing chain. So in case of Figure 2(b), instead of
verbatim repetition “the northern hemisphere is a
kind of place”, we would add text like “the norther
hemisphere is a sort of location” and “daylight is
when the sun shines” for PAR and RED errors re-
spectively.

B.2 GSM-8K

We directly use the human-annotated reasoning
chains for GSM-8K collected by Golovneva et al.
(2023). We refer readers interested in the data col-
lection process, and details about each error type
to Appendix F of their paper (c.f. Table 15). In Ta-
ble 12, we provide some examples of gold (human-
written) reasoning chains in GSM-8K along with

https://huggingface.co/tuner007/pegasus_paraphrase
https://huggingface.co/tuner007/pegasus_paraphrase


Method Error Types

HALL NEG SWAP

inter-correct 0.14 0.90 0.16
inter-correct (+ premises) 0.15 0.87 0.13
inter-correctconcat 0.14 0.89 0.22

Table 14: Comparison of different variants of
inter-correct metric by including premises and con-
catenation instead of pair-wise comparison on valida-
tion split of EB-challenge.

Method Previous Error Types

Steps (k) HALL NEG SWAP

inter-correctno-contr. all 0.14 0.89 0.22

inter-correctno-contr. 2 0.10 0.84 0.20
inter-correctentail 2 0.56 0.73 0.32
inter-correctPVI 2 0.84 0.10 0.34

inter-correctno-contr. 1 0.08 0.79 0.15
inter-correctentail 1 0.52 0.66 0.31
inter-correctPVI 1 0.81 0.05 0.26

intra-correctno-contr. 0 0.02 0.82 0.08
intra-correctentail 0 0.71 0.84 0.37
intra-correctPVI 0 0.86 0.16 0.38

Table 15: Comparison of different views of correct-
ness based on current step and preceding k steps
on validation split of EB-challenge. Note that
inter-correctno-contr. is same as inter-correctconcat.

our identified RCU annotations. Note that while
EB-challenge is constructed such that a perturbed
reasoning chain only contains one error at a time,
errors in GSM-8K dataset can co-occur as it con-
tains model-generated errors that can be diverse.

C Evaluating RECEVAL on EB-regular

We evaluate the performance of all metrics on the
originally perturbed sentences (EB-regular) in Ta-
ble 13. While the relative trends between RECE-
VAL and other baselines remain the same, we find
that ROSCOE’s correlation values on HALL, NEG

and SWAP are much higher than Table 1a where
the aforementioned shortcuts do not exist. Further-
more, correlation values of text-generation metrics
on HALL errors also decrease when spurious short-
cuts are removed. Nevertheless, RECEVAL outper-
forms baselines on correctness errors. Note that
we do not consider grammar, missing errors from
Golovneva et al. (2023). This is mainly because
missing steps involve a confounder and are hard
to evaluate in a reference-free manner. Further,
grammar issues that do not alter correctness can
be measured easily by grammar-checking metrics

used in ROSCOE-LC.

D RECEVAL Correctness Metrics

In this section, we provide additional details and ab-
lations about the correctness metrics in RECEVAL

as discussed in §6.2.

Oracle RCUs. In §6.2, we evaluate our identi-
fied RCUs with gold RCUs using entailment trees
from Entailment Bank. Given an intermediate node,
we decompose it into RCUs by picking the largest
SRL frame (including modifiers). For the premise-
RCUs, we find all RCUs from its parent nodes.
This ensures that all the premise-RCUs used to
form the conclusion are included when measur-
ing correctness and avoids any irrelevant sentences
(which are neutral when measuring entailment and
independent from an information-theoretic perspec-
tive). This explains why using gold RCUs boosts
the performance on intra-step-correctness.

Variants of inter-correct. As described in
§4.3, we perform pair-wise comparison wit all prior
information in X and conclusion-RCUs from pre-
ceding steps. Due to high overlap in information
contained in premise-RCUs and X , we did not
measure correctness with respect to premises. Al-
ternative to pair-wise comparison, one can also
concatenate all prior information and check for con-
tradiction directly (denoted by inter-correctconcat).
We compare these three different implementations
of inter-step correctness in Table 14. We find that
the performance of concatenation and pair-wise
variants is comparable across all error types. As
expected, we observe similar performance of inter-
step correctness when including premise-RCUs
across all errors.

Different views of correctness. In §4.2 and
§4.3, we present three views of correctness: (i)
entailment, (ii) using PVI framework, and (iii)
lack of contradictions. The first two are used
to compute intra-correct and the last is used to
compute inter-correct. Then in §6.2, we com-
pare all three views of correctness to compute
intra-correct and conclude intra-correctPVI, and
intra-correctentail work best with hallucination
and negate errors respectively (with comparable
performance on swap). Now, we extend this anal-
ysis to evaluate how these three views of correct-
ness compare when evaluating inter-step correct-
ness in Table 15. Since PVI and entailment vari-
ants concatenate information, to maintain unifor-



Error Dataset Description Correctness Informativeness

HALL EB, GSM-8K Hallucinations: Step contains information not
provided in the input context, could be irrelevant
but makes the step wrong.

3 7

REP EB, GSM-8K For EB: Step contains verbatim repetition of
information already in previous steps. For GSM-
8K: Step contains verbatim repetition or para-
phrasing of information already present. The
step could be dropped without impacting cor-
rectness.

7 3

RED EB, GSM-8K Additional step in the reasoning chain contain-
ing information irrelevant to solving the problem.
The information itself could be factual and con-
sistent with input context.

7 3

PAR EB Additional step contains paraphrasing of infor-
mation already in the reasoning chain.

7 3

NEG EB Compared to the gold chain, step contains nega-
tion of information altering the correctness.

3 7

SWAP EB Information within the step is swapped in order,
altering the overall correctness.

3 7

QUAL GSM-8K Likert score (1-5), measures overall quality of
reasoning chain and how well it answers the
question.

3 3

COH GSM-8K Likert score (1-5), measures overall coherence
of the reasoning chain, i.e. if it makes sense and
is non-contradictory.

3 3

COM GSM-8K If the step contains any commonsense or general
world knowledge related mistake.

3 7

FACT GSM-8K Step contains information that contradicts some
information in the input context.

3 7

LOGIC GSM-8K Step contains errors in logical deduction, could
be contradictory to previous steps or not enough
support or evidence, relates to coherence.

3 7

MATH GSM-8K Arithmetic or math equation errors in the step. 3 7

Table 16: Glossary of types of errors in EB-challenge and GSM-8K and how it relates to desired correctness
and informativeness properties of good reasoning chains. Note that ‘3’ and ‘7’ denote the expected impact on
correctness and informativeness in general. The actual impact depends on the reasoning chain and the exact error.

mity, we use inter-correctconcat for this analysis.
First, we observe that the best performance on nega-
tion errors is obtained by inter-correctno-contr.
with k = all, whereas for the rest best perfor-
mance is obtained using intra-correctPVI (k = 0).
Further, we find that inter-correctPVI works best
to identify hallucinations (and swaps), whereas
inter-correctno-contr. is best for negation across
all values of k. Lastly, inter-correctentail corre-
lates well across error types for different values
of k. This leads to a unified correctness metric
wherein different methods differ in the view of cor-
rectness employed and the number of preceding
steps k considered.

E Approximately Positive Information
Gain (API)

In §6.3, we introduce API to quantify the trend of
informativeness across steps in a reasoning chain.
A reasoning chain is APIk across steps if for every

k contiguous steps, these steps as a whole are more
informative than the preceding steps. Based on the
PVI framework, a reasoning chain would be APIk
if PVI(s(i:i+k−1) → â|s(<i)) > 0, ∀s(i) ∈ R. Below
we show how to evaluate this quantity directly in
terms of our metric info-gainPVI.

PVI(s(i:i+k−1) → â|s(<i))

= log g[s(<i+k)](â)− log g[s(<i)](â) (∵ g = g′)

= log g[s(<i+k)](â)− log g[s(<i+k−1)](â)

+ log g[s(<i+k−1)](â) · · · − log g[s(<i+1)](â)

+ log g[s(<i+1)](â)− log g[s(<i)](â)

= PVI(s(i+k−1) → â|s(<i+k−2)) + · · ·
+ PVI(s(i) → â|s(<i)) (using definition in §4.4)

=
i+k−1∑
j=i

info-gain(j)PVI


