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Abstract—Verifying scientific claims presents a significantly
greater challenge than verifying political or news-related claims.
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Unlike the relatively broad audience for political claims, the users
of scientific claim verification systems can vary widely, ranging
from researchers testing specific hypotheses to everyday users
seeking information on a medication. Additionally, the evidence
for scientific claims is often highly complex, involving technical
terminology and intricate domain-specific concepts that require
specialized models for accurate verification. Despite considerable
interest from the research community, there is a noticeable lack
of large-scale scientific claim verification datasets to benchmark
and train effective models. To bridge this gap, we introduce
two large-scale datasets, SciClaimHunt and SciClaimHunt_Num,
derived from scientific research papers. We propose several
baseline models tailored for scientific claim verification to assess
the effectiveness of these datasets. Additionally, we evaluate
models trained on SciClaimHunt and SciClaimHunt_Num against
existing scientific claim verification datasets to gauge their quality
and reliability. Furthermore, we conduct human evaluations
of the dataset’s claims and perform error analysis to assess
the effectiveness of the proposed baseline models. Our find-
ings indicate thatSciClaimHunt and SciClaimHunt_Num serve as
highly reliable resources for training models in scientific claim
verification.

Index Terms—Scientific Claims verification,
Augmented Generation, Evidence generation

Retrieval-

I. INTRODUCTION

Fact-checking plays a vital role in information validation,
serving as a crucial defense against the widespread dissem-
ination of misinformation and disinformation. Fact-checking
is the process of verifying the authenticity of a claim with
the help of evidence documents that either support or refute
the claim, where a claim is defined as a factual statement
subjected to verification [I]-[5]. Initial studies [6]-[13] on
fact-checking primarily concentrated on curating datasets and
developing methodologies for verifying claims related to
politics, current affairs, newscast and discussions on social
media. Scientific claims are grounded in empirical data derived
from scientific studies and reports, whereas ordinary claims
often express opinions or assertions about potential benefits or
courses of action. However, verifying scientific claims poses
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masks will stop the
spread/flow of covid 19

Evidence: The dataset contains 3,772 word
pairs, 1,068 labeled entails and 2,704 labeled
does not entail. The accuracy on Dev2 ranged
from 56.5% with max F = 1000 to 52.5% with
max F = 5000. The accuracy of ConVecs
(70.2%) is not significantly different from the
accuracy of SimDiffs (72.4%).The accuracy on
Dev2 ranged from a high of 70.1% to a low of
64.6%. This dataset includes pairs sampled
from all seventy-nine of the subcategories in
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material, are effective in
reducing the spread of
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according to a new study
from Oxford\u2019s
Leverhulme Centre for
Demographic Science.

the taxonomy. This dataset has two properties
that complicate the experiments.

Label: Positive/Supported

Label: Negative/Refuted

Fig. 1. The left sub-figure shows an example of a negative scientific claim
involving numerals and cardinal numbers from SciClaimHunt_Num, refuted
by evidence extracted from a research paper. The right sub-figure showcases a
positive scientific claim from the SciClaimHunt dataset, supported by evidence
retrieved from the research paper.

unique challenges in dataset curation and model development.
Political and general claims can be easily fact-checked by
general annotators or journalists, with numerous fact-checking
websites available for such claims. In contrast, dedicated
fact-checking platforms for scientific claims are scarce, and
verifying these claims requires annotators with substantial
domain expertise [14]]. Given these unique challenges in
scientific claim verification, the study [[14] proposes a scientific
claim verification dataset SCIFACT by manually constructing
scientific claims derived from research paper abstracts, paired
with abstracts of research papers that either support or re-
fute the corresponding claim. Similarly, study [15] introduces
SCIFACT-OPEN dataset for scientific claim verification by
compiling pairs of scientific claims and abstracts of multiple
research papers that either support or refute the scientific claim

Further, the work [16] proposes two methods for curat-
ing scientific claim verification datasets in the biomedical
domain, namely Knowledge Base Informed Negations and



CLAIMGEN-BART. The CLAIMGEN-BART method initially
extracts the citation, along with the preceding and subsequent
sentences, from a given research paper. Next, they encode
these extracted sentences using the BART encoder and pass
them to the BART decoder to generate a scientific claim
supported by the research paper. In contrast, the Knowledge
Base Informed Negations method replaces the named entity in
a scientific claim, which is supported by the research paper to
generate a scientific claim that is refuted by the research paper.
However, the existing datasets for scientific claim verification
exhibit several notable limitations. (i) The existing datasets in
the literature are limited in size, typically containing only a few
thousand samples, which is insufficient for training generic
models for scientific claim detection across diverse categories
and domains [17]. (ii) Existing datasets for scientific claim
verification predominantly utilize research paper abstracts as
supporting or refuting evidence. However, due to their concise
nature, abstracts often lack the comprehensive detail necessary
to provide sufficient evidence for robust claim verification.
(iii) Existing datasets either rely on manually extracted claims
or derive them from research paper references, overlooking
claims and observations found in the results, discussion, and
conclusion sections. However, these sections often contain the
most critical claims and insights related to scientific studies.
(iv) Absence of datasets in literature for scientific claims with
cardinal or numeral values.

Motivated by such limitations with the existing datasets
for scientific claim verification. This study proposes two
novel datasets for scientific claim verification tasks: Sci-
CliamHunt and SciClaimHunt_Num. Our proposed Sci-
ClaimHunt dataset leverages few-shot prompting with Large
Language Models (LLMs) to generate scientific claims
grounded in supporting scientific documents. SciClaimHunt
generates refuted claims using two methods: (i) negating a
scientific claim supported by scientific evidence and (i) named
entity replacement within a scientific claim supported by scien-
tific evidence. We also curate SciClaimHunt_Num dataset, a
subset of SciClaimHunt dataset, dedicated to scientific claims
involving numerical or cardinal values, where a model also
needs to verify the consistency of numerals and cardinal
numbers within the scientific claims and scientific evidence,
along with the consistency and contextual similarity between
the scientific claim and scientific evidence, to decide whether
a scientific claim is supported or refuted by the scientific
evidence. Figure (1| presents the examples of SciCliamHunt
and  SciClaimHunt_Num datasets. We also propose non-
trivial and suitably motivated baseline methods to evaluate
the effectiveness of our proposed datasets for scientific claim
verification. We also assess the quality and reliability of our
proposed datasets through various ablation studies, human
annotation evaluations, and error analysis. The quality and
reliability evaluation of proposed datasets suggests that our
proposed datasets SciCliamHunt and SciClaimHunt_Num are
reliable and effective in training models for scientific claim
validations.

II. RELATED WORK

In the literature, studies [17]], [[18]] briefly review and ana-
lyze the datasets and methodologies related to fact-checking.
In litrature several datasets have been proposed to support
general fact-checking research across various domains, includ-
ing politics, journalism, and social media [1[]-[3], [19]-[28].
Scientific fact-checking, a subfield of fact-checking, focuses
on verifying claims about scientific knowledge, thereby com-
bating misinformation while also supporting scientific inquiry,
interpretation and public understanding of research [|17]]. Initial
study [14] on scientific fact-checking proposed the SCIFACT
dataset for scientific claim verification, using citance as claims
and research abstracts as evidence. In contrast, SCIFACT-
OPEN [15] extends the study [14] by collecting abstracts
from multiple papers to support or refute the claims. Further
study [16] introduced an encoder-decoder model that utilizes
sentences surrounding stances and BART to generate claims
supported by scientific evidence, with negative claims through
named entity replacements to generate the claim refuted for
scientific evidence. However, existing scientific claim verifica-
tion datasets in the litrature have several key limitations. A pri-
mary concern is their limited size, as they typically consist of
only a few hundred or thousand samples. This is inadequate for
training models that can generalize effectively across diverse
categories and domains [17]]. Moreover, these datasets primar-
ily depend on research paper abstracts as external evidence.
However, abstracts offer only a concise summary and often
lack the comprehensive details necessary for rigorous scientific
claim verification [[17]. Another limitation is the emphasis on
extracting claims solely from sentences containing citations
of research papers, which overlooks significant claims and
insights presented in the results, discussion, and conclusion
sections. Furthermore, there is the absence of a scientific
claim verification dataset in the literature, which contains
scientific claims and scientific evidence involving cardinal or
numeral values to train models for numeral-aware scientific
claim verifications. Motivated by such limitations with existing
datasets for scientific claim verification in literature, this study
proposes two novel datasets for scientific claim verification
tasks SciCliamHunt and SciClaimHunt _Num.

III. PROPOSED DATASETS

A claim is considered valid if it is fluent, atomic, decon-
textualized, and precisely conveys the meaning of the source
sentence [|16]]. Given a scientific research paper R that contains
results, discussions, and a conclusion, this study aims to
generate a scientific claim C from sentences in the discussion
and conclusion section of the research paper of R, which is
supported or refuted by the content of the research paper R. A
scientific claim C is labelled as Positive if a scientific research
paper supports the claim C, while C is considered Negative if
a scientific research paper refutes claim C. This study utilizes
the research paper corpus reported in study [29] to construct
the SciClaimHunt and SciClaimHunt_Num datasets. Ethical
considerations related to the use of this corpus are discussed
in Section [VIIl



A. Positive Claim Generation

Initially, we form a subset F from the research paper corpus
D by randomly selecting twelve papers from D. Next, from
each research paper R € F, we manually extract a scientific
claim C, which is supported by the content of research paper
‘R. Subsequently, inspired by the Promptagator methods out-
lined in the study [30]], we propose Promp_Claim_Generator
using a few-shot prompting approach for generating positive
claims. Subsequently, considering twelve pairs of manually
extracted claims and corresponding paragraphs from which
the claim is extracted, our proposed Promp_Claim_Generator
method for generating positive claims utilizes instruction
prompts Z as follows.

T=((Pi,C)s s (Prs Ca): (Prcw)) M

Where P;,C;;V;i = 1;to;k are the k pairs of manually
extracted claims C; and their corresponding source paragraphs
P;, from which the claims is extracted. These & pair of (Pr,C;)
are used as k shot examples to LLMs, and the value of k
is twelve. Meanwhile, P, represents the news paragraphs
from which a positive claim needs to be generated. Here,
Prew € R denotes a new source paragraph from a research
paper R € D within the research paper corpus D. We feed
the instruction prompts Z to Llama [31]] E]to generate the new
claim over paragraph P, from research paper R € D. By
running Llama [31]] with instruction prompts Z on paragraphs
extracted from result and discussion and conclusion sections
of each research paper R € D, we generate a large collection
of positive claims C which supported by contents of respective
research paper R.

B. Negative Claim Generation

This study considers four different methods to generate
and extract negative claims from the results, discussion, and
conclusion sections of scientific research papers, refuted by
the contents within the same research paper as follows: (i)
We adopt few-shot prompting with Llama [31], where prompt
instructions P, and eight examples are provided to Llama
along with the positive claim extracted in subsection to
generate a negate of the positive claim as a negative claim,
effectively conveying the opposite meaning of the positive
claim. Our prompt instructions P, to Llama to generate a
negative claim is as follows: I want you to negate claims
extracted from a given scientific paragraph. The negations
must be strong negations that are surely false. Examples may
be changing results and methodology mentioned in the claims.
(i) We generate negative claims by mismatching positive
claims with different research papers. Specifically, given a true
positive claim and research paper pair (C;, R;), we create a
negative pair by mismatching the claim from the i*" scientific
document with the jth scientific document, resulting in a
negative pair of (C;, R;), where C; is refuted by the contents
of R;. (iii) We also generate negative claims by altering the
cardinal and numeral values in the positive claims, resulting in
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TABLE I
CHARACTERISTICS OF EXPERIMENTAL DATASETS. HERE, #CLAIM AND
#SCIENTIFIC PAPER INDICATE THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF WORDS IN THE
CLAIM AND SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH PAPER, RESPECTIVELY. SIMILARLY,
#SEN INDICATES THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF SENTENCES IN A SCIENTIFIC
RESEARCH PAPER.

Dataset Split Support Refutes Total #Claim #Paper #Sen
Train 37,597 49,512 87,109 21.1 4,497.8 2654
SciClaimHunt Test 4,769 6,131 10,900 21.0 4,505.1 265.8
Dev 4,678 6,206 10,384 21.0 44953 264.0
Train 9,625 10,694 20,319 25.0 44751 266.5
SciClaimHunt_Num  Test 1,115 1,343 2,458 24.8 44704 265.1
Dev 1,162 1,385 2,547 249 43139 2576
TABLE II
INTER-ANNOTATOR SCORES FOR CLAIM EVALUATION.
Metric Fluency Atomicity De-Contextualization Faithfulness
Krippendorff 0.704 0.703 0.784 0.693
Fleiss kappa 0.703 0.823 0.761 0.699

claims with incorrect numerical information, which is refuted
by the contents of research papers. (iii) We also generate
negative claims by altering the cardinal and numeral values
in the positive claims, resulting in claims with incorrect
numerical information, which is refuted by the contents of
research papers. (iv) We also generate negative claims by
following the named entities in the positive claim, following
the Knowledge Base Informed Negations approach as reported
in the study [16].

C. Quality Assessment of Claims and Datasets

We perform a human annotation to assess the quality of
positive and negative claims generated in subsections
and for our proposed dataset SciClaimHunt and Sci-
ClaimHunt_Num. This study created a subset of the dataset
by randomly selecting one hundred claims generated by claim
positive and negative claim generation methods discussed in
subsection [[TI-A] and and providing them to four inde-
pendent annotators. We evaluate each claim using the claim
evaluation metrics Fluency, De-Contextualization, Atomicity,
and Faithfulness, as outlined in the study [16]]. Accordingly,
based on these evaluation metrics, each annotator was asked to
assign scores to the claims. Figure [2] presents our annotation
instructions, questions to annotators, evaluation criteria for
assessing claims, and the scoring for different parameters.
To ensure high-quality annotations, we selected annotators
with a computer science research background, including re-
search fellows and PhD students. Next, we measure inter-
annotator agreement over the score assigned by annotators
to one hundred claims for evaluation metrics Fluency, De-
Contextualization, Atomicity, and Faithfulness of claims using
Krippendorff o [32]] and Fleiss kappa [33]]. Table [II] presents
inter-annotator agreement score « [32] and Fleiss kappa [33]]
for evaluation metrics Fluency, De-Contextualization, Atomic-
ity, and Faithfulness. The Krippendorff and Fleiss kappa scores
in Table [II| indicate substantial agreement among annotators
across all metrics, with particularly strong agreement observed
for Atomicity and De-contextualization. Such high agreement


https://huggingface.co/TheBloke/Llama-2-13B-chat-GGML

Metric Labels | Description
Fluency 3 The claim is well-written and easy to
comprehend.
2 The claim has minor grammatical mistakes

but is still understandable.

1 The claim is poorly written with numerous
grammatical mistakes, making it difficult or
impossible to comprehend.

De-Contextualized |1 The claim is self-explanatory and doesn't

need additional information to be
understood.
0 The claim depends on its original context

to make sense.

Atomicity 1 The claim focuses on a single, indivisible

idea or action.

0 The claim can be divided into several
smaller, separate claims.

Faithfulness 5 The claim is accurate, well-supported, and
comprehensive in relation to the original

statement.

4 The claim is accurate but incomplete,
leaving out some details from the original
statement and context.

3 The claim is relevant to the original
statement, doesn't have any incorrect
facts, but can't be directly inferred.

2 The claim is factually incorrect and
contradicts the original statement.

1 The claim is unrelated to the
original statement.

Fig. 2. Evaluation Criteria For Claims

for Atomicity and De-contextualization suggests that the gen-
erated claims are generally well-structured, self-contained, and
contextually accurate, indicating clarity and completeness of
claims. Table |I| presents the characteristics of our proposed
SciClaimHunt and SciClaimHunt_Num datasets.

IV. PROPOSED BASELINE METHODS

Given a research paper R and claim C' the task is to classify
each research paper-claim pair (R,C) into Y € {T, F'}, where
T indicates that claim C; is supported by the research paper
R, and F' indicates that claim C is refuted by the research
paper R.

A. Evidence Retrieval

Research papers are structured into sections containing
numerous sentences and paragraphs, but transformer-based and
large language models (LLMs) have limited context lengths.
Therefore, extracting the passage from the research paper
‘R that directly discusses the claim C is essential. With this
motivation, given a pair of research papers and claim (R,C),
we first extract the relevant passage as evidence £ from the
research paper R that are contextually similar to C and contain
direct discussions related to C. We first split the research paper
R into a set of passage RT™ = &1,8s,...,S, and obtain
encoded representations s; for the " sentence in the set
Rt and c for the claim C using Sentence-BERT (SBERT)

[34]. Next, we estimate the cosine similarity o; between the
encoded representations s; and c. Subsequently, we form a
vector a, where the " element in the vector a represents
the similarity o; between the passage s; and the claim c. We
then sort the vector a in decreasing order and select the top
k passage S; corresponding to the highest values of «; from
the research paper R as evidence £ which support or refutes
claim C;.

B. Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) Approach

Given the extensive text within the various sections of a
research paper and the token limitations of transformer models
such as BERT and RoBERTa, utilizing an entire paper for
finetuning transformer-based models for scientific claim vali-
dation tasks is impractical. Motivated by the above limitation,
this study adopts a Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG)
approach for scientific claim validations. Given a claim and
research paper pair (C, R), our Retrieval-Augmented Genera-
tion (RAG) [35] based approach for scientific claim validation
first extracts evidence £ from the research paper R, using the
evidence retrieval method described in subsection [[V-A] Next,
the extracted evidence £ along with prompt instructions, is
provided as context to a Gemma model [36E| , which generates
a summary £° by rephrasing, summarizing, and presenting it
as factual statements. The key motivation for applying LLMs
to the extracted evidence £ to generate evidence summary
&% is that the passage in & is sourced from various sections
of the research paper based on their similarity to the claim.
This results in a collection of independent passages rather than
a coherent or sequential narrative. Therefore, the extracted
evidence €& is provided as context to the Gemma model, which
rephrases and generates a summary as factual statements in
a coherent sequence of sentences, £°, which is facts and
summary generated using passages in £. Next, given the pair
(C, &%), we fine-tune BERT and RoBERTa and also propose
instruction tuning with a large language model Llama for claim
verification.

Scientific Claim Verification using BERT and RoBERTa:
First, we obtain the encoded representations c¢ and e® for claim
C and summary of the retrieved evidence £° using BERT or
RoBERTa models, respectively. Next, estimate the similarity
and dissimilarity feature vector between the encoded represen-
tations ¢ and e® using the steps outlined in subsection
and pass this feature vector to a two-layer neural network for
scientific claim verification.

Instruction Tuning with Llama : Given a pair consisting of
the claim C and the summary of extracted evidence £°, along
with a prompt instruction P,, we fine-tune the Llama [31E|
model for scientific claim verification. Our prompt instruction
P, is as follows: P, = You are an expert in making judgments.
You are given a claim and some sentences. Your job is to verify
whether the evidence encapsulated in retrieved sentences sup-
ports the claim. The retrieved sentences come from a research

2Google/gemma-2-2b-it
3Meta-llama/Llama-3.2-3B-Instruct
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Fig. 3. presents a working diagram of the proposed Retrieval-Augmented Generation-based approach for scientific claim validation. Given a research paper
R and a claim C, the research paper R is first split into a set of passage S;. Next, the similarity c; between the encoded representations s; and c of passage
S; and the claim C, respectively, is computed. Evidence £ is then obtained by selecting the top k passage S; with the highest similarity scores ;. This
evidence £ along with prompt instruction is passed to the Gemma model to generate a fact £°. Given the claim C and the generated fact £°, this study adopts
two different approaches for scientific claim validations: (i) fine-tuning BERT and RoBERTa, and (ii) instruction tuning with Llama.
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Fig. 4. present the Claim-Evidence Matching using Multi-Head Attention
(CEM) for scientific claim verification. First, the claim C; and sentences S;
are encoded using S-BERT to obtain the encoded representations c; for the
claim Cj and s; for the ith sentence in the evidence set. Next, we construct
an evidence representation matrix U€ by stacking the encoded representations
s; of all sentences in the evidence set, where each row of U® corresponds
to the encoded representation of an individual sentence. Subsequently, we
apply multi-head attention between the claim and the evidence set, using the
encoded representation of the claim c; as the query and the evidence matrix
U¢€ as both the key and value, to obtain the evidence representation vector
v based on the similarity between the claim and the evidence. Finally, we
estimate the similarity and difference feature vector between C ; and v, which
is passed through two fully connected layers for classification.

paper. If the evidence encapsulated in the retrieved sentences
supports the claim, you need to answer as 'positive’ otherwise
‘negative’.

C. Claim-Evidence Matching using Multi-Head Attention
(CEM)

A scientific report or paper is structured into sections, each
serving a specific purpose. When evaluating claims, extracting
evidence from each relevant section is crucial, ensuring that

context-specific information supports or refutes the claims.
This study proposes CEM method, which improves upon
traditional evidence extraction and retrieval methods discussed
in the subsection [V-A] by retrieving evidence from each
section rather than merely selecting passages with the highest
similarity to the claim, regardless of the section. This section-
wise retrieval helps to collect more effective evidence from
each section, which helps the claim verification model to
make a more informed and accurate decision. Figure [ il-
lustrates our proposed Claim-Evidence Matching using Multi-
Head Attention (CEM) method for scientific claim verification.
The CEM method first divides the research paper R into
a set of sections Ut = Uy,Us,...,U;, where t represents
the total number of sections in the paper R. Given a pair
consisting of a claim C; and a section U; from the research
paper R, we extract passage highly similar to the claim as
evidence U from each section U/; using the evidence retrieval
methods outlined in subsection Finally, the extracted
evidence from each section is merged to form the evidence
U = Uy U o ... ® U7. Additionally, the evidence set
U¢ is divided into individual sentences Si,So, ..., Sk, and we
obtain an encoded representation s; for each sentence S; € U*¢
from the evidence set U/¢ for all ¢ = 1 to k, along with an
encoded representation c for the claim C using Sentence-BERT
(SBERT) [34]. We apply multi-head attention [37]] between the
claim and the evidence set, using the encoded representation
of the claim c as the query and the evidence matrix U® as
both the key and value, to obtain the evidence representation
vector v based on the similarity between the claim and the
evidence. The prime motivation behind applying multi-head
attention between claim and evidence are as follows: (i) If
the evidence supports the claim, the multi-head attention will
assign high weights to sentences that are highly similar to
the claim, emphasizing their importance in generating the
representative vector v. (ii) Similarly, If the evidence extracted
from the research paper refutes the claim, the sentences in
the evidence set will either be unrelated or contradictory
to the claim, leading the multi-head attention to assign low
weights, indicating their lack of importance in generating
the representative vector v. Subsequently, We compute the
similarity and dissimilarity feature vector f between the claim
c; and evidence v (see subsection @ and pass it through
a two-layer neural network for scientific claim validations.



1) Graph-based Claim and Evidence Matching (GCEM) :
Representing a research paper as a graph captures relationships
and structure between sentences, sections, and the entire
paper, enhancing contextual understanding and revealing both
local and global patterns [38]], [39]. Additionally, graph rep-
resentations effectively manage non-sequential and complex
interactions, improving analysis of the paper’s structure and
content [38]], [39]. Motivated by the advantages of representing
documents as graphs, we propose Graph-based Claim and
Evidence Matching (GCEM) for scientific claim verification.
The key advantage of GCEM is that it considers the entire
research paper R as evidence to support or refute the claim
C rather than relying on a few selected passages as evidence.
Next, we construct a research paper graph R, = {V, £} by
considering each sentence S; as a node and assigning the
encoded representation s; as the initial node embedding. We
then estimate the cosine similarity z;; between two nodes S;
and S; in the graph R, using their initial node embeddings
s; and s;. Next, we add an edge between two nodes S;
and S; in the research paper graph R, if z;; > 3, where
(£ is a user-defined similarity threshold. Subsequently, we
form a node embedding matrix B, which represents the node
embeddings of the research paper graph R,, where the ith
row corresponds to the initial node embedding s; of node
S; in the graph R,. Given the node embedding matrix B
of the research paper graph R4, we apply a t-layer Graph
Attention Network (GAT) [40] to the research paper graph
R, and obtain the transformed node embedding matrix B! for
the research paper R,. The primary motivation for applying
GAT over R, is to update the node embedding of each node
in Ry, based on its local neighborhood structure and the
context of its neighboring nodes. Our GAT implementation
follows the settings of GAT outlined in study [40]]. Next, we
obtain the research paper graph representation feature vector
r by concatenating the vectors obtained after applying min
(Min), max (Max), and average (AVG) pooling operations over
the transformed node embedding matrix B!. Subsequently,
we estimate the similarity and dissimilarity feature vector f
between the encoded representation ¢ and research paper graph
representation vector r of the research graph R, and pass it
to a two-layer neural network for classification using the steps
outlined in subsection

D. Similarity and Dissimilarity Feature Estimation and Clas-
sification

This study estimates the similarity and dissimilarity features
between the encoded representations ¢ and e by calculating
the angle f* and the difference f~ between ¢ and e?, as
defined by the following equations:

f+,f_= e;®c; €

K3

—cj 2

Here, ® represents element-wise multiplication between two
vectors, and — represents element-wise difference between
two vectors. Subsequently, we form a feature vector f using
Equation [3| as defined below.

TABLE III
DETAILS OF HYPERPARAMETER SETTINGS USED TO GENERATE THE

RESULTS.

Hyperparameters Values

Epoch 100

Threshold value 3 0.25, 0.5, 0.75

No. of Attention Heads 8

Batch Size 2, 64

Embedding Dimension 384

Learning Rate 0.01

Loss Function Cross Entropy
No. of Layers in GAT 3

No. of sentences in a research paper R 265

No. of Sections in a research paper R 5

TABLE IV
CHARACTERISTICS OF SCIFACT AND SCIFACT-OPEN DATASETS.
HERE, #CLAIM AND #ABSTRACT INDICATE THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF
WORDS IN THE CLAIM AND THE ABSTRACT OF A SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH
PAPER, RESPECTIVELY. SIMILARLY, #SENT INDICATES THE AVERAGE
NUMBER OF SENTENCES IN A SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH PAPER.

Dataset Support Refutes Total #Claims #Abstract #Sent

SCIFACT-OPEN 122 112 234 11.4 49.1 3.82

SCIFACT 830 463 1,293 12.19 30.12 2.11
f=(Ff"of deldcy) (3)

Where @ represents the vector concatenation operator. Once
we obtain the feature vector f, we pass it through a two-layer
neural network, and we use the cross-entropy loss function to
learn the model parameters.

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
A. Experimental Setups

This study considers Accuracy (Acc.), F-measure (F.), and
class-wise F-measure as performance metrics to study the per-
formance of proposed and baseline models in scientific claim
verification. Table |[1]| presents the details of the experimental
hyper-parameters used to generate the results presented in this
paper. This study also considers the scientific claim verifi-
cation datasets SCIFACT [14] and SCIFACT-OPEN [15] from
literature to evaluate the performance of the proposed baseline
models. Table |IV|presents the characteristics of SCIFACT and
SCIFACT-OPEN.

B. Results and Discussions

Table |V| presents the performance of the proposed baseline
model on our dataset. In the Table, proposed baseline models
are grouped into three Approaches: ER, RAG, and FRP. (i)
Evidence Retrieval (ER): In this approach, the model only
considers the passages extracted from the research paper using
a dense retrieval method (discussed in subsection [[V-A) as evi-
dence. (i) Evidence Retrieval (ER): In this approach, the model
only considers the passages extracted from the research paper
using a dense retrieval method (discussed in subsection [[V-A)
as evidence. (ii) Retrieval Augmented Generation (RAG):
The model retrieves passage relevant to the claims from the



TABLE V
PERFORMANCE OF THE PROPOSED BASELINE MODELS ON THE DATASET.
HERE, (ACC.), (S.), AND (R.) INDICATE THE ACCURACY AND
F-MEASURE FOR THE SUPPORT AND REFUTES CLASSES, RESPECTIVELY.
ER REFERS TO THE EVIDENCE RETRIEVAL APPROACH, RAG STANDS
FOR THE RETRIEVAL AUGMENTED GENERATION APPROACH, AND FRP
INDICATES THE APPROACH WHERE MODELS CONSIDER THE FULL
RESEARCH PAPER AS EVIDENCE.

Approach Model Acc. S. R.

BERT 0.985 0.982 0.986
ER RoBERTa 0.934 0935 0.931
CEM 0.904 0.889 0.915
BERT 0.982 0.979 0.984
RAG RoBERTa 0.929 0.934 0.923
Llama 0.983 0.980 0.990
CEM 0.935 0.923 0.944
FRP GCEM(3 =0.25) 0.840 0.860 0.820
GCEM(B3 =0.5) 0.892 0.892 0.891
GCEM(B =0.75) 0.921 0.923 0.922

research paper (discussed in subsection [[V-A) and passes them
through a Gemma as context to generate a summary and facts,
generated summary and fact is then considered evidence. (iii)
Full Research Paper (FRP): In this approach, the models
consider the entire research paper, excluding the conclusion
section, as evidence. From Table [V] it is apparent that the
performance of the ER method is superior with the BERT
model compared to the performance of ER methods with CEM
and Roberta and the performance of RAG-based methods
is superior with Llama model. Similarly, the performance
of RAG-based methods is superior with the Llama model
compared to that of RAG with Roberta and BERT. For the Full
Research Paper (FRP) approaches, GCEM outperforms the
CEM model. Additionally, GCEM with 8 = 0.75 shows better
results than 5 = 0.25 and # = 0.5, indicating that 5 = 0.75 ef-
fectively captures relationships between sentence nodes in the
research paper. For the Full Research Paper (FRP) approaches,
GCEM outperforms the CEM model. Furthermore, GCEM
with 8 = 0.75 outperforms configurations with 3 = 0.25
and 8 = 0.5. This suggests that 3 = 0.75 effectively captures
relationships between sentence nodes because a higher 3 value
results in a sparser graph, connecting only sentences with
strong contextual similarity. The performance comparison of
ER, RAG, and FRP reveals the following observations: ER
and RAG, which leverage evidence retrieval and generation,
respectively, achieve superior performance compared to FRP.
From such observation, we conclude that methods focused
on identifying and extracting relevant evidence from a large
scientific document or entire research paper, whether through
retrieval or generation, are more effective for scientific claim
verification than approaches that consider the whole research
paper or scientific document as evidence as evidence.

1) Validation of Proposed Datasets: To evaluate both the
real-world applicability and generalizability of our proposed
datasets, we assessed the performance of our baseline model
trained using proposed datasets over existing scientific claim

TABLE VI
PERFORMANCE OF THE PROPOSED BASELINE MODELS, TRAINED ON THE
PROPOSED DATASET AND TESTED ON SCIFACT [14] AND
SCIFACT-OPEN [15].

Approach Model SCIFACT SCIFACT-OPEN

Acc. T F Acc. T F
BERT 0.728 0.802 0.568 0.695 0.714 0.634
ER RoBERTa 0.728 0.802 0.568 0.717 0.760 0.656
CEM 0.635 0.769 0.132 0.521 0.670 0.125
BERT 0.696 0.795 0.413 0.615 0.701 0.457
RAG RoBERTa 0.713 0.765 0.656 0.707 0.743 0.653
Llama 0.792 0.837 0.711 0.748 0.754 0.741
CEM 0.652 0.780 0.163 0.517 0.658 0.175
FRP GCEM(B=0.25) 0.754 0.754 0.746 0.743 0.748 0.739
GCEM(B=0.5) 0.782 0.789 0.745 0.769 0.823 0.749
GCEM(B=0.75) 0.823 0.847 0.841 0.787 0.798 0.778

TABLE VII

STATISTICAL COMPARISON BETWEEN THE SCIFACT AND
SCIFACT-OPEN DATASETS IN TERMS OF THE NUMBER OF SENTENCES
IN THE EVIDENCE. STD REFERS TO THE STANDARD DEVIATION.

Corpus SCIFACT SCIFACT-OPEN Proposed Dataset
MEAN 1.41 1.76 105.98

STD 0.65 0.56 33.58

Minimum 1 1 24

Maximum 5 7 300

25% 1 1 83.3

50% 1 2 103

75% 2 3 140

verification datasets from the literature. With this motivation,
we trained the proposed baseline models using SciClaimHunt
and evaluated their performance by using SCIFACT [14] and
SCIFACT-OPEN [13] as test datasets. Table presents the
performance of the proposed baseline models trained on the
SciClaimHunt datasets and evaluated using SCIFACT [14] and
SCIFACT-OPEN |15] as test datasets. From Table it is
evident that the RAG approach with Llama and GCEM (8 =
0.75) demonstrates outstanding performance when trained on
the SciClaimHunt dataset and evaluated using SCIFACT and
SCIFACT-OPEN as test datasets. From such observation from
Table we can conclude that the models trained on our
proposed dataset (SciClaimHunt) are generalizable on unseen
scientific claim verification datasets and effective for scientific
claim verification in real-world scenarios. Consequently, we
conclude that our proposed dataset (SciClaimHunt) is highly
high-quality and reliable for training models for scientific
claim verification tasks.

However, from Table [V1] it is apparent that the performance
of the CEM model declines when trained on the proposed
dataset and tested on SCIFACT and SCIFACT-OPEN. We
further study the reason behind the declines in the performance
CEM and found that the number of sentences in the evidence
sets of SCIFACT and SCIFACT-OPEN is significantly lower
than the number of sentences in the evidence set of the
proposed dataset. Since CEM employs multi-head attention
between claim and sentences of the evidence set, the weight



‘The method utilizes convolutions to process AMR in its native
multi-line Penman format, allowing for efficient and accurate AMR

Claim .
processing

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: in Section 2, we

outline our idea to exploit the textual multi-line string representation
of AMRs, allowing for efficient and simple AMR processing while
preserving vital graph structure. In Section 2.2, we instantiate this
idea in a lightweight CNN that predicts the quality of AMR graphs
along multiple dimensions of interest. In our experiments (Section
3), we show that this framework is efficient and performs better than
strong baselines. Our code is available at https://github.
com/flipz357/amr-quality-rater. To mitigate these issues, we would
like to automatically rate the quality of AMRs without the costly
gold graphs. This would allow us to signal downstream task systems
the incorporated graphs\' trustworthiness or select among different
candidate graphs from different parsing systems. To achieve this, we
propose a method that imitates a human rater, who is inspecting the
graphs. We show that the method can efficiently rate the quality of
the AMRs in the absence of gold graphs. Data We use the data from
Opitz and Frank (2019) The goal of sentence meaning
representations is to capture the meaning of sentences in a
well-defined format. Currently, AMRs are leveraged to enhance a
variety of natural language understanding tasks. However, there is a
critical issue with automatically generated AMRs (parses): they are
often deficient. We aim at rating the quality of AMR graphs
(\'parses\’) in the absence of gold graphs. This boils down to
answering the following question: how well does a candidate AMR
graph capture a given natural language sentence? Therefore, the
exact goal in this task is to learn a mapping

Evidence

Label Negative

Fig. 5. presents attention heatmaps showing the attention weights between
the claim and various sentences of the evidence for the Refutes class (negative
claims) samples. The heatmaps reveal that the multi-head attention component
of the CEM model assigns moderate attention weights to sentences that are just
related and neural to the claim and lower weights to sentences with minimal
relevance to the claim. The darker colour signifies the higher attention weight
assigned to the respective sentence from the evidence set and vice-versa.

matrix in the multi-head attention component of CEM is
dependent on the number of sentences in the evidence set,
which varies between the proposed dataset and SCIFACT and
SCIFACT-OPEN. The difference in terms of the number of
sentences in the proposed dataset SciClaimHunt and SCIFACT
and SCIFACT-OPEN could be a possible reason behind the
decline in the performance of CEM models over SCIFACT and
SCIFACT-OPEN. The number of sentences in proposed dataset
SciClaimHunt and SCIFACT and SCIFACT-OPEN is different
because SciClaimHunt consider entire research paper as evi-
dence which supports and refutes the claim whereas SCIFACT
and SCIFACT-OPEN considers only abstract of the research
paper as evidence. Table [V]] shows the sentence distribution
differences between the proposed dataset SciClaimHunt and
SCIFACT and SCIFACT-OPEN.

2) Error Analysis: We perform an error analysis on the
misclassifications made by baseline models over proposed
datasets to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of the
proposed baseline models. We first evaluate the response of
baseline models over SciClaimHunt_Num datasets to study
the ability of baseline models in scientific claim verification
with claims involving cardinal and numeral values. Table

TABLE VIII
PERFORMANCE OF THE PROPOSED BASELINE MODELS ON THE
SciClaimHunt_Num DATASET.

Approach  Model Accuracy
BERT 0.985
ER RoBERTa 0.927
CEM 0.890
BERT 0.982
RAG RoBERTa 0.919
Llama 0.980
CEM 0.948
FRP GCEM( = 0.25) 0.819
GCEM(5 = 0.5) 0.886
GCEM(5 = 0.75) 0.927

'The removal of unnatural language has a negative effect on
document clustering in many settings, reducing the accuracy by up
to 15% and 11% at best, while significantly hurting the original

Claim PR X
clustering in most settings' p052|

' We further study how removal of unnatural language improves
NLP tasks, document similarity and document clustering. Our
experiments show that clustering on documents with unnatural
language removed consistently showed higher accuracy on
many of the settings than on original documents, with the
maximum improvements up to 15% and 11% in two datasets,
while it never significantly hurts the original clustering. We
observe how removal of unnatural language from a document
affects the performance of two NLP tools, document similarity
and document clustering. For the set of experiments, we
prepared a gold standard clustering for each dataset, C DSA and
C OS When we experiment with only embedding fea-
Sequential. identification in T combined tures, averaging word
vectors performed 9-12 times better than paragraph wvectors.
When both features were used, there are some gains in CODE
and MISC. components and losses in TABLE and FORMULA.
However, when we experiment with all the other features in
addition to embedding features, losses were covered by the
other features such that ultimately combined wvectors give
overall the highest performances. We conducted feature
analysis to understand the impact of single features and their
combination. Features are added in a greedy fashion that a
feature that gives the higher accuracy when used alone is added
first. '

Evidence

Label Positive

Fig. 6. presents attention heatmaps showing the attention weights between the
claim and various sentences of the evidence for the Supporting class (positive
claims) samples. The heatmaps reveal that the multi-head attention component
of the CEM model assigns higher weights to sentences that support the claim,
moderate weights to neutral sentences, and lower weights to sentences with
minimal relevance to the claim. The darker colour signifies the higher attention
weight assigned to the respective sentence from the evidence set and vice-
versa.

presents the performance of the proposed baseline models
on the SciClaimHunt_Num datasets, demonstrating the high
proficiency of baseline models in verifying scientific claims
containing cardinal and numeral values. We manually inspect
misclassifications made by the baseline models on the pro-
posed datasets, SciClaimHunt and SciClaimHunt_Num, and
derive the following key observations: (i) Claims that are only
partially supported by the evidence (i.e., where some sentences
support the claim while others refute it) pose a challenge,
often leading to misclassification by models from support to



Our corpus only includes 10,000 instances across four topics, and

Claim does not allow for cross-topic experiments

' Our results show that crowd workers can indeed apply our
annotation scheme to arbitrary Web texts quickly and reliably,
allowing us to obtain huge amounts of data at a reasonable cost.
For representing the words w i , we use 300-dimensional word
embeddings trained on the Google News data set by Mikolov et
al. (2013) . Cross-domain AM experiments have so far been
conducted only for discourse-level tasks such as claim
identification (Daxenberger et al, 2017) , argumentative
segment identification (Al-Khatib et al., 2016) , and
argumentative unit segmentation (Ajjour et al., 2017)
However, the discourse-level argumentation models employed
for these studies seem to be highly dependent on the text types
for which they were designed; they do not work well when
applied to other text types (Daxenberger et al., 2017) . To date,
there has been little research on the identification of
topic-relevant arguments for argument search. '

Evidence

Label Positive

Fig. 7. presents attention heatmaps showing the attention weights between the
claim and various sentences of the evidence for the Supporting class (positive
claims) samples. The heatmaps reveal that the multi-head attention component
of the CEM model assigns higher weights to sentences that support the claim,
moderate weights to neutral sentences, and lower weights to sentences with
minimal relevance to the claim. The darker colour signifies the higher attention
weight assigned to the respective sentence from the evidence set and vice-
versa.

refutes or refutes to support. (ii) When the evidence discusses
the claim without taking a stance for or against it, models
incorrectly classify the claim-evidence pair as supported even
though it belongs to the refute class. Figure [6] [7} [8] and [3]
present heatmaps illustrating the attention weights between
the scientific claim and sentences of evidence, as captured by
the multi-head attention component of the CEM model. From
Figure [6] [7] [§] and [3] it is evident that the multi-head attention
components of the CEM model assign high attention weights
to sentences from the evidence set that are highly similar to
and support the claim while assigning low attention weights to
sentences that are least similar to and refute the claim. From
these observations, we can conclude that our proposed baseline
model effectively learns the relationship between claims and
evidence for scientific claim classification.

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

This paper presents two novel datasets for scientific claim
verification: SciClaimHunt and SciClaimHunt_Num, along
with several baseline models to assess their effectiveness. We
further evaluate the quality, generalizability, and reliability
of these datasets through ablation studies, human assess-
ments, and error analyses. Our findings demonstrate that Sci-
ClaimHunt and SciClaimHunt_Num serve as robust resources
for training models in scientific claim verification. Potential fu-
ture directions for this work include: (i) incorporating scientific
claims from low-resource languages, (ii) expanding the dataset

Our further analysis shows that the relevant contexts detected by our

Claim model are significantly coherent with humans judgements

To extract Font size and corresponding text: El-Haj et al. provide a
practical application of document structure detection... Current
research has taken steps towards a system which analyses a
document\'s textual structure... Training and Prediction Time: When
dealing with a large number of documents, the time required to train
a model and make predictions is important and is dependant on the
type of classifier used, the number of features and the amount of data
points. In this research all classifiers are trained using the same
number of features and data points, therefore \'time taken\'provides a
good measure of variations in training and prediction speed
associated with each different classifier being used. Of note, the
training time for a classifier should be considered in context, as
training only needs to be performed once and can be saved for later

Evidence use. Therefore, a model that takes a long time to train can still be
practical so long as it does not take a lot of time to make predictions.
Fig 3 . shows time required for training and making predictions using
these classifiers. Time shown is average of 10 observations, which is
done to reduce the effect of programs running in the background on
the comparison. 3 shows the results of this evaluation. ROC Curves
and AUC: A receiver operating characteristics(ROC) curve is used to
visualize the trade-offs between sensitivity and specifity. These
graphs are used for performance based selection of classifiers. The
graph can be reduced to a numerical measure, AUC(or AUROC)
which is the area under the ROC graph with values ranging from 0 to

1 [26] . We first compare the three ways of computing sentence
vector features...

Label  Negative

Fig. 8. presents attention heatmaps showing the attention weights between
the claim and various sentences of the evidence for the Refutes class (negative
claims) samples. The heatmaps reveal that the multi-head attention component
of the CEM model assigns higher weights to sentences that support the claim,
moderate weights to neutral sentences, and lower weights to sentences with
minimal relevance to the claim. The darker colour signifies the higher attention
weight assigned to the respective sentence from the evidence set and vice-
versa.

to encompass diverse scientific domains such as medicine and
disease research, and (iii) integrating images and tabular data
from scientific papers as evidence.

VII. ETHICS STATEMENT

The SciClaimHunt dataset was created without collecting
any personal information. It leverages a publicly available
dataset curated by study [29]. The SciClaimHunt dataset is
released under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 Inter-
national license (consistent with the original license). The
accompanying code is released under the MIT license.
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