
ar
X

iv
:2

50
2.

04
35

2v
1 

 [
cs

.C
L

] 
 4

 F
eb

 2
02

5

Investigating the Robustness of Deductive Reasoning with Large Language Models

Fabian Hoppe1 , Filip Ilievski1 , Jan-Christoph Kalo2

1Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam
2Universiteit van Amsterdam

{f.hoppe, f.ilievski}@vu.nl, j.c.kalo@uva.nl

Abstract

Large Language Models (LLMs) have been shown
to achieve impressive results for many reasoning-
based Natural Language Processing (NLP) tasks,
suggesting a degree of deductive reasoning ca-
pability. However, it remains unclear to which
extent LLMs, in both informal and autoformali-
sation methods, are robust on logical deduction
tasks. Moreover, while many LLM-based deduc-
tion methods have been proposed, there is a lack
of a systematic study that analyses the impact of
their design components. Addressing these two
challenges, we propose the first study of the ro-
bustness of LLM-based deductive reasoning meth-
ods. We devise a framework with two families of
perturbations: adversarial noise and counterfactual
statements, which jointly generate seven perturbed
datasets. We organize the landscape of LLM rea-
soners according to their reasoning format, formali-
sation syntax, and feedback for error recovery. The
results show that adversarial noise affects autofor-
malisation, while counterfactual statements influ-
ence all approaches. Detailed feedback does not im-
prove overall accuracy despite reducing syntax er-
rors, pointing to the challenge of LLM-based meth-
ods to self-correct effectively.

1 Introduction

Deriving new knowledge from existing knowledge, as in
deductive reasoning, is a key human cognitive skill neces-
sary for various applications, including complex question-
answering and decision-making. Deductive reasoning can be
intensive for humans (e.g., taking a lot of time), require spe-
cific expertise (e.g., logicians), and lead to incorrect conclu-
sions (e.g., due to biases). This promotes deductive reason-
ing over Natural Language (NL) as a key objective of human-
centric AI. Automatic deduction engines aim to support hu-
mans by providing certifiable reasoning chains, avoiding in-
valid inferences, and accelerating the process. To provide ef-
fective support for deductive reasoning, AI must be able to
formalise knowledge and rules provided in NL robustly.

Performing logical reasoning has received much interest
in AI. In the early days, symbolic methods were aimed at
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Figure 1: Overview of our methodology for investigating the robust-
ness of reasoning with LLMs. Our perturbations (noise and coun-
terfactuals) are shown in orange and teal, respectively. The three di-
mensions of our LLM-based methodological framework (reasoning
format, syntax, and error recovery mechanism) are shown in blue.

transforming specific parts of language into logical state-
ments [Pereira, 1982]. Recently, LLMs have been shown
to achieve impressive results for many reasoning-based NLP
tasks, suggesting a degree of deductive reasoning capabil-
ity [Srivastava et al., 2023]. In particular, generating infor-
mal reasoning chains via Chain-of-thought (CoT) prompt-
ing achieves good reasoning performance on many bench-
marks [Wei et al., 2022]. Contrary to symbolic methods,
LLMs can answer a deductive reasoning task without pro-
viding a formal intermediate reasoning chain. Nevertheless,
these informal reasoning chains do not need to follow truth-
preserving proof rules, thus leading to reasoning chains that
are hard to verify. Recent work shows that many informal rea-
soning chains suffer from lack of faithfulness [Ye and Durrett,
2022; Tanneru et al., 2024].

Addressing these challenges, autoformalisation ap-
proaches [Pan et al., 2023; Olausson et al., 2023] use LLMs
to translate NL input into a logical form, and a deterministic
symbolic solver to perform the deductive reasoning. Autofor-
malisation is thus a hybrid approach, which aims to provide
a faithful and verifiable reasoning chain while leveraging the
linguistic manipulation skills of LLMs. Autoformalisation
faces two key challenges: First, since they translate rich
NL into a limited grammar of symbols and operations, it is
critical to leverage a syntax with an optimal tradeoff between
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translation accuracy and expressivity. Second, while autofor-
malisation chains provide an opportunity for syntactic and
semantic validation and error analysis, designing an effective
and efficient terror recovery mechanism is non-trivial. While
prior autoformalisation systems leverage multiple syntaxes
and error recovery mechanisms, no systematic study has
investigated their impact on autoformalisation accuracy.

Meanwhile, a key requirement of LLM-based reasoning
methods is their robustness to noise [Ebrahimi et al., 2018]

and out-of-distribution [Hendrycks et al., 2021] inputs. Given
the strong performance of LLMs across many domains and
benchmarks [Sarlin et al., 2020], dealing with noisy data in
reasoning tasks has been considered more important [Sourati
et al., 2024]. Most evaluations have focused on adversarial
noise (e.g., lexical perturbations) [Sarlin et al., 2020], while a
recent study has also experimented with counterfactual state-
ments [Liu et al., 2023]. While robustness evaluations for
NLP tasks have yielded mixed results [Wang and Zhao, 2024;
Liu et al., 2023], it remains unclear to which extent LLMs, in
both informal and autoformalisation methods, are robust in
logical deduction tasks.

We address these two challenges by investigating the ro-
bustness of LLM-based deductive reasoning methods. Our
overall approach is summarized in Figure 1. Our study makes
three contributions. First, following standard practices in
evaluating robustness, we devise a robustness framework
for logical deduction with two families of perturbations: ad-
versarial noise, where the model needs to preserve its label in
the face of added irrelevant information, and counterfactual
perturbations, where a single alteration in the context flips the
label of the question. The combinations of the perturbations
produce seven variants from a given dataset. Second, we syn-
thesize the landscape of existing LLM-based logical deduc-
tion methods into a methodological framework with three
dimensions: reasoning format, grammar syntax, and error re-
covery mechanism. For each of these dimensions, we incor-
porate representative approaches in the literature. Third, We
perform extensive experiments with seven LLMs on eight
perturbed variants of a recent modular benchmark. Our find-
ings provide nuanced insights into the robustness of LLM-
based methods on logical deduction.

2 Related Work

This section gives an overview of LLM-based reasoning meth-
ods and studies that evaluate their robustness.

2.1 Methods for LLM-based Reasoning

Informal reasoning. Scaling up the size of LLMs enables
strong performance in many NLP tasks by few-shot prompt-
ing [Brown et al., 2020], which suggests inherent reason-
ing capabilities. CoT combines few-shot prompting with
generating intermediate informal reasoning chains [Wei et
al., 2022]. These informal reasoning skills motivated more
elaborate prompting techniques, like Zero-Shot CoT [Ko-
jima et al., 2022] or self-consistency by generating mul-
tiple chains [Wang et al., 2022b], as well as more com-
plex structures than chains, such as Tree of Thoughts [Yao
et al., 2023] and Graph of Thoughts [Besta et al., 2024].

These methods use an LLM to generate intermediate steps
and evaluate the output through self-refinement. Similarly,
ProofWriter [Tafjord et al., 2021] improves multi-hop reason-
ing by adding the intermediate results to the reasoning con-
text [Tafjord et al., 2021]. A key benefit of informal reason-
ing chains is their flexibility, but this comes at the expense of
guaranteeing faithfulness. Consequently, methods combining
LLMs with formal reasoning have been suggested.

Autoformalisation. Instead of informal reasoning, another
way combines an LLM with a deterministic symbolic solver,
e.g., a theorem prover. Here, the prover guarantees faith-
ful and deterministic reasoning. This combination is known
as autoformalisation. One of the first autoformalisation ap-
proaches using formal reasoning chains in combination with
prompting is PAL [Gao et al., 2023]. The authors generate
Python snippets alongside informal steps and generate the fi-
nal response by executing the generated code snippets. Logic-
LM [Pan et al., 2023] prompts LLMs to generate multiple
task-specific formalisations (logic programming, first-order
logic, satisfiability modulo theories and constraint satisfac-
tion), which are solved by dedicated solvers. They report
higher robustness for longer reasoning chains compared to
CoT reasoning. The extension Logic-LM++ [Kirtania et al.,
2024] tries to avoid new syntax errors by integrating a self-
refinement mechanism. The LINC [Olausson et al., 2023]

approach uses the idea of self-consistency from CoT and gen-
erates multiple formalisations to avoid formalisation errors.
Autoformalisation models achieve high accuracy for many
deductive reasoning benchmarks, showing clear benefits for
complex reasoning.

Comparison. Our work is the first to explore the robustness
of LLM reasoning approaches from prior work: direct few-
shot prompting, CoT, and autoformalisation. Another contri-
bution of our work is consolidating these methods with their
syntax and error recovery choices into a coherent methodolog-
ical framework.

2.2 Robustness Evaluation of LLM Reasoning

Evaluating deductive reasoning. The improvements of
LLM-based reasoning have inspired the development of
benchmarks investigating capabilities for deductive reason-
ing. The synthetic PrOntoQA [Saparov and He, 2022] dataset
is built on modus ponens multi-hop reasoning and confirms
reasoning capabilities for the largest models. However, they
noted issues with proof planning and selecting correct proof
steps for longer reasoning chains. The FOLIO [Han et al.,
2022] and AR-LSAT [Zhong et al., 2022] benchmarks con-
firmed these errors for more complex reasoning and more
naturalistic language. LogicBench [Parmar et al., 2023] is
a recent benchmark that systematically studies the perfor-
mance of LLM-based reasoners across multiple inference
rules (e.g., modus ponens), reporting a good model perfor-
mance for predicate logic and first-order logic grammars. A
vital challenge identified by these works is unfaithful rea-
soning, i.e., the intermediate steps are not used to infer the
final result [Ye and Durrett, 2022; Lanham et al., 2023;
Tanneru et al., 2024].



Robustness studies. A key requirement of LLM-based rea-
soning methods is their robustness to noise [Ebrahimi et al.,
2018] and out-of-distribution [Hendrycks et al., 2021] in-
puts. Given the strong performance of LLMs across many
domains and benchmarks [Sarlin et al., 2020], dealing with
noisy data in reasoning tasks has been considered more im-
portant [Sourati et al., 2024], including adversarial and coun-
terfactual perturbations. A variety of robustness tests have
therefore been designed [Wang et al., 2022a]. These robust-
ness benchmarks rely on the original problem’s perturbations
through paraphrasing and distractions on character, word, and
sentence levels [Sourati et al., 2024; Sarlin et al., 2020].
Many works try to generate adversarial examples to better un-
derstand the generalization capabilities of LLMs, which are
shown to significantly decrease LLM performance [Wang et
al., 2022a]. RUPbench is a recent robustness study on logical
reasoning of LLMs [Wang and Zhao, 2024], covering many
reasoning datasets and all three types of perturbations. An-
other category involves semantic changes in the input texts.
Semantic changes can also be performed purely on a linguis-
tic or logical level. Recent approaches use these logic-based
perturbations [Nakamura et al., 2023], which aligns with our
robustness framework. Meanwhile, counterfactual studies of
LLM robustness have been less common. One exception is
RECALL [Liu et al., 2023], a benchmark based on external
knowledge bases, whose study reveals that LLMs are gener-
ally susceptible to external knowledge with counterfactual in-
formation and that simple mitigation strategies cannot signif-
icantly alleviate this challenge.

Comparison. We conduct the first investigation of robust-
ness differences between formal and informal LLM-based
logical deduction methods. For this purpose, we base our
experiments on LogicBench [Parmar et al., 2023], which sys-
tematically includes nine inference rules mapped to natural
language situations. We develop seven additional variants of
LogicBench incorporating adversarial noise and counterfac-
tual statements, in line with prior work like [Nakamura et al.,
2023] that studies LLM robustness on other reasoning tasks.

3 Framework for Evaluating Robustness in

Logical Deduction Tasks

Task definition. Deductive reasoning is commonly formatted
as binary Question Answering (QA) over a given context.

The task input consists of a NL question q and a set of logi-
cal premises transformed into an NL context c. The output of
the task a is one of the two possible answers: true or false, in-
dicating whether the context supports or refutes the question.

Formally, an NL deductive reasoning task defines a func-
tion f : (c, q) → {true, false}.
Robustness types. Following prior work on investigating the
robustness of LLMs [Sarlin et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2023],
we conceptualize two families of context perturbations. First,
inspired by adversarial robustness studies [Nakamura et al.,
2023], we posit that a reasoning system must be robust to
adversarial noise (distractions), i.e., including irrelevant in-
formation in the context should not alter its prediction. Noise
can shift the focus of a text, making it more difficult for an
LLM to capture the relevant context. Second, a reasoning

system must be robust to counterfactual shifts in the context.
Namely, the system must be faithful to the provided context
without including biases from implicit world models [Liu et
al., 2023]. If the context states that men are immortal, the
reasoning must overwrite its belief of men as mortal. By in-
troducing counterfactual perturbations contradicting common
sense, we investigate whether LLM-based logical deduction
methods use reasoning shortcuts or perform genuine reason-
ing. We focus our perturbations on the NL context c rather
than the question q because it corresponds to background
knowledge sources, which tend to vary significantly in real-
world applications (e.g., compare reasoning based on a re-
search article to reasoning over a list of facts). The perturbed
task can be formalised as f ′ : (c′, q) → {true, false}.

Next, we detail our framework for evaluating the robust-
ness of LLM-based deduction methods to noise and counter-
factual shifts.

3.1 Adversarial Noise

Formalisation. As monotonic reasoning, deductive reason-
ing must remain invariant to newly added irrelevant informa-
tion, i.e., additional text that does not change the semantics of
the premises used to derive the conclusion from the context.
Let us consider a perturbed context that includes noisy infor-
mation: c′ = d1 . . . dkc, where each di denotes a noisy sen-
tence concatenated to c for k ∈ {1, 2, 4}. The task function
f ′ must resolve to the same output as the original function f
for its proof to remain valid. To avoid any distractions that
might change the original semantics (e.g., by breaking inter-
sentence co-references), we append distractions only to the
beginning of the context.

Design of adversarial noise. We define three types of noise
relevant to logical deduction tasks, which vary in their degree
of referential content, formalisation complexity, and depth of
logical reasoning. All noise sentences are sampled in a way
that guarantees they do not impact the semantics of the con-
text and the original proof. Figure 2 (bottom-left) shows ex-
amples of the three noise types.

1. Encyclopedic (E) perturbations are NL sentences ex-
pressing factual information such as It is 21 km from Karimna-
gar, on the highway from Karimnagar to Peddapa. They ex-
press real-world information following pragmatic principles
of language [Grice, 1975]. Encyclopedic sentences are often
difficult or even impossible to formalize in first-order logic.
At the same time, encyclopedic facts are not connected by
complex logical relations and lack the linguistic structure typ-
ical for reasoning contexts. In summary, they represent world
information, have a high formalisation complexity, and have
low logical reasoning depth.

2. Logical (L) statements provide a typical structure of rea-
soning contexts and contain only knowledge that can be na-
tively formalised, such as All dresses are clothes. Logical
sentences include information about the world, albeit in a fic-
tional form. The required formalisation usually requires more
complex reasoning, like multi-hop inferences. Thus, logical
perturbations introduce limited world information, have low
formalisation complexity, and high reasoning depth.
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Figure 2: Example of a premise and its perturbations.

3. Tautological (T) perturbations are easily recognisable
general statements, e.g., True is not false. They may include
negations and a small number of disjunctions or conjunctions.
As such, they contain no referential information and require
simple reasoning. However, their formalisation is often diffi-
cult because many first-order logic syntaxes do not consider
predefined truth constants, like ⊥, ⊤. In summary, tautolo-
gies in NL contain no referential information, have high for-
malisation complexity, and have low reasoning depth.

3.2 Counterfactual Shifts

Formalisation. We consider common sense contradictions
by altering original statements in c into counterfactual ones.
The inclusion of counterfactual statements is motivated by
the requirement for faithful reasoning. Namely, the validity
of a deduction depends only on the structure of the logical
form, which in turn should follow the original task descrip-
tion in the context and the question. To introduce counter-
factual premises, we do not add new sentences; instead, we
negate sentences from the original context c. Since original
premises often state common sense knowledge, their negation
naturally contradicts world knowledge. For example, in the
modus ponens inference in Figure 1, we negate mortal(X),
stating that All men are immortal. The altered context c′ is for-
malized as follows: c′ = neg(c), where neg(c) negates one
of the terms in the original context. The label of the resulting
function f ′ is opposite from that of the original function f .

Design of counterfactual perturbations. We assume a de-
ductive reasoning dataset where the natural language form
corresponds to a logical formula. Then, we introduce coun-
terfactual perturbations by altering each logical formula using
predefined rules that negate the formula (see full list of rules
in the Appendix). For example, we negate the consequent
q(a) for the first implication of a constructive dilemma and
adapt the inference to ¬q(a)∨s(a). Then, the negation to cre-
ate the context c′ is manually added before the relevant terms
in c, thus guaranteeing high data quality. Since the inference
results in the opposite label for f ′, we adapt the target label
accordingly. Figure 2 (top-right) shows an example of such
a contradiction. Importantly, all counterfactual perturbations
can be combined with noise perturbations, leading to coun-
terfactual versions of the original (OC ), encyclopedic (EC ),
logical (LC), and tautological (LT ) sets.

4 Methodological Framework

We consider three key design dimensions: reasoning format,
syntax, and error recovery mechanism to systematically anal-
yse robust deductive reasoning capabilities for LLM-based
methods. We describe each of these dimensions and their rep-
resentative approaches studied in this work.

4.1 Reasoning Format

LLM-based methods can either: a) operate without any ex-
plicit formalisation as informal reasoning systems and gen-
erate the answer based on their internal representation, or b)
generate a formal representation of the given input, which is
fed into a theorem prover to find a valid proof.

The informal reasoning method instructs an LLM to an-
swer q with Yes or No based on a context. We employ few-
shot prompting using three manually engineered in-context
examples. To make the model more robust, two of the three
in-context examples include distractions with irrelevant in-
formation. We explicitly note in the instruction part of the
prompt that the provided contexts may contain irrelevant de-
tails. The model is evaluated in two modes: direct prompting,
where it answers directly, and CoT prompting, where it gener-
ates step-by-step reasoning in natural language before gener-
ating an answer. To support CoT prompting, we manually cre-
ated in-context examples with fine-grained natural language
reasoning steps designed to improve performance [Wei et al.,
2022]. The model’s answers are extracted using a regular ex-
pression (details in Appendix E).

We include an autoformalisation method combining a
symbolic theorem prover with an LLM. This approach fol-
lows Logic-LM [Pan et al., 2023] to formalise the context
and query into symbolic representations, which are then de-
terministically evaluated. The process is divided into two sub-
tasks: First, the model generates formal representations of the
context and query, referred to as cLF (context logical form)
and qLF (query logical form). Second, a symbolic theorem
prover evaluates these logical forms to determine whether
qLF can be derived from cLF , producing a true or false out-
come. This approach allows for a transparent and verifiable
reasoning process grounded in logical consistency. In prac-
tice, we prompt the LLM to create the logical forms using the
same three in-context examples as in the informal reasoning
approach. The prompt is extended with instructions describ-
ing the formalisation syntax, following the methodology of
Logic-LM. The resulting logical forms are parsed and com-
bined into an Abstract Syntax Tree (AST), which provides
the input for a theorem prover.

4.2 Formalisation Syntax

While the reasoning performance should be independent of
the particular formalisation syntax, models may perform bet-
ter with specific syntaxes, e.g., because of their frequency in
the training data [Razeghi et al., 2022]. It is an open question
whether the choice of syntax for formal reasoning impacts
the model’s translation performance and the robustness of its
reasoning. Although all the syntaxes we consider represent
First-Order Logic (FOL), their surface form variations may
influence the formalisation ability of LLMs. The three evalu-



If an individual drinks water, they will be hydrated.

∀ x drinkWater(x) =⇒
hydrated(x)

FOL

∀ ?x drinkWater(?x) =⇒
hydrated(?x)

R-FOL

fof(a0,axiom,![X]:drinkWater(X) => hydrated(X)).

TPTP

Figure 3: Examples of the three syntaxes: FOL, R-FOL, and TPTP.

ated syntaxes, illustrated in Figure 3, contain identical infor-
mation and are interchangeable, which ensures flexibility and
allows the framework to include other syntaxes in the future:

FOL is widely used in logic classes and academic papers.
It incorporates mathematical symbols such as ∀ and ∃ and im-
plicitly distinguishes between variables and individuals. This
syntax is employed by Logic-LM [Pan et al., 2023].

R-FOL is a variation of FOL that explicitly differentiates
variables and individuals by requiring variables to start with
a question mark. This resolves the syntax ambiguity in FOL.

TPTP as the abbreviation of Thousands of Problems for
Theorem Provers is a Prolog-like formalisation language de-
veloped for theorem provers. It avoids mathematical symbols
and mandates that variables begin with an uppercase letter.
While TPTP supports higher-order logic, we limit our scope
to its first-order fragment (fof), using a syntax derived from
its official specification [Sutcliffe, 2024].

4.3 Error Recovery Mechanism

To make autoformalisation more robust, we synthesise strate-
gies for handling syntactic and semantic errors. Syntactic er-
rors occur when the logical forms generated by LLMs do not
follow the required syntax. Syntactic errors are easy to detect
as logical forms cannot be parsed if they violate grammatical
rules. In contrast, semantic errors, such as incomplete con-
text representation, are more challenging to identify and re-
solve. We apply task-specific heuristics to identify suspicious
constructs that lead to semantic errors and generate warnings.
Unknown predicates as part of qLF are one example of such
a construct, because they indicate an incomplete context. We
consider four strategies for handling these errors:

No recovery. The baseline approach does not attempt to
correct errors. Instead, we predict a random value, true or
false, as a fallback strategy. We avoid introducing an eval-
uation bias associated with more complex strategies, such
as CoT-based refinement, which is commonly done in prior
work [Pan et al., 2023; Kirtania et al., 2024], as this would
blur the comparison with other methods.

Error type feedback. The LLM is prompted to refine the
logical form using a generic parsing error message, such as

’parsing error’. This type of message does not need a parser
with an error handler, though it fails to point to specific errors
in the logical form. Prior work has shown the effectiveness of
this simple feedback method [Pan et al., 2023].

Error message feedback. A more detailed approach where
the LLM is given specific feedback, highlighting the exact
parts of the logical form that violate the syntax. Creating
this kind of feedback necessitates an error-handling strat-
egy for the parser. For example, the missing argument in

man ∧mortal(Socrates) results in the error message: mis-
matched input ’∧’ expecting ’(’. Using error messages from
parsers as feedback to improve LLMs performance when syn-
thesizing a formal language has shown promising results in
code generation [Zhang et al., 2023; Jiang et al., 2024].

Warning feedback. This strategy extends the error mes-
sage with warnings generated from heuristics to recognize
semantic errors, inspired by the “soft” critics in the LLM-
modulo method [Kambhampati et al., 2024], where it has
been shown to enhance robustness. Notably, soft critics have
not been incorporated in prior LLM-based methods for logi-
cal deduction.

5 Experimental Setup

Dataset details. The robustness evaluation is based on the
FOL part of the LogicBench (Eval) [Parmar et al., 2023]

dataset, containing 520 samples with 180 unique contexts.
LogicBench systematically covers nine different inference
rules. The samples are automatically generated by prompt-
ing GPT-3.5 and manually verified. 340 of the total of 520
samples are negative examples constructed by negating the
conclusion. If the conclusion is a disjunction, each part of the
disjunction is negated, resulting in a slight class imbalance.
The authors report a mean accuracy of around 90% for three
human annotators. By applying our robustness framework
from §3, we obtain seven perturbed variants of LogicBench.

Perturbations. The noise sentences are randomly sampled
from a source s. We sample encyclopedic perturbation sen-
tences from 10, 000 abstracts of Wikipedia articles gathered
via its API. As a logical reasoning source, we use sentences
from 1001 contexts of the deduction QA benchmark FO-
LIO [Han et al., 2022]. As tautologies, we manually write
22 sentences. All sentences use negations and, at most, one
disjunction or conjunction. A complete list can be found in
Appendix B. We randomly sample noise perturbations and
add them to each sample. We do not alter the class distribu-
tion, i.e., we keep LogicBench’s original class imbalance.

We consider unique contexts for eight out of the nine logi-
cal forms to create counterfactual statement perturbations, re-
sulting in 160 samples. We create a balanced dataset by alter-
ing between valid and invalid queries from LogicBench.

Metrics. We use accuracy as a standard metric for classi-
fication tasks. We report execution rate as the fraction of
parsable texts and valid accuracy as the accuracy on these
parsable samples in the Appendix A due to space limitations.

LLMs. We test GPT 4o-mini, as well as a smaller and
a larger variant for the three open-source LLM families:
Gemma-2 (9b and 27b), Mistral (7b and Small), and Llama
3.1 (8b and 70b).

6 Evaluation

We provide three sets of insights into this section, organised
as findings (F*). We quantitatively study the effect of the ad-
versarial and counterfactual perturbations on the performance
of informal reasoners and autoformalisation methods. Then,
we dive deeper into method variants. Finally, we analyse the
nature of formalisation errors made by the models.



6.1 Robustness Analysis

F1: Noise perturbations have a stronger effect on formal-
isation methods than informal LLM reasoners. Table 1
shows that, on average, the accuracy of both direct and CoT
informal reasoning remains between 73% and 74% in the
face of added noise. While the autoformalisation method per-
forms similarly to informal reasoners on the original dataset,
its performance decreases between 4% and 11%. The accu-
racy drops especially with logical (L) and tautological (T) dis-
tractions, whose logical language formats trick the LLM into
formalizing the noisy clauses. On the other hand, the linguis-
tically complex and more natural sentences of encyclopedic
distractions show a minor effect, suggesting that LLMs suc-
cessfully avoids formalizing the more complicated sentences.

F2: All LLM-based reasoning methods suffer a drop for
counterfactual perturbations. Table 1 shows that counter-
factual statements cause a significant decrease in performance
for both the informal reasoners and autoformalisation meth-
ods of between 12% and 13% on average. Moreover, this ob-
servation also holds for all tested models, i.e., none are robust
towards counterfactual perturbations across every evaluated
dimension. Even the strongest model, GPT 4o-mini, yields a
performance of 63-68%, which is relatively close to the ran-
dom performance of 50%. The high impact of counterfactual
statements (the single “not” inserted) could be due to the in-
ability of LLMs to overwrite prior knowledge with explicitly
stated information or memorization of the answers. We study
the error sources further in §6.3.

F3: Introducing multiple noise sentences has an effect only
for logical distractions. We show the impact of introducing
between one and four sentences for the two top-performing
autoformalisation models in Figure 4. The figure shows sim-
ilar trends with and without counterfactual perturbations. As
additional logical distractions are introduced, the model per-
formance consistently decreases. Tautological (T) distrac-
tions lead to a decline in accuracy with a single disruptive
sentence, yet adding more noise does not worsen the outcome.
The tautological corpus introduces truth constants for all sen-
tences as a persistent unseen logical construct. Given that
this leads only to a decrease for a single occurrence, we can
assume that a model can consistently handle the same unseen
logical construct. In contrast, the logical corpus increases the
chance of adding text, requiring new, previously unseen rea-
soning constructs for each added sentence. The impact of en-
cyclopedic noise remains negligible, generalising F1 to k sen-
tences. Similarly, counterfactual perturbations remain much
more effective for all settings, generalising F2.

6.2 Impact of Method Design

F4: CoT prompting is most impactful when both noise and
counterfactual perturbations are applied. The accuracies
for the individual LLMs in Table 1 show that the impact of
CoT is negligible for noise-only datasets (first four columns).
Meanwhile, the benefit from CoT is most pronounced in
the datasets that combine noise and counterfactual perturba-
tions. The better-performing informal prompting strategy for
a model remains stable for all types of distractions. Still, the

Reasoning
O

Distraction Counterfactual
Format E L T OC EC LC TC

G
em

m
a-

2 9
b

Informal (direct) 0.78 0.80 0.79 0.77 0.58 0.52 0.50 0.59
Informal (CoT) 0.72 0.78 0.73 0.76 0.61 0.57 0.60 0.66
Formal (FOL) 0.62 0.58 0.52 0.53 0.63 0.52 0.46 0.46

2
7
b

Informal (direct) 0.71 0.69 0.66 0.68 0.59 0.51 0.54 0.59
Informal (CoT) 0.66 0.65 0.64 0.63 0.62 0.58 0.62 0.64
Formal (FOL) 0.74 0.74 0.61 0.61 0.72 0.67 0.58 0.51

M
is

tr
al 7

B

Informal (direct) 0.77 0.77 0.75 0.79 0.63 0.54 0.54 0.66
Informal (CoT) 0.79 0.75 0.77 0.78 0.55 0.52 0.54 0.58
Formal (FOL) 0.62 0.58 0.54 0.57 0.50 0.54 0.51 0.52

S
m

al
l Informal (direct) 0.77 0.76 0.76 0.75 0.61 0.51 0.56 0.59

Informal (CoT) 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.71 0.62 0.59 0.62 0.68
Formal (FOL) 0.68 0.59 0.53 0.64 0.54 0.55 0.49 0.51

L
la

m
a-

3
.1 8
B

Informal (direct) 0.63 0.61 0.64 0.66 0.61 0.62 0.59 0.61
Informal (CoT) 0.73 0.73 0.71 0.72 0.62 0.59 0.61 0.65
Formal (FOL) 0.77 0.71 0.63 0.52 0.60 0.58 0.55 0.52

7
0
B

Informal (direct) 0.77 0.74 0.74 0.73 0.62 0.53 0.56 0.64
Informal (CoT) 0.78 0.75 0.76 0.76 0.64 0.61 0.66 0.73
Formal (FOL) 0.74 0.73 0.71 0.71 0.66 0.62 0.59 0.57

G
P

T
4
o
-m

in
i

Informal (direct) 0.78 0.77 0.79 0.79 0.64 0.61 0.61 0.63
Informal (CoT) 0.80 0.80 0.81 0.82 0.68 0.63 0.68 0.64
Formal (FOL) 0.84 0.82 0.73 0.79 0.63 0.62 0.57 0.54

Avg
Informal (direct) 0.74 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.61 0.55 0.56 0.62
Informal (CoT) 0.74 0.74 0.73 0.74 0.62 0.58 0.62 0.65
Formal (FOL) 0.72 0.68 0.61 0.62 0.61 0.59 0.54 0.52

Table 1: Accuracies of informal and autoformalisation-based deduc-
tive reasoners. The best overall model per dataset is underlined; the
best model version is marked in bold.
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Figure 4: Influence of the number of noisy sentences for FOL.

decline in performance due to counterfactuals leads to a less
consistent preference for a specific prompting style.

F5: The best-performing grammar differs per model and
is unstable across data versions. The evaluation of differ-
ent logical forms for formal LLM-based reasoning in Table 2
shows the preference of some models for specific syntactic
formats. Llama 3.1 70B has a considerable improvement of



Grammar
O

Distraction Counterfactual
Syntax E L T OC EC LC TC

L
la

m
a-

3
.1 8
B

FOL 0.77 0.71 0.61 0.53 0.58 0.55 0.52 0.56
R-FOL 0.78 0.69 0.62 0.53 0.58 0.55 0.54 0.52
TPTP 0.73 0.67 0.55 0.51 0.68 0.54 0.46 0.51

7
0
B

FOL 0.76 0.73 0.71 0.72 0.67 0.57 0.63 0.56
R-FOL 0.76 0.73 0.67 0.71 0.64 0.57 0.53 0.64
TPTP 0.88 0.84 0.81 0.72 0.81 0.68 0.67 0.68

G
P

T
4
o
-m

in
i

FOL 0.84 0.82 0.72 0.78 0.64 0.63 0.61 0.51
R-FOL 0.84 0.77 0.70 0.78 0.72 0.56 0.54 0.63
TPTP 0.83 0.82 0.71 0.71 0.69 0.63 0.57 0.57

Table 2: Accuracies of different formalisation grammars for
autoformalisation.

12% with TPTP syntax on the original set, while Llama 3.1
8B benefits from the R-FOL syntax. However, all grammars
show a declining accuracy trend and increased syntax errors
for noise perturbations, where the best grammar loses its ad-
vantage over the rest. When comparing the grammars on
the counterfactual partitions, we observe that TPTP is con-
sistently more robust than the standard first-order logic gram-
mar. Here, GPT 4o-mini shows a reduction from O to OC

of 20% for FOL and only 12% for the TPTP grammar. Since
this does not correlate with fewer syntax errors, the formali-
sation in TPTP prevents semantical errors for counterfactual
premises. A positive reading of these results, especially the
minor differences between FOL and R-FOL, is that autofor-
malisation LLMs can adapt to the grammar syntax prescribed
in the prompt without further loss in performance.

F6: Feedback does not help LLMs self-correct to mitigate
robustness issues. Table 3 shows the results with different
error recovery mechanisms. The results indicate that no feed-
back strategy emerges as a winner in the different datasets.
All feedback variants reduce syntax errors for noise pertur-
bations, but given the lack of a consistent increase in accu-
racy, the corrected formalisations are most likely to contain
semantic errors still. The type of feedback message only has
a minor influence on correcting syntax errors, whereas Llama
3.1 70b and GPT 4o-mini correct slightly more syntax errors
with specific error messages. This finding aligns with [Huang
et al., 2023], who also found that LLMs cannot consistently
self-correct their reasoning after receiving relevant feedback.

6.3 Error Analysis

F7: Autoformalisation increases syntax errors for noise per-
turbations. The low performance for noise perturbations
correlates with more syntax errors for all models and distrac-
tion categories (cf. execution rates in Table 4). The three
worst-performing models (both Mistral models, Gemma-2
9b) generate, at best, for 37% and, at worst, for only 4% of
the samples, a valid logical form. Gemma-2 9b and Llama3.1
8b produce more syntax errors than the larger counterparts,
suggesting that larger models are more robust towards noise
perturbations. The accuracy of syntactically valid samples is
higher than the informal reasoning methods for most distrac-
tions (Table 5), motivating informal reasoning as a backup

Feedback O
Distraction Counterfactual
E L T OC EC LC TC

L
la

m
a-

3
.1 8

B

No recovery 0.77 0.72 0.62 0.53 0.59 0.58 0.56 0.56
Error type 0.79 0.71 0.63 0.56 0.66 0.54 0.52 0.51
Error message 0.78 0.71 0.67 0.55 0.59 0.53 0.64 0.49
Warning 0.74 0.66 0.58 0.55 0.55 0.60 0.49 0.49

7
0
B

No recovery 0.77 0.72 0.73 0.71 0.64 0.59 0.61 0.56
Error type 0.72 0.70 0.72 0.73 0.62 0.56 0.60 0.58
Error message 0.71 0.70 0.73 0.71 0.64 0.59 0.54 0.64
Warning 0.69 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.62 0.65 0.61 0.63

G
P

T
4
o
-m

in
i No recovery 0.84 0.82 0.73 0.79 0.64 0.62 0.56 0.56

Error type 0.83 0.79 0.74 0.76 0.67 0.57 0.56 0.56
Error message 0.84 0.78 0.77 0.80 0.62 0.59 0.56 0.56
Warning 0.84 0.75 0.73 0.76 0.70 0.61 0.61 0.55

Table 3: Accuracies of error recovery strategies.

strategy for formal reasoning. The error message feedback
reveals two common syntax errors: 1) errors by models with
an initial low execution rate exhibit issues with the template
structure, including using incorrect keywords or adding con-
versational phrases; 2) perturbation-related errors, the most
common of which is using undefined truth constants as part
of tautological distractions.

F8: Autoformalisation increases semantic errors for coun-
terfactuals. Unlike the introduced noise, counterfactual per-
turbations do not lead to more syntax errors. The execution
rate in Table 4 is stable or improves for counterfactuals. How-
ever, we see a drop in accuracy for the counterfactual column
OC in Table 1 and can conclude that the number of logical
forms with semantic errors has to increase. This suggests that
the introduced negation is not correctly formalised. Looking
at the warnings generated by the feedback mechanism, for
GPT 4o-mini, 161 warning messages are generated on the un-
perturbed data. 54 of these were fixed with a single iteration.
Not considering predicates and individuals as part of the con-
text is the most frequent warning across all models.

7 Conclusion

We presented the first study of the robustness of LLM-based
deductive reasoning methods by introducing two types of per-
turbations: adversarial noise and counterfactual statements.
These perturbations were used to examine the methodological
aspects of LLM reasoners based on their format, syntax, and
feedback mechanism for error recovery. While adversarial
noise only affects autoformalisation approaches, counterfac-
tual statements remain a significant challenge for all variants
of the tested method. While feedback strategies may lead
to fewer syntax errors in autoformalisation methods, the re-
fined formalisations tend to be semantically incorrect, failing
to increase accuracy. We call on future work to devise more
advanced mechanisms for detecting, reporting, and incorpo-
rating semantic errors. We also anticipate generalizing the
study in this paper to other logical deduction datasets.
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A Experiments

Formalisation O
Distraction Counterfactual
E L T OC EC LC TC

G
em

m
a-

2 9
b

Informal (direct) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Informal (CoT) 0.99 0.99 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99
Formal (FOL) 0.41 0.17 0.04 0.09 0.49 0.15 0.07 0.04

2
7
b

Informal (direct) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Informal (CoT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99
Formal (FOL) 0.71 0.72 0.37 0.24 0.74 0.71 0.34 0.17

M
is

tr
al 7

B

Informal (direct) 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.98 0.97 0.98 0.97
Informal (CoT) 0.96 0.95 0.96 0.95 0.93 0.96 0.98 0.93
Formal (FOL) 0.51 0.37 0.23 0.33 0.61 0.38 0.24 0.29

S
m

al
l Informal (direct) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Informal (CoT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00
Formal (FOL) 0.53 0.34 0.12 0.36 0.62 0.36 0.14 0.36

L
la

m
a-

3
.1 8
B

Informal (direct) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Informal (CoT) 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.98 0.98 1.00 0.99 0.93
Formal (FOL) 0.83 0.70 0.47 0.28 0.86 0.70 0.40 0.37

7
0
B

Informal (direct) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Informal (CoT) 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.99 1.00
Formal (FOL) 0.78 0.78 0.70 0.66 0.88 0.84 0.73 0.66

G
P

T
4
o
-m

in
i

Informal (direct) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Informal (CoT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Formal (FOL) 0.98 0.96 0.74 0.87 0.99 0.93 0.69 0.85

Table 4: Comparison of execution rate of informal and
autoformalisation-based LLM-based deductive reasoners.

Formalisation O
Distraction Counterfactual
E L T OC EC LC TC

G
em

m
a-

2 9
b

Informal (direct) 0.78 0.80 0.79 0.77 0.58 0.52 0.50 0.59
Informal (CoT) 0.72 0.78 0.73 0.75 0.61 0.58 0.60 0.66
Formal (FOL) 0.81 0.83 0.70 0.91 0.72 0.58 0.73 0.57

2
7
b

Informal (direct) 0.71 0.69 0.66 0.68 0.59 0.51 0.54 0.59
Informal (CoT) 0.66 0.65 0.64 0.63 0.62 0.58 0.62 0.64
Formal (FOL) 0.85 0.82 0.78 0.83 0.75 0.71 0.74 0.54

M
is

tr
al 7

B

Informal (direct) 0.77 0.78 0.75 0.79 0.63 0.54 0.54 0.65
Informal (CoT) 0.80 0.77 0.78 0.80 0.57 0.54 0.55 0.58
Formal (FOL) 0.70 0.76 0.69 0.66 0.48 0.38 0.58 0.46

S
m

al
l Informal (direct) 0.77 0.76 0.76 0.75 0.61 0.51 0.56 0.59

Informal (CoT) 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.71 0.62 0.60 0.62 0.68
Formal (FOL) 0.82 0.77 0.86 0.81 0.58 0.63 0.52 0.69

L
la

m
a-

3
.1 8
B

Informal (direct) 0.63 0.61 0.64 0.66 0.61 0.62 0.59 0.61
Informal (CoT) 0.73 0.74 0.72 0.72 0.62 0.59 0.61 0.65
Formal (FOL) 0.82 0.80 0.78 0.65 0.61 0.60 0.55 0.58

7
0
B

Informal (direct) 0.77 0.74 0.74 0.73 0.62 0.53 0.56 0.64
Informal (CoT) 0.78 0.75 0.76 0.76 0.64 0.60 0.66 0.73
Formal (FOL) 0.82 0.80 0.80 0.83 0.66 0.63 0.64 0.61

G
P

T
4
o
-m

in
i

Informal (direct) 0.78 0.77 0.79 0.79 0.64 0.61 0.61 0.63
Informal (CoT) 0.80 0.80 0.81 0.82 0.68 0.63 0.68 0.64
Formal (FOL) 0.85 0.83 0.80 0.82 0.64 0.64 0.63 0.57

Table 5: Comparison of valid accuracy of informal and
autoformalisation-based LLM-based deductive reasoners.

Grammar
O

Distraction Counterfactual
Syntax E L T OC EC LC TC

G
em

m
a-

2 9
b

FOL 0.63 0.55 0.53 0.56 0.55 0.52 0.49 0.52
R-FOL 0.71 0.55 0.52 0.55 0.55 0.52 0.54 0.54
TPTP 0.68 0.53 0.52 0.52 0.68 0.54 0.52 0.49

2
7
b

FOL 0.73 0.73 0.59 0.59 0.70 0.62 0.56 0.55
R-FOL 0.77 0.69 0.67 0.64 0.66 0.63 0.55 0.56
TPTP 0.80 0.76 0.59 0.53 0.74 0.69 0.66 0.49

M
is

tr
al 7

B

FOL 0.59 0.59 0.58 0.53 0.49 0.46 0.57 0.43
R-FOL 0.60 0.60 0.52 0.58 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.54
TPTP 0.65 0.61 0.51 0.50 0.53 0.46 0.47 0.48

S
m

al
l FOL 0.64 0.62 0.52 0.64 0.51 0.58 0.53 0.51

R-FOL 0.71 0.64 0.53 0.60 0.52 0.57 0.54 0.56
TPTP 0.66 0.58 0.54 0.48 0.59 0.52 0.49 0.50

Table 6: Comparison of accuracies between different formal-
isation grammar syntaxes of autoformalisation.



Grammar
O

Distraction Counterfactual
Syntax E L T OC EC LC TC

G
em

m
a-

2 9
b

FOL 0.41 0.17 0.04 0.09 0.49 0.15 0.07 0.04
R-FOL 0.63 0.27 0.13 0.17 0.64 0.33 0.14 0.14
TPTP 0.44 0.13 0.04 0.01 0.47 0.17 0.04 0.01

2
7
b

FOL 0.71 0.72 0.37 0.24 0.74 0.71 0.34 0.17
R-FOL 0.83 0.78 0.50 0.44 0.78 0.77 0.53 0.32
TPTP 0.82 0.82 0.41 0.08 0.76 0.84 0.39 0.01

M
is

tr
al 7

B

FOL 0.51 0.37 0.23 0.33 0.61 0.38 0.24 0.29
R-FOL 0.54 0.45 0.24 0.33 0.68 0.39 0.25 0.32
TPTP 0.45 0.31 0.08 0.10 0.50 0.26 0.07 0.07

S
m

al
l FOL 0.53 0.34 0.12 0.36 0.62 0.36 0.14 0.36

R-FOL 0.68 0.41 0.17 0.38 0.69 0.38 0.18 0.38
TPTP 0.45 0.25 0.05 0.03 0.41 0.28 0.06 0.02

L
la

m
a-

3
.1 8
B

FOL 0.83 0.70 0.47 0.28 0.86 0.70 0.40 0.37
R-FOL 0.81 0.65 0.38 0.25 0.84 0.64 0.43 0.31
TPTP 0.75 0.49 0.21 0.01 0.74 0.47 0.20 0.02

7
0
B

FOL 0.78 0.78 0.70 0.66 0.88 0.84 0.73 0.66
R-FOL 0.80 0.81 0.65 0.76 0.93 0.89 0.67 0.72
TPTP 0.92 0.93 0.80 0.58 0.93 0.89 0.78 0.51

G
P

T
4
o
-m

in
i

FOL 0.98 0.96 0.74 0.87 0.99 0.93 0.69 0.85
R-FOL 0.96 0.91 0.68 0.83 0.95 0.96 0.62 0.87
TPTP 0.93 0.91 0.52 0.62 0.91 0.92 0.49 0.47

Table 7: Comparison of execution rate between different for-
malisation grammar syntaxes of autoformalisation.

Grammar
O

Distraction Counterfactual
Syntax E L T OC EC LC TC

G
em

m
a-

2 9
b

FOL 0.81 0.83 0.70 0.91 0.72 0.58 0.73 0.57
R-FOL 0.82 0.68 0.65 0.74 0.60 0.58 0.55 0.57
TPTP 0.92 0.75 0.74 0.67 0.79 0.63 0.57 1.00

2
7
b

FOL 0.85 0.82 0.78 0.83 0.75 0.71 0.74 0.54
R-FOL 0.82 0.75 0.81 0.81 0.70 0.66 0.65 0.65
TPTP 0.87 0.83 0.79 0.88 0.79 0.69 0.76 1.00

M
is

tr
al 7

B

FOL 0.70 0.76 0.69 0.66 0.48 0.38 0.58 0.46
R-FOL 0.66 0.73 0.66 0.72 0.44 0.41 0.52 0.54
TPTP 0.83 0.79 0.75 0.80 0.62 0.46 0.36 0.55

S
m

al
l FOL 0.82 0.77 0.86 0.81 0.58 0.63 0.52 0.69

R-FOL 0.81 0.73 0.64 0.79 0.55 0.62 0.55 0.70
TPTP 0.85 0.81 0.81 0.82 0.70 0.61 0.22 1.00

L
la

m
a-

3
.1 8
B

FOL 0.82 0.80 0.78 0.65 0.61 0.60 0.55 0.58
R-FOL 0.84 0.77 0.80 0.74 0.62 0.58 0.59 0.56
TPTP 0.82 0.80 0.72 0.67 0.76 0.68 0.50 0.67

7
0
B

FOL 0.82 0.80 0.80 0.83 0.66 0.63 0.64 0.61
R-FOL 0.81 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.67 0.61 0.58 0.64
TPTP 0.90 0.88 0.90 0.90 0.84 0.70 0.67 0.78

G
P

T
4
o
-m

in
i

FOL 0.85 0.83 0.80 0.82 0.64 0.64 0.63 0.57
R-FOL 0.86 0.80 0.80 0.83 0.72 0.56 0.59 0.63
TPTP 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.72 0.66 0.70 0.61

Table 8: Comparison of valid accuracies between different
formalisation grammar syntaxes of autoformalisation.

Feedback O
Distraction Counterfactual
E L T OC EC LC TC

G
em

m
a-

2 9
b

No recovery 0.66 0.58 0.52 0.58 0.58 0.46 0.49 0.53
Error type 0.65 0.57 0.50 0.53 0.59 0.50 0.49 0.52
Error message 0.62 0.55 0.53 0.55 0.58 0.56 0.50 0.65

2
7
b

No recovery 0.74 0.74 0.60 0.59 0.67 0.64 0.53 0.49
Error type 0.77 0.75 0.62 0.66 0.70 0.62 0.54 0.54
Error message 0.78 0.73 0.64 0.62 0.70 0.68 0.58 0.51

M
is

tr
al 7

B

No recovery 0.61 0.58 0.54 0.54 0.51 0.48 0.56 0.46
Error type 0.65 0.57 0.56 0.61 0.47 0.49 0.51 0.48
Error message 0.61 0.59 0.52 0.55 0.52 0.46 0.52 0.56

S
m

al
l No recovery 0.68 0.57 0.51 0.61 0.56 0.54 0.52 0.59

Error type 0.70 0.59 0.58 0.66 0.54 0.61 0.62 0.58
Error message 0.72 0.65 0.59 0.66 0.59 0.43 0.56 0.60

Table 9: Comparison between accuracy of error recovery strate-
gies.

Feedback O
Distraction Counterfactual
E L T OC EC LC TC

G
em

m
a-

2 9
b

No recovery 0.41 0.17 0.04 0.09 0.49 0.15 0.07 0.04
Error type 0.52 0.23 0.11 0.16 0.57 0.23 0.10 0.17
Error message 0.51 0.26 0.12 0.14 0.57 0.26 0.11 0.17

2
7
b

No recovery 0.71 0.72 0.37 0.24 0.74 0.71 0.34 0.17
Error type 0.77 0.80 0.49 0.53 0.81 0.76 0.41 0.43
Error message 0.88 0.83 0.54 0.50 0.84 0.85 0.52 0.33

M
is

tr
al 7

B

No recovery 0.51 0.37 0.23 0.33 0.61 0.38 0.24 0.29
Error type 0.66 0.54 0.30 0.47 0.68 0.57 0.26 0.47
Error message 0.63 0.49 0.37 0.40 0.67 0.54 0.30 0.36

S
m

al
l No recovery 0.53 0.34 0.12 0.36 0.62 0.36 0.14 0.36

Error type 0.64 0.41 0.25 0.51 0.62 0.52 0.22 0.46
Error message 0.69 0.49 0.26 0.53 0.70 0.46 0.28 0.49

L
la

m
a-

3
.1 8

B

No recovery 0.83 0.70 0.47 0.28 0.86 0.70 0.40 0.37
Error type 0.93 0.82 0.55 0.34 0.91 0.79 0.52 0.43
Error message 0.93 0.82 0.52 0.33 0.92 0.77 0.55 0.42
Warning 0.86 0.74 0.51 0.35 0.87 0.76 0.47 0.38

7
0
B

No recovery 0.78 0.78 0.70 0.66 0.88 0.84 0.73 0.66
Error type 0.92 0.94 0.84 0.87 0.94 0.93 0.84 0.80
Error message 0.96 0.97 0.88 0.87 0.95 0.96 0.88 0.84
Warning 0.94 0.96 0.87 0.84 0.92 0.96 0.89 0.81

G
P

T
4
o
-m

in
i No recovery 0.98 0.96 0.74 0.87 0.99 0.93 0.69 0.85

Error type 0.98 0.98 0.79 0.88 0.96 0.99 0.73 0.88
Error message 0.98 0.97 0.84 0.89 0.98 0.99 0.72 0.88
Warning 0.96 0.97 0.80 0.88 0.94 0.94 0.78 0.83

Table 10: Comparison between execution rate of error recovery
strategies.



Feedback O
Distraction Counterfactual
E L T OC EC LC TC

G
em

m
a-

2 9
b

No recovery 0.81 0.83 0.70 0.91 0.72 0.58 0.73 0.57
Error type 0.77 0.78 0.69 0.76 0.64 0.58 0.69 0.59
Error message 0.75 0.75 0.80 0.73 0.65 0.56 0.65 0.79

2
7
b

No recovery 0.85 0.82 0.78 0.83 0.75 0.71 0.74 0.54
Error type 0.84 0.81 0.77 0.79 0.71 0.68 0.62 0.61
Error message 0.83 0.79 0.79 0.76 0.71 0.70 0.72 0.64

M
is

tr
al 7

B

No recovery 0.70 0.76 0.69 0.66 0.48 0.38 0.58 0.46
Error type 0.73 0.64 0.75 0.69 0.54 0.49 0.55 0.51
Error message 0.69 0.68 0.62 0.69 0.51 0.45 0.56 0.56

S
m

al
l No recovery 0.82 0.77 0.86 0.81 0.58 0.63 0.52 0.69

Error type 0.80 0.76 0.73 0.81 0.62 0.63 0.74 0.67
Error message 0.81 0.77 0.77 0.78 0.60 0.59 0.69 0.66

L
la

m
a-

3
.1 8

B

No recovery 0.82 0.80 0.78 0.65 0.61 0.60 0.55 0.58
Error type 0.81 0.75 0.76 0.71 0.67 0.54 0.55 0.58
Error message 0.80 0.75 0.79 0.65 0.61 0.57 0.64 0.52
Warning 0.79 0.75 0.70 0.69 0.54 0.61 0.51 0.39

7
0
B

No recovery 0.82 0.80 0.80 0.83 0.66 0.63 0.64 0.61
Error type 0.73 0.72 0.76 0.77 0.62 0.56 0.60 0.63
Error message 0.72 0.71 0.75 0.75 0.64 0.60 0.54 0.66
Warning 0.71 0.72 0.74 0.77 0.63 0.65 0.61 0.66

G
P

T
4
o
-m

in
i No recovery 0.85 0.83 0.80 0.82 0.64 0.64 0.63 0.57

Error type 0.83 0.80 0.80 0.79 0.68 0.58 0.56 0.56
Error message 0.85 0.79 0.81 0.83 0.62 0.59 0.57 0.57
Warning 0.85 0.76 0.78 0.81 0.71 0.62 0.62 0.58

Table 11: Comparison between valid accuracy of error recovery
strategies.



B Tautology corpus

• False is not true.

• True is not false.

• Not false is true.

• Not true is false.

• False and true is not true.

• False and not true is false.

• False and not false is false.

• Not true and true is false.

• Not true and false is false.

• True and false is not true.

• True and true is not false.

• True and not false is true.

• Not false and true is true.

• Not false and false is false.

• True or not true is true.

• True or true is true.

• False or not false is true.

• False or not true is false.

• Not true or false is not true.

• Not true or true is true.

• Not false or false is true.

• Not false or true is not false.

C Inference rules for counterfactual

statements

Bidirectional dilemma
∀ x (p(x) =⇒ q(x))∧(r(x) =⇒ s(x))∧(p(a)∨¬s(a)) |=
(q(a) ∨ ¬r(a))
Negated: ∀ x (p(x) =⇒ ¬q(x)) ∧ (r(x) =⇒
s(x)) ∧ (p(a) ∨ ¬s(a)) |= (¬q(a) ∨ ¬r(a))
Constructive dilemma
∀ x ((p(x) =⇒ q(x))∧(r(x) =⇒ s(x)))∧(p(a)∨r(a)) |=
(q(a) ∨ s(a))
Negated: ∀ x ((p(x) =⇒ ¬q(x)) ∧ (r(x) =⇒
s(x))) ∧ (p(a) ∨ r(a)) |= (¬q(a) ∨ s(a))
Disjunctive syllogism
∀ x (p(x) ∨ q(x)) ∧ ¬p(a) |= q(a)
Negated: ∀ x (p(x) ∨ ¬q(x)) ∧ ¬p(a) |= q(a)
Existential generalization
p(a) |= ∃ x p(x)
Negated: ¬p(a) |= ∃ x ¬p(x)
Hypothetical syllogism
∀ x (p(x) =⇒ q(x)) ∧ (q(x) =⇒ r(x)) |= (p(a) =⇒
r(a))
Negated: ∀ x (¬p(x) =⇒ q(x)) ∧ (q(x) =⇒ r(x)) |=
(¬p(a) =⇒ r(a))
Modus ponens
∀ x (p(x) =⇒ q(x)) ∧ p(a) |= q(a)
Negated: ∀ x (p(x) =⇒ ¬q(x)) ∧ p(a) |= ¬q(a)

Modus tollens
∀ x (p(x) =⇒ q(x)) ∧ ¬q(a) |= ¬p(a)
Negated: ∀ x (¬p(x) =⇒ q(x)) ∧ ¬q(a) |= p(a)
Universal instantiation
∀ x p(x) |= p(a)
Negated: ∀ x ¬p(x) |= ¬p(a)

D Implementation details

If available, the specific instruction-tuned variant has been
used for the tested LLMs. Except for GPT 4o-mini, all mod-
els are provided from hugging-face and used with 4-bit quan-
tization.

The Vampire theorem prover1 processes the formal
method’s input, generating proofs by refutation to check
whether the query logically follows from the context.

Our FOL variant is adapted from the ANTLR grammars-v4
repository.2 For each grammar in § 4.2, we generate a parser
using ANTLR43 to decouple the logical forms from the input
requirements of the theorem prover.

For all error recovery strategies, the LLM prompt includes
three in-context examples. When recovery is attempted, re-
finement is limited to three iterations. If the error persists,
the random fallback strategy is applied. This setup allows
us to systematically compare the robustness of these recovery
methods in the autoformalisation process.

The generated warnings use three heuristics to identify se-
mantic errors. First, checking for predicates and individu-
als only mentioned in the query to avoid an incomplete con-
text. Second, ensuring that all predicates with the same iden-
tifier use the same amount of parameter (checking for nar-
ity). Finally, avoiding similar named predicates and individu-
als based on Levenshtein distance.

E Prompts

E.1 Direct prompt

Given t h e c o n t e x t and q u e s t i o n , answer
t h e q u e s t i o n and c o n s i d e r t h a t n o t
n e c e s s a r i l y t h e whole c o n t e x t i s
r e l e v a n t . Answer t h e q u e s t i o n ONLY i n

’ yes ’ o r ’ no ’ . P l e a s e u se t h e below
f o r m a t :

C o n t e x t : [ t e x t wi th l o g i c a l r u l e s ]
Q u e s t i o n : [ q u e s t i o n b ased on c o n t e x t ]
Answer : Yes / No
−−−−
C o n t e x t : I f someone walks i n t h e r a i n ,

t h e y w i l l g e t wet . Co n v e r se ly , i f
someone e x e r c i s e s a l o t , t h e y w i l l
g e t f i t . L e a d e r s o f a c o u n t r y f o r
l i f e a r e e i t h e r a k in g o r a queen . I t

i s known t h a t a t l e a s t one o f t h e
f o l l o w i n g s t a t e m e n t s i s t r u e : ( 1 )

1https://vprover.github.io
2https://github.com/antlr/grammars-v4/blob/5bb56f34bff3e0a43197d6e61ca89e2
3https://www.antlr.org/

https://vprover.github.io
https://github.com/antlr/grammars-v4/blob/5bb56f34bff3e0a43197d6e61ca89e2499e5c30b/fol/fol.g4
https://www.antlr.org/


e i t h e r John walks i n t h e r a i n and ( 2 )
he w i l l n o t g e t f i t . I t i s p o s s i b l e

t h a t s o l e l y ( 1 ) i s t r u e , o r s o l e l y
( 2 ) i s t r u e , o r even b o th a r e t r u e
s i m u l t a n e o u s l y .

Q u e s t i o n : Can we say a t l e a s t one o f t h e
f o l l o w i n g must a lway s be t r u e ? ( a )

he w i l l g e t wet and ( b ) he does n o t
e x e r c i s e s a l o t ?

Reaso n in g s t e p s : 1 . John walks i n t h e
r a i n o r he w i l l n o t g e t f i t 2 . I f
John walks i n t h e r a i n he w i l l g e t
wet . 3 . I f John w i l l n o t g e t f i t he
c a n n o t e x e r c i s e a l o t .

Answer : Yes
−−−−

C o n t e x t : I f a p e r s o n l e a v e s l a t e , t h e y
w i l l miss t h e i r t r a i n . In t h i s
p a r t i c u l a r s i t u a t i o n , James l e f t
l a t e .

Q u e s t i o n : Does t h i s e n t a i l t h a t he w i l l
n o t miss h i s t r a i n ?

Reaso n in g s t e p s :
1 . James l e f t l a t e 2 . James l e f t l a t e ,

he w i l l miss h i s t r a i n . 3 . John
m i s s e s h i s t r a i n c o n t r a d i c t s t h a t he

w i l l n o t miss h i s t r a i n .
Answer : No
−−−−

C o n t e x t : I t i s known t h a t one o f t h e
f o l l o w i n g o p t i o n s i s t r u e : someone
goes t o t h e o f f i c e o r someone goes
home . However , J i l l does n o t go t o
t h e o f f i c e . I f some p e t i n t h e
o f f i c e b a rk s , t h e n i t i s n o t dead .

Q u e s t i o n : Does t h i s imply t h a t J i l l goes
home?

Reaso n in g s t e p s : 1 . J i l l goes t o t h e
o f f i c e o r sh e goes home . 2 . I f J i l l
does n o t go t o t h e o f f i c e sh e must go

home i n s t e a d .
Answer : Yes
−−−−

Regular expression for answer extraction:

r ” ( . * ) ( ? P<answer >( y es ) | ( no ) ) ( . * ) ”

E.2 CoT prompt

Task D e s c r i p t i o n : Given t h e c o n t e x t and
q u e s t i o n , t h i n k s t e p −by− s t e p
l o g i c a l l y t o answer t h e q u e s t i o n and
c o n s i d e r t h a t n o t n e c e s s a r i l y t h e
whole c o n t e x t i s r e l e v a n t . Answer t h e

q u e s t i o n ONLY i n ’ yes ’ o r ’ no ’ .
P l e a s e u se t h e below f o r m a t :

C o n t e x t : [ t e x t wi th l o g i c a l r u l e s ]
Q u e s t i o n : [ q u e s t i o n b ased on c o n t e x t ]
Reaso n in g s t e p s : [ g e n e r a t e s t e p −by− s t e p

r e a s o n i n g ]
Answer : Yes / No
−−−−
C o n t e x t : I f someone walks i n t h e r a i n ,

t h e y w i l l g e t wet . Co n v e r se ly , i f
someone e x e r c i s e s a l o t , t h e y w i l l
g e t f i t . L e a d e r s o f a c o u n t r y f o r
l i f e a r e e i t h e r a k in g o r a queen . I t

i s known t h a t a t l e a s t one o f t h e
f o l l o w i n g s t a t e m e n t s i s t r u e : ( 1 )
e i t h e r John walks i n t h e r a i n and ( 2 )
he w i l l n o t g e t f i t . I t i s p o s s i b l e

t h a t s o l e l y ( 1 ) i s t r u e , o r s o l e l y
( 2 ) i s t r u e , o r even b o th a r e t r u e
s i m u l t a n e o u s l y .

Q u e s t i o n : Can we say a t l e a s t one o f t h e
f o l l o w i n g must a lway s be t r u e ? ( a )

he w i l l g e t wet and ( b ) he does n o t
e x e r c i s e s a l o t ?

Reaso n in g s t e p s : 1 . John walks i n t h e
r a i n o r he w i l l n o t g e t f i t 2 . I f
John walks i n t h e r a i n he w i l l g e t
wet . 3 . I f John w i l l n o t g e t f i t he
c a n n o t e x e r c i s e a l o t .

Answer : Yes
−−−−

C o n t e x t : I f a p e r s o n l e a v e s l a t e , t h e y
w i l l miss t h e i r t r a i n . In t h i s
p a r t i c u l a r s i t u a t i o n , James l e f t
l a t e .

Q u e s t i o n : Does t h i s e n t a i l t h a t he w i l l
n o t miss h i s t r a i n ?

Reaso n in g s t e p s :
1 . James l e f t l a t e 2 . James l e f t l a t e ,

he w i l l miss h i s t r a i n . 3 . John
m i s s e s h i s t r a i n c o n t r a d i c t s t h a t he

w i l l n o t miss h i s t r a i n .
Answer : No
−−−−

C o n t e x t : I t i s known t h a t one o f t h e
f o l l o w i n g o p t i o n s i s t r u e : someone
goes t o t h e o f f i c e o r someone goes
home . However , J i l l does n o t go t o
t h e o f f i c e . I f some p e t i n t h e
o f f i c e b a rk s , t h e n i t i s n o t dead .

Q u e s t i o n : Does t h i s imply t h a t J i l l goes
home?

Reaso n in g s t e p s : 1 . J i l l goes t o t h e
o f f i c e o r sh e goes home . 2 . I f J i l l
does n o t go t o t h e o f f i c e sh e must go

home i n s t e a d .
Answer : Yes
−−−−

Regular expression for answer extraction:

r ” ( . * ) answer \ :\ s * ( ? P<answer >( y es ) | ( no ) )
( . * ) ”

E.3 Autoformalistion prompt



Task D e s c r i p t i o n : Given a prob lem
d e s c r i p t i o n and a q u e s t i o n . The t a s k
i s t o p a r s e t h e prob lem and t h e
q u e s t i o n i n t o f i r s t − o r d e r l o g i c
f o r m u l a r s . Fo l low e x a c t l y t h e g i v e n
s t r u c t u r e and c o n s i d e r t h a t n o t
n e c e s s a r i l y t h e whole c o n t e x t i s
r e l e v a n t .

The grammar o f t h e f i r s t − o r d e r l o g i c
f o r m u l a r i s d e f i n e d as f o l l o w s :

1 ) l o g i c a l c o n j u n c t i o n o f ex p r1 and
ex p r2 : ex p r1 ∧ ex p r2

2 ) l o g i c a l d i s j u n c t i o n o f ex p r1 and
ex p r2 : ex p r1 ∨ ex p r2

3 ) l o g i c a l e x c l u s i v e d i s j u n c t i o n o f
ex p r1 and ex p r2 : ex p r1 ⊕ ex p r2

4 ) l o g i c a l n e g a t i o n o f ex p r1 : ¬ex p r1
5 ) ex p r1 i m p l i e s ex p r2 : ex p r1 → ex p r2
6 ) ex p r1 i f and o n ly i f ex p r2 : ex p r1 ↔

ex p r2
7 ) l o g i c a l u n i v e r s a l q u a n t i f i c a t i o n : ∀x
8 ) l o g i c a l e x i s t e n t i a l q u a n t i f i c a t i o n :

∃x
−−−−
Problem : I f someone walks i n t h e r a i n ,

t h e y w i l l g e t wet . Co n v e r se ly , i f
someone e x e r c i s e s a l o t , t h e y w i l l
g e t f i t . L e a d e r s o f a c o u n t r y f o r
l i f e a r e e i t h e r a k in g o r a queen . I t

i s known t h a t a t l e a s t one o f t h e
f o l l o w i n g s t a t e m e n t s i s t r u e : ( 1 )
e i t h e r John walks i n t h e r a i n and ( 2 )
he w i l l n o t g e t f i t . I t i s p o s s i b l e

t h a t s o l e l y ( 1 ) i s t r u e , o r s o l e l y
( 2 ) i s t r u e , o r even b o th a r e t r u e
s i m u l t a n e o u s l y .

Q u e s t i o n : Can we say a t l e a s t one o f t h e
f o l l o w i n g must a lway s be t r u e ? ( a )

he w i l l g e t wet and ( b ) he does n o t
e x e r c i s e s a l o t ?

P r e d i c a t e s :
WalksInRain ( x ) : : : x walks i n t h e r a i n .
GetWet ( x ) : : : x g e t s wet .
E x e r c i s e s A L o t ( x ) : : : x e x e r c i s e s a l o t .
G e t F i t ( x ) : : : x g e t s f i t .
P r e m i s e s :
∀x ( WalksInRain ( x ) → GetWet ( x ) ) : : : I f

someone walks i n t h e r a i n , t h e y w i l l
g e t wet .

∀x ( E x e r c i s e s A L o t ( x ) → G e t F i t ( x ) ) : : : I f
someone e x e r c i s e s a l o t , t h e y w i l l

g e t f i t .
( WalksInRain ( jo h n ) ∨ ¬G e t F i t ( jo h n ) ) : : :

John walks i n t h e r a i n o r he w i l l n o t
g e t f i t .

C o n c l u s i o n :
GetWet ( jo h n ) ∧ ¬E x e r c i s e s A L o t ( jo h n ) : : :

John w i l l g e t wet o r he does n o t
e x e r c i s e s a l o t .

−−−−
Problem : I f a p e r s o n l e a v e s l a t e , t h e y

w i l l miss t h e i r t r a i n . In t h i s
p a r t i c u l a r s i t u a t i o n , James l e f t l a t e
.

Q u e s t i o n : Does t h i s e n t a i l t h a t he w i l l
n o t miss h i s t r a i n ?

P r e d i c a t e s :
Leav eLa te ( x ) : : : x l e a v e s l a t e .
M i s s T r a i n ( x ) : : : x m i s s e s t h e i r t r a i n .
P r e m i s e s :
∀x ( Leav eLa te ( x ) → M i s s T r a i n ( x ) ) : : : I f

a p e r s o n l e a v e s l a t e , t h e y w i l l miss
t h e i r t r a i n .

Leav eLa te ( james ) : : : James l e a v s l a t e .
C o n c l u s i o n :
¬M i s s T r a i n ( james ) : : : James does n o t

miss h i s t r a i n .
−−−−
Problem : I t i s known t h a t one o f t h e

f o l l o w i n g o p t i o n s i s t r u e : someone
goes t o t h e o f f i c e o r someone goes
home . However , J i l l does n o t go t o
t h e o f f i c e . I f some p e t i n t h e o f f i c e

b a rk s , t h e n i t i s n o t dead .
Q u e s t i o n : Does t h i s imply t h a t J i l l goes

home?
P r e d i c a t e s :
GoesToOff ice ( x ) : : : x goes t o t h e o f f i c e

.
GoesHome ( x ) : : : x goes home .
P r e m i s e s :
∀x ( GoesToOff ice ( x ) ∨ GoesHome( x ) ) : : :

E i t h e r someone goes t o t h e o f f i c e o r
someone goes home .

¬GoesToOff ice ( j i l l ) : : : J i l l does n o t go
t o t h e o f f i c e .

C o n c l u s i o n :
GoesHome ( j i l l ) : : : J i l l goes home .
−−−−
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