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Abstract—The core of the Knowledge Graph Completion
(KGC) task is to predict and complete the missing relations or
nodes in a KG. Common KGC tasks are mostly about inferring
unknown elements with one or two elements being known in
a triple. In comparison, the Triple Set Prediction (TSP) task
is a more realistic knowledge graph completion task. It aims to
predict all elements of unknown triples based on the information
from known triples. In recent years, large language models
(LLMs) have exhibited significant advancements in language
comprehension, demonstrating considerable potential for KGC
tasks. However, the potential of LLM on the TSP task has
not yet to be investigated. Thus in this paper we proposed a
new framework to explore the strengths and limitations of LLM
in the TSP task. Specifically, the framework consists of LLM-
based rule mining and LLM-based triple set prediction. The
relation list of KG embedded within rich semantic information
is first leveraged to prompt LLM in the generation of rules.
This process is both efficient and independent of statistical
information, making it easier to mine effective and realistic rules.
For each subgraph, the specified rule is applied in conjunction
with the relevant triples within that subgraph to guide the LLM
in predicting the missing triples. Subsequently, the predictions
from all subgraphs are consolidated to derive the complete set
of predicted triples on KG. Finally, the method is evaluated
on the relatively complete CFamily dataset. The experimental
results indicate that when LLMs are required to adhere to a
large amount of factual knowledge to predict missing triples,
significant hallucinations occurs, leading to a noticeable decline in
performance. To further explore the causes of this phenomenon,
this paper presents a comprehensive analysis supported by a
detailed case study. The datasets and code for experiments are
available at https://github.com/zjukg/LLM-based-TSP.

Index Terms—Knowledge Graph, Knowledge Graph Comple-
tion, Triple Set Prediction, Large Language Model

I. INTRODUCTION

Knowledge Graph (KG) [1] serves as a framework for
representing and storing structured knowledge. It is typically
organized in the form of a triple, i.e., (head entity, relationship,
tail entity). The nodes in KG represent the entities in the
triple, while the edges represent the relations between the
entities. In this way, the information is more well-organized
and easier to understand, so KG is also widely used in a
variety of application scenarios such as search engines [2],
recommender systems [3], question answering [4], [5] and so
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on. The construction of large open KGs, such as Freebase [6],
DBpedia [7], Wikidata [8], etc., provides robust knowledge
support for various intelligent applications.

Most KGs are far from complete. Therefore, the Knowl-
edge Graph Completion (KGC) task has become a prominent
research focus in the field of KG. The core of the KGC
task is to predict and complete the missing relations or nodes
in a KG. Specifically, it can be categorized into head entity
prediction (?, r, t), tail entity prediction (h, r, ?), relationship
prediction (h, ?, t), instance completion (h, ?, ?). Zhang et al.
[9] suggested that these KGC tasks require knowing at least
one or two elements of the missing triples, which does not
align with real-world scenarios, and thus a new KGC task
Triple Set Prediction (TSP) is defined and a corresponding
method called GPHT is proposed. The goal of the TSP task
is to directly predict the head entity, tail entity and relation of
missing triples from given triples.

In recent years, Large Language Models (LLMs) [10] have
achieved obvious advantages and been widely applied, as well
as showing great potential in KGC tasks [11]–[15]. On the one
hand, LLMs have powerful language comprehension and gen-
eration capabilities, and can quickly process a large amount of
complex textual information to complete the inference of KG.
On the other hand, the accurate and interpretable knowledge
provided by KG can alleviate the hallucination of LLMs. In
related studies, LLMs can be leveraged to generate predicted
triples from given inputs [11] or to create valid contexts that
can enhance predictive accuracy [12]. Researchers have also
merged the structural information of KG into LLMs to realize
structure-aware reasoning [13]. It can be seen that LLM can
play an important role in KGC tasks. Therefore, we propose
the idea of applying LLM to the task of TSP to analyze the
advantages and limitations of LLM in this context.

Depending on good textual comprehension and generative
capabilities, LLM is able to understand different relation
names in KG and the connections among them. Without giving
triples, LLM can also mine rules based on known relations.
Compared to traditional rule mining methods, the process
of generating rules utilizing LLM is fast and unaffected by
statistical information of the KG. In traditional statistical-
based rule mining methods [16]–[18], when the number of
a certain type of relationship in a KG is small, the metrics of
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rules containing this type of relationship will be significantly
affected. For example, when there are very few triples in
the KG that contain the relation sisterOf, the metrics such
as confidence and support for rules involving sisterOf will
significantly decrease. As a result, even though these rules
may hold substantial value for specific reasoning tasks, they
are often not retained during the rule-mining process. LLM,
on the other hand, mines rules based on the semantics of the
relations themselves and the patterns obtained from a large
amount of text data during pre-training. Therefore, we believe
that LLM is capable of mining richer and more realistic rules,
especially when the data in KG is not balanced. Therefore, we
apply LLM to both rule mining and triple set prediction stages
and propose the specific methods and experimental ideas as
follows.

We first write a list of all relations in KG, including
inverse relations, to prompt. Then the LLM is guided by the
instructions of the prompt to mine the rules based on the
connections between different relations. Eventually, valid rules
are selected based on rule quality metrics. Further, the KG
is divided into subgraphs. The information and rules of the
subgraphs are then written into the prompt and provided to
the LLM to generate the missing triples. Three classification
metrics [9], namely Joint Precision (JPrecision), Squared
Test Recall (STRecall), and TSP score (FTSP ), are chosen
to evaluate the effectiveness of the method.

The final experimental results demonstrated that when LLM
needs to comply with a given large amount of factual knowl-
edge to predict the missing triples, significant hallucinations
occur, which is mainly manifested by 1) the triples used for
reasoning do not really exist; and 2) the reasoning is not made
exactly according to the given rule. We believe that the reason
for this phenomenon may be related to the way information
is stored in KG and the dependence of LLM on context. To
enhance the performance of LLM in TSP, future research will
focus on optimizing the way LLM acquires relevant triples and
handles contextual information, thereby reducing reliance on
irrelevant data and mitigating the occurrence of hallucinations.

II. RELATED WORKS

The key to the KGC task is to utilize the information in the
KG to speculate and complete the missing relations or nodes in
it. Common KGC methods can be categorized into translation-
based methods such as TransE [19], TransH [20], RotatE
[21], tensor decomposition-based methods such as DistMult
[22], HolE [23], SimplE [24], deep learning-based methods
such as ConvE [25], convKB [26], CapsE [27]. In recent
years, Graph Neural Network (GNN) techniques have gained
increasing attention in KG complementation tasks. Models
such as R-GCN [28] and CompGCN [29] have achieved
outstanding performance. The various approaches complement
each other and together they drive the research and application
of KGC tasks. With its excellent language comprehension and
generation capabilities, LLM shows great potential in KGC
tasks as it is able to process large amounts of complex text
and extract useful information from it. Luo et al. [14] pointed

out that existing methods for mining logical rules in KGs
face challenges due to high computational costs and a lack
of scalability for large-scale KGs. To address these issues,
they proposed the ChatRule framework, which utilizes LLMs
to generate and optimize logical rules by integrating both the
semantic and structural information of KGs, thereby enhancing
reasoning performance and interpretability. Yao et al. [11]
proposed a method called KG-LLM. This model utilizes LLMs
to generate candidate triples from given text inputs. This
approach enables the generation of meaningful knowledge
graph completion information even in the absence of structured
data. In response to the ineffective use of structural information
in existing methods, Zhang et al. [13] proposed the KoPA
model. This model integrates structural embeddings into LLMs
through pre-training, enhancing the model’s reasoning ability.
Zhu et al. [15] conducted a comprehensive evaluation of LLMs
in KG construction and reasoning, emphasizing their advan-
tages in reasoning tasks. They further proposed the AutoKG
multi-agent approach to further enhance KG construction and
reasoning capabilities. These works have shown that large
language models demonstrate significant potential in KGC
tasks. Therefore, we focus on applying LLM to the task of
triple set prediction, which has not been studied in detail.

III. PRELIMINARIES

Background. A KG can be denoted as G = {E ,R, T },
where E is a set of entities, R is a set of relations, such as
sisterOf, and T = {(h, r, t)|h, t ∈ E , r ∈ R} is a set of triples.
h, r are called the head entity and the tail entity of a triple.
The core of the KGC task is to find those triples that are
correct but not in the KG. Specifically, triple classification,
relation prediction, and entity prediction are three common
KGC tasks, where relation/entity prediction is to predict the
missing element with two other elements given.

TSP Task [9] . Given a KG G, the purpose of the TSP
task is to discover the missing but correct triple Tpredict in the
KG. Specifically, the training dataset Gtrain = {E ,R, T } is
provided to the model. After the model predicts the candidate
triple, the test set Ttest = {(h, r, t)|h, t ∈ E , r ∈ R, (h, r, t) /∈
T } to evaluate the model.

Logical Rule. A path-based logic rule that is widely studied
[17], [30]–[33] can be expressed as:

rh(X,Y )← r1(X,Z1) ∧ · · · ∧ rK(ZK−1, Y ) (1)

where rh(X,Y ) represents the rule head, r1(X,Z1) ∧ · · · ∧
rK(ZK−1, Y ) represents the rule body, and K represents the
length of the rule. When the rule body holds, we can derive the
rule head. In the rule, {r, r1, . . . , rK} corresponds to relations
in KG, while {X,Y, Z1, . . . , ZK−1} corresponds to entities in
KG. For convenience and brevity, we can abbreviate the rule
as r ← r1 ∧ r2 ∧ · · · ∧ rK without causing confusion.

IV. METHOD

In this subsection, we present the specific framework and
composition of the proposed LLM-based triple set prediction
model. The framework of the model is shown in Figure. 1,



Fig. 1. Framework for the TSP task based on Large Language Models.

which includes three parts: rule mining based on LLM, graph
partitioning, and triple set prediction.

A. Rule Miner Based on LLMs

For a given KG G, we first add the inverse triple of each
triple to KG, i.e., G ← G ∪{(h, r−1, t)|(h, r, t) ∈ G}. Specifi-
cally, we generate the corresponding inverse relation by adding
the prefix “inv ” to each relation, i.e., R ← R∪{r−1|r ∈ R}.

Since the large language model has been trained on a large
corpus, it is capable of understanding the connections between
different relations. Therefore, we utilize the LLM to mine rules
based on the relations in the KG. Specifically, we design a
detailed prompt which is shown in Fig. 2. We can see that the
prompt consists of five parts: background, relations in KG,
rule head, example, and notes. In the background part, we
describe the KG as well as the composition and definition of
logical rules. Next, we provide all the relations in the KG for
LLM. We then specify the rule header as one of the relations
in KG (e.g. nieceOf ) and then direct the LLM to generate
rules based on the given lits of relations. To make LLM better
understand the problem and answer the questions, we give a
concrete example. The example gives two rules with fatherOf
as the rule head and the corresponding logical explanations.
At the end of the prompt, we provided some guidelines to
ensure that the LLM generates rules in the correct format.
Then, we generate rules by setting each relation in turn as
the rule head. In this way, LLM analyzes the interconnections
and logical relationships among different relations based on
the information in prompt and then generates effective rules.
Ultimately, we utilize two commonly used metrics confidence
(conf) and head coverage (hc) [34] to filter out high-quality
rules from the generated results. Specifically, we retain the
rules that confidence and head coverage are higher than the
thresholds αconf = 0.45 and αhc = 0.05.

B. Triple Set Prediction with LLMs

Considering the fact that the LLM input length is limited,
KGs with a large number of triples cannot be input at once,
we divide the knowledge graph and then perform triple set
prediction for each subgraph individually.

Fig. 2. A specific prompt for LLM-based rule miner with nieceof as the rule
header.

1) Graph Partition: We follow the “soft” vertex-cut KG
partition method proposed in [9] to obtain subgraphs from
KG. This method allows subgraphs to share some of their
entities with each other, thus ensuring the completeness of
information in the division process as much as possible. It
consists of two main steps: primary entity grouping and entity
group fine-tuning.

In the primary entity grouping stage, we first initialize the
ungrouped entity set EU = E and the grouped entity set
EG = {}, and divide E into a number of disjoint entity subsets.
The smaller entity sets are then processed and the entity sets
with the proper size are removed from EU and added to the
entity group set EG. Then an entity is selected from EU and
its neighbor entity set within L-hop is extracted. Finally, the
set of neighbor entities within L-hop is added to EG, and the
set of neighboring entities within L-1 hop is removed from
EU . This process continues until all entities in EU have been



traversed.
In the entity group fine-tuning stage, a random entity e is

selected from EU , then the neighboring entities of e are merged
into the smallest entity group E ′

that contains e, and e is
removed from EU . When all entities are grouped, we obtain the
size-balanced entity group set EG. Finally, for each E ′ ∈ EG,
the subgraph GE′ is constructed by adding triple with head
and tail entities in E ′

, ultimately getting the set of subgraphs
Gpart = {G1,G2, ...,Gk}.

2) LLM-based Triple Set Prediction: When predicting
missing triples, we first need to write the information of
subgraphs and related rules into a detailed prompt, and then
provide the prompt to LLM. Specifically, the prediction pro-
cess includes three steps: subgraph information extraction,
prompt generation, and LLM reasoning.

Subgraph information extraction: For each subgraph Gi ∈
Gpart, we first extract all known triples from the subgraphs
which will be written into the prompt. This step is crucial
since the information of triples is the basis for model in-
ference. Meanwhile, considering the possible hallucination
phenomenon of LLMs, we further filter out the rule-related
triples from the subgraph. Specifically, for a rule r ← r1 ∧
r2 ∧ · · · ∧ rm, we extract the relations contained in the rule
body Rrule = {r1, r2, . . . , rm}. Then the triples containing
any relation in Rrule is further extracted from the subgraph
Gi, i.e., Ti = {(h, r, t)|h, t ∈ Ei, r ∈ Rrule}. By providing Ti
to the LLM instead of all triples in the subgraph, it can help
mitigate the risk of the LLM using triples that do not actually
exist in the subgraph during reasoning.

Prompt generation: We utilize the information of rule-
related triples from the subgraph, along with the rule to
generate a prompt. We incorporate corresponding explana-
tions for these rules to enhance the prompts. In the large
model inference process, we do not provide explicit reasoning
examples, which means that this process can be considered
a form of zero-shot reasoning. In addition, we introduced
the thought of Chain-of-Thought (CoT) [35] in the design
of Prompt to make LLMs simulate the human’s step-by-step
thinking process. A specific prompt with uncleOf(X,Y ) ←
brotherOf(X,Z1) ∧ fatherOf(Z1, Y ) as the rule is shown
in Figure 3.

LLM reasoning: In the reasoning process, LLMs will predict
the missing triples based on the information in the prompt. For
each subgraph Gi ∈ Gpart, all rules in Rule will be traversed
sequentially to make multiple predictions. After traversing all
subgraphs, the predicted triples are extracted from the LLM
responses to form the set Tpredict.

V. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we describe the procedure and results of the
experiment in detail. We first introduce the dataset, model, and
evaluation metrics used in the experiment. Then we analyze
the results of our method. Finally, a specific case is used to
analyze the significant hallucination phenomenon that occurs
when LLM performs the task of triple set prediction.

Fig. 3. A specific prompt for LLM-based triple set prediction with
uncleOf(X,Y )← brotherOf(X,Z1) ∧ fatherOf(Z1, Y ) as the rule.

A. Settings

Dataset. The dataset we use is CFamily, which was
proposed in the previous work [9]. Specifically, it is a more
complete dataset constructed by supplementing missing triples
through rules on the basis of an initial set of triples about
family. The statistical information of CFamily is shown in
Table I.

TABLE I
STATISTICAL INFORMATION OF CFAMILY.

Dataset #Ent #Rel #Triple #Train #Test

CFamily 2378 12 22986 18388 4598

Model. Throughout the experiments, we used GPT-3.5-
turbo and GPT-4o as LLMs respectively in both rule gener-
ation and triple set prediction phases. In rule generation, we
utilize GPT to mine valid rules from KG. The rule generation
process is fast and unaffected by statistical information. In the
triple set prediction phase, we use the logical reasoning ability
of GPT to predict the missing triples from the existing triples.
For the parameter settings, we select the rule length K from
{2, 3}, αconf = 0.45, αhc = 0.05.

B. Metrics

Considering that CFamily is a more complete dataset, we
will evaluate the effectiveness of our method under the Closed
World Assumption (CWA), which assumes that a proposition
is considered false if it is not explicitly declared true. There-
fore, under the CWA, a triple that does not exist in the KG
is considered as a false triple. Based on this assumption, we



TABLE II
RULES MINED ON CFAMILY BY LLMS.

LLMs Index Rule Support Head
coverage Confidence

GPT-3.5-turbo

1 auntOf(X,Y )← sisterOf(X,Z1) ∧ inv daughterOf(Z1, Y ) 364 0.15 0.8
2 auntOf(X,Y )← sisterOf(X,Z1) ∧motherOf(Z1, Y ) 319 0.13 0.8
3 fatherOf(X,Y )← husbandOf(X,Z1) ∧motherOf(Z1, Y ) 184 0.21 0.5
4 fatherOf(X,Y )← inv wifeOf(X,Z1) ∧motherOf(Z1, Y ) 196 0.22 0.49
5 fatherOf(X,Y )← inv wifeOf(X,Z1) ∧motherOf(Z1, Z2) ∧ sisterOf(Z2, Y ) 145 0.16 0.52
6 nephewOf(X,Y )← sonOf(X,Z1) ∧ brotherOf(Z1, Y ) 594 0.21 0.77
7 nieceOf(X,Y )← sisterOf(X,Z1) ∧ nephewOf(Z1, Y ) 1427 0.63 0.61
8 nieceOf(X,Y )← sisterOf(X,Z1) ∧ nieceOf(Z1, Y ) 1287 0.57 0.6
9 uncleOf(X,Y )← brotherOf(X,Z1) ∧ fatherOf(Z1, Y ) 627 0.24 0.82

10 uncleOf(X,Y )← brotherOf(X,Z1) ∧motherOf(Z1, Z2) ∧ sisterOf(Z2, Y ) 262 0.1 0.64

GPT-4o

1 auntOf(X,Y )← sisterOf(X,Z1) ∧ fatherOf(Z1, Y ) 532 0.21 0.78
2 auntOf(X,Y )← sisterOf(X,Z1) ∧ inv daughterOf(Z1, Z2) ∧ inv sisterOf(Z2, Y ) 312 0.13 0.63
3 auntOf(X,Y )← sisterOf(X,Z1) ∧ inv sonOf(Z1, Z2) ∧ inv brotherOf(Z2, Y ) 377 0.15 0.59
4 auntOf(X,Y )← sisterOf(X,Z1) ∧motherOf(Z1, Y ) 319 0.13 0.8
5 fatherOf(X,Y )← husbandOf(X,Z1) ∧motherOf(Z1, Y ) 184 0.21 0.5
6 fatherOf(X,Y )← inv wifeOf(X,Z1) ∧motherOf(Z1, Y ) 196 0.22 0.49
7 nephewOf(X,Y )← sonOf(X,Z1) ∧ inv brotherOf(Z1, Y ) 501 0.18 0.78
8 nephewOf(X,Y )← sonOf(X,Z1) ∧ inv sisterOf(Z1, Y ) 464 0.17 0.79
9 uncleOf(X,Y )← brotherOf(X,Z1) ∧ fatherOf(Z1, Y ) 627 0.24 0.82

10 uncleOf(X,Y )← brotherOf(X,Z1) ∧motherOf(Z1, Y ) 364 0.14 0.8

TABLE III
INDIVIDUAL AND AVERAGED TSP RESULTS FOR EXPERIMENTS ON THE CFAMILY DATASET.

LLMs #Triples Metrics

Tpredict T+
predict JPrecision STRecall FTSP

GPT-3.5-turbo

3583 105 0.029 0.171 0.05
3287 83 0.025 0.159 0.044
3338 101 0.03 0.174 0.052

3403±158 96±12 0.028±0.3% 0.168±0.8% 0.049±0.4%

GPT-4o

1444 198 0.137 0.37 0.2
1169 171 0.146 0.382 0.212
1216 167 0.137 0.371 0.2

1276±147 179±17 0.14±0.5% 0.374±0.7% 0.204±0.7%

can categorize the predicted triples into positive and negative
triple sets as follows:

T +
predict = Tpredict ∩ Ttest (2)

T −predict = Tpredict − T
+
predict (3)

Following prior work [9], we chose Joint Precision
(JPrecision), Squared Test Recall (STRecall), and TSP
score (FTSP ) as our three evaluation metrics to evalu-
ate the performance of the proposed method. Under CWA,
JPrecision is the percentage of correctly predicted triples in
the prediction triples. STRecall is the percentage of correctly
predicted triples in the test set, and the square operation is
used considering the large number of triples in the test set.
As the harmonic mean of JPrecision and STRecall, FTSP

effectively balances the two and can accurately reflect the
overall performance of the model, especially when the data
is imbalanced. The three metrics under CWA are calculated

as shown below:

JPrecision =
|T +

predict|
|Tpredict|

(4)

STRecall = (
|T +

predict|
|Ttest|

)
1
2 (5)

FTSP = 2× STRecall × JPrecision

STRecall + JPrecision
(6)

C. Results

Table II shows the statistics of the rules mined by GPT-3.5-
turbo and GPT-4o on the CFamily dataset, where the same
rules generated by GPT-3.5-turbo and GPT-4o are marked in
light gray. It can be seen that these rules are correct and match
the relationships between the characters in the family. On the
one hand, it can be seen that LLM can mine valid rules based
only on the list of relations without giving information about
the triples. On the other hand, the number of valid rules mined
by LLM at one time is small, thus how to improve the number
of valid rules is also a concern for future work.

Table III shows the individual and average results of exper-
iments conducted three times on the CFamily dataset by using



GPT-3.5-turbo and GPT-4o as LLMs. In the three experiments
of GPT-3.5-turbo, the average number of predicted triples is
3403, and the average number of correctly predicted triples
is 96. The average classification metrics are JPrecision =
0.028, STRecall = 0.168, FTSP = 0.049. The fluctuation
of each metric is extremely small, 0.3%, 0.8%, and 0.4%
respectively. From the experimental results, it can be seen
that the proposed model does not perform as well as expected
on the test dataset. When employing GPT-4o to predict the
missing triples, the average number of predicted triples and
correctly predicted triples are 1276 and 179 respectively.
The average classification metrics are JPrecision = 0.14,
STRecall = 0.374, FTSP = 0.204. The fluctuation of each
metric is also small, 0.5%, 0.7%, and 0.7% respectively. It
can be observed that employing GPT-4o can enhance the
prediction outcome to some degree. This shows that the
capability of LLM itself has a significant influence on the TSP
task. However, both GPT models demonstrate relatively poor
performance on the TSP task. Further analyzing the responses
of LLMs, we consider that the poor experimental results
may be attributed to the significant hallucination phenomenon
generated by LLMs in the prediction process. To further
elucidate this phenomenon, we will elaborate on a specific
case in the next subsection.

D. Case Study

Fig. 4 shows the specific reasoning process of LLM.
As shown in the figure, the triples from the subgraph
and a rule are taken as input to the LLM in the
form of a prompt. Take the rule nephewOf(X,Y ) ←
sonOf(X,Z1) ∧ brotherOf(Z1, Y ) as an example, let r =
is nephew of, r1 = is son of, r2 = is brother of . We
can observe that during LLM reasoning, one of the r1-
related triples does not exist in the subgraph, and two of the
r2-related triples do not exist in the subgraph. These non-
existent triples are wrong triples generated by LLM, thus
showing the very significant hallucination phenomenon of
LLM in the reasoning process. This hallucination phenomenon
is especially pronounced when we input all the triples of the
subgraph into LLM. When only rule-related triples are input,
the hallucination phenomenon is mitigated to some extent but
still persists.

In conclusion, we can observe that when LLM needs to
comply with a given large amount of factual knowledge to
predict the missing triples, significant hallucinations occur,
which is mainly manifested by 1) the triples used for rea-
soning do not really exist; and 2) the reasoning is not made
exactly according to the given rule. These hallucinations may
occur due to the following reasons: 1) LLM deals with natural
language information that is usually unstructured, while the
triple in KG is structured information with logical relation-
ships. Therefore LLM may generate hallucination phenomena
due to the lack of in-depth understanding of these structured
relations. 2) The entities of the triple in CFamily exist in the
form of encodings rather than specific person names in natural
language, lacking semantic information in comparison. This

may lead to the inability of LLM to accurately understand the
roles and relations of the entities. 3) LLM relies on the current
context for reasoning during generation. However, when a
large number of facts are involved, the model may not be
able to relate the facts correctly, leading to the generation of
incorrect information.

Fig. 4. Illustration of the specific case used to demonstrate the hallucination
phenomenon observed in the LLM-based TSP task.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a new framework to explore the
strengths and limitations of LLM in TSP tasks. Specifically,
the KG relation list is first utilized to prompt LLM to mine
useful rules. The KG is further divided into subgraphs and the
rule-related triples in the subgraphs are extracted. The rule
and triples are then utilized to prompt LLM to predict the
missing triples. We conducted experiments on the relatively
complete CFamily dataset. Experimental results indicate that
when a Large Language Model (LLM) needs to follow a
substantial amount of factual knowledge to predict missing
triples, significant hallucination phenomena occur. We believe
that the reason for this phenomenon may be related to the
way information is stored in KG and LLM’s dependence on
context. In the future, we will improve the way of obtaining
triples from subgraphs and the reasoning process of LLM to
mitigate the illusion phenomenon. Meanwhile, we will further
conduct experiments on more datasets.
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