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Abstract

Analogical reasoning is considered core to human learning and cognition. Recent
studies have compared the analogical reasoning abilities of human subjects and
Large Language Models (LLMs) on abstract symbol manipulation tasks, such as
letter string analogies. However, these studies largely neglect analogical reasoning
over semantically meaningful symbols, such as natural language words. This ability
to draw analogies that link language to non-linguistic domains, which we term se-
mantic structure-mapping, is thought to play a crucial role in language acquisition
and broader cognitive development. We test human subjects and LLMs on ana-
logical reasoning tasks that require the transfer of semantic structure and content
from one domain to another. Advanced LLMs match human performance across
many task variations. However, humans and LLMs respond differently to certain
task variations and semantic distractors. Overall, our data suggest that LLMs are
approaching human-level performance on these important cognitive tasks, but are
not yet entirely human like.
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1. Introduction

The recent advances of large language models (LLMs) have raised the question of
whether LLMs can serve as useful cognitive models in the study of various aspects of
human learning, cognition, and behavior [, 2, 3]. One such recent debate has focused
on whether LLMs acquire the ability to perform analogical reasoning as a by-product
of their self-supervised learning objective [4, [5, [0, [7]. Analogical reasoning—the
ability to align abstract structures between a source and target domain—is posited
to play a central role in human learning and generalization, for example, our ability
to reason efficiently in unfamiliar domains [8, 9]. Thus, the question of whether
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LLMs can reason analogically in a human-like way directly bears on their ability to
serve as computational models of human behavior beyond just next-word prediction.

Recent work has focused on the ability of advanced LLMs to match human ana-
logical reasoning performance on tasks that involve recognition of spatial and logical
transformations in matrices [4] or detecting patterns in strings of letters or numbers
[7]. For example, Mitchell [7] uses analogy tasks such as abcd:abce::ijk1:?7? in
order to test the extent to which LLMs and humans can recognize and generalize
abstract structures and operations (in this example, ordered sequences and succes-
sor functions). Such studies have produced mixed results, with evidence suggesting
that advanced LLMs achieve the same performance and even produce similar error
patterns to those observed in humans [4 [6], but with doubts remaining about the
robustness of LLMs’ abilities, particularly with respect to increasingly abstract and
challenging domains [10].

Previous work has focused almost exclusively on analogies using abstract and
arbitrary symbols, where structures are derived from symbols’ spatial positions in
the text prompt, but the symbols themselves are unimportant. This leaves out ques-
tions about reasoning analogically over semantically meaningful symbols, such as
words in natural language. This type of analogical reasoning, which we call semantic
structure-mapping, requires mapping between semantic structure in one domain (e.g.,
the relationship between a dog and a puppy, or that a dog has four legs) and non-
semantic (arbitrary) structure in the other domain (e.g., spatial position in the text
prompt). This type of mapping is thought to play a crucial role in human cognition
and development, such as in the language-analogical reasoning feedback loop pro-
posed by Structure-Mapping Theory (SMT) [11]. Moreover, if LLMs are to provide
insight into how humans perform certain cognitive functions, it will likely involve
the role of distributional semantic learning [12, 13, 4] in the acquisition or repre-
sentation of those functions. Therefore, we focus on investigating how humans and
LLMs compare in tasks requiring semantic structure-mapping and assessing whether
patterns differ from those observed on tasks involving only arbitrary symbols.

We design two experiments, focused respectively on the mapping of semantic
structure (i.e., semantic relationships between symbols, such as relating the symbol
dog to the symbol puppy) and semantic content (i.e., information attached to a
symbol such as the knowledge that a dog has four legs). In each experiment, the
subject (human or LLM) is presented with a set of left-hand terms (the source
domain) and a corresponding set of right-hand terms (the target domain), with
the final right-hand term omitted. The subject is asked to fill in this blank. An
exact copy of our prompt and an example question is shown in Figure [ We design
multiple variants of such questions designed to probe structure-mapping that involves



semantic structure and semantic content, respectively. We additionally design a series
of control and distractor conditions—e.g., interleaving informative mappings (square
=> C C C) with uninformative ones (1ime => X X X) in order to expose differences
in the underlying mechanism.

Overall, the most advanced LLMs we tested match human performance across
our primary conditions, even producing human-like error patterns. However, signif-
icant differences emerge in several control settings. Even the most advanced LLMs
show more sensitivity than humans to information presentation order and struggle
to ignore irrelevant semantic information that humans readily dismiss. Thus, our
results contribute to the ongoing debate about analogical reasoning, corroborating
both work arguing for impressive LLM performance [4, [T5] and work highlighting im-
portant mechanistic differences between humans and LLMs [10), [16] EI By presenting
data on the unique role of semantic structure and content in analogical reasoning,
we suggest differences remain in how LLMs and humans represent and map semantic
structure, although this gap may be closing as models increase in size and incorpo-
rate more diverse training signals. We argue that this has important implications for
studying cognitive development and the role of LLMs in this research going forward.

2. Methods

2.1. Experiment Details

2.1.1. Semantic Structure

Each subject was presented with a quiz, which is a sequence of four such questions
generated using four sets of base domains and four sets of target domains selected
such that a participant sees each base and target domain exactly once. Eight variants
of the task were devised to investigate the influence of task variations as described
above.

Questions are introduced with the prompt “We are conducting an experiment on
general reasoning abilities. Below we will show you various words and drawings of
each, after which you will need to complete the last drawing. Respond as concisely
as possible with only the last drawing.” We use the term “drawings” to describe the
elements in the target domain because it loosely encapsulates the idea of mapping
between the source and target domains. In a similar way to how drawings serve as
partial structurally isomorphic representations that depict a subject with varying
degrees of abstraction [I7], the elements in our target domains establish a space of

!Code and data are available at
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relations that are isomorphic to those in the source domain. In some cases the term
“drawing” is straightforwardly applicable, as when the capitalization of characters
corresponds to the term for a mature animal. In other cases the use is strained, as
when capitalization instead corresponds to a shape being symmetrical. The transpar-
ently liberal use of the term “drawing” is used to prime subjects to reason creatively
while attending to the correspondence between source and target domains. The
prompt’s lack of reference to analogical reasoning accesses pre-theoretic responses to
the extent possible. For the same purpose the experiment is introduced to human
subjects and LLMs as studying “general reasoning abilities.”

2.1.2. Semantic Content

Each condition (described in Table {l) contains two quizzes, with four questions
per quiz. Unless otherwise stated, methodological details of the Semantic Content
experiment match those of the Semantic Structure experiment.

The four conditions are divided into those that require numeric reasoning and
those that do not. Within the numeric and non-numeric conditions respectively, one
condition utilizes only one dimension of variation (referred to as “single-attribute”)
whereas another adds a second dimension of variation (“multi-attribute”). This
allows for comparing the relative performance of human subjects and models when
the task is made to require compositional reasoning over layered transformations.

Questions were formatted like the following example:

horse => * * * *

Cat:>>l<>|<>|<>l<

dog => * * * *
human =>

In this example, the number of symbols corresponds to a NUMBER-OF-LEGS fea-
ture, and the usage of exclamation marks and asterisks corresponds to an EGG-
LAYING feature (or, alternatively, a MAMMAL feature). The right-hand sequences of
characters thereby encode properties of the entities denoted by the left-hand words.
Given that humans are two-legged mammals, the correct answer here would be * .
In order to solve this task, the participant must understand both aspects of the
information encoded in the right-hand terms and then construct the answer by gen-
eralizing to a new example.



2.2. Participants

2.2.1. LLMs

We run our experiments on the following LLMs: GPT-3 [18], GPT-4 [19], Pythia-
12B [20], Claude 2 [21], Claude 3 Opus [22], and Falcon-40B [23]. All of the above
are transformer-based LLMs trained primarily on a next word prediction objective.

GPT-3 consists of a 175B parameter model trained on text completion and fine-
tuned to produce more coherent answers. The details of GPT-4 are not publicly
known, but it is considered by some sources to be a mixture-of-experts (MoE) model
consisting of numerous GPT-3-scale language models [24]. GPT-4, unlike GPT-3,
supplements text-completion pretraining and finetuning with reinforcement learning
from human feedback (RLHF) in order to better align model outputs with the ex-
pectations of a human user. The training of Claude 2 also includes RLHF, but its
performance falls short of GPT-4. The more recent Claude 3 (in our case, the most
advanced Opus version) is considered to approximately match GPT-4 performance
in general. GPT-3 and -4 are developed by OpenAl, whereas Claude 2 and 3 are
developed by Anthropic. Pythia-12B and Falcon-40B are open-weights LLMs trained
on a text-completion objective and consist of 12B and 40B parameters respectively.
Neither undergoes RLHF. Pythia-12B is developed by EleutherAl, and Falcon-40B
is developed by the Technology Innovation Institute.

2.2.2. Human Subjects

We also test human participants on our experiments. Reported in the main text
are results obtained from 194 (mostly undergraduate) University-Name University
students (132 in the Semantic Structure experiment, and 62 in the Semantic Content
experiment). The split of participants between experiments approximately matches
the 9:4 ratio of experiment conditions. The number of participants by condition are
as follows: Defaults 18, Distracted 18, Only RHS 18, Permuted Pairs 17, Permuted
Questions 17, Random Finals 15, Random Permuted Pairs 6, Randoms 8, Relational
15, Categorial 16, Multi Attribute 16, Numeric 16, Numeric Multi Attribute 14. The
Relational, Categorial, Multi Attribute, Numeric, and Numeric Multi Attribute con-
ditions each have two quizzes while the remaining conditions each have four quizzes
per condition. Subjects were assigned randomly to a single quiz from one condi-
tion without the re-use of subjects. Roughly the same number of participants were
assigned to each condition, with the exception of the Random and Random Per-
muted Pairs conditions. These were together assigned roughly the expected number
of subjects for a single condition due to their similarity.

The subjects were recruited through email advertisements and offered $10 in
compensation. Earlier results obtained for the Semantic Structure experiment from



an online sample of participants recruited through Prolific are reported in Figure
of the Appendix.

We ensure that humans and LLMs are given comparable information in our
prompting design. A given human participant sees one quiz with four questions,
with questions revealed one at a time with the answer shown following each response.
LLMs are prompted with the first question of a quiz, then the second question with
the first question and its (correct) answer accumulating in the prompt, and so forth
for the four questions in a quiz. This prompt accumulation mimics the availability
in the memory of human subjects of previous answers within a quiz.

2.3. Statistical testing

In each experiment, we are interested in the relative performance of human sub-
jects and the best-performing models and how this depends on the particular exper-
iment conditions. Differences between most models and human subjects are large
and do not require statistical analysis, and so we focus our statistical analysis on the
performance of GPT-4 relative to human subjects and Claude 3 relative to human
subjects.

For each experiment and pair of subjects (human subjects and GPT-4, or hu-
man subjects and Claude 3) we fit a logistic model to the data with and without
interactions between the subject type and the experiment condition. In all cases,
the outcome variable is the un-aggregated per-question score achieved by a subject
(either a 0 or 1), and the predictor variables are experiment condition (e.g. “De-
faults” or “Permuted Pairs”) and subject type (e.g. “human subjects” or “GPT-4").
We use four likelihood ratio tests to assess whether the interaction between subject
type and experiment condition is significant for a given pair of subjects within a
particular experiment, as motivated by Glover [25]. In all four cases the interaction
is significant, and so we use simple effects analysis to investigate the direction and
significance of the effect of subject type within particular conditions.

For the semantic content experiment, we additionally perform a logistic simple
effects analysis comparing the performance of a single subject type (human, GPT-4,
or Claude 3) in compositional versus non-compositional conditions for the numeric
and non-numeric cases respectively with the non-compositional condition as refer-
ence. For example, we assess the effect of the condition being Multi Attribute with
Categorial as the reference condition for only the subject type Claude 3 (and likewise
for the other two examined subject types).

Further details are provided in Sections [Appendix A.lland [Appendix A.2|of the
Appendix.




3. Results

3.1. Mapping Semantic Structure

We first design a set of experiments investigating the ability of LLMs and human
subjects to map semantic structure in the source domain onto arbitrary, non-semantic
structure in the target domain. In this set of experiments, our source domain (left-
hand side) is a set of words which are assumed to possess some relational structure,
and our target domain (right-hand side) is a set of strings related via non-linguistic
string operations.

We are conducting an experiment on general reasoning abilities. Below we
will show you various words and drawings of each, after which you will need
to complete the last drawing. Respond as concisely as possible with only
the last drawing.

Question 1:

square => C C C

rectangle => c c ¢

circle => C C

oval =>

Figure 1: An example question (from the Defaults condition of the Semantic Structure experiment)
with a representation of the structure-mapping solution below. The source domain is in blue and
the target domain is in orange (for the provided elements) and yellow (for the inferred element).



3.1.1. Owerall Performance

Human subjects perform well overall, obtaining accuracy between 0.4 and 0.9
across the various conditions. The most advanced LLMs that we test attain accura-
cies in the range 0.1-0.95 across conditions. This performance range is comparable to
prior work on analogical reasoning over arbitrary symbols. For example, the results
of human subjects on the “zero-generalization setting” studied by both Webb et al.
[4] and Mitchell et al. [10] range from 0.2-0.8 in the former study and from 0.5-1.0 in
the latter study. Similarly, results for LLMs (GPT-3, GPT-3.5, and GPT-4) across
those conditions range from 0.1-1.0 in the two studies. Thus, our data suggest that
analogies involving semantic structure-mapping are not inherently easier or harder
than those which make use of arbitrary symbols.

Our Defaults condition consists of lexical items as a source domain and one of
several string operation relations as a target domain. To investigate the robustness of
performance metrics, we introduce three control conditions: (1) Permuted Questions,
in which we present unaltered versions of the core task with varied question ordering;
(2) Permuted Pairs, in which we alter the order in which the lines of the analogy are
presented; and (3) Distracted, in which we interleave unrelated mappings between the
lines of the target analogy. These conditions are shown in Table[I, We do not expect
Permuted Questions to materially alter the task, but might see some effect of the
Permuted Pairs and Distracted conditions, as they could make the relevant relations
less transparent: see, for example, work on the blocking advantage in humans [26]
and in LLMs [27].

Figure [2| shows the performance of humans and LLMs in the Defaults condition
as a function of their performance on MMLUP| a widely-used language competency
benchmark. Increasing MMLU score is associated with higher accuracy on the De-
faults condition. Smaller models do not perform competitively (Pythia-12B obtains
an accuracy of 0.0, Falcon 40B 0.1, GPT-3 0.5, and Claude 2 0.6). This steadily
increasing performance is presumed to correlate with the scale of model parame-
ters and training data [29]. We focus our remaining analysis on comparing human
subjects to GPT-4 and Claude 3. In the Defaults condition, neither GPT-4 (coef=-
0.7696, z=-1.659, p=0.097) nor Claude 3 (coef=-0.6131, z=-1.299, p=0.194) performs
significantly worse than human subjects.

Figure |3| compares humans to high-performing LLMs in the Defaults and Per-
muted Pairs conditions. LLM performance drops in the Permuted Pairs condition,

2MMLU scores are few-shot for GPT-4 and 5-shot for other models. The reported human
baseline is the estimate for human experts given by Hendrycks et al. [28]. The score for Pythia
12B could not be found and so we use the reported value for Pythia 6.9B Tulu.



Defaults Basic test of semantic structure- square => C C C

mapping rectangle => ccc
circle => C C
oval =>

Permuted Pairs Like Defaults, but with row order per- rectangle => c cc
muted circle => C C
square => C C C
oval =>

Distracted Like Defaults, but with a distractor row square => C C C
added rectangle => c c ¢
pillow => A P
circle => C C
oval =>

Table 1: Defaults and control conditions used to measure ability of humans and LLMs to perform
analogical reasoning tasks that involve semantic structure-mapping. The Permuted Questions con-
dition (not shown) is identical to Defaults, but with question order permuted.

1.0
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Figure 2: Human and LLM accuracy in the Defaults condition, relative to performance on the
MMLU benchmark. Models in blue are not instruction-tuned while models in orange are. Error
bars show standard errors.



while humans seem equally able to infer the mapping regardless of word presenta-
tion order. This effect is significant for both Claude 3 (coef = -1.7802, z = -4.217,
p < 0.001) and GPT-4 (coef = -1.6796, z = -3.975, p < 0.001). This suggests that,
while the overall performance is comparable, there are likely meaningful mechanistic
differences in how the analogy is processed in humans versus LLMs. The remaining
control conditions and data for all tested models are shown in Figure of the
Appendix . In these conditions, we find that humans and models are roughly equally
affected. For example, accuracy in the Distracted condition drops by approximately
0.25 for all three subject types.

1 Defaults
L0 Permuted pairs
I
0.8 t I T
>
o
©
5 0.6
O I I
9]
<
0.4
0.2
0.0 T T T
Human GPT-4 Claude 3

Figure 3: Human and LLM accuracy in the Defaults and Permuted Pairs conditions. Error bars
show standard errors.

3.1.2. Effect of Semantic Structure on Reasoning

We next investigate more directly the extent to which humans and LLMs leverage
semantic structure in order to complete our analogy tasks. To do this, we design
three variants of our Defaults analogy task (see Table . First, the Only RHS
condition removes the source domain entirely. High performance in this condition
thus indicates that a subject is able to complete the questions based only on the
evident pattern in the target domain. We then introduce two variants which make
the semantic structure in the source domain less coherent: the Randoms condition
uses unrelated words, while the Random Finals condition uses of three related words
followed by one random word. We thus take the performance difference between
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the RHS Only condition and either the Random or Random Final condition to be
a measure of the subject’s bias toward using the semantic structure of the source
domain. That is, if the subject is capable of solving the task by simply ignoring
the left hand side (the Only RHS condition), then poor performance in the other
conditions indicates that the subject was misled by the presence of the altered left
hand side.

Only RHS Test of how well the answer can be C CC
inferred without using any structure- ccc

mapping CC
Randoms Variant of Defaults in which there is no banana => C C C
semantic structure relating the words fireplace => ccc
on the left hand side bean => C C
plug =>

Random Last Variant of Defaults in which the final square => C C C
term is not semantically related to the rectangle =>ccc
preceding terms circle => C C
lime =>

Table 2: Conditions involving alteration or omission of the source domain. The Random Permuted
Pairs condition (not shown) is identical to Randoms, but with the order of elements within questions
permuted.

Both humans and models competently complete the Only RHS condition (see
Figure . Accuracy is approximately 0.8 for Claude 3 with human subjects and
GPT-4 slightly higher at 0.9. GPT-4 is not significantly different from humans in
this condition (coef = 0.1178, z = 0.223, p = 0.824), and Claude 3 is worse than
humans by a barely significant margin (coef = -0.9130, z = -1.994, p = 0.046). Thus,
both humans and LLMs are able to complete the task without the guidance of the left
hand side. Considering this, we look at the performance degradation associated with
encountering incoherent semantic structure on the left hand side. Humans exhibit a
modest decrease in accuracy of about 0.15 in the Random and Random Permuted
Pairs conditions relative to defaults. Claude-3 and GPT-4, however, exhibit much
larger drops: Claude 3 decreases by approximately 0.5 relative to Defaults, while
GPT-4 decreases by 0.6 and 0.4 in the Random and Random Permuted Pairs con-
ditions. Across these two conditions, both GPT-4 (coef = -2.1972, z = -5.211, p <
0.001) and Claude 3 (coef = -2.0680, z = -4.960, p < 0.001) perform significantly
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worse than humans.

[ Only RHS
1.0 Randoms
) t Random finals
>\08 [ I
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0.0

Human GPT-4 Claude 3

Figure 4: Human and LLM accuracy in Only RHS, Randoms, and Random finals conditions. Data
from the Random Permuted Pairs condition is shown in Figure of the Appendix . Error bars
show standard errors.

From this we conclude that human subjects are able to easily identify when the
left hand side contains no useful semantic structure to leverage. When there is none,
they are able to employ a strategy that only relies on the right hand side. By contrast,
models do not seem capable of easily identifying the lack of informativeness of the
left hand side in these conditions, as they do not use the strategy of only attending
to the right hand side, even though they show their capability of using this strategy
when no left hand side is present. This suggests mechanistic differences between how
human subjects and models process this task.

Although the performance of human subjects does not drop notably in the Ran-
dom condition compared to the Only RHS condition, it does drop by a wide margin
in the Random Finals condition. In this condition, accuracy is approximately 0.5
lower than in the Only RHS condition. This further suggests that the semantic re-
latedness of the left hand side affects the strategy of human subjects: when the left
hand side is clearly unrelated, the information it provides is discarded, but when
much of the left hand side appears related, the information is not discarded and the
random final word of the source domain prompts an incorrect answer from human
subjects. Models also show a large drop in performance in the Random Finals con-
dition relative to Only RHS, with Claude 3 dropping by 0.5 and GPT-4 dropping by
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0.8. Simple effects analysis shows that both Claude 3 (coef = -1.0464, z = -2.799, p
= 0.005) and GPT-4 (coef = -2.7850, z = -5.168, p < 0.001) are significantly worse
than humans in the Random Finals condition. However, we see this difference as
less informative than that both models drop in performance across all the random
conditions relative to their own performance in the Only RHS condition.

3.1.8. Other Observations

We additionally analyze the extent to which human subjects and models improve
by question (Figure of the Appendix), and the extent to which the errors made
by humans and models follow the same distribution across questions grouped by
target domain and across qualitative error types (Figure and Table of the
Appendix). We find that humans and models alike improve over subsequent ques-
tions, adding to a body of evidence about in-context learning [30] 31, 32]. Humans
and models show similar error distributions by target domain, but qualitative error

types reveal a closer correspondence between human and GPT-4 errors than Claude
3.

3.1.4. Diagnosing the Use of an RHS-Only Heuristic

To clarify whether subjects actually make use of left-right relations or only com-
plete right-side patterns in the Semantic Structure experiment, we design the Rela-
tional condition, a 2 x n variant of the Defaults condition which cannot be solved
(consistently) using only the right-hand terms (see the example in Table [3)).

pants => H # H
glove => X # X
torso => V

foot => 7

head => M

shirt =>V # V
hat =>

Table 3: An example from the Relational variant of the Defaults task, used to diagnose subjects’
tendency to rely on RHS-only heuristics to solve the task.

Results are shown in Figure 5] Human subjects and Claude 3 exhibit similar
performance, with accuracies of approximately 0.7. GPT-4, however, attains much
lower accuracy of approximately 0.35. Simple effects analysis shows that GPT-4
obtains significantly worse accuracy than human subjects (coef = -1.3669, z = -
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3.065, p = 0.002), while the accuracy of Claude 3 does not differ significantly from
human subjects (coef = 0.2111, z = 0.467, p = 0.640).

1 Defaults
1.0 Relational
f
0.8 I I
>
(O]
©
5 0.6
O
Q
<
0.4 I
0.2
0.0
Human GPT-4 Claude 3

Figure 5: Human and LLM accuracy in the Relational condition followup, with Defaults condition
performance for reference. Error bars show standard errors.

3.1.5. Takeaways

Despite weak performance from many models on our analogical reasoning tasks,
GPT-4 and Claude 3 perform well, showing similar patterns to humans in lever-
aging semantic structure of corresponding domains to solve analogies. However,
differences do remain in how they handle semantic structure in the source domain.
Humans prefer leveraging semantic structure when a clear pattern exists (evidenced
by the Defaults and Random Finals conditions) but can ignore words when struc-
ture is lacking (Randoms condition). Models show the former bias but not the latter
ability, appearing distracted by random lexical items. Nevertheless, model results
increasingly resemble human subjects, suggesting larger models may close this gap.

Furthermore, qualitative differences exist even between the best models. GPT-4
and Claude 3 match human performance in the Defaults condition, but when the
structure is generalized from 2 x 2 to 2 x n in the Relational followup, making a
right-hand-only strategy unworkable, Claude 3 maintains human-level performance
while GPT-4 drops significantly. Despite limited public information, it’s notable
that models produced using presumably similar approaches can exhibit meaningfully
different behavioral patterns.
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Figure 6: Human and model accuracy by condition in the Semantic Content experiment. Error
bars show standard errors.

3.2. Mapping Semantic Content

The Semantic Structure experiment, which presented subjects with source and
target domains with corresponding semantic structure (i.e., with corresponding rela-
tions between terms), provides insight into the relative bias of human subjects and
models to transfer this structure across domains. The Semantic Content experiment
modifies the tasks to investigate the extent to which human subjects and models can
transfer elements of the linguistic meaning of terms from one domain to another.

To achieve this, we ensure that elements of the target domain directly depend
on properties of corresponding source domain elements, requiring knowledge of the
source domain terms’ meaning for perfect performance. As in the Semantic Structure
experiment, source and target domains are paired such that patterns in the target
domain mirror those in the source domain. Together, these experiments compare the
subject’s ability and tendency to use a structure-mapping approach. Four tasks are
generated, encoding either one or two dimensions of variation and either involving
or not involving numeric reasoning (see Table {4)).

Results for human subjects, GPT-4, and Claude 3 are shown in Figure |§] (other
tested models attain much lower accuracy as before).
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Categorial: Right-hand terms are chicken => !
single characters corresponding to  spider => !
a Categorial property of the left- cat => *
hand terms. horse => *
ant => !
dog => *
bee => !
human =>

Multi-Attribute: Right-hand grandfather => !

terms are a sequence of several grandmother => *

characters that vary according to mother => * *

two properties of the left-hand father =>!!

terms. brother => ! ! !
sister =>

Numeric: Right-hand terms are chicken => * *
a sequence of a single repeated human => * *
character, with the number of dog => ****
repetitions corresponding to a nu-  spider => * * % * kK x
meric property of the left-hand cat => * * * *
terms. horse => * * * *

bee =>

Numeric Multi-Attribute: Right- horse => * * * *

hand terms are a sequence of are- cat => * * * *

peated character, with the num- ant=>1!1!111!11

ber of repetitions corresponding bee=> 111111

to a numeric property of the left- chicken => ! !

hand terms and the character cor- spider => 11111111
responding to a Categorial prop- dog => * * * *

erty. human =>

Table 4: The conditions of the Semantic Content experiment.
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3.2.1. Human Performance Continues to be Robust

Human subjects perform robustly and consistently, as in the previous experi-
ment. Human accuracy ranges from 0.4 to 0.8 across conditions, comparable to the
earlier Semantic Structure experiment. As expected, subjects generally describe their
strategy as relating properties of the left-hand terms to their representations on the
right-hand side.

3.2.2. Claude 3 Matches Human Performance Stably Across Conditions

Claude 3 matches human performance stably across the different conditions of the
Semantic Content experiment with its accuracy falling into a comparable range of 0.4
to0 0.7. The model exhibits marginally better performance in the Multi-Attribute con-
dition and marginally worse performance in the remaining three. These differences
are insignificant across all conditions, which covers the Categorial (coef = -0.8109,
z = -1.879, p = 0.060), Multi-Attribute (coef = 0.6206, z = 1.478, p = 0.140), Nu-
meric (coef =-0.1788, z = -0.439, p = 0.661), and Numeric Multi-Attribute (coef =
-0.2009, z = -0.484, p = 0.629) conditions. Therefore, Claude 3 performs as well as
human subjects across all conditions of this experiment.

3.2.8. GPT-4 Lags Human Subjects on Numeric Reasoning

GPT-4 achieves good results in the Categorial and Multi-Attribute conditions,
with mean accuracies of approximately 0.7 in both (compared to 0.7 and 0.4 respec-
tively for human subjects). GPT-4 is not significantly worse than humans in the
Categorial condition (coef = -0.3927, z = -0.889, p = 0.374). GPT-4 significantly
outperforms human subjects in the Multi-Attribute condition (coef = 1.0624, z =
2.429, p = 0.015). However, its accuracy drops to 0.2-0.3 in the remaining conditions
and we find that GPT-4 is significantly worse than humans in both the Numeric (coef
= -1.4781, z = -3.321, p = 0.001) and Numeric Multi-Attribute conditions (coef =
-0.9694, z = -2.185, p = 0.029).

In these conditions, GPT-4 fails to correctly relate the number of characters in
a response to the numeric property of the object (see Table for an illustrative
example). GPT-4’s failure to reason about the number of characters in the expected
way is further observed in the sanity check shown in Table of the Appendix, even
when the model is not required to relate a property of a word to its representation.

3.2.4. Human Performance Drops in Compositional Conditions, But Models Remain
Constant
When comparing the performance of a subject in a non-compositional (single-
attribute) condition to the corresponding compositional (multi-attribute) version,
we observe some decrease in performance for human subjects but not for models
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(note that this surprising result is subject to alternative explanations, addressed in
the discussion below). The accuracy of human subjects drops from approximately
0.7 to approximately 0.4 when comparing the Categorial condition to the correspond-
ing compositional version (the Multi-Attribute condition). A simple effects analysis
confirms that this decline is significant (coef = -1.2267, z = -3.091, p = 0.002). We
see a non-significant decrease in accuracy for human subjects when comparing the
Numeric condition to its compositional counterpart, with performance dropping from
approximately 0.6 to approximately 0.5 (coef = -0.3795, z = -1.028, p = 0.304).

By contrast, we do not find either model to be significantly worse in compositional
conditions than non-compositional ones. In fact, GPT-4 exhibits a slight improve-
ment in the compositional conditions, though this change is statistically insignificant
for both the Multi-Attribute condition relative to the Categorial condition (coef =
0.2281, z = 0.477, p = 0.634) and for the Numeric Multi-Attribute condition rela-
tive to the Numeric condition (coef = 0.1292, z = 0.254, p = 0.799). For Claude 3
we similarly find the differences to be insignificant for the Multi-Attribute condition
relative to the Categorial condition (coef = 0.2049, z = 0.452, p = 0.651) and for
the Numeric Multi-Attribute condition relative to the Numeric condition (coef =
-0.4013, z = -0.893, p = 0.372).

3.2.5. Takeaways

The Semantic Content experiment confirms that human subjects perform ro-
bustly and flexibly across diverse task variations. Claude 3 matches human per-
formance in all conditions, indicating it shares humans’ tendency to use the source
domain’s semantic content when completing target domains. While GPT-4’s poor
performance in numeric conditions is notable, it reflects a failure in numeric reasoning
rather than a difference in analogical reasoning.

We find evidence of decreased human performance, but not model performance,
in compositional conditions, contrasting with some existing research [33]. However,
other factors may be at play. Models’ negative compositionality effect may be masked
by a positive effect, such as increased available information: when the target domain
represents two source domain properties, models may more easily recognize the en-
coding of source domain properties. Human subjects may benefit less from this
competing effect if they do not struggle to observe this information encoding.

4. Discussion

Our results show that the best-performing LLMs are able to successfully complete
many analogical reasoning tasks with human-level accuracy using novel stimuli not
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present in their training data. They also show that there remain meaningful differ-
ences in how such analogies are processed, evidenced by differences in how humans
and models respond to distracting or misleading information. However, we observe
a clear trend: more recent models come increasingly close to matching human per-
formance across our tasks. In particular, Claude 3, the most recently-released model
we test, exhibits impressively robust performance across most task variations, even
closing the gap with humans in some test conditions in which its predecessor (GPT-
4) exhibited limitations (such as the Relational task version in which mapping from
the source domain must be used for success). Together, these results raise questions
about the ability of LLMs and similar models to serve as candidate cognitive models,
which we discuss briefly below.

4.1. FEvaluating the Competence of LLMs

The breadth of Claude 3’s success in our tasks is noteworthy. It suggests that
state-of-the-art LLMs can broadly match human performance not only in formal
analogical reasoning tasks, as suggested by Webb et al. [4], but also in tasks that re-
quire mapping semantic information across linguistic and non-linguistic domains. As
such, our results weigh against a long-standing view in cognitive science, according to
which connectionist models without a built-in symbolic component are constitutively
limited in their ability to robustly handle analogical reasoning tasks [7]. They also
inform discussions of whether LLMs possess “functional” linguistic competence, in
addition to “formal” linguistic competence [3]. Further work is needed to characterize
the precise mechanism that LLMs are using to solve these tasks; it is possible-though
increasingly unlikely given the robustness of the behavioral results—that success is due
to a myriad of heuristics rather than a systematic analogical reasoning process. Even
so, evidence of LLMs completing analogical reasoning tasks in domains designed to
involve linguistic structure-mapping, in addition to tasks over abstract symbols, runs
counter to the claim that LLMs are capable of formal but not functional linguistic
competence.

There remain examples of LLMs performing much worse than humans on ana-
logical reasoning tasks [10], which must be reconciled with our results. Here the
competence-performance distinction, originally introduced by Noam Chomsky [34],
can be usefully applied to the evaluation of LLMs [35] [2, [36]. This distinction allows
researchers to theorize about the abstract computational principles governing cog-
nition separately from the “noise” introduced by performance factors. In humans,
it is generally assumed that there is a double dissociation between performance and
competence: neither success nor failure on a task designed to measure a particular
capacity can always be taken as conclusive evidence that subjects have or lack that ca-
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pacity, due to auxiliary factors affecting task performance. When it comes to LLMs,
by contrast, the distinction is typically applied in a single direction: human-like per-
formance on benchmarks is often explained away by reliance on shallow heuristics
[37] and/or lack of construct validity [38], while sub-human performance is often
taken as reliable evidence of lack of competence. However, LLM performance can
also be negatively affected by strong auxiliary task demands [39] and mismatched
conditions in comparisons with human subjects [40]. These are compelling reasons
to apply the dissociation in both directions to LLMs as well.

From this perspective, our results offer evidence to support both sides of the
present debate about whether LLMs possess human-level analogical reasoning (see
Webb et al. [15], Mitchell et al. [10], and Hodel et al. [16]). Supporting the
argument of Webb et al. [I5] that deficiencies in capabilities other than analogical
reasoning can explain poor model performance in some tasks, we find that GPT-4’s
failure in the numeric conditions of our Semantic Content experiment may be due
to a deficiency in counting ability. However, contrary to Webb et al. [4], who report
impressive analogical reasoning in both GPT-3 and GPT-4, we do find a qualitative
difference in the performance of these two models, with GPT-3 performing quite
poorly on our tasks. Among the models tested, only GPT-4 and Claude 3 produce
results that merit detailed comparison with human subjects. This suggests that
claims of human-level performance of LLMs on analogical reasoning tasks may have
been premature and might have relied on insufficiently challenging tasks.

However, other differences we observe between human subjects and LLMs across
task variations are not subject to an auxiliary task demand explanation and suggest
that the underlying mechanisms of analogical reasoning in these systems may differ
from that in humans. Importantly, these differences persist even in our best per-
forming model, Claude 3. For instance, Claude 3 responds differently than human
subjects when some or all words in the target domain are replaced with random
words, indicating that they may use distinct strategies for identifying and leverag-
ing relational similarities between source and target domains. Furthermore, Claude
3 remains more sensitive than human subjects to the ordering of elements within
domains, which is difficult to explain if LLMs are using a generalizable symbolic
working memory approach.

Collectively, these patterns bear on the larger question of how we should arbitrate
disputes about competence in machine-human comparisons. On the one hand, it
seems reasonable to assume that any system that can reliably achieve success at or
above human level on experiments like ours—without relying on memorization and
other confounds—should be considered competent at analogical reasoning through
structure-mapping. On the other hand, we should be open to the possibility that
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such competence may be implemented differently in LLMs and humans.

The question of whether we require human-likeness of the mechanism to declare
human-level “competence” is ultimately not empirical, but rather demands philo-
sophical consensus among the scientific community around our ultimate goals and
metrics for achieving them.

4.2. Analogy in Human(-like) Learning and Bootstrapping

Unlike previous research comparing analogical reasoning in human subjects and
LLMs, our tasks involve transferring semantic structure and content from source to
target domains, rather than reasoning over abstract symbols. Our experiments thus
investigate whether LLMs’ analogical reasoning resembles that of human subjects
in a manner pertinent to its purportedly central role in broader cognition. Follow-
ing Gentner [I1], emphasis has been placed on relational similarity, rather than just
feature similarity, in mapping from a familiar source to a foreign target domain dur-
ing analogical reasoning to allow for the flexible transfer of knowledge [411, 42} [43].
This conception allows analogical reasoning to play a fundamental role in human
cognition, supporting the emergence of diverse cognitive abilities via “bootstrap-
ping” [44] 45| 46]. In bootstrapping, two cognitive processes mutually support each
other’s development. In Gentner’s Structure-Mapping Theory (SMT), language de-
velopment and structure-mapping-based analogical reasoning are hypothesized to
co-develop, with structure-mapping developing the necessary relational reasoning to
model language-world relations, and language acquisition in turn developing sym-
bolic reasoning capacities that amplify structure-mapping abilities. Consequently,
analogical reasoning is seen as a central cognitive phenomenon of interest.

The success of some LLMs in many of our tasks suggests that the most advanced
models may be capable of employing a structure-mapping based approach to ana-
logical reasoning, in which relations in the source domain are used to constrain and
guide reasoning about relations in the target domain. This raises the possibility
that a bootstrapping cycle between language development and analogical reasoning
in humans, as proposed by Gentner [44], may be paralleled in language models. The
emergence of such competence from training primarily on text prediction would yield
new hypotheses about the emergence of analogical reasoning as a central cognitive
faculty from generic learning mechanisms (possibly combined with the unique pres-
sures of language acquisition). However, the mixed success of LLMs and the signifi-
cant differences from humans in certain conditions underscore the need for continued
research to test the robustness of any conclusion that analogical reasoning in LLMs
closely matches that of human subjects. As LLM outputs continue to converge to-
ward human responses—an expected product of the language modelling objective-it
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is crucial to develop novel tasks that examine analogical reasoning ability and are not
attested in the training data. While our task allows for clear discrimination between
human performance and that of most models prior to Claude 3, further differences
in analogical reasoning patterns between humans and Claude 3 likely exist beyond
those revealed by our tests. More granular testing would help clarify the extent
of the remaining discrepancies between humans and the most advanced LLMs, and
much further work is required to verify the hypothesis that language models parallel
the bootstrapping cycle between language development and analogical reasoning in
humans.

The proprietary nature of leading LLMs like Claude 3 unfortunately limits our
ability to directly investigate the features that may explain the emergence of a re-
sponse pattern largely mirroring that of human subjects. However, increasingly
sophisticated open-weights models are being released, which may allow for inter-
pretability work to analyze the internal mechanisms of a model and shed light on the
underlying mechanisms that enable advanced LLMs to exhibit impressive analogical
reasoning abilities in many tasks.
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Appendix A. Statistical outputs and supplementary figures

Appendiz A.1. Regression results, Semantic Structure experiment

We perform a logistic regression with the outcome variable being the raw score
(a 0 or 1 for each question). The predictor variables are condition and subject type
(restricted to human subjects and GPT-4 only, or human subjects and Claude 3
only). The regression is performed with and without interactions:

Without interactions:

smf.logit( formula = respondent_scores ~ C(subject_type, Treatment(reference =
human)) + C(quiz_class, Treatment(reference = permuted_questions)),data =
all_subjects_df, ). fit(maziter = 1000, method = bfgs)

With interactions:

smf.logit( formula = respondent_scores ~ C(subject_type, Treatment(reference =
human))*C(quiz_class, Treatment(reference = permuted_questions)), data = all_subjects_df, ). fit(r
1000, method = bfgs)

The significance of including the interaction between predictors is assessed with
a likelihood ratio test with the associated p-value calculated as follows:

p = chi2.sf(lik_ratio, deg free), with 7 degrees of freedom.
The likelihood ratio in the above formula is calculated as follows:
lik_ratio = deg free x (res_subjXclass.llf — res_subjplusclass.llf).

In the above, res_subjXclass and res_subjplusclass are the regression outputs with
and without interactions respectively.

For both comparisons (human subjects compared to GPT-4 and human subjects
compared to Claude 3), we find a significant improvement in model fit when interac-
tions between the subject type and experiment condition are included.A likelihood
ratio test shows that including interactions between subject type and experiment con-
dition leads to a significantly better fit of the model (chi?(7) = 115.1871,p < 0.001).
For the comparison between Claude 3 and human subjects, we again find a signif-
icant negative effect of the subject type being Claude 3 when interactions are not
included (coef = -0.8706, z = -5.608, p < 0.001) and find that subject type - con-
dition interactions are significant (chi®(7) = 173.6511,p < 0.001). These results are
consistent with the observation that the two models exhibit variable performance
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across conditions, and indicate that the overall performance gap to human subjects

is driven by low model accuracy in certain conditions. Simple effects analysis is used

below to assess the effect of subject type in particular conditions and groups thereof.
Regression outputs are shown in Figure and [A.g

Appendiz A.2. Regression results, Semantic Content experiment

Regressions are performed in the same manner as for the Semantic Structure
experiment, described in Section [Appendix A.ll Here, the reference condition is
Categorial and the degrees of freedom used for the likelihood ratio test is 4.

As observed in the Semantic Structure experiment, the performance of GPT-4
in the Semantic Content experiment is human-comparable in some conditions but
notably lower in others. When comparing a logistic model that uses subject type and
experiment condition separately to one that includes their interactions, a likelihood
ratio test shows that the model with interactions fits the data significantly better
(chi*(4) = 39.6565,p < 0.001). For the comparison between Claude 3 and human
subjects, when comparing a logistic model that uses subject type and experiment
condition separately to one that includes their interactions, a likelihood ratio test
shows that the model with interactions fits the data significantly better (chi*(4) =
11.6002, p = 0.021).

Regression outputs are shown in Figure and [A.10]

Appendiz A.3. Further details of human performance

Figure[A.T1|shows the difference in performance between online subjects recruited
through Prolific and in-person University-Name University students in the Semantic
Structure experiment conditions. Prolific subjects were paid $1.50 for the task, with
Prolific taking an additional $0.50 per subject. This equated to an approximate
effective rate of $22 per hour, well above relevant minimum wages. In-person subjects
were each paid $10 to reflect the increased time and effort cost. We expect increased
performance from the in person subjects for a number of reasons. First, they are
more highly remunerated. Second, there may be social pressure to perform well given
the presence of a member of the research team. Third, the in-person subjects may
not have the decreased attention effects likely experienced by subjects on Prolific
who may complete many unrelated and potentially demotivating tasks in a day.
Fourth, there is an implicit selection effect on academic performance for students at
our university, which is not unrelated to the competencies involved in completing the
tasks in the experiment. Indeed, we observe that accuracy increases by approximately
0.1-0.2 for the in-person subjects in all but one condition. The exception to this is
the Random Finals condition, in which mean accuracy decreases slightly. However,

30



Nonntracted model
Opimizaton eminaied successiuly.
uncton veive: 0 515845
erato
Functon avaations: 54
Gradion ovaatins: 54
grossion Resuts

Dop. Variable: _ respandert secres No. Obsenvatons: oz
Moc Togt 1 Foscuns 000
Motnos L bt vioger
bae: e, 720202 el 92081
Tone g 52205
comverges: e =
Covarianca Typo:  noniobust. LLA pvalve: (e
ool sider 2 Pl 10025 0875
e 2
)m‘m Lype Toaimonteoronco=1)IT 12575 olst T8N 0000 1572 0343
Gloudcast Yve«(n\em{ve{mmu()hﬂumm] oas 0300 1557 0128 0137 1040
i oo sracioq] Doros 0261 Serr 0000 Adss 04
imeniie 0553 034 F076 0003 00 Vés)
Gl SaEE Teamenttorancact | Tparmtad parsl 022 352 0is’ 0o02 0168
)w\zms;hmmm’mmma‘ Fancom (K 24z 036 aser 0000 3003 1855
GiGuiz_class, Teaimenteforonce=4)| ancom_permuted_pays| 12971 0330 3834 0000 1943 " 0851
Clauiz_clas, Treatmenteierence=4) T rancoms! TSre0 “dss D727 Glooo " %220 " Yoes

e —
e v s

o svaaons: 10
aiors: 10
Togi Asgression Resuts
i srores. No. Ooservations: o
Uogt, e o5
o hiodar 5
o s ozm
36 Lag Licinoos 50555
nonrooust LLA p-vae: Bsetess
ool sadon 2 Ped (065 0973
Ve 030 452 G re)
TreamentserecestTGPTAI 312 0393 07 0430 1088 0483
)W\z msmhmmmmmma‘ ofauts] 073 04E0 1520 012 02T 167
Gia-css Traimanioforonco-) T dsianer Soear ‘oae -isia oiso ige 017
ony el 0730 0dso 1Sl 013 012 1870
(G G232 Traimenieicrnce ) o e g G505 '04e7 Tise 02ss 0sas s
iz Ca2 Teaimanliateancact)iT o | 427 0408 317 0002 2075 04
Cm\z,msmhmmmmmmy‘ rancon -rmm-djn-;\ Daga 0540 0859 030 522 0598
5 0025 080 62

Glautz s, Trasmontaioroncocd
e e

Go2
[FEPT Sl coss, Treamentee 0458 06 0785 odse 1685 0739

e reer wrrsm;cxmm enieierance: sy Osis os Oa ises
Elilec o Treamentaran 31 o Treamani roermea=ihiTony el Odsi oss sl o5
Gl bpo- Teament Meve«me-! ErlClavs o Toaimonioorunco-al [T pormtsh pas) 5 2020”0577 ha G018 S

o 3pe Troam SoTalclis cars Teamnieriord Uancon Wl Zdsey, oner S oo

glaibes: [TGrTl Gl des Teamentiotr i) 12097 0638 1898 0086

Givopa )b G i qu- oo ) randoma] 2ees 0762 "3372 0001 s

Degraos af roedom 17
Ciihond o 18 toma0iarasy

€ & e i oy i 1
o ST o oy o congtons st o osions
Coimsion i sy
oo 0537
oo
Pt avsuatons: 13
Gradion ovakations: 13
Logi Fegession Resuts

pandert_seares o Obsenvatons: ED
O 20

i
Dite: Wea, 17 pr 5034 Fasuo i au. 001016
Tone 1831555 Log-Lkeinocd 14860
comverges: Truo LN 15012
Covarianca Typo:  noniobust. LLA pvalve: ‘008088

ool sider Pl (0025 0875
intorcept Tes 0w 725 oo 1224 218
Clsuet typo, Troamont(oloronco=T)TGPT4] ‘05132 0297 176 0084 103 0070
et et oy e cetons [vaced. pomed par

‘Opfimzaton taminated succseet

Heratons: 1

Functon ovauations: 1

lem evalations 12
Cogi Regrosson Resuts

Dup.Variable: _ respanderseares No. Obsanvatons: ED
Moca! Lo 67 Resauss 28
et e "o hisoe: T

e Wes, 17 Apr 2023 Faoudo Fisqu ogsson
T 183435 LogLkeinecd e
omverges: e (Nl 15715
Covariance Type: _nonvooust LLR pvale: 3ez2008

ost sder |z Fom (0% 0978

intercept T2t 0201 6044 0000 @22 161

Clsubect_type, Treamenteferen
Siec e oy e onions [dsvaces)
o

e e
o i func nm value: 0. usa

JTGPTA 1166 025 4557 0000 1668 0sss

w.m»s
]

g namaham )
o Aegression Resuts

Dop. Variable: _ resporndon_seores No. Obsarvatons: 3
Vo O e 150

Matnod i

bate: Wea, 17 Apr 2024 st Fsau. ogstes
Time 183435 LogLikeinoos 10035
comverges: e (N 10375
Covariance Type: _ nonvobusi. LLA pvalue: 001015

ool sder 2 Pon 10055 0978

Gons 061 izse
0l o88° 28 00t 1ot ores

intorcept
Clsubet type, Troatmentofront

Effectof subect wih oy he condtions [pormued._pals]
e
mont uncton valua: 0.581840
et
Fncton evauations: 12
Gradiont ovauations: 12
ogh Regrosson Resuts

Dop. Variabier  respardent i Gbsorvaions: 3
Moci! I SRSl 146

Motnos: e b higoor T

bae: Wed, 17 Apr 2024 Paoudo Fisqu 01021
Tone 1831555 LogLksinecd 1628
comverges: e Nl o091
Covariance Type: _nonioousi. LLA pvalu: 1642005

oot saer 2 Fom (008 0878

O3 52 om0 1A 2sm
IS ype, Toamentotersnco- ITGPTA] 16756 0455 %75 0cob 2508 051

ot of subjoct wihcnly e conions [orty. e
oot e ocossauy
"Clront uncion valoe: 0 336353
Horabons: 1
Funcion ovauatons:
Gradiom evaugtions: 15
Cogi Regresson Resuts

Dep,Variable:  respandentseares No. Observaions: 3
Moca! Uogt e 150

Mainos D ot g

Das: Wed, 17 Apr 5034 asuo s o00oseso
T, Twsde ool umm 511325
omerged: 1147
vatince Typs: oot LLR pvaie 08237

ool sder 2 P (005 0578

Intercept 20790 0575 5sis 0000 1o 2814
CISUBEct typo, Treamentelorenca= )ITGPTA] 01173~ 0529 0233 0821 0918 1

Effctof subjoctwit oy he contions [1andom_pormutod_pars. vandorms random_finals:
Opimialon arinnid uccessay
ont functon vaue: 0 520151
Tormzoni T
Functon avauations: 12
Gradion ovaatins: 12
Lot Aeression Resuts

H

Dop. Variable e seorr e %60
Moc Togt 1 Foscuns 28

Motnos L i vioger

Dite: Wed, 17 Apr 2024 Paoudo Rrsau 91873

e 1831555 LogLkeinocd 13524
comverge e (N 164D
ovarianco Typo: _ nonvobust. LLA pvalv: 2010015

ool sider P 1005 0878

intorcept sz 0207 25 Goio o1 s
Clsubet_typo. Troamont(oloronce=T){TGPT4] 22185 0301 7383 0000 2808 1630
et vit, oy he condins vandons ‘ancom_ pormuiodpos]

‘Optimizaton feminaied
"Cirant uncion vaisa: 0 56235

Horabons:
Functon ovauations: 12
Gradint ovauations: 12

Cogh Regrosson Resuts

Dup.Variable: _ respanderseares No. Obsenvaons: 3
Moca! OB 126

Meinos: o T

Dae: W, 17 At 5054 e i sau. o170
Tone 18350 Lo Uhainood 71,070
omverges: rue LEN: 7720
Eovatines Typs: _nowooust LR palue 2012008

ost sder |z Fom (0% 0978

intercept Tooes 033 3296 0001 045 1752
Claubct_typo, Treamentelorence= )ITGPTAI 21872 0422 5211 0000 3024 1371
S cubjoct wihcnly the conations [random. nas

migaton rnaiod csssu
& e cton v, 0414480

o ovabatons: 13

Gradiom avaations: 13
Togi Aegression Resuts

Dop. Variable:  respondent_seores No. Observatons: 3

Voa: e o

Matnod Le Dt v

bite: Weo, 17 Apr 2024 Paoudo Frsqu 02517

o 1834556 Log-Lkolnocd 54705

comverges: e (N 0

Covariance Type: _nonvobust. LLA pvaiv: " 208e.00

ool sider 2 P 10055 0978

Gorio 0278 o277 o7 odst et
JTPTil 27850 053 siss 0000 3sm 4720

Figure A.7: Regression outputs, GPT-4 compared to human subjects in the Semantic Structure
experiment.
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Figure A.8: Regression outputs, Claude
experiment.
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experiment.
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Figure A.10: Regression outputs, Claude 3 compared to human subjects in the Semantic Content
experiment.
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Accuracy by Condition

Random
Permuted
Pairs

Permuted
Questions

Figure A.11: Accuracy comparison of online subjects recruited through Prolific and in-person
University-Name University students in the Semantic Structure experiment conditions.

in this condition it is not clear that a decrease in “accuracy” is objectively worse
performance, because in this condition we ask for the drawing corresponding to
a final unrelated term, while all previous left-hand terms within the question are
related. It is thus not unreasonable to give an answer that differs from what we
expect, except insofar as subjects are learning in context from previous questions in
the quiz to realize that the final unrelated word should be regarded as irrelevant.

Logistic regression analysis confirms that the in-person subjects outperform the
online subjects. This is confirmed with the in-person subjects as the reference class
and with the independent variable either being jointly the subject type and quiz
class, or the subject type alone (respectively coef -1.1738, P 0.015 and coef -0.6462,
P 0.000).

Figure below shows the variation in performance among human subjects
completing different quizzes. As can be seen, some conditions aggregate over quizzes
in which the mean performance is quite stable (for example, Random Finals). Other
conditions aggregate over quizzes in which there is a larger variation in performance
(for example, randoms). In the first quiz of the randoms condition, all respondents
score 100%. No particular features of this quiz were identified that would explain
this occurrence. However, given that the performance of subsequent quiz-takers is
independent, that a significant proportion of all quiz-takers score 100%, and that we
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Accuracy by Condition

W N

0.8

Figure A.12: Human accuracy by quiz across conditions. Error bars show standard errors.

have 28 quizzes that each sample a number of respondents, it does not seem unlikely
for one quiz to have all perfect scores by chance.

One highly-specific failure mode is present in the human data and deserves spe-
cial consideration. In only the “*” grounding, participants quite often introduced
separator characters into the response (either just “>" or both separator characters,
“=>7). This was observed in 11 instances, thus affecting approximately 10% of
the responses in that grounding scheme. This issue was not observed in any other
grounding scheme. The reason for this is not entirely clear, but could be related to
the short length of the groundings in this scheme (a grounding term is either 1 or
3 characters in this scheme, which is shorter than the other versions). It is possible
that the short length of the grounding terms could lead subjects to perceive the
separator characters as being part of the grounding term, although it is unclear why
this would happen even for subjects who successfully ignore the separator characters
in three prior responses (which applies to 7 out of 11 such errors).

The error rate of the human subjects by grounding type is shown in Figure
The error rate in the “*”, “C K E”, and “Q Z I” grounding schemes was essentially
equal, with approximately half of this rate in the “c ¢” grounding scheme. This is
not entirely intuitive, but some possible explanations of this can be offered. First,
the “c ¢” groundings have the fewest number of distinct characters, thus limiting the
option space when answering (there are two distinct characters, compared to 3 or 4 for
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the other groundings). Second, the specific transformations involved (capitalization
and adding/removing a letter) are common operations that are encountered more
frequently than, say, inserting a special character between existing characters.

As can be seen in Table [A5] about a fifth of the human participants’ incorrect
responses were simply copies of one of the three right-hand terms presented in the
question. Very few participants made a mistake that only reordered the correct
answer, whereas about half of all incorrect answers were the wrong combination of
characters from the right-hand terms of the task. Note that in all of our target do-
mains, any individual right-hand term only uses characters that are found in at least
one of the other three. Thus, the third of incorrect responses from human subjects
which did not fall into any of the previous categories included characters which had
not been presented in one of the three preceding right-hand terms. This can be
explained in some cases by the presence of a distractor that confused a participant
into including characters from a right-hand term that used other characters, while
in others it can be explained by typos or some other confusion.

In addition to the task questions, subjects were presented with three follow-up
questions that asked them to rate their confidence that their answers were correct,
describe what they thought the task involved, and describe their strategy for answer-
ing the questions.

Subjects employ a mix of strategies in answering the questions. Some subjects
explicitly attend to the analogy structure of the left-hand terms. For example, in
the distracted condition, one participant reports that “I tried to find the one that
resembled the blank one...ie, red /pink, cat/kitten”. By contrast, others focused more
on completing the pattern in the right-hand terms. Most subjects robustly ignored
the distractor terms in that condition.

Some subjects who report a detailed, correct strategy nevertheless fail to attain a
high accuracy, thus demonstrating that the task is not trivial even for those who are
able to fully grasp what it involves. For example, one subject attains a below-average
accuracy of 50% in the distracted condition despite being able to state that the task
involves “Looking at other comparable entries to figure out what the answer to the
last entry was (dog:puppy::cat:kitten)”, and reporting a strategy in which “I tried
to find similar pairs of entries and looked at their meanings.” By contrast, another
subject attains 100% accuracy in the distracted condition while responding to what
the task involved with “I thought it was fun” and reporting a strategy in which “I
just compared answers and tried my best to understand what they were and then
tried to guess based on my interpretation of the other answers.”

In addition to the comparable mean performance, we find similar patterns in the
errors made by humans and GPT-4. In Table and Figure [A.13] one can see that
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Table A.5: The distributions of types of errors made by top-performing participants in the Semantic
Structure experiment.

Copy Context Scrambled Wrong Combination Other

Human 0.192 0.020 0.556  0.232
GPT-4 0.239 0.031 0.502  0.228
Claude 3 Opus 0.036 0.045 0.276  0.643

Percent of Incorrect Answers by Grounding Type

EEE Human

.30 W Claude 3 Opus
N GPT4
* CKE Qzl cc

Figure A.13: Percentage of incorrect answers in the Semantic Structure experiment by target
domain type.
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Accuracy vs. Question Number by Subject Type and Experiment Condition
defaults distracted permuted_pairs permuted_questions  random_permuted_pairs randoms only_rhs random _finals
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Figure A.14: Improvement in human and LLM accuracy by question number across different con-
ditions. Error bars show standard errors.

the distribution of errors is comparable both when broken down by target domain
type and when broken down by several error classifications we design.

Further, humans and GPT-4 both improve as they see more questions over the
course of a quiz. As seen in Figure [A.14] humans display a positive learning trend in
5 out of 8 conditions. GPT-4 displays a positive learning trend in a comparable 6 out
of 8 conditions, with one of the conditions in which it does not display improvement
resulting from it displaying near-perfect accuracy from start to finish (in the Only
RHS condition).

Appendiz A.4. Further details of LLM performance

Figure [A.15shows the performance of all tested models in the Semantic Structure
experiment.

Figure shows the variation in the performance of GPT-4 in two conditions
(Only RHS and Random Finals) across various small differences in prompting strat-
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Accuracy by Condition

Figure A.15: Performance of all tested models in the Semantic Structure experiment. Error bars
show standard errors.

egy. With small differences in prompting strategy, performance in the Only RHS
condition varies between approximately 20% and approximately 100%. Similarly,
small differences in the prompting strategy yield performance in the Random Finals
condition that varies between near-zero and close to 40%. Such variation is very sig-
nificant, but appears in general to be fairly explicable. In the Only RHS condition,
the majority of the variation appears to come from setting up the prompt in such a
way that it is clear that a final term is desired next, as opposed to a new question.
In the other conditions, an arrow separator that divides left- and right-hand side
terms is the final element of the prompt, thus suggesting that a right-hand term is
appropriate as the next token. In the Only RHS condition, this trailing separator was
initially not present, and thus the models often responded by beginning a new ques-
tion rather than by completing the last question presented. Re-introducing arrow
separators and making other small changes designed to more clearly indicate when a
question has not yet been completed eliminates these kinds of errors and drastically
increases performance. In the Random Finals condition, a significant improvement
comes from changing the instruction sentence from one that specifies that a drawing
of the left-hand side is requested, to an instruction sentence specifying that various
patterns will be shown after which the last should be completed. This is reasonable,
as in this condition the final left-hand term is misleading and so an instruction focus-
ing attention on it is expected to reduce performance. As expected, no performance
improvement is observed when replacing the set of random final words with differ-
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GPT-4 Accuracy by Presentation Style

1.0

Accuracy

Only R@sly Rhs + ArroRandom  Random Random  Random
Finals Finals Finals Finals
Drawina  Pattern Randomer Newlines

Figure A.16: Dependence of GPT-4 accuracy on prompt variations. Error bars show standard
errors.

ent ones. Finally, a performance boost is observed when adding additional newlines
(instead of only having a clear line between each question, we now also include a
clear line between each line of a question). It is not clear why this should improve

performance.
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Prompt We are conducting an experiment on general rea-
soning abilities. Below we will show you various
words and drawings of each, after which you will
need to complete the last drawing. Respond as
concisely as possible with only the last drawing.
Question 1:

chicken => !

spider => !

cat => *

horse => *

ant => !

dog => *

bee => |

human => *

Question 2:

car => *
tricycle => !
motorcycle => *
skateboard => !
bicycle => |
unicycle =>

——— SAMPLED RESPONSE SET ——

I [Continuation omitted]

I [Continuation omitted]

* [Continuation omitted]

I [Continuation omitted]

* [Continuation omitted]

Table A.6: Table showing an illustrative response from Falcon-40B in the Categorial condition of
the Semantic Content experiment. Observe that the model provides incorrect and correct responses
to the question, seeming to recognize the form of a correct response but to not reason further about
correctness.
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Prompt We are conducting an experiment on general rea-
soning abilities. Below we will show you various
words and drawings of each, after which you will
need to complete the last drawing. Respond as
concisely as possible with only the last drawing.
Question 1:

spider => * * * * & x x x

human => * *

cat => * kKK

chicken => * *

dog => * * * *

horse => * * * *

bee —> % % % % % %

Question 2:
motorcycle => * *
tricycle => * * *
bicycle => * *
unicycle => *

car =>

——— SAMPLED RESPONSE SET ————

Table A.7: Table showing an illustrative response from GPT-4 in the numerical condition of the
Semantic Content experiment. Observe that the model fails to correctly relate the number of
characters to the numerical property of the object, in this case the number of wheels that a car has.
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Prompt ***+*:****
% sk ok ok ok * ok ok ok ok
¥ ok ok ok ok Kk ok ok _
Responses | * * * * * * (first response)
kxR KK (second response)
Kok KKK (third response)
Expected | * * *
result

Table A.8: Table showing a sanity check that GPT-4 fails to reason about the number of characters
in the expected way. Settings: temperature 1, maximum length 256, top P 1.
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