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Abstract

Large Language Models (LLMs) have demon-
strated remarkable capabilities across various
domains. Math Word Problems (MWPs) serve
as a crucial benchmark for evaluating LLMs’
reasoning abilities. While most research pri-
marily focuses on improving accuracy, it of-
ten neglects understanding and addressing the
underlying patterns of errors. Current error
classification methods rely on static and pre-
defined categories, which limit their ability to
capture the full spectrum of error patterns in
mathematical reasoning. To enable systematic
error analysis, we collect error samples from
15 different LLMs of varying sizes across four
distinct MWP datasets using multiple sampling
strategies. Based on this extensive collection,
we introduce MWPES-300K, a comprehensive
dataset containing 304,865 error samples that
cover diverse error patterns and reasoning paths.
To reduce human bias and enable fine-grained
analysis of error patterns, we propose a novel
framework for automated dynamic error classi-
fication in mathematical reasoning. Experimen-
tal results demonstrate that dataset character-
istics significantly shape error patterns, which
evolve from basic to complex manifestations
as model capabilities increase. With deeper
insights into error patterns, we propose error-
aware prompting that incorporates common er-
ror patterns as explicit guidance, leading to sig-
nificant improvements in mathematical reason-
ing performance.

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) have showcased
remarkable capabilities across various domains, yet
mathematical reasoning remains a notable chal-
lenge (Brown et al., 2020; Achiam et al., 2023;
Team et al., 2023; Dubey et al., 2024; Jaech et al.,
2024a, inter alia). Mathematical Word Problems

∗ Equal contribution. Listing order is random.
† Corresponding Authors

(MWPs) serve as a critical benchmark for evalu-
ating LLMs’ mathematical reasoning abilities, as
they demand both natural language understand-
ing and mathematical computation skills. Recent
advancements, such as Chain-of-Thought (CoT)
prompting (Wei et al., 2022) and specialized math-
ematical training (Yang et al., 2024; Shao et al.,
2024), have shown promising progress in this do-
main. However, these improvements primarily fo-
cus on accuracy metrics while overlooking the crit-
ical aspect of understanding and addressing the
underlying patterns of errors.

The analysis of LLM errors in mathematical
reasoning has emerged as a vital research direc-
tion. Lightman et al. (2024) introduces PRM800K,
a dataset featuring manually annotated solution
steps to enhance model performance through pre-
training. Building on this foundation, Zeng et al.
(2023b) develops MR-GSM8K, which incorporates
potentially erroneous reasoning paths and requires
models to both evaluate solution correctness and
pinpoint error locations. This approach aligns with
Li et al. (2024)’s work, which requires models to
not only identify but also correct errors.

However, current approaches to error analysis in
mathematical reasoning face several fundamental
deficiencies. Traditional error classification meth-
ods rely heavily on static, predefined categories
that are based on human observation and empirical
judgment. This approach proves inadequate for
capturing the diverse and evolving nature of LLM
errors, particularly when scaling to large datasets.
The challenge is further complicated by the obser-
vation that different LLMs often generate distinct
types of errors when solving the same problem,
making static classification frameworks increas-
ingly obsolete. For instance, GPT-3.5 and LLaMA-
3.1-70B may produce entirely different types of
errors when solving the same MWP, necessitating
a more flexible classification approach.

Moreover, existing error taxonomies often em-
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ploy broad, ambiguous categories such as “Logic
Error” or “Calculation Error” that lack the granu-
larity needed for meaningful analysis. This over-
simplification obscures the root causes of errors
and hampers the development of targeted improve-
ments. Additionally, current methodologies typi-
cally focus solely on identifying the first error in
a solution path, overlooking the potential cascade
of subsequent errors that could provide valuable
insights into model behavior.

To facilitate systematic error analysis, we in-
troduce MWPES-300K(Math Word Problem Er-
ror Solutions), a comprehensive dataset contain-
ing 304,865,018 erroneous MWP solutions. Un-
like existing error analysis datasets that focus on
single dataset or synthetic errors, MWPES-300K
captures real error patterns by collecting model
outputs across four diverse MWP datasets. Fur-
thermore, we propose a novel framework for auto-
mated dynamic error classification in mathematical
reasoning. Our approach adaptively evolves error
categories based on observed model outputs, en-
abling fine-grained analysis of error patterns while
reducing human bias and intervention. Moreover,
we introduce an innovative error-aware prompt-
ing mechanism that explicitly guides models to
avoid potential errors during problem-solving, sub-
stantially enhancing mathematical reasoning per-
formance and demonstrating the potential for tar-
geted improvement in model capabilities. Our main
contributions are as follows:

• Development of the first automated frame-
work for dynamic error classification in
MWPs, capable of adapting to diverse error
patterns across different LLMs and problem
types.

• Introduction of MWPES-300K, a comprehen-
sive dataset containing 304,865 error samples
collected from 15 different LLMs across 4
MWP datasets of varying difficulty levels us-
ing multiple sampling strategy, enabling ro-
bust analysis of error patterns and distribution.

• Implementation of an error-aware prompting
mechanism that significantly improves mathe-
matical reasoning performance by explicitly
guiding models to avoid relevant error patterns
through our framework.

2 Related Work

MATH Capabilities Enhancement. Research
on enhancing LLMs’ mathematical capabilities can
be broadly categorized into prompting-based and
scaling-based approaches. Prompting techniques
aim to better elicit the inherent reasoning abilities
of LLMs (Kojima et al., 2022). Seminal works like
Chain-of-Thought (CoT) (Wei et al., 2022), Tree-
of-Thought (ToT) (Yao et al., 2023), and Graph-
of-Thought (GoT) (Besta et al., 2024) propose so-
phisticated prompting strategies to guide models in
planning and executing reasoning paths. Program-
of-Thought (PoT) (Chen et al., 2023) and Program-
Aided Language Models (PAL) (Gao et al., 2023)
take a different approach by transforming reason-
ing processes into executable code. The Self-
Consistency (Wang et al., 2023) improves reason-
ing performance by leveraging multiple samples
and selecting answers based on marginal probabil-
ities. In parallel, scaling-based approaches focus
on enhancing mathematical capabilities through
larger model size and extensive training data (Azer-
bayev et al., 2023). Minerva (Lewkowycz et al.,
2022) employs a 540B parameter model trained
on a vast corpus of scientific papers. More re-
cently, OpenAI’s o1 model (Jaech et al., 2024b) ex-
tends scaling to test-time by incorporating external
supervision during the generation process (Setlur
et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024), further boosting
performance on mathematical tasks. This approach
demonstrates how scaling principles can be effec-
tively applied not only during training but also dur-
ing inference to enhance mathematical reasoning
capabilities (Snell et al., 2024; Wu et al., 2024).

Math Word Problems. The development of
math word problem datasets has played a pivotal
role in assessing the mathematical capabilities of
LLMs (Lu et al., 2023). The evolution of these
datasets reflects the progressive advancement in
problem complexity and diversity. Addsub (Hos-
seini et al., 2014) establishes a foundation with
a collection of elementary addition and subtrac-
tion problems, which is subsequently expanded
by Roy and Roth (2015) to encompass multiplica-
tion and division operations. Miao et al. (2020)
further enriches the landscape by introducing a
broader spectrum of text patterns and problem
types, while SVAMP (Patel et al., 2021) inno-
vatively applies systematic variations to existing
problems to test model robustness. As model
capabilities continue to advance, researchers re-

2



Dataset Dataset Size Injected
Errors

Error
Categories

Generator
Count

Dataset
Count

PRM800K 98,732 × 7 1 1

MathCritique-76k 76,000 ✓ Unspecified 1 2

MathCheck-GSM 516 ✓ 4 1 1

MR-GSM8K 3,000 ✓ Unspecified 1 1

EIC-Math 1,800 ✓ 9 1 2

MWPES-300k(ours) 304,865 × Dynamic 15 4

Table 1: Comparison of MWP Datasets involving Error Analysis

spond by developing increasingly sophisticated
datasets (Ahn et al., 2024a). GSM8K (Cobbe et al.,
2021) marks a significant step forward with its
introduction of 8,500 linguistically diverse grade
school math word problems. MATH (Hendrycks
et al., 2021) substantially elevates the complex-
ity threshold by presenting 12,500 competition-
level mathematics problems that span multiple do-
mains, including algebra, probability, calculus, and
geometry. TAL-SCQ5K (TAL Education Group,
2023) contributes to this progression by construct-
ing multiple-choice questions at both junior and
senior high school levels. For advanced mathemati-
cal reasoning assessment, AQuA (Ling et al., 2017)
and MathQA (Amini et al., 2019) extend the fron-
tier to college-level mathematics by incorporating
GRE questions into their collections.

MATH Error Analysis. Recent research has in-
creasingly focused on analyzing and classifying
errors in math word problems. Several datasets
have emerged to facilitate this analysis, each em-
ploying distinct approaches to error generation and
classification. MathCritique-76k (Xi et al., 2024)
and EIC-MATH (Li et al., 2024) utilize LLM-based
approaches to generate erroneous solutions, with
the latter specifically employing GPT-4 to trans-
form correct solutions into incorrect ones. REA-
SONEVAL (Xia et al., 2024) takes a more struc-
tured approach, introducing errors through six spe-
cific perturbation strategies, including step repe-
tition, removal, swapping, and random modifica-
tions. PRM800K (Lightman et al., 2024) provides
a comprehensive process supervision dataset with
800,000 step-level correctness labels for model-
generated solutions. MR-GSM8K (Zeng et al.,
2023a) and MathCheck-GSM (Zhou et al., 2024)
focus on fine-grained step-by-step error annota-
tion, with the former incorporating specialized data
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Figure 1: Distribution of sample source datasets and
model sources. The pie chart illustrates the relative pro-
portion of samples from each dataset, while the bar chart
depicts the sample distribution across source models.

augmentation strategies (POT and REVERSED)
validated through human verification.

However, these existing approaches face several
critical deficiencies. First, the relatively small scale
of most datasets and their limited number of error
generators restrict their generalizability. Second,
the synthetic nature of error construction, often
involving manual injection of errors into correct
solutions, may not accurately reflect the natural
failure modes of LLMs. Third, current error clas-
sification schemes typically lack granularity and
precise criteria, leading to ambiguous categoriza-
tions that may not effectively capture the nuanced
ways in which LLMs fail at mathematical tasks.

3 Data Construction

To address these deficiencies, we introduce
MWPES-300K(Math Word Problem Error Solu-
tions), a systematically constructed dataset con-

3



taining 304,865 erroneous MWP solutions. Fig-
ure 1 presents a detailed statistical analysis of the
dataset’s composition and distribution. By har-
nessing real model outputs rather than manually
injecting synthetic errors, MWPES-300K more ac-
curately mirrors the organic failure modes of LLMs
and offers a broader coverage of error types. While
existing error analysis datasets like PRM800K and
MR-GSM8K focus on single datasets, MWPES-
300K spans four diverse MWP datasets, as de-
tailed in Table 1. This multi-dataset approach en-
ables more comprehensive analysis of error pat-
terns across different problem types and difficulty
levels. The overview of the dataset construction
process is shown in Appendix A.1.

Generation Method. To efficiently construct a
large-scale error sample dataset, we leverage a key
property of MWPs: a solution deviating from the
standard answer often indicates flaws in the reason-
ing process (Lightman et al., 2024). Therefore, in
generating error data, we focus on the incorrect out-
comes of model solutions rather than meticulously
labeling errors at each step. By avoiding manual
annotation of each reasoning step, we enhance the
efficiency of data generation.

We select four widely used MWP datasets:
SVAMP (Patel et al., 2021), GSM8K (Cobbe
et al., 2021), MATH (Hendrycks et al., 2021) and
AQuA (Ling et al., 2017), which cover elemen-
tary, middle school, high school, and college levels
questions (Ahn et al., 2024b) as the data sources for
MWPES-300K. We employ 15 LLMs as solution
generators. These LLMs possess notable natural
language understanding and generation capabili-
ties, enabling them to simulate potential errors in
the problem-solving process. For each problem,
we implement a multiple sampling approach where
each LLM generates 10 distinct solutions. By com-
paring these solutions against ground truth answers,
we identify erroneous solutions that capture various
mistake types, including logical errors, computa-
tional mistakes, and methodological flaws.

Data Filtering. After the initial generation of the
error sample set, we observe instances of misidenti-
fication. Some solutions with formatting deviations
have correct reasoning and calculations. For exam-
ple, an LLM might generate solutions like "Since
he can only plant 6 and 3 rows respectively, then
6 * 8 blue tulips and need 3 * 6 red tulips." While
the LLM accurately represents the computational
steps, it fails to simplify “3 * 6” to “18,” leading
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Model Performance Comparison Before and After Improvement

GPT-4o (Original)
GPT-4o (Improved)
Claude-3.5 sonnet (Original)
Claude-3.5 sonnet (Improved)

Figure 2: A scatter plot comparing GPT-4o and Claude-
3.5 sonnet. “Original” (marked with “x”) represents
the model’s performance on a fixed and ambiguous 9-
class classification task. “Improved” (marked with “o”)
represents the model’s performance on classification
results using our framework. Each point represents
the average accuracy and average normalized entropy
1−H(x) over 1000 questions.

to its misclassification as an incorrect solution in
the initial screening. These format-related devia-
tions do not represent genuine errors and therefore
require removal from the error dataset.

To address this issue, we employ an auto-
mated checker, as detailed in Appendix A.2, to
screen all solutions initially flagged as incorrect.
This checker analyzes LLM outputs to determine
whether the reasoning and calculations are correct,
even if the format deviates slightly from the stan-
dard answer. If the checker confirms the solution’s
logical validity, the corresponding sample is re-
moved from the error sample candidate set.

Given the scale of MWPES-300K, exhaustive
manual verification is impractical. To validate our
automated screening method, we conduct 10 ran-
dom samplings, each examining 3% of the dataset
through rigorous manual review. The average mis-
classification rate across these samplings remains
consistently below 1%, validating the reliability
of our automated approach. After applying all fil-
tering stages described above, we obtain our final
dataset MWPES-300K.

4 Preliminary Experiment

After generating a substantial number of error sam-
ples, we need to categorize them to better under-
stand the sources of model errors within the solu-
tion process. The most straightforward approach is
to employ LLMs for automated error classification

4



Question: Heather’s razors come 4 to a pack and cost $4.00 a pack. 

They are currently on sale for buy one get one free. She also has a 

$2.00 coupon. How much will each individual razor cost, in cents, 

after the discount if she buys 2 packs of razors?

Correct Answer: 25 cents.

Analysis:

1. The calculation confused the concept of the quantity paid for 

versus the actual total quantity received.

2. Discount used a secondary value, not the original price.

Error Solution: 

Step1: Heather buys 2 packs of razors, and with the buy-one-get-one-

free deal, she gets a total of 2 * 2 = 4 packs.

…

Step6: To find the cost of each individual razor, we divide the total cost 

by the number of razors: 14 / 8 = 1.75 dollars.

Step7: Each individual razor will cost $1.75, which is 1.75 * 100 = 175 

cents.

Clustering AlgorithmEmbedding Model

0.056 0.05 -0.13 … 0.028𝑎𝑧1

0.025 -0.27 0.83 … -0.89𝑎𝑧2

Error Analyzer

Classification Result

Error-Aware PromptingLLM

Figure 3: An illustrative example of the automated framework for dynamic error classification.

based on model outputs.
However, we observe an interesting phe-

nomenon. When attempting to guide LLMs to clas-
sify errors into predefined categories, the results are
unsatisfactory. For each sample, we conduct 10 at-
tempts and evaluate both the accuracy and entropy
to measure the model’s classification precision and
consistency. As shown in Figure 2, the LLMs strug-
gle to accurately classify errors according to the
categories specified in the prompts. Moreover, the
models exhibit inconsistent classifications across
multiple attempts with the same prompt.

We attribute this inconsistency to the vague and
overly broad definitions of error types, which im-
pede reliable classification. The absence of clear,
context-specific criteria results in variable model
judgments. Notably, while LLMs exhibit inconsis-
tent performance in direct classification tasks, our
analysis reveals their remarkably strong analytical
capabilities when presented with both incorrect so-
lution paths and correct answers. Detailed analysis
of this phenomenon is presented in Appendix A.3.

5 Methodology

Drawing insights from our preliminary experiments
on error classification patterns, we develop an au-
tomated framework that addresses the limitations
of static error categorization. Our framework dy-
namically adapts to diverse error patterns while
maintaining classification consistency across dif-
ferent LLMs and problem types. The architecture
of this framework is illustrated in Figure 3.

Data Source: The dataset consists of a collection
D = {(qi, ai, si)}ni=1, where for each index i: qi

denotes the i-th question from the problem set, ai
represents its corresponding correct answer, and si
denotes the erroneous solution.

Error Analyzer: The error analyzer takes a
triplet (qi, ai, si) as input and outputs zi, where
zi = [e1, e2, ..., em] is a list structure containing m
error analyses of error solution si, when providing
question qi and standard answer ai.

Embedding Model: The embedding model takes
the list zi = [e1, e2, ..., em] as input, and for each
error analyses ei, it outputs a corresponding vector
vi ∈ Rd, where d is the dimension of each vector.

Clustering Algorithm: The clustering algorithm
takes a set of vectors V = {v1, v2, ..., vn} as input
and outputs a set of k clusters, denoted as C =
{c1, c2, ..., ck}. Each cluster ci contains a set of
similar error analysis vectors.

Error-Aware Prompting. The Error-Aware
Prompting algorithm aims to enhance the LLM’s
ability by incorporating relevant errors of the ques-
tion. This algorithm involves two main steps:
knowledge point labeling and relevant error
summary retrieval.

• Knowledge Point Labeling: Given a ques-
tion q, an LLM is employed to generate a set
of knowledge point labels K. These labels
represent the relevant concepts or topics in-
volved in the question.

• Relevant Error Summary Retrieval: For
each knowledge point label k ∈ K, we first
embed k into a vector vk. We then iterate

5



Algorithm 1 Error-Aware Prompting

1: Input: Question q, Cluster centroids C, error
analysis z, similarity threshold θ, similarity
function F .

2: Use LLM to generate knowledge point labels
K for q.

3: Initialize relevant error summary set R = ∅.
4: for all k ∈ K do
5: Embed k into vector vk.
6: for all c ∈ C do
7: for all ve ∈ c.summaries do
8: Calculate F(vk, ve).
9: if F(vk, ve) ≥ θ then

10: Add e to R.
11: end if
12: end for
13: end for
14: end for
15: Construct prompt p by appending R to q.
16: Generate response using p with LLM.
17: Output: LLM response.

through the clustering results C, where each
cluster ci ∈ C contains embedded error sum-
maries. A similarity function F(vk, ve) is
used to determine the relevance between the
knowledge point k and the error summary e.
If F(vk, vs) ≥ θ, where θ is a predefined sim-
ilarity threshold, the error summary s is added
to a set of relevant summaries R.

An error-aware prompt p is constructed by ap-
pending the relevant summaries R to the original
question q. This prompt is then fed into the LLM
to generate a response. The detail of the algorithm
is shown in Algorithm 1.

6 Experiment

We conduct extensive experiments to address the
following research questions:

• RQ1: How do different MWP datasets impact
error patterns for a given model?

• RQ2: How do error patterns change as model
capabilities improve?

• RQ3: How do error patterns change as the
parameter size of LLM increases?

6.1 Experiment Setup
Data Source: We utilizes the novel MWPES-300K
dataset developed in this research.

Error Analyzer: We employs GPT-4o to analyze
the causes of errors in each solution path. The input
is the error sample, and the output is a description
and analysis of the error type. The prompt template
used is detailed in the Appendix Table 13.
Text Embedding: To convert textual error de-
scriptions into numerical vectors, we use OpenAI’s
text-embedding-3-large (OpenAI, 2024).
Clustering Algorithm: We apply the K-means as
the clustering algorithm. To determine the opti-
mal number of clusters k, we adopt 3 methods: the
Davies-Bouldin Index (Davies and Bouldin, 1979),
Gap Statistic (Tibshirani et al., 2001), and the El-
bow Method.

6.2 Main Result
RQ 1: How do different MWP datasets impact
error patterns for a given model? We analyze the
error patterns of two state-of-the-art models, GPT-
4o and Claude-3.5-sonnet, across MATH, GSM8K,
AQuA and SVAMP. Figure 4 illustrates the error
patterns of GPT-4o across these four MWP datasets.
Detailed results are provided in Appendix A.4.
Dataset Difficulty Correlates with Increased Er-
ror Type Diversity. Our analysis reveals a striking
relationship between dataset difficulties and error
patterns across LLMs. The MATH dataset is of
similar difficulty to AQuA but has a higher diffi-
culty than both GSM8K and SVAMP. The MATH
dataset, encompassing advanced topics from al-
gebra to calculus, consistently elicited both the
highest error counts and most diverse error types
from GPT-4o and Claude-3.5-sonnet. This con-
trasts sharply with SVAMP and GSM8K datasets,
where the models’ error profiles are notably simpler
and less frequent.
Models Exhibit Common Error Types Across
All Datasets. Our analysis across four MWP
datasets identifies common error patterns that tran-
scend specific problem types. These consistently
observed error categories include misinterpretation
of problem requirements, algebraic manipulation
errors, and incomplete constraint consideration.
These persistent error types highlight the signif-
icant challenges MWPs present to LLMs. Interest-
ingly, many errors in the SVAMP dataset are due to
misinterpretation. The primary cause is ambiguous
problem descriptions rather than model weakness.
RQ 2: How do error patterns change as model
capabilities improve?
Evolution of Core Mathematical Problem-
Solving Capabilities. The result is shown in Fig-
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Figure 4: The error pattern distributions of GPT-4o across 4 MWP datasets. Each solution may make more than one
errors.
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Misunderstanding of problem requirements
Lack of verification for final answer.
Miscalculation during the algebraic manipulation.
Insufficient understanding/consideration of problem constraints.
Ambiguous problem parameters.
Misinterpreted conditions led to incorrect assumptions.
Incorrect application of mathematical formulas/concepts.
Inconsistent application of formulas.
Lack of logical reasoning in arriving at the answer.
Inconsistent Variable Substitutions
Misinterpretation of what the problem is asking for.
Lack of Simplification.
Incorrect equation setup due to misinterpreted conditions.
Lacks thorough analysis of boundary conditions
Overcomplication by introducing irrelevant elements resulted in the wrong expression.
The notation used led to confusion in mathematical operations.
Misplaced focus on solving an unnecessary/unsolvable variable.
Miscalculation during the equation solving process.
Unit Error.
Misinterpretation of rounding rules.
Irrelevant Content.
Failure to consider all possible solutions.
Overreliance on assumptions instead of analysis.
Incorrect factorization/Confusion between different forms of number factorizations.
Incorrect calculation during simplification steps.
Improper application of multiplication relationships
Incorrect application of combinatorial principles.
Assumed independence of overlapping events. 
Misapplication of the probability formula for independent events.
Failure to accurately apply speed formulas and conversions.
Misinterpretation of geometric relationships in the problem context.
Misapplication of perimeter and area formulas for rectangles.
Misinterpretation of scaling language led to errors in calculations
Incorrectly assumed equivalence of different algebraic expressions.
Incorrect calculation of the least common multiple (LCM).
Misunderstanding of expected answer format.
Failure to distinguish between selling price and cost price.
Incorrect application of trigonometric functions.
Misapplication of modular reasoning.

Figure 5: The figure depicts error pattern distributions for 15 LLMs. The top stacked bar chart shows the distribution
of error types per model, while the bottom bar chart shows the total error counts. A color-coded legend to the right
shows error types descriptions.

ure 5. Analysis of error patterns across model
generations reveals significant improvements in
fundamental mathematical reasoning capabilities.
Within the GPT series, we observe a consistent
reduction in low-level mathematical errors across
successive models. For instance, in “Misunder-
standing of problem requirements,” error rates de-
creased substantially from GPT-3.5-turbo (11.93%,
10907 errors) to GPT-4o (10.31%, 5976 errors)
to GPT-o1-mini (4.83%, 1699 errors). A similar
trend emerged in “Miscalculation during algebraic
manipulation,” where error rates declined from
GPT-3.5-turbo (8.88%, 8121 errors) to GPT-4o
(6.85%, 3970 errors) to GPT-o1-mini (5.03%, 1769
errors). The Qwen series demonstrated comparable
improvements, with “Miscalculation during alge-
braic manipulation” errors decreasing from Qwen2-
7b-Instruct (11.30%, 13178 errors) to Qwen2.5-
7b-Instruct (8.61%, 7397 errors), though showing
a slight uptick in Qwen2.5-72b-Instruct (9.72%,
6756 errors). These patterns suggest a broad en-
hancement in basic mathematical reasoning capa-
bilities across model generations.

Evolution from Basic to Advanced Reasoning
Errors. Our analysis reveals a notable shift in error
patterns across GPT model generations, suggest-

ing an evolution in their mathematical reasoning
capabilities. While stronger models demonstrate
improved basic computational skills, they make
more complex errors. A striking example is the
emergence of “Lacks thorough analysis of bound-
ary conditions” errors, which are absent in GPT-
3.5-turbo but appear in GPT-4o at a rate of 2.33%.
RQ 3: How do error patterns change as the pa-
rameter size of LLMs increases? The result is
shown in Figure 5. A detailed horizontal compari-
son across model families—Llama, Gemma-2, and
Qwen2.5 reveals a consistent trend: as the model
size increases, total error counts generally decrease,
suggesting a direct correlation between model scale
and performance.

Within the Llama series, the Llama-3.1-405b
model (65401 total errors) outperforms Llama-
3.1-70b (99028 errors) and Llama-3.1-8b (127696
errors) significantly, with a notable reduction in
“Misunderstanding of problem requirements” er-
rors from 17315 (13.56%) in the 8b model to 5614
(8.58%) in the 405b model. Similarly, the Gemma-
2 series demonstrates improved performance mov-
ing from gemma-2-9b-it (88915 errors) to gemma-
2-27b-it (68758 errors), with a reduction in “In-
sufficient understanding/consideration of problem

7



Model CoT Ours

gpt-4o 76.60% 79.22%(+2.62%)

claude-3.5-sonnet 71.10% 80.02%(+8.92%)

llama-3.1-70b 68.0% 78.48%(+10.48%)

llama-3.1-8b 51.90% 78.23%(+26.33%)

Table 2: Performance comparison of CoT baseline and
Error-Aware prompting algorithm on the MATH.

constraints” errors, from 8316 (9.35%) to 5697
(8.29%). The Qwen2.5 models show an increase
in performance going from Qwen2.5-7b-Instruct
(85906 errors) to Qwen2.5-72b-Instruct (69510 er-
rors), with the 72b model exhibiting fewer “Misun-
derstanding of problem requirements” errors.

In addition, as model sizes increase, certain er-
rors like “Inconsistent Variable Substitutions” be-
come almost non-existent, indicating a specific im-
provement in this error type. Finally, the larger
models in each series tend to exhibit a more bal-
anced distribution of error types, whereas the
smaller ones have more skewed error distributions,
implying that the larger models may not have
prominent weaknesses in certain areas compared
to smaller models.

6.3 Error-Aware Prompting

We evaluate the effectiveness of error-aware
prompting algorithm on both in-distribution and
out-of-distribution MWPs to investigate whether
problem-specific error feedback could enhance
LLM performance. Our experiments focuses on
two challenging datasets: MATH (Hendrycks et al.,
2021) and TAL-SCQ5K (TAL Education Group,
2023). For each problem, we employ the approach
detailed in Algorithm 1 to retrieve relevant error
summaries. These summaries, generated by the
error analyzer, detailed the mistakes observed and
are appended to the original prompt to guide the
model’s reasoning process.
In-Distribution Analysis We evaluate four LLMs
on the MATH dataset. As shown in Table 2, Error-
Aware prompting significantly improved the accu-
racy across all models. For instance, llama-3.1-8b
demonstrated a performance increase of over 25%,
surpassing the CoT performance of gpt-4o. These
findings highlight that Error-Aware prompting ef-
fectively helps LLMs avoid potential errors, lead-
ing to substantial improvements in performance.
Out-of-Distribution Analysis To further vali-
date the effectiveness of Error-Aware prompting,

Model CoT Ours

gpt-4o 82.42% 89.43%(+7.01%)

claude-3.5 sonnet 80.11% 84.48%(+4.37%)

llama-3.1-70b 85.58% 87.42%(+1.54%)

llama-3.1-8b 75.76% 80.23%(+4.47%)

Table 3: Performance comparison of CoT baseline and
Error-Aware prompting algorithm on the TAL-SCQ5K.

we conduct experiments on a new dataset, TAL-
SCQ5K (TAL Education Group, 2023). An exam-
ple of TAL-SCQ5K is shown in Appendix Figure 9.
Crucially, the MWPES-300K dataset contains no
overlap with the TAL-SCQ5K dataset; therefore,
it is an out-of-distribution (OOD) task. For each
problem in the TAL-SCQ5K dataset, we extract
its knowledge point route field which represents
the hierarchical structure of mathematical concepts.
For retrieving relevant error summaries, we em-
ploy TF-IDF vectorization to embed the knowledge
point, followed by cosine similarity matching to
calculate similarities. As shown in Table 3, the
results demonstrate a consistent performance im-
provement across all LLMs. We observe that in
OOD scenarios, more capable models utilize error
information more effectively, with GPT-4 achiev-
ing performance improvements of over 7%. See
Appendix A.5 for more details.

7 Conclusion

We introduce a dynamically adaptive framework
for error classification in MWP solving. It automat-
ically updates error categories based on observed
outputs, rather than using static categories. We pro-
pose the MWPES-300K dataset, with 304,865 er-
ror samples across 15 LLMs and 4 MWP datasets,
enabling a thorough error analysis. Specifically,
dataset complexity positively correlates with error
diversity. As LLMs enhance their core mathemat-
ical skills, the errors they make tend to become
more complex, reflecting challenges in advanced
reasoning. Increased model parameter size corre-
lates with reduced overall errors and more balanced
distributions. Our Error-Aware prompting algo-
rithm, leveraging categorized errors, significantly
improves in and out-of-distribution performance
on MATH and TAL-SCQ5K datasets. We suggest
that a focus on error analysis can serve as a good
way to develop more robust and reliable LLMs for
mathematical reasoning tasks.
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Limitations

Process-Answer Inconsistency Our analysis fo-
cuses solely on solutions where both the final an-
swer and solution process are incorrect, which ig-
nores the phenomenon where LLMs arrive at cor-
rect answers through flawed reasoning processes.
We leave the investigation of this type of error for
future research.

Domain Specificity Although we demonstrate
the effectiveness of our framework in the mathe-
matical domain, its applicability to other domains
remains unexplored. Our dynamic error classifi-
cation approach could be adapted for tasks such
as logical reasoning, scientific problem-solving,
or code debugging. Future work will extend our
framework and error-aware prompting algorithm to
additional domains to analyze LLMs’ error patterns
across different fields more comprehensively.

Ethics Statement

The MWPES-300K dataset, carefully assembled
to analyze error patterns in mathematical reason-
ing across different LLMs, comprises error sam-
ples collected from 15 distinct language models
across four established mathematical word prob-
lem datasets. Each error sample is systematically
processed through our automated dynamic error
classification framework, ensuring consistent and
unbiased analysis. To validate the framework’s
effectiveness and ensure the quality of error clas-
sifications, we employ three mathematical experts
with advanced degrees in mathematics, compen-
sated at standard academic research rates, who con-
ducted regular reviews of the automated classifica-
tions.

Throughout our research, we maintain strict ad-
herence to ethical guidelines regarding model ac-
cess and usage. All experiments with commercial
LLMs are conducted in full compliance with their
respective providers’ terms of service and API us-
age policies. For open-source models, we carefully
follow the associated model licenses and usage
restrictions. The four source MWP datasets are
utilized in accordance with their original licenses,
and all derived error samples maintain proper attri-
bution to their source problems.

Our automated error classification framework
is designed with careful consideration of potential
biases. We implement rigorous testing procedures
to ensure that the dynamic categorization system

does not inadvertently perpetuate or amplify ex-
isting biases in model outputs. The Error-Aware
prompting mechanism is developed with explicit
attention to maintaining model performance across
diverse problem types and difficulty levels.

The MWPES-300K dataset will be released un-
der the CC-BY-SA-4.0 license for research pur-
poses only. We commit to maintaining an open
channel for addressing any concerns regarding the
dataset or its applications. While our research aims
to improve mathematical reasoning capabilities in
LLMs, we acknowledge the responsibility to ensure
that these improvements do not inadvertently en-
able deceptive or harmful applications. We encour-
age researchers utilizing our dataset and framework
to maintain high ethical standards and consider the
broader implications of enhanced mathematical rea-
soning capabilities in AI systems.
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A Appendix

A.1 Details of data construction

Figure 6 illustrates the data construction process.
We curate a dataset by selecting 4 Math Word Prob-
lem (MWP) datasets (SVAMP, GSM8K, AQuA,
and MATH) as our source. 15 LLMs from various
vendors generated 10 solutions for each problem.
These solutions are filtered based on consistency
with expected answers, with inconsistent yet se-
mantically correct data being discarded. We adpot
GPT-4o as the automated checker. The remain-
ing data are manually reviewed to create the final
MWPES-300k dataset.

A.2 Automated Checker

Within the data filtering process, an automated
checker plays a crucial role in refining the initially
identified error sample set. This checker can take
the form of any model designed to assess the va-
lidity of a MWP solving process. However, for
simplicity and efficiency in this study, we utilize
GPT-4o as our automated checker. The checker
is prompted to evaluate only the final step of the
solution, determining if it aligns semantically with
the standard answer. Critically, the checker is in-
structed to disregard minor format or presentation
differences, recognizing as correct those solutions
that achieve the proper meaning despite such varia-
tions. This approach enables us to effectively filter
out samples flagged due to superficial deviation.

A.3 Details of Static Error Categorization

We design an experiment where an LLM performs
repeated 9-class classifications on solutions con-
taining only one error. These error types, as pro-
posed by Li et al. (2024), are distilled from previ-
ous research, including numerical errors such as
calculation errors (CA), counting errors (CO), and
unit conversion errors (UC); contextual errors like
context value errors (CV) and hallucinations (HA);
and reasoning errors such as operator errors (OP),
formula confusion errors (FC), missing steps (MS),
and contradictory steps (CS).

To investigate the consistency and accuracy of
LLMs in error classification, we choose two high-
performance models, GPT-4o and Claude-3.5 son-
net, as error classifiers. We randomly sample 1,000
questions from the GSM8K, AQuA, and MATH
datasets. And for each problem, we sample 10 so-
lutions to examine output consistency. The experi-
ment utilizes a consistent prompt shown in Table 14.

The results in Figure 2 indicate that LLM outputs
are not invariably uniform for identical problem
instances. Furthermore, accuracy in categorizing
errors is low, especially when the distinctions be-
tween different error types lack clear demarcation.
The detailed experimental result is shown in Fig-
ure 7 and 8.

We argue that this phenomenon is due to am-
biguous error definitions. Vague and overly broad
definitions of error types hinder consistent classifi-
cation. The lack of clear, context-specific criteria
leads to variable model judgments due to differ-
ences in training data and biases.

We observe that while LLMs perform inconsis-
tently in direct classification tasks, their capability
for error analysis is notably strong and highly accu-
rate when explicitly informed that a solution path
is incorrect and provided with the correct answer.
This finding suggests that although LLMs may ex-
hibit uncertainty and inconsistency in classification
tasks, they can accurately identify and explain prob-
lems in specific error analysis scenarios.

To enable effective error identification and anal-
ysis, we employ GPT-4o as our error analyzer. An
input template, as shown in Figure 13, guided GPT-
4o to not only pinpoint errors but also to provide
concise explanations. To validate its performance,
we conducted an experiment, sampling 1,000 data
points from the MWPES-300k dataset for each
(model, dataset) pair. We then manually evaluate
GPT-4o’s error analysis accuracy, focusing on its
error identification precision.

As detailed in Table 12, experimental results
show that as model performance increases, it be-
comes more challenging for models to analyze com-
plex errors. While high-performance models such
as GPT-4o excel in overall accuracy, they some-
times struggle with complex or subtle errors, fail-
ing to provide correct analyses. Furthermore, as the
dataset difficulty increases, the correction accuracy
also tends to decrease, because error correction re-
lies on a thorough analysis of the problem, which
may be challenging for high-performance models
on some problems. However, it is important to
note that the overall error analysis accuracy of the
models remains significantly high, suggesting their
considerable potential and application value in er-
ror analysis tasks.

A.4 Details of the Experiment Result
Tables 5 to 11 show the error pattern distribution
of 15 LLMs across 39 error types. The error types
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Figure 6: The overview of the dataset construction workflow.

and their abbreviations are shown in Table 4.

A.5 Details of Out-of-Distribution Analysis

The experiments in OOD analysis utilize the TAL-
SCQ5K dataset, which is available in both English
(TAL-SCQ5K-EN) and Chinese (TAL-SCQ5K-
CN) versions. Developed by TAL Education
Group, each language version of TAL-SCQ5K
comprises 5,000 multiple-choice math questions,
divided into 3,000 training examples and 2,000
test examples. The questions span a wide range
of mathematical topics, covering primary, junior
high, and high school levels. This ensures a di-
verse and challenging benchmark for evaluating
the performance of LLMs on mathematical rea-
soning tasks. The multiple-choice format allows
for straightforward evaluation and comparison of
model predictions.

An example of TAL-SCQ5K dataset is shown
in Figure 9. Each example within the
TAL-SCQ5K dataset includes a field named
knowledge-point-routes. This field provides a
concise description of the specific mathematical
concepts and topics relevant to the question. This
explicit representation of the knowledge hierarchy
is critical for error summary retrieval.

In retrieving relevant error summaries, we em-
ploy a cosine similarity algorithm to identify the
most related summaries based on the knowledge
point route field. The cosine similarity score is a

continuous value between 0 and 1, where 1 indi-
cates perfect similarity. In our retrieval process, we
have set a similarity threshold of 0.3. This means
that only error summaries with a cosine similarity
of 0.3 or higher, compared to the input problem’s
knowledge points, are considered for inclusion in
the error-aware prompt.

To ensure the quality of the information and pre-
vent repetition, we implement a deduplication step:
If an error summary has already been added to the
prompt, it will not be added again. Furthermore,
to avoid overwhelming the model with excessive
information and to mitigate potential interference,
we restrict the maximum number of included error
summaries to 5. This threshold helps to filter out
irrelevant error summaries, focusing on the most
relevant and helpful error information, while avoid-
ing redundant information and keeping the prompt
within reasonable length.
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Error Type Code

Misunderstanding of problem requirements MOP

Lack of verification for final answer. LOV

Miscalculation during the algebraic manipulation. MAM

Insufficient understanding/consideration of problem constraints. IUC

Ambiguous problem parameters. APP

Misinterpreted conditions led to incorrect assumptions. MCI

Incorrect application of mathematical formulas/concepts. IAM

Inconsistent application of formulas. IAF

Lack of logical reasoning in arriving at the answer. LLR

Inconsistent Variable Substitutions IVS

Misinterpretation of what the problem is asking for. MWP

Lack of Simplification. LOS

Incorrect equation setup due to misinterpreted conditions. IES

Lacks thorough analysis of boundary conditions LAB

Overcomplication by introducing irrelevant elements resulted in the wrong expression. ORI

The notation used led to confusion in mathematical operations. NCM

Misplaced focus on solving an unnecessary/unsolvable variable. MFS

Miscalculation during the equation solving process. MES

Unit Error. UNE

Misinterpretation of rounding rules. MRR

Irrelevant Content. IC

Failure to consider all possible solutions. FCS

Overreliance on assumptions instead of analysis. ORA

Incorrect factorization/Confusion between different forms of number factorizations. IFC

Incorrect calculation during simplification steps. ICS

Improper application of multiplication relationships IMR

Incorrect application of combinatorial principles. ICP

Assumed independence of overlapping events. AIO

Misapplication of the probability formula for independent events. MPI

Failure to accurately apply speed formulas and conversions. FAC

Misinterpretation of geometric relationships in the problem context. MGR

Misapplication of perimeter and area formulas for rectangles. MPA

Misinterpretation of scaling language led to errors in calculations. MSC

Incorrectly assumed equivalence of different algebraic expressions. IAE

Incorrect calculation of the least common multiple (LCM). ILC

Misunderstanding of expected answer format. MEF

Failure to distinguish between selling price and cost price. FSP

Incorrect application of trigonometric functions. ITF

Misapplication of modular reasoning. MMR

Table 4: Error Types and Their Abbreviations
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Model MOP LOV MAM IUC APP MCI

gpt-o1-mini 1699[4.83%] 2368[6.73%] 1769[5.03%] 2535[7.20%] 0[0.00%] 1630[4.63%]
gpt-4o 5976[10.31%] 5781[9.97%] 3970[6.85%] 4026[6.94%] 0[0.00%] 3482[6.01%]
gpt-3.5 turbo 10907[11.93%] 10643[11.64%] 8121[8.88%] 5656[6.19%] 0[0.00%] 5335[5.83%]
gemma-2-27b-it 7258[10.56%] 7843[11.41%] 7996[11.63%] 5697[8.29%] 0[0.00%] 4054[5.90%]
gemma-2-9b-it 12063[13.57%] 10893[12.25%] 8818[9.92%] 8316[9.35%] 933[1.05%] 4959[5.58%]
claude-3.5-sonnet 6366[9.99%] 5391[8.46%] 3789[5.95%] 4541[7.13%] 0[0.00%] 4040[6.34%]
claude-3.5-haiku 11353[11.29%] 8483[8.44%] 7717[7.67%] 7884[7.84%] 1908[1.90%] 4151[4.13%]
llama-3.1-405b 5614[8.58%] 8024[12.27%] 3928[6.01%] 6171[9.44%] 0[0.00%] 3664[5.60%]
llama-3.1-70b 12105[12.22%] 11339[11.45%] 8901[8.99%] 10378[10.48%] 1100[1.11%] 7550[7.62%]
llama-3.1-8b 17315[13.56%] 13944[10.92%] 10489[8.21%] 8929[6.99%] 4792[3.75%] 10517[8.24%]
Qwen2.5-72b-Instruct 5600[8.06%] 7174[10.32%] 6756[9.72%] 5461[7.86%] 0[0.00%] 4137[5.95%]
Qwen2.5-7b-Instruct 9375[10.91%] 5544[6.45%] 7397[8.61%] 3106[3.62%] 1212[1.41%] 7076[8.24%]
Qwen2-7b-Instruct 16995[14.57%] 10559[9.05%] 13178[11.30%] 9890[8.48%] 3789[3.25%] 7982[6.84%]
glm-4-9b-chat 21160[14.20%] 13707[9.20%] 11673[7.83%] 8985[6.03%] 3984[2.67%] 11311[7.59%]
chatglm3-6b 27261[14.60%] 21508[11.52%] 18555[9.93%] 8957[4.80%] 5293[2.83%] 10838[5.80%]

Table 5: Error Metrics (Part 1)

Model IAM IAF LLR IVS MWP LOS

gpt-o1-mini 3232[9.18%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%]
gpt-4o 5266[9.08%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 1212[2.09%]
gpt-3.5 turbo 4848[5.30%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 836[0.91%] 1059[1.16%]
gemma-2-27b-it 5558[8.08%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 947[1.38%]
gemma-2-9b-it 8929[10.04%] 0[0.00%] 599[0.67%] 432[0.49%] 1059[1.19%] 2285[2.57%]
claude-3.5-sonnet 4611[7.23%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%]
claude-3.5-haiku 6951[6.91%] 0[0.00%] 780[0.78%] 0[0.00%] 2647[2.63%] 2967[2.95%]
llama-3.1-405b 3789[5.79%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 641[0.98%]
llama-3.1-70b 8609[8.69%] 404[0.41%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 1546[1.56%] 975[0.98%]
llama-3.1-8b 6965[5.45%] 1351[1.06%] 2647[2.07%] 850[0.67%] 3566[2.79%] 0[0.00%]
Qwen2.5-72b-Instruct 3900[5.61%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 1156[1.66%]
Qwen2.5-7b-Instruct 7355[8.56%] 933[1.09%] 933[1.09%] 961[1.12%] 2897[3.37%] 390[0.45%]
Qwen2-7b-Instruct 6213[5.33%] 1867[1.60%] 2507[2.15%] 1351[1.16%] 1894[1.62%] 1407[1.21%]
glm-4-9b-chat 8525[5.72%] 2786[1.87%] 5753[3.86%] 2048[1.37%] 8274[5.55%] 0[0.00%]
chatglm3-6b 12189[6.53%] 3106[1.66%] 11687[6.26%] 4736[2.54%] 8832[4.73%] 1379[0.74%]

Table 6: Error Metrics (Part 2)

Model IES LAB ORI NCM MFS MES

gpt-o1-mini 1686[4.79%] 2326[6.61%] 1867[5.30%] 0[0.00%] 460[1.31%] 557[1.58%]
gpt-4o 2675[4.61%] 1351[2.33%] 1323[2.28%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 1073[1.85%]
gpt-3.5 turbo 5544[6.06%] 1087[1.19%] 905[0.99%] 0[0.00%] 766[0.84%] 5878[6.43%]
gemma-2-27b-it 3775[5.49%] 1365[1.99%] 780[1.13%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 1142[1.66%]
gemma-2-9b-it 5447[6.13%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 1226[1.38%] 1894[2.13%]
claude-3.5-sonnet 3371[5.29%] 1616[2.54%] 1546[2.43%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 3274[5.14%]
claude-3.5-haiku 5112[5.08%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 2326[2.31%] 4764[4.74%]
llama-3.1-405b 3524[5.39%] 1867[2.85%] 1240[1.90%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 2187[3.34%]
llama-3.1-70b 4402[4.45%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 696[0.70%] 0[0.00%] 3287[3.32%]
llama-3.1-8b 4876[3.82%] 0[0.00%] 1170[0.92%] 1644[1.29%] 1867[1.46%] 4555[3.57%]
Qwen2.5-72b-Instruct 2800[4.03%] 892[1.28%] 1630[2.34%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 1240[1.78%]
Qwen2.5-7b-Instruct 2856[3.32%] 0[0.00%] 209[0.24%] 0[0.00%] 1546[1.80%] 2090[2.43%]
Qwen2-7b-Instruct 4499[3.86%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 1073[0.92%] 1184[1.02%] 1393[1.19%]
glm-4-9b-chat 4876[3.27%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 1365[0.92%] 0[0.00%] 7411[4.97%]
chatglm3-6b 5224[2.80%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 1811[0.97%] 0[0.00%] 3552[1.90%]

Table 7: Error Metrics (Part 3)
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Model UNE MRR IC FCS ORA IFC

gpt-o1-mini 0[0.00%] 320[0.91%] 0[0.00%] 1992[5.66%] 557[1.58%] 404[1.15%]
gpt-4o 0[0.00%] 1365[2.35%] 0[0.00%] 1351[2.33%] 3552[6.13%] 1574[2.71%]
gpt-3.5 turbo 822[0.90%] 2758[3.02%] 0[0.00%] 2563[2.80%] 3204[3.50%] 1031[1.13%]
gemma-2-27b-it 0[0.00%] 989[1.44%] 0[0.00%] 1853[2.69%] 2326[3.38%] 446[0.65%]
gemma-2-9b-it 0[0.00%] 794[0.89%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 2995[3.37%] 1379[1.55%]
claude-3.5-sonnet 0[0.00%] 2006[3.15%] 0[0.00%] 1964[3.08%] 975[1.53%] 1114[1.75%]
claude-3.5-haiku 1853[1.84%] 1337[1.33%] 0[0.00%] 878[0.87%] 2034[2.02%] 0[0.00%]
llama-3.1-405b 0[0.00%] 3831[5.86%] 1240[1.90%] 2076[3.17%] 2048[3.13%] 599[0.92%]
llama-3.1-70b 0[0.00%] 2507[2.53%] 1867[1.88%] 975[0.98%] 1059[1.07%] 0[0.00%]
llama-3.1-8b 1240[0.97%] 3733[2.92%] 5558[4.35%] 0[0.00%] 2298[1.80%] 0[0.00%]
Qwen2.5-72b-Instruct 460[0.66%] 2382[3.43%] 0[0.00%] 2368[3.41%] 1797[2.59%] 0[0.00%]
Qwen2.5-7b-Instruct 1059[1.23%] 2382[2.77%] 0[0.00%] 474[0.55%] 0[0.00%] 752[0.88%]
Qwen2-7b-Instruct 1853[1.59%] 3106[2.66%] 2382[2.04%] 0[0.00%] 1825[1.56%] 0[0.00%]
glm-4-9b-chat 2145[1.44%] 2716[1.82%] 6101[4.09%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%]
chatglm3-6b 2257[1.21%] 0[0.00%] 7968[4.27%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%]

Table 8: Error Metrics (Part 4)

Model ICS IMR ICP AIO MPI FAC

gpt-o1-mini 850[2.41%] 0[0.00%] 1532[4.35%] 2076[5.90%] 1365[3.88%] 0[0.00%]
gpt-4o 1630[2.81%] 0[0.00%] 2688[4.64%] 2466[4.25%] 1811[3.12%] 0[0.00%]
gpt-3.5 turbo 3775[4.13%] 0[0.00%] 2173[2.38%] 2020[2.21%] 947[1.04%] 1087[1.19%]
gemma-2-27b-it 543[0.79%] 0[0.00%] 3873[5.63%] 1309[1.90%] 836[1.22%] 1295[1.88%]
gemma-2-9b-it 1073[1.21%] 0[0.00%] 4430[4.98%] 1950[2.19%] 515[0.58%] 683[0.77%]
claude-3.5-sonnet 1811[2.84%] 0[0.00%] 1908[2.99%] 1003[1.57%] 1240[1.95%] 1170[1.84%]
claude-3.5-haiku 2897[2.88%] 0[0.00%] 4290[4.27%] 1073[1.07%] 599[0.60%] 4806[4.78%]
llama-3.1-405b 1087[1.66%] 0[0.00%] 2549[3.90%] 752[1.15%] 1212[1.85%] 1254[1.92%]
llama-3.1-70b 1532[1.55%] 0[0.00%] 4597[4.64%] 864[0.87%] 613[0.62%] 1699[1.72%]
llama-3.1-8b 1365[1.07%] 1867[1.46%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 3120[2.44%]
Qwen2.5-72b-Instruct 1435[2.06%] 0[0.00%] 3399[4.89%] 1114[1.60%] 1254[1.80%] 1588[2.28%]
Qwen2.5-7b-Instruct 1908[2.22%] 724[0.84%] 6631[7.72%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 3761[4.38%]
Qwen2-7b-Instruct 1811[1.55%] 1588[1.36%] 2967[2.54%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 947[0.81%]
glm-4-9b-chat 2549[1.71%] 4040[2.71%] 1532[1.03%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 4862[3.26%]
chatglm3-6b 1825[0.98%] 4764[2.55%] 1087[0.58%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 4569[2.45%]

Table 9: Error Metrics (Part 5)

Model MGR MPA MSC IAE ILC MEF

gpt-o1-mini 1853[5.26%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 515[1.46%] 0[0.00%]
gpt-4o 1727[2.98%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 878[1.51%] 0[0.00%]
gpt-3.5 turbo 2647[2.89%] 0[0.00%] 947[1.04%] 599[0.66%] 1532[1.68%] 1379[1.51%]
gemma-2-27b-it 2493[3.63%] 794[1.15%] 557[0.81%] 933[1.36%] 961[1.40%] 0[0.00%]
gemma-2-9b-it 2410[2.71%] 1686[1.90%] 1365[1.54%] 0[0.00%] 432[0.49%] 0[0.00%]
claude-3.5-sonnet 3371[5.29%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%] 2145[3.37%] 1713[2.69%] 2076[3.26%]
claude-3.5-haiku 2424[2.41%] 2173[2.16%] 2702[2.69%] 0[0.00%] 1867[1.86%] 1532[1.52%]
llama-3.1-405b 2716[4.15%] 710[1.09%] 0[0.00%] 460[0.70%] 975[1.49%] 683[1.04%]
llama-3.1-70b 1797[1.81%] 1825[1.84%] 1727[1.74%] 0[0.00%] 2939[2.97%] 334[0.34%]
llama-3.1-8b 975[0.76%] 2981[2.33%] 3970[3.11%] 0[0.00%] 738[0.58%] 1686[1.32%]
Qwen2.5-72b-Instruct 1309[1.88%] 1045[1.50%] 1114[1.60%] 1393[2.00%] 1672[2.40%] 0[0.00%]
Qwen2.5-7b-Instruct 2159[2.51%] 3134[3.65%] 1727[2.01%] 1797[2.09%] 850[0.99%] 1658[1.93%]
Qwen2-7b-Instruct 3232[2.77%] 3343[2.87%] 2535[2.17%] 0[0.00%] 696[0.60%] 1295[1.11%]
glm-4-9b-chat 1128[0.76%] 0[0.00%] 5015[3.36%] 0[0.00%] 306[0.21%] 4499[3.02%]
chatglm3-6b 794[0.43%] 5084[2.72%] 3343[1.79%] 0[0.00%] 446[0.24%] 6854[3.67%]

Table 10: Error Metrics (Part 6)
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Model FSP ITF MMR

gpt-o1-mini 0[0.00%] 2034[5.78%] 1574[4.47%]
gpt-4o 0[0.00%] 1658[2.86%] 1156[1.99%]
gpt-3.5 turbo 0[0.00%] 1128[1.23%] 1240[1.36%]
gemma-2-27b-it 961[1.40%] 1240[1.80%] 933[1.36%]
gemma-2-9b-it 1351[1.52%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%]
claude-3.5-sonnet 0[0.00%] 1755[2.75%] 933[1.46%]
claude-3.5-haiku 3051[3.03%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%]
llama-3.1-405b 0[0.00%] 1435[2.19%] 1128[1.73%]
llama-3.1-70b 2856[2.88%] 543[0.55%] 0[0.00%]
llama-3.1-8b 2688[2.11%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%]
Qwen2.5-72b-Instruct 3873[5.57%] 1783[2.57%] 780[1.12%]
Qwen2.5-7b-Instruct 2382[2.77%] 627[0.73%] 0[0.00%]
Qwen2-7b-Instruct 3274[2.81%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%]
glm-4-9b-chat 2285[1.53%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%]
chatglm3-6b 2856[1.53%] 0[0.00%] 0[0.00%]

Table 11: Error Metrics (Part 7)

Model Name Launch Parameters MATH AQuA SVAMP GSM8K

GPT-4o 2024 / 88% 92% 98% 96%

o1-mini 2024 / 85% 89% 97% 99%

GPT-3.5-turbo 2022 / 91% 93% 96% 97%

Llama-3.1-8B 2024 8B / / 97% 96%

Llama-3.1-70B 2024 70B 93% 94% 98% 95%

Llama-3.1-405B 2024 405B 89% 92% 97% 97%

glm-4-9b-chat 2024 9B / / 96% 98%

Chatglm3-6b 2024 6B / / 97% 98%

Qwen2-7B-Instruct 2024 7B / / 98% 96%

Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct 2024 7B / / 97% 97%

Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct 2024 72B 91% 90% 98% 96%

Gemma-2-9b-it 2024 9B 94% 95% 97% 97%

Gemma-2-27b-it 2024 27B 88% 91% 97% 98%

Claude-3.5 Sonnet 2024 / 91% 90% 98% 97%

Claude-3 Haiku 2024 / 93% 95% 98% 96%

Table 12: Error Analysis Accuracy of Various Models on Different Datasets
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Instruction: You are an expert in reviewing math problem-solving steps. Your specialty is identifying errors in provided solution
steps and summarizing them into abstract categories.You will receive information containing the original question, the solution
steps and the correct answer.
1. Provide a concise explanation of the errors in the problem-solving process. If the response correctly solves the problem, output
"Solution is right."
2. After the detailed explanation, please briefly summarize the core reasons for the mistake into abstract categories, avoiding
details related to the specific problem. The abstract reasons should be listed with numbered points, and each line should not
exceed 15 words. Try to minimize the number of reasons (less than 4).
The output should clearly separate the detailed error analysis from the summarized reasons.

Q: Uriah’s book bag is getting too heavy for him. He needs to remove 15 pounds from it. His comic books weigh 1/4 pound each
and his toys weigh 1/2 pound each. If he removes 30 comic books, how many toys does he need to remove?
R: Each comic book weighs 1/4 pound and Uriah needs to remove 15 pounds in total. So the number of comic books he needs to
remove is 15 / (1/4) = 15 * 4 = 60 comic books. Since each toy weighs 1/2 pound, the number of toys you need to remove is 60
toys / (1/2) = 60 * 2 = 120 toys. So the answer is 120.
A: 15
Analysis: The solution contains errors in the problem-solving process:
1. Misinterpretation of the Problem: The response incorrectly calculates the number of comic books to be removed. The problem
states that Uriah removes 30 comic books, not that he needs to calculate how many to remove.
2. Incorrect Calculation for Toys: The response incorrectly calculates the number of toys to remove. After removing 30 comic
books, the weight removed is (30× 1

4
= 7.5) pounds. Uriah still needs to remove

(15− 7.5 = 7.5) pounds.
3. Correct Calculation for Toys: To remove the remaining 7.5 pounds using toys that weigh 1/2 pound each, the number of toys
to remove is (7.5÷ 1

2
= 15) toys.

The correct answer is 15 toys, not 120.

Q: I have 10 liters of orange drink that are two-thirds water and I wish to add it to 15 liters of pineapple drink that is three-fifths
water. But as I pour it, I spill one liter of the orange drink. How much water is in the remaining 24 liters?
R: Each comic book weighs 1/4 pound and Uriah needs to remove 15 pounds in total. So the number of comic books he needs to
remove is 15 / (1/4) = 15 * 4 = 60 comic books. Since each toy weighs 1/2 pound, the number of toys you need to remove is 60
toys / (1/2) = 60 * 2 = 120 toys. So the answer is 120. The shore was 64 seconds away, so Julia rowed towards shore for a total
of 64/0.8 = 80 units of 10 feet. For every 10 feet she rowed towards shore, the boat took on 2 liters of water. Therefore, the boat
took on a total of 80*2 = 160 liters of water by the time Julia reached shore.
A: 15
Analysis: The solution contains multiple errors in its calculations:
1. Misinterpretation of the spill: When 1 liter of orange drink is spilled, it affects the amount of water contributed by the orange
drink proportionately. The solution incorrectly subtracts 1 directly from the total water content, rather than calculating the water
in the spilled 1 liter of orange drink and adjusting accordingly.
2. Incorrect total water computation: The orange drink is two-thirds water, so spilling 1 liter of it means ( 2

3
× 1 = 2

3
) liters of

water is lost. The correct adjustment requires subtracting ( 2
3

) liters of water from the total, not 1 liter as stated in the response.
3. Final calculation discrepancy: The total water content in the remaining mixture should be accurately recomputed after taking
the spill into account. The response’s claim of 56

3
liters of water is incorrect. The correct approach follows these steps:- Before

the spill: - Water in orange drink: ( 2
3
× 10 = 20

3
) liters. - Water in pineapple drink: 3

5
× 15 = 9 liters. - Total water in drinks:

20
3
+ 9 = 47

3
liters.- After the spill: - Water lost from the spill: ( 2

3
) liters. - Remaining water: 47

3
− 2

3
= 45

3
= 15 liters. Thus,

there is 15 liters of water in the remaining 24 liters of the mixture.
The provided solution has calculation errors in considering the impact of the spill and in the final total. The correct answer is 15
liters, not ( 56

3
).

Q: Simplify −3(1 + 4i) + i(−2− i).
R: Step 1: Simplify the first term of the expression. The first term is −3(1+ 4i). Using the distributive property, we multiply −3
by both 1 and 4i, giving −3− 12i. Step 2: Simplify the second term of the expression. The second term is i(−2− i). Again
using the distributive property, we multiply i by both −2 and −i, giving −2i+ i2. Since i2 = −1, this simplifies to −2i− 1.
Step 3: Combine the two simplified terms. We now combine the simplified terms from steps 1 and 2: −3 − 12i − 2i − 1.
Combining like terms, we get −4− 14i. The final answer is: −4− 14i.
A: −2− 14i
Analysis: The solution contains multiple errors in its simplification and combination of terms:
1. Inaccurate combination of terms during final simplification: When combining all terms −3 − 12i − 2i − 1, the correct
grouping and simplification should be (−3− 1) + (−12i− 2i), resulting in −4− 14i. The solution claims the correct answer
is −2− 14i, which indicates an error in the way the terms were initially evaluated or combined. This shows a discrepancy in the
simplification, where a constant term is incorrectly calculated.
2. Lack of careful evaluation of intermediate results: The error doesn’t arise from just one step but rather from an incorrect final
result. The intermediate calculations are correctly executed in part, leading up to step 2, but then incorrectly combined in step 3.
This indicates a failure to carefully evaluate and correctly combine the terms for the final answer, particularly in the grouping of
the real number constants.
In conclusion, the error lies in the misinterpretation of how to properly combine all the terms, which leads to an incorrect result.

Q:[Question]
R:[Error Response]
A:[Answer]
Analysis:

Table 13: Prompt for Mathematical Error Analysis and Summarization.
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Instruction: You are an expert in identifying errors in mathematical problem-solving. Your task is to classify the type of error
present in a given solution. Here are the 9 error types you need to choose from:
Calculation Errors (CA): Errors in arithmetic operations.
Counting Errors (CO): Errors in counting or enumeration.
Unit Conversion Errors (UC): Errors involving unit conversions.
Context Value Errors (CV): Errors using incorrect or missing context values.
Hallucinations (HA): Errors where the model invents false information.
Operator Errors (OP): Errors in selecting the correct mathematical operators.
Formula Confusion Errors (FC): Errors using the wrong formula or procedure.
Missing Steps (MS): Errors where necessary steps are missing in the solution.
Contradictory Steps (CS): Errors where the solution has contradictory statements.
For each solution I provide, identify the ONE error type that is present in it. Do not provide any other information.

Q: Josh decides to try flipping a house. He buys a house for $80,000 and then puts in $50,000 in repairs. This increased the value
of the house by 150%. How much profit did he make?
A: Josh bought the house for $80,000 and spent $50,000 on repairs. Therefore, his total cost was $80,000 + $50,000 = $130,000.
The repairs increased the value of the house by 150%. To find how much the value increased, we calculate 150% of the original
value by multiplying $80,000 by 1.5:
$80,000 * 1.5 = $120,000
So, the value of the house after the repairs is $120,000.
To calculate the profit, we subtract the total cost from the value after the repairs:
$120,000 - $130,000 = -$10,000
The result is negative, which means Josh did not make a profit. In fact, he had a loss of $10,000.
Classification: Context Value Errors (CV).

Q: Julia’s boat sprang a leak while she was out on the lake. The boat was taking on two liters of water for every ten feet she
rowed back towards shore. It took her sixteen seconds to row twenty feet. The shore was 64 seconds away. How much water had
the boat taken on by the time Julia reached shore?
A: To figure out how much water the boat took on, we need to determine how many times Julia rowed 10 feet towards shore.
We know that it took her 16 seconds to row 20 feet, so it would take her 16/20 = 0.8 seconds to row 10 feet.
The shore was 64 seconds away, so Julia rowed towards shore for a total of 64/0.8 = 80 units of 10 feet.
For every 10 feet she rowed towards shore, the boat took on 2 liters of water.
Therefore, the boat took on a total of 80*2 = 160 liters of water by the time Julia reached shore.
Classification: Unit Conversion Errors (UC).

Q: Melanie is a door-to-door saleswoman. She sold a third of her vacuum cleaners at the green house, 2 more to the red house,
and half of what was left at the orange house. If Melanie has 5 vacuum cleaners left, how many did she start with?
A: Let’s work backwards to find the answer. If Melanie has 5 vacuum cleaners left, that means she sold a certain number of
vacuum cleaners. Let’s call that number x.
If she sold a third of her vacuum cleaners at the green house, that means she sold x/3 vacuum cleaners.
Then she sold 2 more to the red house, which means she sold x/3 + 2 vacuum cleaners.
After selling to the red house, she had x - (x/3 + 2) vacuum cleaners left.
Then she sold half of what was left at the orange house, which means she sold (x - (x/3 + 2))/2 vacuum cleaners.
After selling to the orange house, she had 5 vacuum cleaners left, so we can set up an equation:
x - (x/3 + 2) - (x - (x/3 + 2))/2 = 5.
Now we can solve for x:
Multiplying both sides of the equation by 6 to eliminate the fractions, we get:
6x - 2(x/3 + 2) - 3(x - (x/3 + 2)) = 30.
Simplifying the equation, we get:
6x - 2x/3 - 4 - 3x + 3(x/3 + 2) = 30.
Multiplying through by 3 to eliminate the fractions, we get:
18x - 2x - 12 - 9x + 9(x + 6) = 90.
Expanding and simplifying the equation, we get:
18x - 2x - 12 - 9x + 9x + 54 = 90.
Combining like terms, we get:
16x + 42 = 90.
Subtracting 42 from both sides of the equation, we get:
16x = 48.
Dividing both sides of the equation by 16, we get:
x = 3.
So Melanie started with 3 vacuum cleaners. Answer: 3.
Classification: Hallucinations (HA).

Q:[Question]
A:[Error Solution]
Classification:

Table 14: The prompt provided to the LLM for the 9-class error classification task.
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Figure 7: A breakdown example of GPT-4o’s performance in classifying 9 distinct error types (CA, CO, UC, CV,
HA, OP, FC, MS, CS) for 30 MWP.

Figure 8: A breakdown example of Claude-3.5-sonnet’s performance in classifying 9 distinct error types (CA, CO,
UC, CV, HA, OP, FC, MS, CS) for 30 MWP.
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{

    "dataset_name": "prime_math_competition_en_single_choice_8K_dev",

    "dataset_version": "2023-07-07",

    "qid": "18",

    "queId": "0553053821bd4614aad7145eab4a8f0a",

    "competition_source_list": [],

    "difficulty": "0",

    "qtype": "single_choice",

    "problem": "What is the value of the digit $7$ in the number $32.679$? ",

    "answer_option_list": [

        [

            {

                "aoVal": "A",

                "content": "seven hundred "

            }

        ],

        [

            {

                "aoVal": "B",

                "content": "\\emph{seventy} "

            }

        ],

        [

            {

                "aoVal": "C",

                "content": "seven tenths "

            }

        ],

        [

            {

                "aoVal": "D",

                "content": "seven hundredths "

            }

        ],

        [

            {

                "aoVal": "E",

                "content": "seven thousandths "

            }

        ]

    ],

    "knowledge_point_routes": [

        "Overseas Competition->Knowledge Point->Number Theory Modules->Place 

Value and Number Bases->Numbers->Understanding Numbers and Digits"

    ],

    "answer_analysis": null,

    "answer_value": "D"

}

Figure 9: TAL-SCQ5K example
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