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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: Plausibility Estimation (PE) plays a crucial role for enabling language models to objectively

Plausibility Estimation comprehend the real world. While large language models (LLMs) demonstrate remarkable

Counterfactual Reasoning capabilities in PE tasks but sometimes produce trivial commonsense errors due to the complexity

Large Language Models of commonsense knowledge. They lack two key traits of an ideal PE model: a) Language-

Commonsense Biases explainable: relying on critical word segments for decisions, and b) Commonsense-sensitive:

Contrastive Learning detecting subtle linguistic variations in commonsense. To address these issues, we propose a
novel model-agnostic method, referred to as Commonsense Counterfactual Samples Generating
(CCSG). By training PE models with CCSG, we encourage them to focus on critical words,
thereby enhancing both their language-explainable and commonsense-sensitive capabilities.
Specifically, CCSG generates counterfactual samples by strategically replacing key words
and introducing low-level dropout within sentences. These counterfactual samples are then
incorporated into a sentence-level contrastive training framework to further enhance the model’s
learning process. Experimental results across nine diverse datasets demonstrate the effectiveness
of CCSG in addressing commonsense reasoning challenges, with our CCSG method showing
3.07% improvement against the SOTA methods.

1. Introduction

Plausibility Estimation (PE), which assesses the plausibility of natural language sentences according to general
knowledge that people commonly possess, is one of the fundamental capabilities of advanced Artificial intelligence
(AI) agents. With the advancement of large language models (LLMs), PE has made considerable progress in distin-
guishing between commonsense and non-commonsense statements. However, due to inevitable manual annotation
artifacts in real world datasets, existing PE models often fall into over-reliance on superficial linguistic correlations
between sentences and their associated golden labels (also known as language biases) (Bender and Koller, 2020;
Marcus and Davis, 2023; Talmor et al., 2018). For example, a model might childishly answer “false” for “Mr. July
ordered wires for dinner at a Chinese restaurant” and still receive a satisfactory estimation.

Currently, the most prevalent solutions for PE fall into two categories: a) Relying on external knowledge (Thorne
et al., 2018; Ling et al., 2023): These approaches leverage neural language models to extract reasoning chains from
external knowledge bases, pinpointing solutions to commonsense questions while providing supporting knowledge
assertions. However, they are heavily dependent on the availability and quality of external knowledge bases, which
are costly and time-intensive to construct. b) Construction-based methods (Zeng et al., 2020; Wang and Culotta,
2021; Udomcharoenchaikit et al., 2022; Tokpo and Calders, 2024): These methods automatically generate parallel
counterfactual data by intervening in existing observational examples to enhance the original dataset. The primary aim
is to focus the model’s attention on critical samples, thereby strengthening the dataset’s quality and informativeness.

Although construction-based methods show remarkable performance, they neglect to endow models with the two
crucial characteristics necessary for an ideal PE mode: a) Language-Explainable ability: An ideal PE model should
depend on the correct linguistic reference segments, adhering to the principle of being right for the right reasons (Zeng
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Figure 1: An ideal PE model should exhibit two indispensable characteristics: (a) Language-Explainable ability: The PE
model should not only make a correct prediction but also base its prediction on the appropriate linguistic reference regions.
(b) Commonsense-Sensitive ability: The PE model must be enough sensitive to commonsense variations in texts. For
example, replacing the critical word “swim” with “run”, in a statement should result in opposite predicted labels, reflecting
the underlying change in plausibility.

et al., 2020; Ross et al., 2017). As shown in Figure 1(a), while two models might both predict “I is wrong” correctly,
they may rely on different linguistic regions, leading to differing levels of explainability. b) Commonsense-Sensitive
ability: An ideal PE model must be enough sensitive to commonsense linguistic variations in statements. For instance,
as shown in Figure 1(b), similar statements with identical structures (where the word “swim” is replaced by “run’),
should yield different predictions, reflecting the change in background commonsense. The model must recognize this
discrepancy and adjust its predictions accordingly.

In this research, we propose a novel method, Commonsense Counterfactual Samples Generating (CCSG), which
could be used for a plug-and-play component to enhance the language-explainable and commonsense-sensitive abilities
of PE models. Specifically, we develop a counterfactual samples constructor using low-level dropout and word-piece
replacement, guided by word contributions. Our CCSG method is independent of pre-trained knowledge, making it
a versatile mediator to guide language models (LMs) toward focusing on relevant linguistic regions while improving
commonsense sensitivity. Additionally, CCSG significantly enhances the estimation performance of LMs on PE tasks.

In summary, this paper makes the following key contributions:

e We introduce a contrastive loss based on counterfactual samples and design a novel mechanism for generating
positive and negative commonsense counterfactual samples.

e We leverage the Structural Causal Model (SCM) to analyze the commonsense bias from a causal perspective
and propose using a counterfactual samples constructor as an intermediary to mitigate this bias through causal
inference techniques.

e The proposed CCSG method has been validated on 9 distinct datasets, demonstrating its effectiveness in reducing
bias and achieving new benchmarks in performance for the PE task.

2. Related Work

In this section, we review key advancements and methodologies in PE, causality for language processing, and
spurious correlation, highlighting their relevance to our work.

Page 2 of 14



Counterfactual Samples Constructing for Commonsense Statements Estimation

2.1. Plausibility Estimation

Previous studies have extensively explored the concept of verifying commonsense statements. Models such as
12D2 (Bhagavatula et al., 2022) were designed to evaluate the validity of commonsense statements generated by other
models. Similarly, the ENTAILER model (Tafjord et al., 2022) assesses the validity of provided hypotheses, albeit with
incomplete training, limiting its robustness. However, these models, trained on limited and domain-specific datasets,
show restricted applicability across broader commonsense domains. Additionally, some efforts (Liu et al., 2023) have
employed pretrained language models (PLMs) to validate commonsense sentences (Jung et al., 2022).

2.2. Causality for Language Processing

Recent studies have increasingly explored the integration of causal inference with language models in the field of
NLP (Hu and Li, 2021). Applications include tasks like controllable text generation (Madaan et al., 2021; Goyal et al.,
2020) and counterfactual reasoning (Mu and Li, 2023; Chen et al., 2023b). Moreover, causal inference techniques,
particularly Structural Causal Models (SCMs) (Pearl, 2009b; Cheng et al., 2024), have been employed to identify
spurious correlations and address language bias through causal intervention methods (Feng et al., 2023; Wang
et al., 2023; Zecevic et al., 2023). Compared to traditional approaches, causal inference has demonstrated significant
advantages in debiasing within NLP applications.

2.3. Spurious Correlation

Spurious correlations are a significant challenge and can arise in various ways (Kiritchenko and Mohammad,
2018; Roemmele et al., 2011; Keith et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2025). An increasing body of research is devoted to
understanding the complexities of spurious correlations and leveraging causal inference strategies to enhance model
robustness in deep learning. For instance, Wood-Doughty et al. (2018) utilized text classification techniques within
causal analysis frameworks to tackle challenges like data loss and measurement inaccuracies. Similarly, Roberts
et al. (2020) proposed methods for mitigating confounding effects in causal estimates. To enhance model robustness
against adversarial perturbations, Jia et al. (2019) introduced label-preserving transformations using Interval Bound
Propagation. In addition, Wang and Culotta (2020) developed classifiers for the purpose of differentiating between
spurious and authentic features, progressively weakening spurious features to enhance worst-case evaluations for
minority groups. Eisenstein (2022) utilized domain knowledge to identify spurious correlations that pose significant
threats to model robustness. Finally, Ribeiro et al. (2020) assessed model robustness through the generation of
counterfactual examples, which require expert human intervention.

3. Preliminaries

3.1. Task Definition

In this study, we formulate the problem of plausibility estimation as a binary classification challenge. Given a
commonsense statement x, the proposed model generates a real-valued confidence score s, within the range [0, 1].
This score represents the model’s estimation of the plausibility of x. Although the ground-truth label is binary, the
PE model produces a continuous score to express its level of certainty. A score of 1.0 signifies the model’s absolute
conviction in the accuracy of x, while a score of 0.0 represents complete certainty of its incorrectness. To derive a
binary prediction from the confidence score, a threshold of 0.5 is used.

3.2. Causal Graph Model

Identifying which segments of a sentence represent commonsense information, as well as classifying these
segments as background knowledge support, is a challenging task. These are inherently causal inquiries, requiring
an understanding of the data generation process that extends beyond mere observational data (Pearl, 2009a). Selection
biases present in observational data frequently result in spurious correlations, which hinder the generalization
capabilities of PE models, particularly in scenarios with limited data. To address this challenge, causal analysis provides
a nuanced framework that uncovers the underlying mechanisms and mitigates such biases effectively.

To rigorously analyze the causal dynamics between the PE model and the underlying data, we employ causal
directed acyclic graphs (DAGs) (Pearl, 2009a; Cheng et al., 2024) to represent the data generation process. Building
on the proposed causal DAG, we utilize a Structural Causal Model (SCM) (Pearl et al., 2000) to delineate the inferential
mechanisms of the PE model. In the causal DAG, nodes correspond to random variables, while directed arcs indicate
causal influence from one variable to another (Pearl et al., 2000).
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Figure 2: The SCM depicts the inferential mechanism of the PE model without any interventions. (b) An intervention on
the variable C is assigned the value ¢, represented as do(C = ¢;). Similarly, an intervention on the variable K is assigned
the value k,, represented as do(K = k)

For analytical clarity, we decompose the sentence into two constituent variables: the keyword (K) and the context
(C). The proposed causal DAG is illustrated in Figure 2(a). Using this SCM framework, we construct our CCSG
method as follows:

d = fpUp)

k:= fx(d,Ug)

¢ = fcld,Uc) (D
x = fylk,c,Uy)

yi=fy(x,Uy)

where D denotes a confounding variable that exerts influence on the generation of both the keyword K and the
contextual commonsense information C. The input example, denoted as X, is produced as a result of the interaction
between K and C. Subsequently, Y represents the evaluation metric, specifically the accuracy score, which quantifies
the performance of the PE model. Additionally, U* signifies the presence of unmeasured variables that may impact
our observations.

Causal effects are useful tool in elucidating the causal relationships that underpin the dynamics of a system (Cheng
et al., 2023). The estimation of these causal effects is fundamentally rooted in the simulation of interventions within
the SCM. To this end, we employ the mathematical operator do(v,) (Pearl, 2009a), which allows us to mimic physical
interventions by setting the variable v to a specific value, v,. For example, to conduct an intervention do(c) within the
SCM denoted by M, we stabilize the variable C at the value ¢, as illustrated in 2(b). This intervention is mathematically
represented as:

Ci=c @

This intervention effectively severs the causal influence of the confounding variable D on the variable C.
Consequently, the post-intervention distribution, denoted as P(y|do(C = c;)), provides an estimation of the proportion
of individuals that would exhibit a response at level Y = y under the hypothetical scenario where the treatment C is
uniformly set to ¢ across the entire population (Pearl, 2009a). In the context of our specific analysis, we find that
P(y|do(C = cg)) indicates a uniform response level within the population under the specified intervention.

An approach to estimate the treatment effect or causal influence is to measure the mean difference between the
distributions before and after the intervention. This is achieved by employing the expectation operator K, which gives

Page 4 of 14



Counterfactual Samples Constructing for Commonsense Statements Estimation

| Inessential Important

Counterfactual Samples Constructor I ] |

. 1
[ Key- d \
oun \ g:l:lc:;rs }‘—| I . | | | | I |<:: Final Estimation

Word Contribution

Mr. July ordered
wires for dinner at a X
Chinese restaurant.

|
|
|
|
|
|
| Mr.July, 1
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

Mr. July ordered noodles
for dinner at a Chinese /
restaurant.

o e ; ; -
s;;”; Mr. July ordered = |negative sample
wires for dinner at a
restaurant Chinese restaurant. =ﬂ=
""" positive sample
Dropout @ + L AN

E>[ Plausibility Estimation ]

Mr. July ordered noodles for — origin sample
dinner at a Chinese restaurant.

Figure 3: The overview of our CCSG framework is as follows: 1) We prepare appropriate keywords based on the word
contributions from the previous training output. 2) We replace the keywords using a vector knowledge base (VKB), such
as Glove, to generate counterfactual negative samples, and generate counterfactual positive samples by applying dropout
(Gao et al., 2021) to the original samples. 3) We send the counterfactual samples to the PE model, where sentence-level
contrastive learning is used to enhance the model's commonsense reasoning ability.

rise to the concept of the Average Causal Effect (ACE). The ACE is mathematically represented as:
ACE¢ = K(yldo(cp)) — K(yldo(c)) (€)

where c( represents the intervened value of the treatment C, and c represents its original, unaltered value. Similarly,
to estimate the effects of the variable K on the variable Y, we can perform an intervention on the variable K, denoted
as do(kg) (see Figure 2(c)).

4. The Proposed CCSG Method

Our CCSG method automatically substitutes entities within observational instances to generate novel counterfac-
tual examples. This approach addresses the limitations of language-explainable and commonsense-sensitive features
inherent in limited observational data, thereby enhancing the PE model’s ability to identify more invariant and robust
features.

The overall framework of CCSG is illustrated in Figure 3 and comprises two major modules: 1) Counterfactual
Samples Constructor: Generates counterfactual samples by replacing words based on their contribution, and 2)
Plausibility Estimation: Trains a T5-5b-only-encoder extractor using the constructed counterfactual samples to estimate
commonsense statements from input text. In the following sections, we introduce the two modules of CCSG in detail.

4.1. Counterfactual Samples Constructor

The fundamental concept underpinning our method is the identification of an alternative keyword to intervene on a
given word within an observational sample. However, compiling a keyword set tailored to a particular domain requires
substantial human effort to curate words that exhibit no discernible difference.

1. Initial Entities Selection. Generally, for any particular statement, only a few entities in statement x are relevant.
To refine the criteria for identifying critical entities, we initially curate a more compact set of candidates, denoted
as I. In the absence of manually annotated data delineating the pivotal entities for individual samples, we utilize
the approach detailed by Chen et al. (2021) to extract entities with a high affinity to the PE model. Explicitly,
we first applies the spaCy tagger (Honnibal and Montani, 2017) to label each word in the statement with its
corresponding Part-of-Speech (POS) tag, followed by the extraction of nouns from the text. Subsequently, The
cosine similarity between the GloVe (Pennington et al., 2014) embeddings of the entities and the identified nouns
is computed, resulting in a set of similarity scores, termed sim, for all words within I. Ultimately, we distill the
initial word set I by picking the top || words with the largest sim scores.
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2. Word Contributions Calculation. After the acquisition of the initial set of words 7, the contribution of each
word on the predicted score of the correct label is computed. Based on recent studies (Selvaraju et al., 2019; Jain
and Wallace, 2019; Zhao et al., 2024), using modified Grad-CAM (Selvaraju et al., 2020) to identify the impact
of each word. We compute the word contribution of the i-th word embedding to the correct answer a as follows:

“

9Pye(@) > !
x1
de

s(a,e;) = S(Py(a), e;) = <
]
where e; is the i-th word embedding, P,.(a) is the predicted probability of the correct label answer a, and 1 is a
vector to obtain the sum of partial derivatives. Moreover, if the score s(a, ¢;) is higher, the contribution of word
e; to its correct answer « is larger.

3. Critical Entities Substitution. After calculating the contribution scores s(e, e;) for each word in I, we pick out
the top-K words with the largest scores to serve as keywords for substitution and masking. Specifically,we find
words in the VKB (e.g., GloVe, FastText) that have high cosine similarity with the keyword as alternative words
and replace them. The negative samples produced at this stage comprise counterfactual instances imbued with
anti-commonsense data, thereby enhancing the model’s acuity in detecting and responding to commonsense
information.

4. Positive Samples Generation. Generating accurate positive samples and ensuring high-quality output is
challenging, and difficult to be achieved through substitution or masking. Therefore, we introduce the application
of low-level dropout (Gao et al., 2021), an effective method for generating positive samples.

4.2. Plausibility Estimation
4.2.1. Model Architecture

In our approach, we employ a Transformer-based LLM as the core of CCSG, designed to generate a real-valued
score s within the range of [0, 1] for a given statement x. To obtain the input representation, we leverage the last
hidden state A associated with the EOS token. The choice of EOS is based on its ability to encapsulate the entire input
in bidirectional encoder architectures, such as Flan-T5 encoder. After that, a MLP layer projects the vector 4 onto a
scalar logit z, which is then processed by a sigmoid function o(:), converting it into a predictive score s. The process
can be formally expressed as follows:

h=fim&), z=fpyrph), s =0(2). 5)

where h(x) represents the embedding of the input statement x. z(x) denotes the logit of x, and s(x) denotes the
prediction score.

4.2.2. Batch Setting
The batch is comprised of statements from various statement groups, with all statements from the same group being
grouped together within the batch. The B denotes the count of statement groups and the Bg denotes the total count

of statements in a batch. The statement groups are denoted as{X; }ff , and the statements as {x; }isl is a partition of

{X; }B_S . The correctness label of each statement x; is y;, € {0, 1}.
j=1 i i

4.2.3. Loss Calculation
The training loss of CCSG consists of two parts: a binary classification loss and a supervised contrastive loss,
expressed as L = aLy;, + L.

Binary Classification Loss. Validating commonsense statements could be considered as a task of binary classification
problem. The objective is to minimize the binary classification loss function, computed as follow:

Ly, = —a;log Ppg(e;) — (1 — a;)log(1 — Ppg(e))), 6)

where a; denotes the accurate classification for the i-th sample, e; represents the feature associated with the i-th word,
and Pp; signifies the predicted probability of the i-th sample’s correct label.

Supervised contrastive loss. Khosla et al. (2020) have shown that employing supervised contrastive learning methods
bolsters a model’s resilience and ability to generalize when confronted with diverse input data. Consequently, we
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Table 1

Datasets and statistics. The figure enclosed in parentheses beneath the Format heading indicates the quantity of options
per data. The final three columns display the count of total, true and False statements in the test distribution. Table 2
shows statement length statistics, and Table 3 displays full citations and links for all datasets.

Abbreviation Full Name Domain Format Train Test Statements S-True S-False
OBQA OpenBookQA scientific  multi-option(4) 4,950 500 2,000 500 1,500
COPA COPA commonse multi-option(2) 400 100 200 50 150
SciQ Scientific Question scientific multi-option(4) 11,620 1,000 4,000 1,000 3,000
QASC QASC scientific  multi-option(8) 8,130 930 7,444 930 6,514
SIQA Social-IQA social multi-option(3) 33,140 1,950 5,860 1,955 3,905
CODAH CODAH commonse multi-option(4) 2,200 576 2,304 576 1,728
ComVE ComVE (Task A)  commonse multi-option(2) 9,997 1,000 2,000 1,000 1,000
CSQA CommonsenseQA-1.0 commonse multi-option(5) 9,741 1,221 6,099 1,221 4,878
multi-option CSQA2 CommonsenseQA-2.0 commonse bool 9,264 2,541 2,541 1,225 1,316
Cc2s Com2Sense-paired commonse multi-option(2) 805 390 780 390 390
PIQA Physical-IQA physical multi-option(2) 16,111 1,840 3,640 1,840 1,840
WG Winogrande commonse multi-option(2) 40,395 1,270 2,540 1,270 1,270
Total - - - 147,100 13,311 39,399 11,945 27454

have incorporated supervised sentence-level contrastive learning into our methodology. This strategic enhancement is
applied to the input representations h. For each golden statement x; within a batch, the objective of the contrastive loss
is to maximize the similarity between x; and every counterfactual positive sample x, that shares the same correctness
label as x;, treating them as positive examples. Concurrently, the loss seeks to minimize the similarity between x; and
all counterfactual negative statements x,, that possess an opposing correctness label to x;, considering them as negative
examples. The formulation of the supervised contrastive loss (Liu et al., 2023) is as follows:

Y k € P(i)explcos(h (x;) . h (x;))/7]

Lcot = —log ;
ZkeP(z‘)UN(z‘) exp[cos(h (xi) h (xk))/r]

)

where 7 denotes the contrastive learning temperature hyperparameter, cos (-, -) signifies the cosine similarity function,
P(i) C [Bg] is the index set of counterfactual positive examples for x;, and N (i) C [Bg] is the index set of
counterfactual negative examples for x;.

8

S. Experiment Settings

This section delineates the specifics of model training, the evaluation methodologies and metrics applied, as well
as the baseline models that were utilized for comparative performance analysis.

5.1. Datasets

We rigorously evaluated the efficacy of our approach using nine distinct datasets specifically designed for PE
tasks. Furthermore, we extended our evaluation to include its performance in LLM commonsense filtering, utilizing
an additional six datasets, as detailed in Table 1.

Table 2 presents the distribution of statement lengths across all datasets, providing insights into the diversity of input
text lengths. Additionally, Table 3 includes citations and links to the datasets, ensuring transparency and facilitating
reproducibility of the experiments.

5.2. Base Models

We utilize the encoder module of Flan-T5 (Raffel et al., 2020) as the backbone for CCSG. Specifically, we start with
the pre-trained T5-v1.1-XXL variant, which features an encoder with approximately 5 billion parameters. Additionally,
we conducted experiments using pretrained BERT models (small and medium variants) and found that they struggled
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Table 2

Length distribution statistics of all datasets. This table presents the distribution of statement lengths across the datasets.
Abbreviation Name Length Distribution

min median 90% 95% 99% max

OBQA OpenBookQA 5 16 29 36 56 74
COPA COPA 10 17 21 23 26 28
SciQ SciQ 6 19 29 34 48 75
QASC QASC 5 13 19 21 24 30
SIQA Social IQA 10 28 38 41 51 70
CODAH CODAH 5 21 31 34 45 73
ComVE ComVE (Task A) 4 10 14 16 20 28
CSQA CommonsenseQA 5 18 28 32 43 73
CSQA2 CommonsenseQA 2.0 5 14 24 29 38 58
Cca2s Com2Sense (paired) 12 24 34 38 44 55
PIQA Physical IQA 5 26 62 80 120 256
WG Winogrande 17 24 31 34 38 42

Table 3
More dataset source details. We provide the link for each dataset we sourced, and indicate whether training data for
Flan-T5 includes these datasets.

Abbr. Name Citation Link In Flan-T57?
OBQA  OpenBookQA https://github.com/allenai/unifiedqa yes
COPA  COPA https://huggingface.co/datasets/super_glue yes
SciQ SciQ https://allenai.org/data/sciq yes
QASC  QASC https://github.com/allenai/qasc yes
SIQA Social IQA https://github.com/allenai/ yes
CODAH CODAH https://github.com/Websail-NU/CODAH yes
ComVE ComVE (Task A) https://github.com/wangcunxiang no
CSQA  CommonsenseQA https://github.com/allenai/csqa yes
CSQA2 CommonsenseQA 2.0 https://github.com/allenai/csqa2 yes
c2s Com?2Sense (paired) https://github.com/PlusLabNLP/Com2Sense yes
PIQA Physical IQA https://github.com/allenai yes
WG Winogrande https://github.com/allenai/winogrande yes

Table 4
Prediction results of BERT on PE. The prediction scores are close to the proportion of “True” and “False” labels in the
dataset which shows that the traditional BERT is difficult to learn commonsense features in PE tasks.

Dataset Avg OBQA COPA SciQ QASC SIQA COHDA ComVE CSQA2 C2S
1:3 1:3 1:3 1.7 1:2 1:3 1:1 1:1 1:1
BERT 34.79 2525 31.10 3255 13.75 3391 26.12 51.02 49.22 50.17

+ LSTM 3535 25.82 32.06 32.21 13.78 3454 28.80 51.24  48.18 51.52
+ CNN  36.95 27.99 3451 33.15 12.63 34.86 29.51 54.34  53.67 51.89

with PE tasks (as shown in Table 4 and Guan et al. (2024)). These findings reinforced our decision to adopt LLMs for
this work.

It is worth noting that certain datasets used in our experiments are included in the pre-training data for Flan-T5.
For detailed information, please refer to Table 3.

5.3. Metrics
In this work, we mainly consider performance at the sentence level. Therefore, we report average accuracy on the
balanced boolean benchmarks (Brodersen et al., 2010), defined as:
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Table 5
Hyperparameter settings.

Symbol Value  Description

L 128 Maximum token count per statement
Bg 4 Number of statements in each batch
Bg 8 Maximum number of statements allowed per batch
R,_4rop 0.05 Droptout generation ratio for positive samples
nrs 1x 107 Learning rate for CCSG with T5 encoder backbone
a 1.0 Weighting factor for binary classification loss
0.25 Weighting factor for contrastive loss
T 0.05 Temperature in contrastive loss
Acc = Y Fe Stz =y
= D] C i’ =D )

(x;.y;,)€D

where | D| denotes the entire count of samples within the dataset, and F- represents the flag function which return
a value of 1 when the condition enclosed in parentheses is satisfied, and 0 when it is not. z(x;) is the logit output of
the model for the input statement x; and S(z(x;)) = y; is the sign function applied to the logit z(x;), and y; is the
ground-truth label for the statement x;, indicating whether the statement is actually True or False.

5.4. Baseline Models

We compared the CCSG with several state-of-the-art publicly accessible models that can be either directly utilized
or adapted for commonsense statement verification. These models, presented in ascending order of performance,
provide a comprehensive comparison. The baseline models include:

SKD Critic. It leverages the RoBERTa-large architecture (Liu, 2019), designed to discern erroneous commonsense
knowledge produced by their SKD approach (West et al., 2021).

I2D2 Critic. A critic model aimed at sieving out inaccurate commonsense knowledge that emerges from their 12D2
methodology (Bhagavatula et al., 2022).

UnifiedQA-v2. A question-answering model and designed to handle datasets featuring diverse input formats,
including those that are boolean in nature (Kadavath et al., 2022).

Entailer. A model engineered to generate proof trees for hypotheses that are based on general scientific knowledge
and understanding (Tafjord et al., 2022).

VERA. The model includes two versions, VERA-T5 and VERA-LLama. In general, VERA-TS outperforms VERA-
LLama (Liu et al., 2023).

GPT3.5. A general-purpose autoregressive language models that are decoder-only(OpenAl, 2022b). To purpose this
model for the role of a commonsense verifier, the prompt follows previous work (Liu et al., 2023).

ChatGPT. The successor to its predecessor GPT-3, exhibit substantial improvements in both the depth and breadth of
their linguistic capabilities (OpenAl, 2022a; Achiam et al., 2023).

Flan-TS. A collection of sequence-to-sequence language models that include multiple encoder versions through
instruction-based training.

5.5. Hyperparameter Settings

Our experimental work is carried out on a high-performance workstation with six NVIDIA L20 including 288G
memory and the environment of torch 1.13.1. See the Table 5 for more details of the training parameters. Furthermore,
it is specifically noted that the integral gradient scores obtained in the preceding iteration are inaccessible during the
first training epoch; hence, counterfactual samples constructor only computes the word contributions at the first training
epoch.
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Table 6
Comparison result between our method with baselines in accuracy.
Dataset — Avg OBQA COPA SciQ QASC SIQA COHDA ComVE CSQA2 C(C2S
SKD Critic(355M) 37.83 27.60 53.00 27.30 12.42 39.20 29.35 5256 47.60 51.41
I12D2 Critic(355M) 59.64 44.80 72.80 55.10 45.25 56.45 67.30 88.26 43.65 63.17
UnifiedQA-v2(11B) 58.60 54.60 81.20 42.20 32.61 52.10 49.00 83.65 56.05 75.96
Entailer(11B) 75.78 T74.40 9240 76.90 57.56 64.33 80.70 96.89 56.00 82.86
PPL(GPT-3.5) 66.36 45.20 / 86.80 57.02 51.23 / 85.37 / 72.56
GPT-3.5(175B) 77.74 7420 87.00 86.00 62.85 65.30 85.05 97.39 60.55 81.33
ChatGPT 62.63 60.80 58.80 60.70 42.01 52.20 56.75 93.08 / 76.73
+5shot Cot  67.51 62.40 /  69.77 4752 5225 90.98 / 8214
GPT-4 71.89 76.00 64.00 70.00 44.00 57.00 66.00 95.00 81.00 94.00
+5shot Cot 75.80 79.80 / 80.00 44.00 67.00 / 92.08 / 91.92
Flan-T5(11B) 80.65 79.60 93.00 80.80 64.58 73.23 89.60 98.40 62.25 84.40
VERA+LLaMa(7B) 83.08 80.20 91.80 90.00 71.38 79.89 88.95 97.99 63.85 83.63
VERA+T5(5B) 84.42 83.20 93.40 88.80 73.33 80.14 88.60 97.79 68.60 85.93
CCSG+T5(5B) 87.49 89.99 93.51 91.03 90.08 91.14 91.01 92.77 70.37 82.95
Table 7

Results of ablation experiments.

Dataset Avg OBQA COPA SciQ QASC SIQA COHDA ComVE CSQA2 C2S
CCSG+T5(5B) 87.49 89.99 93.51 91.03 90.08 91.14 91.01 88.86 70.37 81.43
w/o CCSG 81.11 8152 85.21 80.01 70.05 78.72 86.53 90.76  60.10 79.33

Table 8

Accuracy results of filtering commonsense output produced by LLMs.
Generator Filter QA Avg CSQA QASC PIQA WG OBQA
# # UnifiedQA-large 58.35 61.43 43.09 63.66 53.35 70.20

GPT-3(davinci) # UnifiedQA-large 66.59 70.19 63.82 67.74 56.59 74.60
GPT-3(davinci) VERA UnifiedQA-large 68.66 71.91 66.20 70.35 57.22 77.60
GPT-3(davinci) Our  UnifiedQA-large 70.60 77.32 67.86 68.95 58.90 79.99

6. Experimental Results

In this part, we assess the capability of CCSG in determining the credibility of commonsense assertions and
benchmark its performance against other baseline models. We showcase the effectiveness of CCSG across two separate
contexts: distinguishing commonsense statements and filtering commonsense output produced by LLMs. We employ
a threshold of s = 0.5 for predicting the accuracy of commonsense statements.

6.1. Distinguishing Commonsense Statements

The plausibility scores from CCSG can apply to multiple-choice and boolean commonsense tasks. Initially, we
transform these tasks into the statement group format as described by (Liu et al., 2023). Table 6 presents the outcomes
when utilizing CCSG for resolving commonsense challenges. Generally, we have the following findings:

CCSG outperforms previous baselines by large margins, including previous state-of-the-art (Liu et al., 2023),
VERA+TS5, by 3.07% on (absolute) average accuracy. In addition, CCSG beats GPT-4 (+5shot Cot) by 11.69% on
average accuracy. However, it is noted that CCSG exhibits suboptimal performance across the ComVE, CSQA2, and
C2S datasets. This underperformance may stem from the interference of negative samples generated by Contrastive
Cross-Sample Generation (CCSG) in low sample size or domain-specific scenarios. Generated samples, intended to
enhance model discrimination, can introduce Confounding noise that disrupts training, particularly when the sample
size is small or the domain is highly specialized. Furthermore, we have conducted ablation studies to underscore the
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Figure 4: Visualization of the contribution distribution of each token.

efficacy of CCSG. Utilizing CCSG, our refined model exhibits a significant enhancement of 6.38% in terms of Average
Precision when contrasted with the original TS model. The findings from the ablation study are presented in Table 7.

Generally, when dealing with boolean datasets for binary classification, it is crucial to choose a suitable decision
threshold. However, our analysis reveals that a logit value of zero (z = 0) often aligns closely with the optimal threshold
for distinguishing between accurate and inaccurate commonsense assertions. Consequently, we forego the estimation
of a model-specific threshold and opt to use a threshold of z = 0.

6.2. Filtering LLM-generated Commonsense Knowledge

We find that the application of CCSG for filtering commonsense knowledge significantly enhances the efficacy of
knowledge-augmented reasoning approaches. Within the GKP framework proposed by (Liu et al., 2021), the resolution
of commonsense QA tasks is structured as a two-step process: initially, a knowledge model synthesizes a set of
pertinent commonsense knowledge statements in response to the query at hand; subsequently, a dedicated QA model
formulates its predictions by leveraging this generated knowledge. A significant challenge that undermines the efficacy
of the Generated Knowledge Prompting framework is the potential for the knowledge model to produce non-factual
statements. The incorporation of inaccurate knowledge can misguide the subsequent QA model. To address this issue,
(Liu et al., 2023) suggest incorporating VERA as a filter for the knowledge statements generated before they are
employed by the LLM-QA system. Specifically, they retain only those statements that their model assigns a plausibility
score exceeding 0.5, ensuring a higher degree of factual accuracy in the knowledge base provided to the LLM-QA
model.

Following the previous research (Liu et al., 2022), we employ UnifiedQA-large as the QA model and treat few-
shot GPT-3 (davinci) (Brown, 2020) as the knowledge model. We follow the evaluation settings in (Liu et al., 2022).
Results are presented in Table 8. Incorporating CCSG for knowledge filtering significantly boosts the mean accuracy of
GPT-3’s knowledge by 4.01%, which is a 1.94% improvement over VERA. CCSG demonstrates remarkable efficacy in
overseeing and enhancing the quality of commonsense knowledge produced by the expansive GPT-3 (davinci) model.

6.3. Validation of Effectiveness
For the motivations behind CCSG, we conduct detailed analyses to further reveal why CCSG works and how it
enhances model performance, ultimately aiming to uncover its core advantages and implications for PE model.

6.3.1. Alleviating Commonsense Bias

To substantiate that CCSG can alleviate commonsense bias with the generated counterfactual samples, we randomly
select 150 sentences in four fields with mixed commonsense errors and evaluated them by CCSG. After that, we
manually checked the commonsense errors and calculated the deviation rate. The results presented in Table 9 indicate
that CCSG exhibits a much lower bias rate than the vanilla T5-only-encoder model. Thus, CCSG can significantly
enhance commonsense-sensitive and mitigate the commonsense bias.
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Table 9
The commonsense bias rates issued by Vanilla T5 (w/o0 CCSG) and CCSG in four specific fields.

Field Vanilla T5 CCSG

Physics 40% 24%
Food 21% 4%
Math 47% 36%

Time Series 25% 9%

6.3.2. Enhancing Language Explainability

To explore the rationale behind the counterfactual constructor, we concentrate on the distribution of contribution for
each word, as it indicates the importance of each word in affecting the prediction. Following previous work (Chen et al.,
2023a), we calculate the contribution distribution of each word (see Fig. 4). We discover that the words of “Mr.July”
and “ar” have higher contribution in the original model. However, after adopting our CCSG, the contribution scores
of “noodles”, “dinner” and “restaurant” are upper than before, and thus can mildly help the model to strengthen the
language-explainable.

7. Conclusion and Limitation

In this research, we introduced the CCSG method, a novel and model-agnostic approach designed to enhance the
language-explainable and commonsense-sensitive abilities of PE models. By leveraging counterfactual reasoning and
contrastive learning, CCSG effectively mitigates the over-reliance on superficial linguistic correlations often observed
in existing PE models. Specifically, our method constructs positive and negative counterfactual samples through word-
level contribution analysis and dropout-based augmentation, guiding language models to focus on relevant linguistic
regions while improving sensitivity to commonsense variations. The proposed CCSG framework also incorporates
SCMs to address commonsense biases from a causal perspective, serving as a versatile mediator for improving PE
tasks. Extensive experiments on nine datasets demonstrated that CCSG not only reduces spurious correlations but also
achieves a 3.07% improvement in plausibility estimation performance, surpassing existing benchmarks. These results
highlight its potential to enhance robustness, interpretability, and fairness in PE tasks.

Despite its effectiveness, CCSG has certain limitations. It is designed to predict the plausibility of statements
based on existing commonsense knowledge of the real world and struggles with predicting statements that extend
beyond reality (e.g., fictional or fantastical contexts). Furthermore, CCSG lacks moral discernment, and toxic inputs
may compromise the accuracy and reliability of its predictions. It is essential to clarify that CCSG outputs do not
represent the opinions or viewpoints of its authors. As a research-oriented prototype, CCSG is intended primarily for
academic exploration and is not suitable for direct deployment in real-world decision-making scenarios with significant
consequences. Future work will focus on addressing these limitations by exploring extensions to fictional contexts,
incorporating mechanisms for ethical reasoning, and improving scalability for broader applications.
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