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Abstract
Structure reasoning is a fundamental capability of large language

models (LLMs), enabling them to reason about structured common-

sense and answer multi-hop questions. However, existing bench-

marks for structure reasoning mainly focus on horizontal and co-

ordinate structures (e.g. graphs), overlooking the hierarchical rela-

tionships within them. Hierarchical structure reasoning is crucial

for human cognition, particularly in memory organization and

problem-solving. It also plays a key role in various real-world tasks,

such as information extraction and decision-making. To address this

gap, we propose HiBench, the first framework spanning from initial

structure generation to final proficiency assessment, designed to

benchmark the hierarchical reasoning capabilities of LLMs system-

atically. HiBench encompasses six representative scenarios, cov-

ering both fundamental and practical aspects, and consists of 30
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tasks with varying hierarchical complexity, totaling 39,519 queries.

To evaluate LLMs comprehensively, we develop five capability di-

mensions that depict different facets of hierarchical structure un-

derstanding. Through extensive evaluation of 20 LLMs from 10

model families, we reveal key insights into their capabilities and

limitations: 1) existing LLMs show proficiency in basic hierarchical

reasoning tasks; 2) they still struggle with more complex structures

and implicit hierarchical representations, especially in structural

modification and textual reasoning. Based on these findings, we cre-

ate a small yet well-designed instruction dataset, which enhances

LLMs’ performance on HiBench by an average of 88.84% (Llama-3.1-

8B) and 31.38% (Qwen2.5-7B) across all tasks. The HiBench dataset

and toolkit are available here to encourage evaluation.
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1 Introduction
Recently, Large Language Models (LLMs) have shown remark-

able performance across a variety of tasks, such as conversational

AI [4, 7, 40], text summarization [27, 68], language translation [23,

29, 36], programming assistance [35, 45]. These advancements

have driven substantial progress in practical applications, includ-

ing healthcare [24, 42, 50], finance [60, 66, 71], and software de-

velopment [33, 39, 59]. Notably, the emergent cognitive abilities

in LLMs have been observed to increasingly mirror certain as-

pects of human intelligence, which suggests potential parallels

between LLMs’ behavior and human cognitive processes, arousing

discussions about possible pathways to artificial general intelligence

(AGI) [19, 72]. One fundamental principle of human cognition is

hierarchical reasoning, which is essential for memory organiza-

tion, problem-solving, and decision-making [20, 43, 49], allowing

humans to understand and organize complex relationships with

structured knowledge effectively. Consequently, assessing whether

and how well hierarchical reasoning is exhibited in LLMs is sig-

nificant for further investigating the alignment between LLMs’

capabilities and human cognition.

While numerous benchmarks have been developed to assess var-

ious cognitive capabilities of LLMs, such as memory retrieval[28],

commonsense understanding[30, 47], and structure reasoning[44,

73], there remains a significant gap when it comes to evaluating hi-

erarchical reasoning. Existing structure reasoning benchmarks for

LLMs focus primarily on tasks involving horizontal or coordinate

structures, such as graph [12, 13, 55] or table [52, 57], but overlook

the critical hierarchical nature of cognitive reasoning, where infor-

mation is processed at different levels of abstraction. This absence

hinders a comprehensive understanding of LLMs’ true cognitive

abilities. To fill the essential gap in current evaluation frameworks

for LLMs, we propose HiBench, the first benchmark specifically

designed to evaluate LLMs’ capability on hierarchical structure

reasoning, providing a systematic framework for assessing how

LLMs organize, process, and reason with multi-level information

across multiple capability dimensions and scenarios.

As diverse task demands drive the evolution of cognitive compe-

tencies, HiBench proposes 30 carefully designed tasks with 39,519

queries to assess LLMs’ hierarchical reasoning capabilities, which

are systematically organized across six distinct scenarios, encom-

passing both fundamental and practical aspects of hierarchical

reasoning. The fundamental aspect comprises three scenarios: Bi-
nary Tree, Multiple Tree, and JSON, accounting for 22 tasks. These
scenarios were selected to assess LLMs’ behavior in processing

and manipulating abstraction hierarchical structures, which reflect

basic yet essential hierarchical reasoning capabilities. The practical

aspect includes three real-world scenarios: Code, Formula, and Pa-
per, consisting of eight specific tasks. These scenarios embed the

complexity within the application context into hierarchical reason-

ing to assess how well LLMs handle hierarchical information in

various practical domains, serving as a robust indicator of advanced

hierarchical reasoning capabilities.

To provide a comprehensive and thorough assessment of LLMs’

hierarchical reasoning capabilities, HiBench establishes a multi-

dimensional evaluation system comprising five essential dimen-

sions: Relationship Awareness, Structural Understanding, Structural
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(a) Performance of each Family’s State-of-the-art Models over Five
Hierarchical Reasoning Capability Dimensions.

(b) Overall Performance of LLM Families on HiBench.

Figure 1: Performance Distribution of LLM Model Families
on HiBench.

Manipulation, Analytical Reasoning, and Textual Reasoning. These
dimensions capture distinct yet progressive aspects of hierarchical

reasoning, from recognizing and navigating structures to perform-

ing complex reasoning tasks. Furthermore, HiBench incorporates

comparative experiments across varying structure complexity, con-
textual learning paradigms, and structure representations, enabling
the investigation of critical factors affecting LLMs’ performance

across the five evaluation dimensions. As summarized in Figure 1,

extensive experimental results demonstrate that current popular

LLMs from various families possess preliminary hierarchical reason-

ing capabilities with general performance over 40.0% accuracy. Our

findings reveal several key insights: 1) LLMs generally demonstrate

more substantial capabilities in relationship awareness, structural

understanding, and analytical reasoning than structural manipula-

tion and textual reasoning; 2) As the complexity of the hierarchical

structure increases, whether in depth or breadth, the challenge

for LLMs also intensifies; 3) Structure representation with explicit

hierarchical information enhances LLMs’ reasoning capabilities; 4)
LLMs perform more effectively when contextual semantics align

with real-world hierarchical relationships; 5) Contextual learning
strategies can enhance LLMs’ performance, while the benefits of

simple chain-of-thought (CoT) prompting are limited.
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Figure 2: Comprehensive Breakdown of Hierarchical Scenarios Categories and Tasks in HiBench.

Since LLMs still have room for improvement in their hierar-

chical structure reasoning capabilities, we construct a small yet

well-designed instruction dataset consisting of 14,623 question-

answer pairs across six scenarios based on our findings. The dataset

was designed to target LLMs’ weaknesses in hierarchical reason-

ing, focusing on complex structures, implicit representations, and

counterfactual configurations. After instruction fine-tuning, two

small-scale LLMs, Llama-3.1-8B [18] and Qwen2.5-7B [63], achieved

higher performance on HiBench by 88.84% (Llama-3.1-8B) and

31.38% (Qwen2.5-7B) across all tasks, compared to their vanilla ver-

sions. They even exceed large-scale models like LLaMA-3.1-405B by

up to 7.31% (Llama-3.1-8B) and 18.06% (Qwen2.5-7B), and the GPT-4

[2] by up to 6.53% (Qwen2.5-7B) and 0.2% (Llama-3.1-8B), which

indicates a small-scale high-quality dataset can inspire LLMs’ hier-

archical reasoning capabilities. However, the performance on some

tasks remains far less than average, making it an open question to

comprehensively boost LLM’s hierarchical reasoning ability.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

• We propose HiBench, the first benchmark specifically de-

signed to evaluate hierarchical reasoning capabilities in LLMs.

• We conduct extensive experiments evaluating 20 LLMs from

10 families, uncovering both the capabilities and challenges

of LLMs in hierarchical reasoning, and providing new in-

sights for further improvement.

• By constructing an instruction dataset that targets LLMs’

weaknesses in hierarchical reasoning and finetuning small-

scale LLMs, we enhance their effectiveness in hierarchical

reasoning tasks, outperforming GPT-4 by 6.53% at most.

2 Related Works
2.1 LLMs on Structure Reasoning
With the popularity of LLMs, researchers have begun to deeply

explore the combination of these LLMs and structure data (e.g.,
graph). Early research mainly focused on empirical performance

evaluation. For example, GraphBERT [69], GraphTransformer [67],

and GraphT5 [31] are all exploring whether LLM can understand

structured graph data. These studies lay a solid foundation for

applying LLM in graph data. In addition, Luo et al. [38] systemati-

cally evaluated LLM’s capability to perform graph reasoning tasks

through GraphInstruct. At the same time, Dai et al. [13] pointed
out that there is still a significant gap in LLM’s understanding of

graph structures. However, most of these studies are limited to

horizontal graph reasoning tasks, ignoring the importance of eval-

uating LLM’s capability for hierarchical structure reasoning. This

limitation prompts us to further explore the application potential

of LLM in more complex graph structures.

2.2 Implicit Hierarchical Thinking in LLMs
The investigation into Implicit Hierarchical Thinking via LLMs has

emerged as a prominent research focus in recent years. It was noted

that LLMs may not always exhibit a step-by-step reasoning process

in implicit reasoning but rather output results directly through

their internal hierarchical structure. For example, Deng et al. [15]
proposed a transition method from the explicit CoT to implicit

CoT to improve the reasoning capability of LLMs through knowl-

edge distillation. Regarding task planning, LLMs can solve complex

problems through hierarchical decomposition. For example, Yao et
al.[64] proposed the Tree of Thoughts framework to optimize LLMs’

problem-solving capability through a hierarchical structure. In addi-

tion, He et al.[25] proposed a dual-process framework for dialogue

planning that simulates human hierarchical thinking in planning

tasks. Research on implicit hierarchical thinking in LLMs has signif-

icantly progressed in various areas. However, there is still a need to

explore further how to utilize the hierarchical thinking capabilities

of LLMs better to enhance their performance in complex tasks.

3 Task Taxonomy
This section provides an overview of task taxonomy in Hibench,

illustrated in Figure 2, focusing on their design principles. Since

diverse task scenarios demand varying hierarchical reasoning ca-

pabilities in LLMs, our taxonomy systematically categorizes tasks

based on their complexity and cognitive requirements, encompass-

ing fundamental and practical aspects. This categorization reveals

the core requirement of LLMs for hierarchical reasoning capability

and facilitates a precise evaluation of LLMs’ abilities across different

contexts, offering targeted insights for future model improvements.
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Figure 3: Overview of the Paradigm for HiBench: Hierarchical Construction and Evaluation Architecture.

3.1 Fundamental Aspect
Fundamental tasks focus on assessing LLMs’ hierarchical reasoning

capability to understand and manipulate structures over hierar-

chical structure data, such as tree structure and semi-structured

JSON files. These tasks aim to evaluate whether LLMs can effec-

tively perform hierarchical reasoning on diverse hierarchical data

representations.

Scenario 1: Binary Tree. Binary trees are a fundamental data

structure widely used in computer science. Using the generalized

random structure generator, we constructed the corresponding

binary tree with varying difficulty in multiple dimensions of depth,

then designed six hierarchical tasks, Balance, Prefix Traversal, Infix
Traversal, Postfix Traversal, Traversal Order Verification and Mirror
Tree to evaluate LLM’s hierarchical understanding of tree structures.

Scenario 2: Multiple Tree. Multiple trees are widely utilized

in diverse domains such as database indexing, file systems, and

network architectures, where they excel in representing complex

hierarchical arrangements that surpass the limitations of binary

trees. Therefore, we use a randomized tree generator to construct

multinomial trees of varying difficulty in multiple dimensions of

breadth and depth, then developed nine hierarchical tasks: Add
Node, All Ancestor, All Children, Common Ancestor, Isomorphic, Re-
move Node, Node Depth, Leaf and Root. These tasks are designed to

fully evaluate the hierarchical reasoning capabilities of LLMs.

Scenario 3: JSON. JSON is a semi-structured data interchange

format that can represent hierarchical data structures using nested

objects and arrays. As a standardized format, JSON is widely sup-

ported and understood. Therefore, we randomly generated JSON

files with different breadth and depth and designed the following

seven tasks: Child Count, Node Depth, Level Count, Node Attribute,
Level Nodes, Path Finding and Nearest Ancestor. These tasks examine

the LLM’s capability to parse JSON data, understand hierarchies,

and analyze paths in multiple dimensions.

3.2 Practical Aspect
In contrast to the fundamental aspect, the practical aspect empha-

sizes real-world applications ranging in information format and

structural diversity, such as formulas, code, and academic papers.

These tasks assess the versatility and capability of LLMs to apply

hierarchical reasoning in addressing noisy and complex real-world

challenges.

Scenario 4: Formula. Mathematical formulas can exhibit cer-

tain hierarchical information in prefix, infix, and postfix notations.

Therefore, we randomly generated a series of formulas of vary-

ing difficulty using formula length, number size, and symbolic

complexity as variables and constructed three types of formula

comprehension tasks: Conversion, Calculation and Equivalence, to
assess LLM’s formula hierarchical understanding capability.

Scenario 5: Code. The structure and logic of the code are hier-

archical. Therefore, we collected different types of C++ and Python

code on the LeetCode platform and constructed two types of tasks,

Space Complexity and Time Complexity, aiming at evaluating the

capability of the LLM to understand and analyze the code.

Scenario 6: Paper. Papers are hierarchically structured textual

information, so we carefully screened several papers as datasets

based on the QASPER [14] dataset and assessed LLM’s hierarchical

reasoning capabilities on academic papers based on three types of

tasks Contextual QA, Disordered Section and Outline Extraction.

4 The HiBench
In this section, we introduce the overall architecture of HiBench,

a comprehensive and systematic benchmark developed to assess
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the hierarchical reasoning capabilities of LLMs, thereby facilitat-

ing user adoption and utilization by ensuring a well-established

workflow. The architecture is organized into two main components:

Hierarchical Dataset Constructor and Evaluator. Hierarchical Dataset
Constructor systematically generates benchmark data with vary-

ing complexity. Evaluator quantifies model performance from five

refined capability dimensions. An overview of this architecture is

illustrated in Figure 3, with more details provided in Appendix B.

4.1 Hierarchical Dataset Generator
In this section, the generation process of HiBench is introduced,

consisting of three main stages: Structure Generator, Query-Answer
Generation, and Prompting Production. Firstly, building upon the

previously mentioned task taxonomy in Section 3, the difficulty

of specific tasks within each scenario varies due to the intricacy

of their hierarchical structures. To ensure a thorough evaluation,

Structure Generator constructs various hierarchical structures for
subsequence processes across different scenarios. Secondly, Query-
Answer Generation utilizes these pre-constructed structures to gen-

erate corresponding queries for sub-tasks in different scenarios. Fi-

nally, Prompting Production refines these queries intowell-structured
prompts, adapting them for LLMs and ensuring consistency across

evaluations.

Structure Generator. Given that the task taxonomy of HiBench

encompasses diverse application scenarios characterized by spe-

cialized requirements and varying levels of complexity, tailoring

structure generators is necessary. For the four scenarios, Binary

Tree, Multiple Tree, JSON, and Formula, their structure generators

autonomously and efficiently construct large-scale, diverse struc-

ture instances, providing rich and challenging hierarchical struc-

tures to support comprehensive evaluation. Specifically, the tree

generator constructs hierarchical tree data based on key features

such as out-degree, depth, and node number. The JSON genera-

tor constructs data by considering two key dimensions: width and

depth, while the formula generator constructs data based on nu-

merical complexity, symbolic complexity, and length of formulas to

ensure varying degrees of complexity. In contrast, for the other two

scenarios, Code and Paper, their structure generators collect a large

amount of hierarchically structured data from existing real-world

sources as initial data. Specifically, the code generator collects code

samples from GitHub
1
and LeetCode

2
, while the paper generator re-

organizes paper data from QASPER [14]. These data encompass the

hierarchical structures of codes and papers, ensuring their diversity

and real-world representativeness.

Query-Answer Generator. Since each task scenario consists

of multiple sub-tasks, we generate corresponding query-answer

pairs based on the structures constructed in the previous section.

Various algorithms are employed to tailor queries to specific sub-

tasks. For instance, the prefix traversal algorithm generates query-

answer pairs for the corresponding sub-task based on the binary

tree structure. Notably, we use manual annotations to generate

query-answer pairs for paper scenarios without fixed answers.

1
https://github.com

2
https://leetcode.com/

Table 1: Basic Statistics of HiBench.

Scenarios Tasks Sub-Tasks Queries Avg. Length

Binary Tree 6 216 4,968 2,824.3

Multiple Tree 9 162 9,558 915.0

JSON 7 300 2,586 1,349.8

Formula 3 1,458 18,954 516.8

Code 2 12 1,200 1,296.9

Paper 3 9 2,253 26,759.2

HiBench 30 2,157 39,519 1,725.9

Prompting Producer. To optimize query-answer pairs for LLM-

generated responses, we develop a set of carefully crafted prompts,

including In-context Learning (ICL) [16], and CoT [70], enabling

comprehensive evaluation across different requirements. We also

provide instructions to restrict the output format, ensuring re-

sponses align with specific structural or stylistic guidelines.

Table 1 provides a detailed statistical summary of HiBench across

various scenarios, comprising 30 tasks and 39,519 queries. Our

benchmark dataset offers a robust foundation for evaluating the

hierarchical reasoning capabilities of LLMs across diverse queries.

4.2 Evaluator
Hierarchical reasoning in human cognition progresses from un-

derstanding local relationships to grasping global structures, per-

forming structural operations, and reasoning within increasingly

complex information contexts, reflecting a growing demand for

advanced reasoning capabilities.

Building on this progression, we define five key dimensions to

evaluate LLMs’ hierarchical reasoning capabilities, mirroring the

stages of human cognition progress in hierarchical reasoning:

• Local Relationship Awareness assesses the capability to rec-

ognize immediate connections, such as parent-child relation-

ships in trees or code dependencies.

• Global Structural Understanding extends this to comprehend-

ing the overall organization of a structure.

• Structural Manipulation evaluates the capability to modify

structures, such as code refactoring or tree transformations.

• Analytical Reasoning measures the capability to derive in-

sights through logical and quantitative analysis.

• Textual Reasoning examines the capacity to generate coher-

ent and contextually appropriate descriptions of hierarchical

structures.

Based on the characteristics of each task, we categorize LLMs’

performance into these five evaluation dimensions, as illustrated

in Figure 2. It aligns tasks with the cognitive and computational

demands of structured data processing, forming an integral frame-

work for assessing hierarchical reasoning capabilities.

5 Experimental Results
In this section, we present the experimental results evaluating the

performance of LLMs on hierarchical reasoning using our HiBench.

We use Accuracy as the primary metric to assess LLM performance,

defined as 𝐴𝑐𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑦 = #𝐶𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑡
#𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙

.
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Table 2: HiBench Leaderboard: Categorizing Models by Open-Source Status and Family.∗

Model Family Model Name

Fundamental Aspect Practical Aspect Average Rank
Binary Multiple JSON Code Formula Paper

Closed-Sourced

OpenAI

GPT-3.5 [46] 39.19 54.22 53.49 66.50 54.54 -
∗∗

53.59 6

GPT-4 [2] 56.29 73.64 63.59 70.75 54.37 38.35 59.50 2

Open-Sourced

01-AI Yi-1.5-9B [65] 26.18 47.67 54.23 66.75 42.42 10.27 41.25 9

Qwen

Qwen2.5-0.5B [63] 1.99 15.03 15.31 2.50 8.83 3.98 7.94 19

Qwen2.5-1.5B [63] 19.43 43.30 35.47 56.75 21.17 25.54 32.02 17

Qwen2.5-3B [63] 24.32 48.95 39.71 60.25 39.78 32.38 40.52 10

Qwen2.5-7B [63] 33.11 59.01 48.58 69.25 41.27 42.08 49.93 7

QwQ-32B [53] 42.91 74.12 73.80 13.75 16.82 17.22 39.77 12

Qwen2.5-72B [63] 45.61 63.08 70.50 69.25 51.75 39.72 56.65 3

Baichuan Inc. Baichuan-7B [61] 2.62 1.75 4.33 0.25 0.93 0.00 1.65 20

DeepSeek DeepSeek-V3 [34] 70.23 72.59 77.65 72.50 57.40 42.99 65.56 1

Meta

Llama-3.2-1B [18] 9.57 20.45 23.18 44.25 17.02 13.30 21.30 18

Llama-3.2-3B [18] 31.79 34.70 29.31 60.50 23.20 28.07 34.59 15

Llama-3.1-8B [18] 14.74 28.76 49.29 61.75 26.35 16.23 32.85 16

Llama-3.1-70B [18] 54.73 65.04 63.03 68.75 42.14 43.71 56.24 4

Llama-3.1-405B [18] 64.49 59.95 55.61 53.37 63.45 16.46 55.53 5

Microsoft Phi-3.5-mini-3.8B [1] 27.36 38.24 57.52 65.25 41.76 11.51 40.27 11

Mistral Mistral-7B [26] 26.14 31.00 49.19 58.75 40.08 27.10 38.71 13

SHAILib InternLM2.5-7B [6] 34.28 39.02 54.62 65.75 23.27 6.24 37.20 14

THUDM GLM-4-9B [22] 36.72 46.26 48.60 66.50 32.11 37.60 44.63 8

Average Performance 33.08 44.61 49.94 55.53 34.43 23.83 40.48 -

∗
The best results for each category are marked in bold, and the second-best results are marked with underline.

∗∗
Queries exceed the maximum context token limitation of GPT-3.5.

5.1 LLMs’ Performance on HiBench
Overview. Table 2 presents the performance of the 20 most pop-

ular and powerful LLMs across tasks in our HiBench categorized

by model families and scenarios. Current LLMs achieve an average

score of 40.48% over our HiBench, demonstrating the general level

of hierarchical reasoning capabilities. Specifically, DeepSeek-V3

[34] stands out with the highest performance, achieving a mean

score of 65.56%. It surpasses the benchmark average by 62.0% and

outperforms the most powerful closed-sourced LLM, GPT-4 [2],

by 10.2%. Although many LLMs demonstrate basic hierarchical

reasoning capabilities in managing Multiple Tree, JSON, and Code

scenarios, these LLMs still face challenges in more complex sce-

narios, especially in the practical aspects. These findings highlight

the importance of continued model refinement to enhance LLMs’

behavior on more advanced and nuanced hierarchical tasks.

Scenario Performance. Figure 4 presents the performance of LLMs

across various hierarchical reasoning tasks, categorized by differ-

ent scenarios such as Multiple Tree, JSON, Code, Formula, Paper,

and Binary Tree. The results show that LLMs perform well on

tasks such as Root Identification, Level Counting, and Node Attribute
Recognition, with performance values reaching up to 70%. These

tasks, which require minimal reasoning complexity and exhibit

clear structural patterns, allow LLMs to achieve high accuracy. In

contrast, tasks like Path Finding, Mirror Tree, and Calculation are

generally below 30% and pose significant challenges due to their

requirements for multi-step reasoning, structural transformations

or numerical computations. The average performance across all

tasks is 41.2%.

Capability Dimensions. As illustrated in Figure 1 (a), LLMs per-

form well in local relationship awareness, global structural un-

derstanding, and analytical reasoning but struggle with structural

modifications and textual reasoning. DeepSeek-V3 leads overall,

scoring 75.96 in local relationship awareness, 66.77 in global struc-

tural understanding, and 64.95 in analytical reasoning, yet still

lags in structural modifications and textual reasoning. Similarly,

GPT-4 and Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct maintain strong local relationship

awareness and analytical reasoning scores but steeply decline in

structural modifications. Smaller models, including Yi-1.5-9B and

Phi-3.5-mini-3.8B, perform poorly in structural modifications and
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Figure 4: Average Performance of LLM Tasks across Capability Dimensions and Scenarios.

TR. Baichuan-7b fails in all dimensions, and we conduct case studies

in Appendix F.1 to discuss its failure. The performance disparity un-

derscores that while LLMs recognize and analyze hierarchical struc-

tures well, they struggle with modifying and reasoning through

hierarchical text, highlighting further gains in these tasks.
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Figure 5: Impact of Structural Complexity on LLM Hierarchi-
cal Reasoning Capabilities.

Structure Complexity Impact. Figure 5 presents the performance

of LLMs across varying structure complexity levels. The results

demonstrate that LLMs perform significantly better on simpler

structures, with accuracy peaking for the easy structures in all

scenarios. In contrast, as structure complexity increases, perfor-

mance declines noticeably, with the hard structures yielding only

19.6% accuracy in the Binary Tree scenario and 37.0% in the JSON

scenario. These findings suggest that while LLMs can effectively

handle tasks with simpler structures and clear patterns, they strug-

gle with more complex hierarchical structures, highlighting the

need for further model development to address more challenging

hierarchical structures.

5.2 Insightful Findings
5.2.1 Structure Representation affect LLM Reasoning. As the struc-
ture representation mode can affect an LLM’s capability to capture

hierarchical information, we explore the impact of different repre-

sentation modes on hierarchical reasoning performance. Specifi-

cally, we compare two representation modes: edge representation
and text tree representation, over binary andmultiple tree tasks. The

edge representation describes the hierarchical structure through

a list of directed edges, while the text tree representation uses

structure symbols to depict the structure. As shown in Figure 6 (a),

LLMs with text tree representation achieve better performance than

those with edge representation on both binary tree and multiple

tree tasks, with performance values of 39.6% and 38.4%, respec-

tively, indicating that the input representation can affect the LLM’s

hierarchical reasoning capability. As shown in Figure 9, the text

tree representation provides global hierarchical information, while

the edge representation focuses only on local connections, which

may limit its effectiveness in capturing the overall structure. It sug-

gests that the text tree representation is more beneficial for tasks

requiring a global understanding of the hierarchy.

5.2.2 Expression of Explicit Structures Improves LLM Comprehen-
sion. In practical aspects, such as Code and Paper scenarios, hi-

erarchical structures may present with either implicit or explicit

structural constraints. In the Code scenario, C++ utilizes explicit

structural constraints where double braces mark each block, while

Python relies on indentation to represent hierarchical relationships

implicitly. In the Paper scenario, papers formatted in an XML-like

style [8] offer clear structural indicators, whereas those based on

plain text lack explicit hierarchical cues. Figure 6 (b) and (c) in-

vestigate how these kinds of structural constraints impact LLMs’

hierarchical reasoning capabilities. It demonstrates that inputs with

explicit structural constraints consistently outperform those with

implicit or no structure. Specifically, C++ outperforms Python by

4.7% in the Code scenario, while structured inputs surpass unstruc-

tured ones by 1.1% in the Paper scenario. The superior performance

can be attributed to the clarity and consistency of explicit structural

formats, such as C++’s strict syntactic rules and XML’s hierarchi-

cal markers, which define clear boundaries and reduce ambiguity,

allowing LLMs to capture the hierarchical information more effec-

tively. It highlights the critical role of explicit hierarchical structural

constraints in enhancing the hierarchical reasoning capabilities of

LLMs in practical aspects.
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Figure 6: Impact of Input Mode on LLM Hierarchical Reason-
ing Capabilities.



Conference’17, July 2017, Washington, DC, USA Jiang et al.

5.2.3 Semantics Enhances LLM Hierarchical Structure Reasoning.
To investigate whether LLMs have captured essential hierarchical

reasoning capability from real-world corpora during pre-training,

we compare their performance on real-world hierarchical struc-

tures and nonsense structures in the JSON scenario. The original

JSON scenario is based on real-world hierarchical structures con-

taining semantically meaningful values. We construct nonsense

structures involving hierarchies with randomly shuffled labels or

meaningless values for comparison. As shown in Figure 6 (d), LLMs

achieve a significantly higher accuracy of 42.4% with real-world

semantic structures compared to 37.7% with nonsense structures.

This improvement suggests that LLMs have likely learned basic

hierarchical structure from real-world data, enabling them to better

parse and reason over nested JSON hierarchies.

5.2.4 Impact of CoT. CoT is known to improve performance in

various tasks by prompting models to break down problems into

step-by-step logical sequences. To evaluate its impact on LLM hier-

archical reasoning, we conducted experiments of Qwen2.5-7B [63]

and QwQ-32B [53] on Binary Tree and Multiple Tree scenarios. As

shown in Table 3, CoT slightly improved Qwen2.5-7 B’s accuracy

in the Multiple Tree task by 3.33% but had minimal degradation

on the Binary Tree task. However, for QwQ-32B, CoT led to a 0.9%

accuracy decrease in Binary Tree and a substantial 31.26% drop in

Multiple Tree performance. These results indicate that CoT does

not consistently enhance hierarchical reasoning and may intro-

duce unnecessary steps that complicate intermediate reasoning, as

further analyzed in our case study (Appendix F.2).

Table 3: Performance Comparison of Models Using CoT Rea-
soning Versus Standard One.

Binary Tree Multiple Tree

Qwen2.5-7B𝑤/ CoT 33.11 54.86

Qwen2.5-7B𝑤/𝑜 CoT 33.06 58.19

Δ𝐶𝑜𝑇 -0.05 ↓ 3.33 ↑
QwQ-32B𝑤/ CoT 42.91 74.12

QwQ-32B𝑤/𝑜 CoT 42.01 42.86

Δ𝐶𝑜𝑇 -0.9 ↓ -31.26 ↓

5.3 Potential Improvement
Given the nascent state of LLMs’ performance in hierarchical rea-

soning, we conducted a series of experiments, including ICL and

instruction fine-tuning, to assess the effectiveness of these methods

in improving their hierarchical reasoning capabilities.

Figure 7 demonstrates ICL’s impact on LLMs over our HiBench,

where zero-shot learning results in the lowest performance, one-

shot learning shows moderate improvement and few-shot learning

significantly enhances LLMs’ hierarchical reasoning capabilities.

This trend demonstrates that LLMs benefit from additional context

through ICL and that more examples lead to substantially better

performance across hierarchical reasoning tasks. However, in some

scenarios, such as Binary Tree, JSON, and Code, one-shot learning

Table 4: Instruction Finetuning Performance on HiBench.

Aspects

Qwen2.5-7B Llama-3.1-8B

Vanilla Finetuned Vanilla Finetuned

Fundamental 42.32 65.74 25.89 63.59

Practical 54.17 61.05 37.20 55.60

Average 48.25 63.39 31.55 59.59
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Figure 7: Impact of ICL on Hierarchical Reasoning.

performs poorly compared to zero-shot. Our case study (Appen-

dix F.3) suggests that LLMs may develop an unintended inductive

bias when only a single example is provided, leading to incorrect

generalization. This effect is particularly pronounced when the

example contains high-frequency patterns or structural repetitions,

causing the model to overfit spurious correlations rather than ac-

curately grasping the hierarchical relationships. It highlights the

importance of instance diversity in few-shot settings to mitigate

biases and enhance LLMs’ hierarchical reasoning capabilities.

To further enhance the hierarchical reasoning capabilities of

LLMs, we conducted instruction fine-tuning on the Llama-3.1-8B

and Qwen2.5-7B models using a well-designed instruction dataset

with 14,623 examples targetted to hierarchical reasoning. The dataset

focuses more on scenarios with complex hierarchical structures,

implicit structural representations, and counterfactual hierarchical

configurations. This design aims to enhance LLMs’ reasoning across

the weaker aspects. As shown in Table 4, fine-tuning led to signifi-

cant performance improvements across fundamental and practical

aspects. Specifically, Llama-3.1-8B improved from 31.55% to 59.59%

on average, and Qwen2.5-7B improved from 48.25% to 63.39%. The

fine-tuning results highlight the importance of finetuning LLMs to

enhance hierarchical reasoning, especially for complex tasks.

6 Conclusion
In this paper, we propose HiBench, the first benchmark dedicated

explicitly to evaluating the hierarchical reasoning capabilities of

LLMs. HiBench spans two key aspects, six scenarios, and 30 tasks,

comprising 39,159 queries. Experimental results demonstrate that

while existing LLMs show proficiency in basic hierarchical reason-

ing tasks, they still struggle with more complex hierarchical chal-

lenges. In addition to improving LLM performance through ICL, we

demonstrate that finetuning small-scale LLMs on our constructed

high-quality instruction dataset leads to significant improvements

of up to 6.53% over the leading close-source LLM GPT-4. These find-

ings highlight the potential for further advancements in enhancing

LLMs’ hierarchical reasoning capabilities.
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A Author Contributions
The authors’ contributions are: Zhuohang Jiang: benchmark de-

sign, the coding leader, and manuscript writing. Pangjing Wu:
implements Binary Tree scenario tasks, evaluation, and manuscript

writing. Ziran Liang: implements Multiple Tree scenario tasks

and manuscript writing. Peter Q. Chen: implements JSON sce-

nario tasks and manuscript writing. Xu Yuan: implements Paper

scenario tasks and manuscript writing. Ye Jia: implements Code

scenario tasks and manuscript writing. Jiancheng Tu: implements

Formula scenario tasks and manuscript writing. Chen Li: project
advising. Peter H.F. Ng: project advising. Qing Li: General project
supervisor and manuscript writing.

B Modular Codebase
Our benchmark code is designed in a modular fashion, which facil-

itates the swift construction of new benchmarks. As Fig 8 shown,

the codebase is divided into five distinct modules: theHierarchical
Structure Construction,Query Generator, Prompting, Model
Zoo, Evaluator, and Finetune.

B.1 Hierarchical Structure Construction
We first employ a hierarchical structure constructor to generate a

hierarchical structure. Precisely, in Binary Tree and Multiple Tree

scenarios, the complexity of hierarchical structures is controlled

by the the number of leaf nodes, a.k.a width, and tree hight a.k.a
depth.

B.2 Query Generator
Dataset Generator is a tool for automated dataset generation, in-

cluding Binary Tree QA Generator,Multiple Tree QA Generator, JSON
QA Generator and Formula QA Generator, which can flexibly gener-

ate data of different difficulty levels according to the parameters

set by the user. The level of task data is determined according to

the parameters set by the user. For example, we tested LLMs’ un-

derstanding of various representations using tree representations,

including edge and hierarchical representations. An Example has

been shown in Figure 9.

B.3 Prompting
Dataloader is an efficient tool dedicated to dataset organization

and query generation, which mainly consists of two parts: Data
Management and Query Generator.

• Data ManagementWe provide configuration parameters

to manage our dataset, and subsequent evaluations are per-

formed based on these configuration files.

• Query Generator To reduce system coupling, we split the

query and QA modules to achieve a modularized design, al-

lowing quick modifications and adjustments. Specifically, we

unified the dataset format and generated an LLM-matched

alpaca prompt format for queries driven by configuration

files. This design meets the needs of many subsequent tasks

and has strong scalability and flexibility to respond to future

iterations and optimize functionality effectively.

B.4 Model Zoo
Our Model Zoo is extensively integrated with resources from Hug-

ging Face, Azure, and Fireworks, covering 20 LLMs from 10 fami-

lies. We have standardized all models’ input and output interfaces

through a unified design, allowing for flexible invocation of different

models through parameter configuration only. The data imported

by the Dataloader can be directly input into the LLMmodel, and the

model’s response can be quickly obtained, thus allowing efficient

and convenient model application and extension. In the Hibench

benchmarking process, two proprietary models, GPT-3.5 and GPT-4,

were selected for evaluation. Additionally, 18 open-source models

of various sizes were chosen from nine different families. These

open-source models include Llama, Qwen, DeepSeek, ChatGLM,

InternLM, BaiChuan, Yi, Phi, and Mistral.

B.5 Evaluator
Our evaluator mainly consists of an answer extractor and an an-

swer evaluator. Specifically, we designed five types of matching

patterns to fit different types of outputs accurately. By compar-

ing the answers generated by LLM with the standard answers, we

calculate the accuracy and hit rate and categorize the evaluation

results in five dimensions. This all-encompassing evaluation ap-

proach can comprehensively measure the performance of LLM in

different tasks, which provides strong support for in-depth profiling

of model performance.

B.6 Finetune
Our fine-tuning module, built upon the Unsloth framework, has

been developed to optimize the performance of LLMs through

targeted fine-tuning. This approach aims to enhance the LLMs’

capabilities in hierarchical comprehension, thereby improving their

capability to effectively process and understand complex, layered

information structures.

C Benchmark Detail
In this section, we will define the scope of the task in depth and give

a detailed description of the dataset used. We will describe our task

comprehensively and in-depth in two dimensions: the Fundamental
Aspect and the Practical Aspect. Detailed information is presented

in Fig. 10.

C.1 Fundamental Aspect
In exploring the fundamental aspect of the task, we focus on eval-

uating the capability of LLMs to understand different underlying

hierarchical structures, such as Binary Tree Scenario, Multiple Tree
Scenario, and JSON Scenario.

C.1.1 Binary Tree Scenario. Binary Tree, a widely used basic hier-

archical structure, has up to two children per node. Based on this

feature, we can propose a series of challenging binary tree scenario

tasks designed to deeply test LLM’s capability to understand and

manipulate this simple but critical data structure.

Task Definition. The Binary Tree Scenario covers six tasks that

focus on evaluating the capabilities of LLM models in three key

areas: structural modification and relationship understanding.
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Structure Generator

Tree Structure Generator

TreeGenerator(num, scale, balance, binary, shuffled):

JSON Structure Generator

Args:
        num (int): Number of nodes in the tree.
        scale (int): Controls the breadth or width of the tree (number of children per node).
        balance (bool, optional): True for a balanced tree. Defaults to True.
        binary (bool, optional): True for a binary tree (each node has at max two children). Defaults to True.
        shu�ed (bool, optional): True to randomly shu�e node order. Defaults to False.

TreeGenerator(num=10, scale=2, balance=True, binary=True, shu�ed=True)Usage:

Output:

Tree Structrue Question List

Root
Leaf
......

Root Ans
Leaf Ans
......

Answer List

Formula Structure Generator

JSONGenerator(depth, width, predefined_database):
Args:
        depth(int): Speci�es the maximum depth of the JSON structure.
        scale (int):  Speci�es the maximum number of key-value pairs at each level.
        prede�ned_database(�le): Determines the generated JSON content.

FormulaGenerator(length, type, range, symbolic):

Usage: JSONGenerator(depth=10, width=2,  prede�ned_database=Company)
Output:

JSON Structrue Question List

Child
Depth
......

Child Ans
Depth Ans
......

Answer List

Args:
        length (int): Speci�es the number of elements  in the generated formula.
        type (str): Speci�es the type of formula to generate. 
        range (tuple): Speci�es the range of numerical values to use in the formula.
        symbolic (bool, optional): Determines whether the formula should include symbolic variables.

Usage:FormulaGenerator(length=5, type=int, range=easy, symbolic=easy)

Output:

Question ListFormula Structrue Answer List

Convert
Calculate
......

Convert Ans
Calculate Ans
......

Code Structure Collector
Output:

Code Structrue Question List

TimeComplex

SpaceComplex

TimeComplex Ans

SpaceComplex Ans

Answer List

Paper Structure Collector
Output:

Paper Structrue Question List

Context QA
Misordered
......

Answer List

Context QA Ans
Misordered Ans
......

Finetune

Evaluator

Prompt Generator

Model Zoo

PromptGenerator(Question, Answer, Template, Format):
Args:
        Structure(str):  the initial structure that is generated in the "structure generate" phase.  
        Question(str):  the initial query that is generated in the "structure generate" phase. 
        Answer(str):   the response to the question.
        Template(str):  a template for the query which can be used to implement ICL or CoT. 
         Format(str):  the template for the �nal output structure. 
Usage: PromptGenerator(Structure=”a->b, b->c, b->d, b->e”,

Question=”What is the root of this structure”, 
Answer=”a”,  
Template=”Given a structure <STRUCTURE>, answer the question
 <QUESTION>, please return the answer directly like <FORMAT>.”,
Format=”{’ans’: xxx}”)

Output:

Operate:

Prompt List
Prompt

Answer

                   Given a structure <STRUCTURE>, answer the question
 <QUESTION>, please return the answer directly like <FORMAT>.

Template

Structure

a->b, b->c, b->d, b->e

What is the root of this structure Format
{’ans’: xxx}

Question

Call_LLM(Prompt, True_Answer, Model):
Args:
        Prompt (str): The generated prompt in the "prompt generate" phase.
        True_Answer (str): The true answer to the query.
        Model (str): The name of the LLM model used.

Usage:

Call_LLM(Prompt=”Given a structure ....”, True_Answer=”a”, Model=”ChatGPT-4”)

Model Zoo:

GPT-3.5
GPT-4

Qwen Llama ChatGLM Deepseek Phi InternLM Yi Baichuan Mistral

Output:

True Answer
Response List

Response

Evaluator(Response, True_Answer, Match_Mode):
Args:
        Response(str): The generated prompt in the "prompt generate" phase.
        True_Answer (str): The true answer to the query.
        Match_Mode (str): The format matching method, include str match, number match, etc.
Usage:
Evaluator(Response=” Let me think, the answer is ’Ans’ :{’a’}. ”, 
                    True_Answer=”a”, Match_Mode=”str”)

Operate:

Output:

Response

Let me think, the answer is ’Ans’ :{’a’}.

ExtractAns
a

TrueAns
a

Accuracy:  67.3%

1. Build Finetune Dataset

2. Finetune LLM Model

Build_Finetune_Dataset(Performance):

Args:
        Model(str): The LLM model that need �netuning.
        Dataset(dir): The dataset generated in the previous step.

Tree JSON Formula Code Paper

Performance

Finetune(Model, Dataset):

Args:
        Performance(list): The performance of di�erent aspect.

Output:

Model PTH

The Codebase of HiBench
Taking the Root Task in a Multiple Tree Scenario as a Case Study

Tree Structrue: a->b, b->c, b->d, b->e

Question: ”What is the root of this structure” 
Answer: ”a”

a

b

c d e

Multiple Tree Structure Dataset

Multiple Tree Prompt Dataset
Question: ”Given a structure a->b, b->c, b->d, b->e, 
answer the question What is the root of this structure,
 please return the answer directly like {’ans’: xxx}.” 
Answer: ”a”

LLM Response
  True Answer: a 
Response:  Let me think, the answer is ’Ans’ :{’a’}.

Result

Binary Tree Accuracy:  67.3%
Multiple Tree Accuracy:  52.4%

JSON Accuracy:  61.2%
Formula Accuracy:  31.5%
Code Accuracy:  68.1%
Paper Accuracy:  45.7%

Radar Chart

Result

Finetuned

    Model

Structure Collector

Figure 8: The Modular Codebase of HiBench.

• Mirror Tree: Given a binary tree, give its mirror tree.

• Balance: Given a binary tree, Determine if it is balanced.

• Prefix Traversal: Given a binary tree, find its prefix traversal

result

• Postfix Traversal: Given a binary tree, find its postfix traversal
result

• Infix Traversal: Given a binary tree, find its infix traversal

result
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11

7 3 12

4

10

8 50 1 2 9 613

" Given the hierarchical structure:
11 -> 7, 7 -> 4, 11 -> 3, 3 -> 8, 3 -> 0, 3 -> 5, 3 -> 1, 
11 -> 12, 12 -> 2, 12 -> 9, 12 -> 13, 12 -> 6, 11 -> 10 "

"Given the hierarchical structure: 
11
|-- 7
| `-- 4
|-- 3
| |-- 8
| |-- 0
|    |-- 5
|    `-- 1
|-- 12
|    |-- 2
| |-- 9
| |-- 13
|      `-- 6
`-- 10"

Edge

Text Tree

Figure 9: Different Representations of Hierarchical Tree
Structure in Fundamental Task.

• Traversal Order Verification: Given a binary tree and a specific
traversal result, it is necessary to determine which traversal

the result belongs to.

Random Binary Tree Generator. We have designed a random

binary tree generator to comprehensively evaluate the LLMmodel’s

understanding capabilities over multiple tree data. We can generate

multiple tree structures with different difficulty levels by defining

the depth 𝐷 and the number 𝑁 of nodes.

Table 5: Structure Statistics of Binary Tree Scenario.

Complexity #Structure #Node #Layer #Degree

Easy 48 2~15 2~4 2

Medium 54 16~255 5~7 2

Hard 36 256~511 8~9 2

Binary Tree Dataset Statistics.

C.1.2 Multiple Tree Scenario. As a hierarchical structure with high
complexity, a multiple tree can accurately measure an LLM’s basic

reasoning of hierarchical architectures. With this in mind, we have

crafted a series of challenging tasks designed to comprehensively

test the LLM’s capability to understand and manipulate hierarchical

data.

Task Definition. The Multiple Tree Scenario covers nine tasks

that focus on evaluating the capabilities of LLM models in three

key areas: structural modification, relationship understanding, and

structural analysis.

• Add Node: Given a new node, add it to the tree under the

specified node and output the new tree structure.

• Remove Node: Delete the specified node in the tree and output
the new tree structure. If the deleted node is the root node,

the first child of the root node needs to be taken as the new

root node, and other children are taken as children of the

new root node.

• Leaf : Determine if a specified node in a tree is a leaf node.

• All Ancestor: Given two nodes, determine their lowest di-

mension common ancestor.

• All Children: Given a node, determine all its child nodes.

• Common Ancestor : Given two nodes in the same tree, deter-

mine which node is the nearest common ancestor.

• Node Depth: Given a node, determine its depth in the tree.

• Root: Given a tree, determine which node is its root node.

• Isomorphic: Given two trees, determine if they are isomor-

phic, i.e., structurally identical.

Random Multiple Tree Generator. We have designed a random

multiple tree generator to comprehensively evaluate the LLMmodel’s

understanding capabilities over multiple tree data. We can generate

numerous tree structures with different difficulty levels by defin-

ing the maximum out-degree𝑊 of the tree, the depth 𝐷 , and the

number 𝑁 of nodes.

Multiple Tree Dataset Statistics. TheHiBench designs three datasets
of different sizes that vary in nodes, node degree, and depth. As

shown in Table 6, the number associated with each dataset of differ-

ent difficulty levels is the size of the dataset, the number of nodes

in the tree, the number of layers in the tree, and the out-degree of

the nodes in the tree, respectively.

Table 6: Structure Statistics of Multiple Tree Scenario.

Complexity #Structure #Node #Layer #Degree

Easy 33 2~13 2~3 2~3

Medium-1 36 2~13 2~3 3~4

Medium-2 36 3~34 3~4 2~3

Hard-1 36 4~32 2~3 5~6

Hard-2 36 13~212 5~6 2~3

Additionally, we tested LLMs’ understanding of various represen-

tations using tree representations, including edge and hierarchical

representations. An Example has been shown in Figure 9.

C.1.3 JSON Scenario. JSON (JavaScript Object Notation) is a light-

weight semi-structured data exchange format. It is text-based and

adopts a structure consisting of key/value pairs and ordered lists,

which enables the effective representation of hierarchical informa-

tion. Given this, we designed a series of challenging JSON scenario

tasks to test the capability of LLM to reason about hierarchical data.

Task Definition. The JSON Scenario covers seven tasks that focus

on evaluating the capabilities of LLM models in two key areas:

relationship understanding and structural analysis.



Conference’17, July 2017, Washington, DC, USA Jiang et al.

Fundamental

Pratical

JSON

Paper

Formula

Code

Multiple 
Tree

Binary 
Tree 

Add Node

0

1

5

3

4

7

6

8 9

2

Given a new node, add it to 
the tree under the
specified node and output 
the new tree structure.
Q: The nodes are numbered 
from 0 to 9, and edges are: 
(0,1), (0,2), (0,3), (1,4), (4,7),
(5,8), (5,9), (3,5), (3,6)?  If you 
add node 10 with the edge 
(6,10). Please describe the 
structure.

Mirror Tree

0

1

3

2

4

5 6

Given a binary tree, give 
its mirror tree.

Q: The nodes are 
numbered from 0 to 6, 
and edges are: (0,1), 
(0,2), (2,3), (2,4), (3,5), 
(3.6). 
What is the mirror tree 
of the giving tree

Balance Tree

0

1

3

2

4

5 6

Check whether the 
structure is balanced.

Q: The nodes are 
numbered from 0 to 6, 
and edges are: (0,1), 
(0,2), (2,3), (2,4), (3,5), 
(3.6). 
Is the structure 
balanced?

Prefix Traversal

0

1

3

2

4

5 6

Given a binary tree, find 
its prefix traversal
result.
Q: The nodes are 
numbered from 0 to 6, 
and edges are: (0,1), 
(0,2), (2,3), (2,4), (3,5), 
(3.6). 
What is the prefix 
traversal result?"

Postfix Traversal

0

1

3

2

4

5 6

Given a binary tree, find 
its postfix traversal 
result.
Q: The nodes are 
numbered from 0 to 6, 
and edges are: (0,1), 
(0,2), (2,3), (2,4), (3,5), 
(3.6). 
What is the postfix 
traversal result?

Infix Traversal

0

1

3

2

4

5 6

Given a binary tree, find 
its postfix traversal 
result.
Q: The nodes are 
numbered from 0 to 6, 
and edges are: (0,1), 
(0,2), (2,3), (2,4), (3,5), 
(3.6). 
What is the infix 
traversal result?

Traversal Order Verification

0

1

3

2

4

5 6

Given a binary tree, find its 
postfix traversal result.

Q: The nodes are 
numbered from 0 to 6, and 
edges are: (0,1), (0,2), 
(2,3), (2,4), (3,5), (3.6). 
Given the traversal result 
[0, 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 4], which 
traversal does this result 
belong to?

Remove Node

0

1

5

3

4

7

6

8 9

2

Given a new node, add it to 
the tree under the
specified node and output 
the new tree structure.
Q: The nodes are numbered 
from 0 to 9, and edges are: 
(0,1), (0,2), (0,3), (1,4), (4,7),
(5,8), (5,9), (3,5), (3,6)?  If 
remove the node 6. Please 
describe the structure.

Leaf

0

1

5

3

4

7

6

8 9

2

Determine if a specified 
node in a tree is a leaf node.

Q: Is node 6 a leaf in the tree 
with nodes 0 to 9 and edges: 
(0,1), (0,2), (0,3), (1,4), (4,7),
(5,8), (5,9), (3,5), (3,6)?

All Ancestor

0

1

5

3

4

7

6

8 9

2

Given two nodes, determine 
their lowest dimension 
common ancestor.

Q: Find the lowest common 
ancestor of nodes 8 and 9 in 
the tree with nodes 0 to 9 
and edges: (0,1), (0,2), (0,3), 
(1,4), (4,7), (5,8), (5,9), (3,5), 
(3,6).

All Children

0

1

5

3

4

7

6

8 9

2

Given a node, determine all 
of its child nodes.

Q: List all children of node 3 
in the tree with nodes 0 to 9 
and edges: (0,1), (0,2), (0,3), 
(1,4), (4,7), (5,8), (5,9), (3,5), 
(3,6).

Common Ancestor

0

1

5

3

4

7

6

8 9

2

Given two nodes in the same 
tree, determine which node 
is the nearest common 
ancestor.
Q: What is the nearest 
common ancestor of nodes 
7 and 6 in the tree with 
nodes 0 to 9 and edges: 
(0,1), (0,2), (0,3), (1,4), (4,7), 
(5,8), (5,9), (3,5), (3,6)?

Node Depth

0

1

5

3

4

7

6

8 9

2
Given a node, determine its 
depth in the tree.

Q: What is the depth of node 
8 in the tree with nodes 0 to 
9 and edges: (0,1), (0,2), 
(0,3), (1,4), (4,7), (5,8), (5,9), 
(3,5), (3,6)?

Root

0

1

5

3

4

7

6

8 9

2
Given a tree, determine 
which node is its root node.

Q: Identify the root node in 
the tree with nodes 0 to 9 
and edges: (0,1), (0,2), (0,3), 
(1,4), (4,7), (5,8), (5,9), (3,5), 
(3,6).

Isomorphic

0
1

5

3
4

76 8

9

2
Given a node, determine its 
depth in the tree.

Q: Are the trees with nodes 
0 to 4 and edges: (0,1), (0,2), 
(0,3), (1,4) and another tree 
with nodes 5 to 9 and edges:  
(5,6), (5,7), (5,8), (6,9) 
isomorphic?

Path Finding

A

B

E

C

D

G

F

H I

Given two nodes, determine 
the path between the two 
nodes.

Q: Giving the JSON structure 
(A,B), (A,C), (B,D), (D,G), 
(C,E), (C,F), (E,H), (E,I). Plase 
identify the path from node D 
to node I

Given one node, determine 
the path from the root to this 
node.

Q: Giving the JSON structure 
(A,B), (A,C), (B,D), (D,G), 
(C,E), (C,F), (E,H), (E,I). Plase 
identify the path from the 
root to node I

A

B

E

C

D

G

F

H I

Given one node, determine 
the path from the node to 
root..

Q: Giving the JSON structure 
(A,B), (A,C), (B,D), (D,G), 
(C,E), (C,F), (E,H), (E,I). Plase 
identify the path from the 
node to the root.

A

B

E

C

D

G

F

H I

Nearest Ancestor

A

B

E

C

D

G

F

H I

Given two nodes in the
same level, determine the 
lowest common ancestor of
two nodes.

Q: Giving the JSON structure 
(A,B), (A,C), (B,D), (D,G), 
(C,E), (C,F), (E,H), (E,I). Plase 
identify the lowest common 
ancestor of these two nodes.

Given two nodes in the
different level, determine the 
lowest common ancestor of
two nodes.

Q: Giving the JSON structure 
(A,B), (A,C), (B,D), (D,G), 
(C,E), (C,F), (E,H), (E,I). Plase 
identify the lowest common 
ancestor of these two nodes.

A

B

E

C

D

G

F

H I

Node Depth

Given a node, determine the 
depth of this node.

Q: Giving the JSOn structure 
(A,B), (A,C), (B,D), (D,G), 
(C,E), (C,F), (E,H), (E,I). 
Please identify the depth of 
the Node I.

A

B

E

C

D

G

F

H I

Child Count

 Given a node, determine the 
child node number of this 
node.

Q: Giving the JSON 
structure (A,B), (A,C), (B,D), 
(D,G), (C,E), (C,F), (E,H), (E,I). 
Please count the child 
number of the Node E.

A

B

E

C

D

G

F

H I

Level Count

Given a level depth, 
calculate the node number
in this level.

Q: Giving the JSON 
structure (A,B), (A,C), (B,D), 
(D,G), (C,E), (C,F), (E,H), (E,I). 
How many nodes in this 
level.

A

B

E

C

D

G

F

H I

Level Nodes

Given a level depth, 
calculate the node number
in this level.

Q: Giving the JSON 
structure (A,B), (A,C), (B,D), 
(D,G), (C,E), (C,F), (E,H), (E,I). 
List all nodes in this level.

A

B

E

C

D

G

F

H I

Node Attribute

Given a node, determine the 
node attribution.

Q: Giving the JSOn structure 
(A,B), (A,C), (B,D), (D,G), 
(C,E), (C,F), (E,H), (E,I). 
Please indentify the 
attribution of the Node E.

A

B

E

C

D

G

F

H I

Space Complexity

Given a piece of code, find 
its space complexity.

Q:  Giving the Code: class 
Solution { public: int 
addDigits(int num) { return 
(num - 1) % 9 + 1; } };

What is the space 
complexity of this code?

Time Complexity

Given a piece of code, find 
its time complexity.

Q:  Given the Code: class 
Solution { public: int 
addDigits(int num) { return 
(num - 1) % 9 + 1; } };

What is the Time 
complexity of this code?

Outline Extraction

Given a paper,  extract the 
high-level structure of the 
given scientific paper and 
output the hierarchical 
outline with exact section 
names.

Q: When giving the paper, 
what is the outline of this 
paper?

Abstract

Intro

Related Work

Result

Conclusion

Disordered Section

Given a paper, point out 
disordered parts of the 
paper.

Q: When giving the paper, 
what is the disorder part of 
the paper?

Abstract

Result

Intro

Experiment

Conclusion

Contextual QA

Given a paper, answer 
questions by seeking 
relevant evidence across 
multiple passages.

Q: What is the NLR 
database? Based on the 
content.

Abstract

Intro

Related Work

Result

Conclusion

Conversion

Given an infix (prefix or 
postfix) expression,
convert to a prefix (infix or 
postfix) expression.

Q: Given the prefix 
expression +1*23. 
What is its postfix 
expression?

2

+

1 *

3

1+ 2 * 3
Infix

+1* 23
prefix

123*+
postfix

Calculation

Given an infix (prefix or 
postfix) expression,
compute the value of the 
expression.

Q: Given the prefix 
expression +1*23.
What is the value of this 
expression

2

+

1 *

3
Prefix:+1* 23
Infix: 1+ 2 * 3
Postfix 123*+

Equivalence

Given two infix (prefix or 
postfix) expressions,
which may have different 
forms, determine whether 
the two formulas are 
equivalent
Q: Given the Infix 1+2*3 
and postfix 123*+ 
expressions.
Do these two expressions 
equivalence?

2

+

1 *

3
Infix: 1+ 2 * 3 ? Postfix 123*+

? Prefix:1+* 23Infix: 1+ 2 * 3

Figure 10: HiBench Tasks: A Comprehensive Introduction.

• Path Finding:
– Path Between Nodes: Given two nodes, determine the path

between the two nodes.

– Path Down to Up: Given a node, determine the path from

the root to the node.

– Path Up to Down: Given a node, determine the path from

the node to the root.

• Nearest Ancestor :
– Shared Ancestor Same Level: Given two nodes in the same

level, determine the lowest common ancestor of two nodes.
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– Shared Ancestor Diff Level: Given two nodes in different lev-
els, determine the lowest common ancestor of two nodes.

• Node Depth: Given a node, determine the depth of this node.

• Child Count: Given a node, determine the child node number

of this node.

• Level Count: Given a level depth, calculate the node number

in this level.

• Level Nodes: Given a level depth, determine all nodes in this

level.

• Node Attribute: Given a node, determine the node attribution.

Random JSON Generator. We designed a random JSON gener-

ator to comprehensively evaluate the LLM model’s capability to

understand multi-tree data. We can generate multiple JSON struc-

tures with different difficulty levels and meanings by defining the

maximum degree𝑊 , depth 𝐷 , and node meaning𝑀 of JSON.

JSON Dataset Statistics. The JSON dataset comprises seven types

of questions derived from two categories of datasets: normal and

nonsense. The normal dataset contains JSON structures with realis-

tic and meaningful semantics, such as university names that closely

resemble real-life entities. In contrast, the nonsense dataset includes

JSON structures with meaningless content, such as departments

named with random words or numbers. Please refer to Table 7 for

detailed information about the JSON dataset.

Table 7: Statistics of JSON Datasets.

Complexity #Depth #Width

Small 4 2

Medium-1 5 2

Medium-2 4 4

Large-1 6 2

Large-2 4 6

C.2 Practical Aspect
In exploring the application level of hierarchical understanding, we

focus on evaluating the capability of LLM to understand hierarchical

structures in different application scenarios, such as Code Scenario,
Formula Scenario and Paper Scenario.

C.2.1 Code Scenario. Code is the basic unit of composition of

a computer program with a strict hierarchical structure, where

blocks of code at different levels clearly define the hierarchical

relationships to which they belong, utilizing indentation, curly

brackets, etc. Based on this, we propose a series of challenging

Code Scenario tasks designed to deeply test LLM’s capability to

understand and manipulate this complex hierarchical structure.

Task Definition. The Code Scenario covers two tasks that focus

on evaluating the capabilities of LLM models in Analytical Reason-

ing areas.

• Space Complexity: Given a piece of code, find its space com-

plexity.

• Time Complexity: Given a piece of code, find its time com-

plexity.

Table 8: Statistics of Code Understanding Datasets.

Programming Language Python C++

Script Content LeetCode LeetCode

Script Length 11 - 86 lines 6 - 37 lines

No. of scripts 100 100

Question no. of Type 1 100 100

Question no. of Type 2 100 100

Code Dataset Collection. The dataset comprises Python and C++

codes sourced from GitHub repositories, specifically targeting Leet-

Code problems. The questions on LeetCode cover a broad spectrum

of topics, ranging from basic data structures to complex algorithms,

making them highly representative of real-world programming

challenges.

Code Dataset Statistics. The dataset consists of 100 Python and

100 C++ scripts, each containing two questions about time and space

complexity. Please refer to Table 8 for the details of the datasets.

C.2.2 Formula Scenario. Formulas are an essential tool for ex-

pressing complex relationships and laws in scientific research and

engineering applications. They consist of elements such as sym-

bols, variables, and operators, forming a form of expression with a

strict hierarchical structure. Based on this, we propose a series of

challenging formula scenario tasks designed to test the capability

of LLM to understand and manipulate this complex hierarchical

structure deeply.

Task Definition. The Formula Scenario covers three tasks that

focus on evaluating the capabilities of LLM models in Analytical

Reasoning areas.

• Calculation: Given an infix (prefix or postfix) expression,

compute the value of the expression.

• Conversion: Given an infix (prefix or postfix) expression,

convert it to a prefix (infix or postfix) expression.

• Equivalence: Given two infix (prefix or postfix) expressions,

which may have different forms, determine whether the two

formulas are equivalent.

Random Formula Generator. We design a stochastic Formula gen-

erator to comprehensively evaluate the LLM model’s capability

to comprehend multi-tree data. Multiple formula structures with

different difficulty levels can be generated by defining the length 𝐿,

symbolic complexity 𝑆 , and numeric complexity 𝑁 of the formulas.

Formula Dataset Statistics. As shown in Table 9, we constructed

a system of formulas of different complexity in the Formula task in

four dimensions: Type, Range, Symbolic, and Length, and gener-

ated the corresponding prefix, infix, and postfix expressions. These

expressions are systematically assigned to Conversion, Calculation,

and Equivalence tasks. Specifically, in the Formula scenario, the

Conversion task contains 5022 queries, the Calculation task con-

tains 2511 queries, and the Equivalence task contains 7533 queries,

resulting in a total of 15066 task instances.

C.2.3 Paper Scenario. A dissertation typically consists of multiple

levels, including an introduction, methods, results, discussion, and
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Table 9: Multidimensional Formula Complexity System.

Complexity Easy Medium Hard

Type int - float

Range 1 - 10 -50 - 50 -100 - 100

Symbolic + - * / + - * / ( ) + - * / ( ) ^

Length 3 6 9

Table 10: Statistics of Paper Understanding Datasets.

Task Splits #Samples #Avg Tokens

Outline

Extraction

train 179 6045

dev 42 5865

test 80 5528

Disordered

Section

train 354 5981

dev 85 5815

test 163 5569

Contextual

QA

train 404 5975

dev 144 5694

test 237 5336

conclusion sections, with a strong hierarchical relationship between

these sections. For this reason, we propose a series of challenging

paper scenario tasks designed to deeply test LLM’s capability to

understand and manipulate this complex hierarchical structure.

Task Definition. The Paper Scenario covers three tasks that focus
on evaluating the capabilities of LLM models in Textual Reasoning

areas.

• Contextual QA: Asking LLMs to answer questions by seeking

relevant evidence across multiple passages.

• Disordered Section: Asking LLMs to point out disordered parts

of the paper.

• Outline Extraction: LLMs are required to extract the high-

level structure of the given scientific paper and output the

hierarchical outline with exact section names.

Paper Dataset Collection. We chose the Qasper dataset [14] as the

source of scientific papers to construct our task’s training and test

sets. Specifically, Qasper covers 1,585 papers and 5,049 questions,

which are asked by natural language processing practitioners who

have only read the title and abstract of the corresponding paper

and aim to obtain information from the full text of the paper. Af-

ter filtering those questions requiring information on figures and

tables, we get 3,570 question-answer pairs for our contextual ques-

tion answering. We convert these papers into document trees by

analyzing their structures before feeding them to the LLMs.

Paper Dataset Statistics. As Table 10 shows, this dataset focuses
on tasks related to academic paper understanding, encompassing

three sub-tasks: Outline Extraction, Disordered Section Identifica-

tion, and Contextual Question Answering. It aims to evaluate the

capability of models to comprehend the structure and content of

scholarly articles. The dataset is divided into training, development,

and testing sets, with each sub-task dataset containing thousands

of samples and an average token count ranging from 5,300 to 6,000.

D Experimental Setup
D.1 Model Introduction
In the HiBench, we evaluated 20 LLMs from 10 model families.

These models are categorized into four main groups, namely the

GPT family, the Llama family, the Qwen family, and Other Open-
source Models. Table 11 shows the information of different models.

• GPT Family: The GPT family is a series of advanced large-

scale language models developed by OpenAI and known for

their superior natural language processing capabilities.GPT-

3.5 and GPT-4 perform well in several benchmarks. In our

HiBench benchmarks, we have chosen GPT-3.5 and GPT-4

for evaluation to fully demonstrate the performance of the

GPT family in different tasks.

• Llama Family: The Llama Family is a family of open-source

large-scale language models from Meta, noted for their ex-

cellent multilingual support, extended context processing

capabilities, and efficient architectural design. We selected

five models for our benchmarking: Llama-3.2-1B, Llama-3.2-

3B, Llama-3.1-8B, Llama-3.1-70B, and Llama-3.1-405B.

• Qwen Family: Qwen Family is a family of open-source large-

scale language models developed by Alibaba Dharma Insti-

tute, which is highly regarded for its strong multilingual sup-

port, extended context processing capabilities, and efficient

architectural design. For our benchmarks, we have selected

the following models from the Qwen2.5 family: Qwen2.5-

0.5B, Qwen2.5-1.5B, Qwen2.5-3B, Qwen2.5-7B, QwQ-32B,

and Qwen2.5-72B.

• Other Open-source LLMs: Our benchmark also covers rep-

resentative models from seven other model families, includ-

ing ChatGLM, Phi, InternLM, Yi, Baichuan, Mistral, and

DeepSeek, which demonstrate their respective strengths in

multilingual comprehension, complex reasoning, and code

generation tasks. By introducing these diverse models, our

benchmarks provide a more comprehensive picture of cur-

rent large-scale language models’ performance levels and

trends.

D.2 Hyperparameters
In this model setup, we make specific configurations for key pa-

rameters to ensure the model runs as intended. Expressly, we set

the temperature to 0 to ensure the stability and consistency of the

generated content. At the same time, we fix the seed of the local

model to 0 to facilitate the reproduction and validation of the re-

sults. In addition, we set the new token length to 2048, which allows

the model to generate longer textual content to support complex

tasks such as writing lengthy articles, generating detailed reports,

or engaging in in-depth dialogues.

D.3 Hardware Configurations
Experiments involving open-source LLMs smaller than 14B param-

eters were completed on multiple independent workstations, each

equipped with two NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090 or RTX A6000 GPUs.
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Table 11: Overview of LLMs: Publish Date, Company, Size, and Source.

Model Publish Date Company Source

GPT-3.5 2023 OpenAI Proprietary

GPT-4 2023 OpenAI Proprietary

Llama-3.2-1B 2024-09 Meta Open Source (Apache 2.0)

Llama-3.2-3B 2024-09 Meta Open Source (Apache 2.0)

Llama-3.1-8B 2024-07 Meta Open Source (Llama 3.1 License)

Llama-3.1-70B 2024-07 Meta Open Source (Llama 3.1 License)

Llama-3.1-405B 2024-07 Meta Open Source (Llama 3.1 License)

Qwen2.5-0.5B 2024-09-18 Alibaba Open Source (Apache 2.0)

Qwen2.5-1.5B 2024-09-18 Alibaba Open Source (Apache 2.0)

Qwen2.5-3B 2024-09-18 Alibaba Open Source (Qwen Research License)

Qwen2.5-7B 2024-09-18 Alibaba Open Source (Apache 2.0)

QwQ-32B 2024-11-28 Alibaba Open Source (Apache 2.0)

Qwen2.5-72B 2024-09-18 Alibaba Open Source (Qwen License)

ChatGLM-4-9B 2024 Tsinghua University/Zhipu AI Open Source (Apache 2.0)

Phi-3.5-mini-3.8B 2024-12 Microsoft Azure Open Source (MIT License)

InternLM2.5-7B 2024 Shanghai AI Laboratory Open Source (Apache 2.0)

Yi-1.5-9B 2024 01.AI Open Source (Apache 2.0)

Baichuan-7B 2023 Baichuan Inc. Open Source (Apache 2.0)

Mistral-7B 2023-09 Mistral AI Open Source (Apache 2.0)

DeepSeek-V3 2024-12-25 DeepSeek Open Source (MIT License)

In contrast, experiments with LLMs larger than 14B parameters

were conducted by calling API from Fireworks platform
3
and Azure

platform
4
.

D.4 Evaluation Details
Algorithm 1 shows an example of the evaluation process. All exper-

iments are based on the codebase we developed. We first generate

a complete query request (query) using a file and a query template,

feed it into a large language model (LLM), and wait for the model’s

response. Subsequently, we format and extract the response data

from the LLM, compare it with the correct answer, and finalize the

evaluation.

E Result Analysis
This section systematically analyses the performance of Large Lan-

guage Models (LLMs) in HiBench benchmarks, focusing on their

performance in several key areas.

E.1 Main Results
Figure 11 illustrates the relationship between hierarchical reason-

ing ability and model size for different Large Language Models

(LLMs) in HiBench tests. It can be observed that there is a positive

correlation between model size and average performance, i.e., as the

number of model parameters increases, the model’s performance

on hierarchical reasoning tasks tends to improve. For example, mod-

els with billions or even more parameters, such as Llama-3.1-70B

and Qwen2.5-72B, show higher average performance scores, while

3
https://fireworks.ai

4
https://azure.microsoft.com

Algorithm 1 Simple Evaluation Process

1: procedure Evaluate(task, source, target, args)
2: source← lowercase(extract_answer(source))
3: target← lowercase(target)
4: if source = NULL then
5: return False

6: end if
7: source← refine_string(source)
8: target← refine_string(target)
9: switch task

10: case "number_match":

11: return target = source

12: case "string_match":

13: if args.skip ≠ NULL then
14: source, target← remove_pattern(source, target, args.skip)
15: end if
16: return target = source ∨ target ∈ source
17: case "list_match":

18: if args.remove_blank then
19: source, target← remove_whitespace(source, target)
20: end if
21: return sorted(split(source, args.sep))
22: case "hierarchical_structure_match":

23: return remove_non_digits(source)
24: default:
25: return False

26: end procedure

models with a smaller number of parameters perform relatively

lower.
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Figure 11: Different LLM’s Capability of Hierarchical Structure Reasoning in HiBench.

Table 12: Instruction Finetuning Performance of Qwen2.5-7B
and Llama-3.1-8B on HiBench.

Scenario

Qwen2.5-7B Llama-3.1-8B

Origin Finetune Origin Finetune

Binary Tree 33.11 67.34 14.74 66.70

Multiple Tree 54.86 83.20 28.76 82.61

JSON 39.00 46.67 34.18 41.45

Formula 69.25 80.05 61.75 78.64

Code 51.17 84.75 33.63 82.50

Paper 42.08 18.34 16.23 5.65

Ave. 48.25 63.39 31.55 59.58

In addition, the figure reveals significant differences in perfor-

mance betweenmodels. Some large-scale models, such as DeepSeek-

V3, GPT-4, and Phi-3.5-mini, are not only large in scale but also

show excellent performance in inference tasks. This suggests that

for application scenarios requiring complex reasoning capabilities,

choosing these large-scale, high-performance models may be more

appropriate. However, the figure also shows that some medium-

sized models have the potential to improve their performance, sug-

gesting that in addition to size, the model’s structural design and

training strategy are also key factors affecting its reasoning ability.

E.2 Finetune Result
As Table 12 shows, instruction fine-tuning significantly enhanced

the performance of Qwen2.5-7B and Llama-3.1-8B on the HiBench

benchmark across tasks such as Binary Tree, Multiple Tree, JSON,

Formula, and Code, with average scores improving from 48.25 to

63.39 for Qwen2.5-7B and from 31.55 to 59.58 for Llama-3.1-8B.

However, in the Paper task, both models exhibited a notable decline

in performance, with Qwen2.5-7B dropping from 42.08 to 18.34

and Llama-3.1-8B from 16.23 to 5.65. This decline is attributed to

the Paper task’s emphasis on textual comprehension rather than

merely hierarchical information processing, rendering fine-tuning

focused on hierarchical capabilities less effective. Overall, Qwen2.5-

7B consistently outperformed Llama-3.1-8B across all tasks, while

the latter demonstrated greater relative improvement potential in

tasks with lower initial performance.

E.3 Binary Tree
Table 13 illustrates the leaderboard for the HiBench binary tree

scenario, showing the performance of the Model name for different

Model Families on multiple tasks. As can be seen from the table,

DeepSeek’s DeepSeek-V3 model performs best on all tasks, ranking

first with an average score of 70.23. It is followed by Meta’s Llama-

3.1-405B model with an average score of 64.49, and in third place

is OpenAI’s GPT-4 model with an average score of 56.29. The best

performer among the open-source models is Llama-3.1-405B, while

the best performer among the closed-source models is GPT-4.

E.4 Multiple Tree
Table 14 illustrates the leaderboard for HiBench multi-tree sce-

narios, showing the performance of the Model name on multiple

tasks for different Model Families. The table includes both Closed-

Sourced and Open-Sourced models. The performance of each model

is given in the form of scores on different tasks. In addition, the

table provides the Average and overall Rank for each model. As

can be seen from the table, Qwen’s Qwen2.5-32B model performed

the best among all the tasks, ranking first with an average score of

74.12, followed by OpenAI’s GPT-4 model with an average score of

73.64 and third place was DeepSeek’s DeepSeek-V3 model with an

average score of 72.59.

E.5 JSON
Table 15 illustrates the leaderboard for HiBench JSON scenarios,

showing the performance of different Model Families and Model

names on multiple tasks. As you can see from the table, DeepSeek’s
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Table 13: HiBench Binary Tree Scenario Leaderboard.∗

Model Family Model Name Mirror Tree Balance Prefix Traversal Postfix Traversal Infix Traversal Traversal Order Verification Average Rank

Closed-Sourced

OpenAI

GPT-3.5 1.00 41.55 63.39 43.94 46.99 38.27 39.19 7

GPT-4 38.16 39.12 78.97 60.34 53.63 67.52 56.29 3

Open-Sourced

01-AI Yi-1.5-9B 0.00 38.54 43.94 34.49 32.29 7.79 26.18 13

Qwen

Qwen2.5-0.5B 0.00 10.19 0.77 0.00 0.35 0.62 1.99 20

Qwen2.5-1.5B 0.69 41.55 13.85 11.61 14.43 34.42 19.43 16

Qwen2.5-3B 3.09 36.34 29.36 14.62 14.93 47.61 24.32 15

Qwen2.5-7B 7.64 41.55 40.97 30.32 29.40 48.77 33.11 10

QwQ-32B 7.18 45.37 65.20 29.17 46.95 63.58 42.91 6

Qwen2.5-72B 28.16 48.15 64.05 41.17 43.06 49.07 45.61 5

Baichuan Inc. Baichuan-7B 0.00 3.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.36 2.62 19

DeepSeek DeepSeek-V3 41.63 56.48 93.67 75.77 76.93 76.89 70.23 1

Meta

Llama-3.2-1B 0.00 41.17 4.01 1.97 2.78 7.52 9.57 18

Llama-3.2-3B 0.69 39.97 44.06 25.31 34.22 46.49 31.79 11

Llama-3.1-8B 0.00 14.31 36.88 12.23 16.74 8.26 14.74 17

Llama-3.1-70B 22.88 44.45 77.70 70.06 68.17 45.14 54.73 4

Llama-3.1-405B 42.05 50.54 81.02 71.14 74.54 67.63 64.49 2

Microsoft Phi-3.5-mini-3.8B 0.42 37.36 37.27 30.00 27.13 33.16 27.56 12

Mistral Mistral-7B 2.08 41.90 30.05 23.84 23.88 35.11 26.14 14

SHAILib Internlm2.5-7B 2.39 51.04 53.32 28.67 26.51 43.75 34.28 9

THUDM GLM-4-9B 5.17 50.54 48.92 38.19 36.27 41.21 36.72 8

Average Performance 10.16 38.67 45.37 32.14 33.46 38.76 33.09 -

∗
The best results for each category are marked in bold, and the second-best results are marked with underline.

Table 14: HiBench Multiple Tree Scenario Leaderboard.∗

Model Family Model Name Add Node All Ancestor All Children Common Ancestor Isomorphic Leaf Node Depth Remove Node Root Average Rank

Closed-Sourced

OpenAI

GPT-3.5 1.43 59.37 75.21 64.94 54.69 91.73 17.59 30.32 92.72 54.22 8

GPT-4 69.47 95.39 88.53 89.14 47.90 96.40 13.49 63.41 99.03 73.64 2

Open-Sourced

01-AI Yi-1.5-9B 12.33 45.90 64.33 64.52 43.69 57.87 16.48 35.44 88.51 47.67 9

Qwen

Qwen2.5-0.5B 0.23 8.31 12.92 9.87 15.59 41.69 15.55 2.40 28.70 15.03 19

Qwen2.5-1.5B 2.17 19.53 17.53 17.30 34.32 47.14 35.73 11.11 48.65 25.94 17

Qwen2.5-3B 12.46 38.85 59.37 35.31 40.17 51.07 13.64 7.98 77.93 37.42 13

Qwen2.5-7B 57.28 47.77 75.80 56.48 40.87 53.98 20.92 50.25 90.41 54.86 7

QwQ-32B 86.66 93.05 90.51 86.64 49.60 83.69 12.75 64.15 100.00 74.12 1

Qwen2.5-72B 11.62 91.54 89.08 83.73 50.95 94.17 12.56 34.05 100.00 63.08 6

Baichuan Inc. Baichuan-7B 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.18 0.23 10.25 1.85 0.00 0.23 1.75 20

DeepSeek DeepSeek-V3 52.65 91.58 90.97 92.11 49.37 99.77 12.99 64.61 99.26 72.59 3

Meta

Llama-3.2-1B 7.57 4.46 5.43 16.14 39.01 46.53 37.08 3.14 24.64 20.45 18

Llama-3.2-3B 10.56 32.05 8.21 49.01 48.72 58.08 20.73 12.18 72.79 34.70 14

Llama-3.1-8B 4.61 6.54 14.88 55.52 10.94 55.51 14.37 7.93 88.55 28.76 16

Llama-3.1-70B 45.56 92.65 67.47 77.32 38.55 94.78 9.89 57.14 100.00 64.82 5

Llama-3.1-405B 63.49 96.02 67.40 87.42 46.42 100.00 9.89 45.06 100.00 68.41 4

Microsoft Phi-3.5-mini-3.8B 9.53 34.83 21.55 52.70 48.55 61.30 18.65 14.63 82.47 38.24 12

Mistral Mistral-7B 6.27 26.35 38.19 38.49 34.97 44.45 21.19 10.42 58.71 31.00 15

SHAILib Internlm2.5-7B 5.70 38.28 36.26 47.43 49.47 64.21 22.58 6.19 92.15 40.25 11

THUDM GLM-4-9B 14.48 56.46 35.71 55.20 49.29 81.25 16.63 20.75 86.62 46.26 10

Average Performance 23.70 48.95 47.97 54.12 39.67 66.69 17.23 27.06 76.57 44.66 -

∗
The best results for each category are marked in bold, and the second-best results are marked with underline.

DeepSeek-V3model performs the best on all tasks, ranking first with

an average score of 77.65. This is followed by Qwen’s Qwen2.5-32B

model with an average score of 73.80, and in third place is Qwen’s
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Table 15: HiBench JSON Scenario Leaderboard.∗

Model Family Model Name Child Count Level Count Level Nodes Node Attribute Node Depth Path Finding Nearest ancestor Average Rank

Closed-Sourced

OpenAI

GPT-3.5 75.93 60.00 45.00 75.00 44.00 22.37 52.11 53.49 11

GPT-4 89.09 100.00 50.00 100.00 9.95 40.70 55.38 63.59 4

Open-Sourced

01-AI Yi-1.5-9B 86.23 80.00 50.00 60.00 56.92 2.05 44.42 54.23 10

Qwen

Qwen2.5-0.5B 23.61 40.00 0.00 26.67 7.69 0.00 9.23 15.31 19

Qwen2.5-1.5B 70.39 80.00 25.00 45.00 31.59 0.51 50.58 43.30 16

Qwen2.5-3B 49.83 90.00 45.00 73.33 30.05 0.00 54.42 48.95 14

Qwen2.5-7B 81.82 100.00 50.00 80.00 48.77 20.19 32.31 59.01 7

QwQ-32B 89.09 100.00 50.00 100.00 66.26 40.71 70.58 73.80 2

Qwen2.5-72B 89.09 100.00 50.00 83.33 60.67 48.59 61.83 70.50 3

Baichuan Inc. Baichuan-7B 3.64 0.00 0.00 26.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.33 20

DeepSeek DeepSeek-V3 89.09 100.00 50.00 100.00 86.15 54.66 63.65 77.65 1

Meta

Llama-3.2-1B 43.01 50.00 0.00 53.33 11.49 2.14 2.31 23.18 18

Llama-3.2-3B 71.71 30.00 0.00 70.00 1.54 4.59 27.31 29.31 17

Llama-3.1-8B 80.20 90.00 0.00 100.00 56.36 0.00 18.46 49.29 12

Llama-3.1-70B 89.09 100.00 50.00 83.33 30.72 28.10 60.00 63.03 5

Llama-3.1-405B 89.09 100.00 40.00 91.67 0.00 37.56 61.35 59.95 6

Microsoft Phi-3.5-mini-3.8B 82.60 100.00 50.00 66.67 39.54 16.15 47.69 57.52 8

Mistral Mistral-7B 75.35 100.00 40.00 83.33 28.72 3.08 13.85 49.19 13

SHAILib Internlm2.5-7B 82.60 60.00 50.00 73.33 42.26 12.82 61.35 54.62 9

THUDM GLM-4-9B 82.60 40.00 50.00 76.67 55.49 5.64 29.81 48.60 15

Average Performance 72.20 76.00 34.75 73.42 35.41 16.99 40.83 49.94 -

∗
The best results for each category are marked in bold, and the second-best results are marked with underline.

Qwen2.5-72B model with an average score of 70.50. The best per-

former among the open-source models is Qwen2.5-32B, while the

best performer among the closed-source models is GPT-4. The table

also shows the specific scores of the different models on the various

tasks, which helps to understand the strengths and weaknesses of

each model in a particular task. The overall average performance

score of 49.94 provides a benchmark for model performance.

E.6 Formula
Table 16 illustrates the leaderboard of HiBench formula scenarios

showing the performance of the Model name on multiple tasks for

different Model Families. The table includes both Closed-Sourced

and Open-Sourced models. The performance of each model is given

in the form of scores on different sub-tasks, including Calculation,

Conversion, and Equivalence. In addition, the table provides the

Task Average and overall Rank for each model. As can be seen from

the table, DeepSeek’s DeepSeek-V3 model performs the best among

all tasks, ranking first with an average score of 57.40, followed

by Meta’s Llama-3.1-405B model with an average score of 53.37,

and OpenAI’s GPT-4 model in third place with an average score of

54.37. Of the open-source models, The best-performing open-source

model is Llama-3.1-405B, while the best-performing closed-source

model is GPT-4.

E.7 Code
Table 17 illustrates the leaderboard of HiBench code scenarios show-

ing the performance of Model name on code-related tasks for dif-

ferent Model Families. The table includes both Closed-Sourced and

Open-Sourced models. The performance of each model is given in

the form of scores on different tasks including Space Complexity

and Time Complexity. In addition, the table also provides the aver-

age task scores and the overall ranking for each model. As can be

seen from the table, DeepSeek’s DeepSeek-V3 model performs the

best among all tasks, ranking first with an average score of 72.5,

followed by Meta’s Llama-3.1-405B-Instruct model with an aver-

age score of 70.5, and in third place is THUDM’s GLM-4-9B-chat

model with an average score of 66.5. The best-performing open-

source model is Llama-3.1-405B-Instruct, while the best-performing

closed-source model is GPT-4.

E.8 Paper
Table 18 is a leaderboard of HiBench paper scenarios showing the

performance of Model name on multiple tasks for different Model

Families. The table includes both Close-Sourced and Open-Sourced

models. The performance of each model is given in the form of

scores on different tasks, including Contextual QA, Outline Extrac-

tion, and Disordered Section. In addition, the table also provides the

average task scores and overall ranking for each model. From the

table, it can be seen that Meta’s Llama-3.1-70B model performs the

best among all the tasks with an average score of 43.71, followed by

DeepSeek’s DeepSeek-V3 model with an average score of 42.99, and

Qwen’s Qwen2.5-7B model with an average score of 42.08 in the

third place. open source models The best-performing open-source

model is Llama-3.1-70B, while the best-performing closed-source

model is GPT-4.
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Table 16: HiBench Formula Scenario Leaderboard.∗

Model Family Model Name Calculation Conversion Equivalence Average Rank

Closed-Sourced

OpenAI

GPT-3.5 6.08 92.36 65.18 54.54 2

GPT-4 8.55 88.08 66.48 54.37 3

Open-Sourced

01-AI Yi-1.5-9B 3.99 66.10 57.17 42.42 6

Qwen

Qwen2.5-0.5B 4.98 0.44 21.07 8.83 19

Qwen2.5-1.5B 3.03 5.08 55.40 21.17 16

Qwen2.5-3B 4.22 60.14 54.97 39.78 11

Qwen2.5-7B 4.94 54.54 64.34 41.27 9

QwQ-32B 7.41 14.39 28.68 16.82 18

Qwen2.5-72B 8.17 80.34 66.73 51.75 5

Baichuan Inc. Baichuan-7B 0.00 0.00 2.79 0.93 20

DeepSeek DeepSeek-V3 11.30 93.31 67.58 57.40 1

Meta

Llama-3.2-1B 0.92 0.04 50.11 17.02 17

Llama-3.2-3B 3.90 10.89 54.80 23.20 15

Llama-3.1-8B 6.81 21.78 50.46 26.35 13

Llama-3.1-70B 7.79 52.71 65.94 42.14 7

Llama-3.1-405B 8.64 82.34 69.14 53.37 4

Microsoft Phi-3.5-mini-3.8B 4.18 57.69 63.41 41.76 8

Mistral Mistral-7B 1.90 58.69 59.64 40.08 10

SHAILib Internlm2.5-7B 4.56 10.02 55.24 23.27 14

THUDM GLM-4-9B 5.22 37.50 53.60 32.11 12

Average Performance 5.33 44.32 53.64 34.43 -

∗
The best results for each category are marked in bold, and the second-best results are marked with underline.

F Case Study
F.1 Baichuan Cases
To explore the reasons behind Baichuan-7B’s unexpectedly poor

performance on HiBench, we conduct case studies on the balance
task in the Binary Tree scenario and the equivalent task in the

Formula scenario. As shown in Figure 12, Baichuan-7B struggles

to correctly understand and repeat the instructions. Further im-

provements are needed to enhance its ability to comprehend human

instructions.

F.2 Chain-of-Thought Cases
To investigate why CoT leads to slightly worse performance in the

Multiple Tree scenario, we conduct a case study using QwQ-32B

on the all children task. As shown in Figure 13, the CoT prompting

strategy introduces unnecessary steps that complicate intermediate

reasoning, causing the model to ultimately fail in generating all

correct answers.

F.3 In-context Learning Cases
To investigate why one-shot ICL sometimes performs worse than

zero-shot learning, we conduct a case study using Llama-3.1-8B

on the space complexity task. As shown in Figure 14, the one-shot

example contains high-frequency patterns, which lead the model

to overfit spurious correlations instead of accurately capturing the

hierarchical relationships.

G Prompts
In this section, we present a series of prompt templates designed to

benchmark LLMs across various tasks in our HiBench framework.

Table 20 presents prompt templates of Binary Tree scenario, Ta-

ble 19 presents prompt templates of Multiple Tree scenario, Table 21

presents prompt templates of JSON scenario, Table 23 presents

prompt templates of Code scenario, Table 22 presents prompt tem-

plates of Formula scenario, and Table 24 presents prompt templates

of Paper scenario.
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Table 17: HiBench Code Scenario Leaderboard.∗

Model Family Model Name Space Complexity Time Complexity Average Rank

Closed-Sourced

OpenAI

GPT-3.5 68.50 64.50 66.50 7

GPT-4 72.50 69.00 70.75 2

Open-Sourced

01-AI Yi-1.5-9B 68.50 65.00 66.75 6

Qwen

Qwen2.5-0.5B 3.50 1.50 2.50 17

Qwen2.5-1.5B 56.50 57.00 56.75 14

Qwen2.5-3B 63.50 57.00 60.25 12

Qwen2.5-7B 71.50 67.00 69.25 4

QwQ-32B 16.50 11.00 13.75 16

Qwen2.5-72B 70.00 68.50 69.25 4

Baichuan Inc. Baichuan-7B 0.50 0.00 0.25 18

DeepSeek DeepSeek-V3 75.50 69.50 72.50 1

Meta

Llama-3.2-1B 35.00 53.50 44.25 15

Llama-3.2-3B 60.00 61.00 60.50 11

Llama-3.1-8B 63.50 60.00 61.75 10

Llama-3.1-70B 70.00 67.50 68.75 5

Llama-3.1-405B 72.00 69.00 70.50 3

Microsoft Phi-3.5-mini-3.8B 64.50 66.00 65.25 9

Mistral Mistral-7B 59.00 58.50 58.75 13

SHAILib InternLM2.5-7B 68.00 63.50 65.75 8

THUDM GLM-4-9B 70.50 62.50 66.50 7

Average Performance 56.48 54.58 55.53 -

∗
The best results for each category are marked in bold, and the second-best results are marked with underline.
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Table 18: HiBench Paper Scenario Leaderboard.∗

Model Family Model Name Contextual QA Outline Extraction Disordered Section Average Rank

Close-Sourced

OpenAI GPT-4 16.40 81.37 17.29 38.35 5

Open-Sourced

01-AI Yi-1.5-9B 8.71 18.31 3.80 10.27 16

Qwen

Qwen2.5-0.5B 8.92 2.43 0.60 3.98 18

Qwen2.5-1.5B 15.64 50.73 10.26 25.54 10

Qwen2.5-3B 16.98 70.87 9.30 32.38 7

Qwen2.5-7B 16.48 84.51 25.25 42.08 3

QwQ-32B 12.68 36.43 2.56 17.22 11

Qwen2.5-72B 23.25 84.70 11.23 39.72 4

Baichuan Inc. Baichuan-7B 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 19

DeepSeek DeepSeek-V3 27.61 94.57 6.78 42.99 2

Meta

Llama-3.2-1B 9.14 25.95 4.81 13.30 14

Llama-3.2-3B 10.49 50.22 23.50 28.07 8

Llama-3.1-8B 10.59 12.41 25.70 16.23 13

Llama-3.1-70B 20.05 83.37 27.71 43.71 1

Llama-3.1-405B 20.00 11.63 17.75 16.46 12

Microsoft Phi-3.5-mini-3.8B 6.85 20.92 6.77 11.51 15

Mistral Mistral-7B 14.56 55.66 11.09 27.10 9

SHAILib Internlm2.5-7B 2.78 13.37 2.56 6.24 17

THUDM GLM-4-9B 18.95 57.15 36.72 37.60 6

Average Performance 13.69 44.98 12.82 23.83 -

∗
The best results for each category are marked in bold, and the second-best results are marked with underline.
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SystemPrompt: As an AI agent, you are tasked with performing hierarchical structure reasoning to assist 
in understanding and analyzing complex organizational frameworks.

UserPrompt:  Given the binary tree-liked hierarchical structure 1 -(L)-> 0, determine whether it is a bal-
anced tree?\nPlease return the answer in JSON format directly like {\"answer\": true} if it is a balance 
binary tree, or {\"answer\": false} if it is not, and do not feedback the detailed process.

Prompt

Answer

Response

true

The input is a binary tree, and the output is a JSON string.\nThe input is a binary tree, and 
the output is a JSON string. The input is a binary tree, and the output is a JSON string. The 
input is a binary tree, and the output is a JSON string. The input is a binary tree, and the 
output is a JSON string. The input is a binary tree, and the output is a JSON string. The 
input is a binary tree, and the output is a JSON string. The input is a binary tree, and the 
output is a JSON string. The input is a binary tree, and the output is a JSON string. The 
input is a binary tree, and the output is a JSON string. The input is a binary tree, and the 
output is a JSON string. The input is a binary tree, and the output is a JSON string. The 
input is a binary tree, and the output is a JSON string. The input is a binary tree, and the 
output is a JSON string. The input is a binary tree, and the output is a JSON string. The 
input is a binary tree, and the output is a JSON string. The input is a binary tree, and the 
output is a JSON string

(a) Case Study of Baichuan-7B on Balance Task in the Binary Tree Scenario.

SystemPrompt: As an AI agent, you are tasked with performing mathematical reasoning to assist in solv-
ing complex mathematical problems.

UserPrompt:  Given two mathematical formulas 1 / 6 + 5 and 1 - 6 + 5, determine if they are equiva-
lent.Please return the answer in JSON format directly like {\"answer\": \"True\"}  and do not feedback the 
detailed process.

Prompt

Answer

Response

False

## Running the test\n\nTo run the test, you need to have the following dependencies in-
stalled:\n\n- [JSON](https://www.npmjs.com/package/json)\n- [JSON Schema](https://ww-
w.npmjs.com/package/json-schema-validator)\n- [JSON Schema](https://www.npm-
js.com/package/json-schema-parser)\n- [JSON Schema](https://www.npmjs.com/package/-
json-schema-validator)\n- [JSON Schema](https://www.npmjs.com/package/json-sche-
ma-validator)\n- [JSON Schema](https://www.npmjs.com/package/json-schema-validator)\n- 
[JSON Schema](https://www.npmjs.com/package/json-schema-validator)\n- [JSON Sche-
ma](https://www.npmjs.com/package/json-schema-validator)\n- [JSON Schema](https://ww-
w.npmjs.com/package/json-schema

(b) Case Study of Baichuan-7B on Equivalent Task in the Formula Scenario.

Figure 12: Case Study of Baichuan-7B on HiBench.
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SystemPrompt: As an AI agent, you are tasked with performing hierarchical structure reasoning to assist 
in understanding and analyzing complex organizational frameworks", Please return the answer in JSON 
format directly like {\"answer\": 1}, where 1 is the node's depth, and do not feedback the detailed process.

UserPrompt:  Given the hierarchical structure 3 -> 1, 1 -> 4, 4 -> 0, 0 -> 2, please find out all the children 
of node 3.\nPlease return the answer in JSON format directly like {\"answer\": 1, 2, 3}, where 1, 2, and 3 
are the node ID of children nodes and split by comma, if there is no children nodes, please return {\"an-
swer\": None}

Prompt

Answer

Response

0, 1, 2, 4

{"answer”:[1,4,0,2]}

(a) Non-CoT Case over All Children Task.

SystemPrompt: As an AI agent, you are tasked with performing hierarchical structure reasoning to assist 
in understanding and analyzing complex organizational frameworks, please think step by step.

UserPrompt:  Given the hierarchical structure 3 -> 1, 1 -> 4, 4 -> 0, 0 -> 2, please find out all the children 
of node 3.  Please return the answer in JSON format directly like {"answer": 1, 2, 3}, where 1, 2, and 3 are 
the node ID of children nodes and split by comma, if there is no children nodes, please return {"answer": 
None}.  

Prompt

Answer

Response

0, 1, 2, 4

So I've got this hierarchical structure described by these arrows: 3 -> 1, 1 -> 4, 4 -> 0, 0 -> 2. I need to find all the children of node 3. Okay, let's break this down.

First, I need to understand what a hierarchical structure is. It's like a tree, where each node can have children nodes, and those children can have their own children, 
and so on. In this case, the arrows show the parent-child relationships. So, 3 -> 1 means that 3 is the parent of 1, and 1 is a child of 3.

So, looking at the first relationship: 3 -> 1. That directly tells me that 1 is a child of 3.

Next, 1 -> 4. This means that 1 is the parent of 4. But since 1 is a child of 3, that makes 4 a grandchild of 3.

Then, 4 -> 0, so 4 is the parent of 0, making 0 a great-grandchild of 3.

Finally, 0 -> 2, meaning 0 is the parent of 2, so 2 is a great-great-grandchild of 3.

But the question is asking for the children of node 3, not all descendants. So, only direct children, which from the first relationship is only node 1.

Wait, but maybe I need to consider if there are multiple children. Let's check if there are any other arrows that start from 3.

Looking back, the only arrow starting from 3 is 3 -> 1. There are no other arrows like 3 -> something else. So, node 3 only has one child, which is node 1.

Therefore, the answer should be {\"answer\": 1}.

But the instruction says to return the answer in JSON format with the answer key, and if there are multiple children, to list them separated by commas. Since there's 
only one child, it's straightforward.

Just to be thorough, let's make sure there are no other relationships that might imply additional children for node 3.

Looking at 1 -> 4: this is node 1's child, not node 3's.

Similarly, 4 -> 0 and 0 -> 2 are further down the hierarchy, but not direct children of 3.

So, yes, only node 1 is a direct child of node 3.

Therefore, the JSON response should be {\"answer\": 1}.

I think that's it. straightforward once I map out the relationships.

**Final Answer**:  
\[ \boxed{"\{\"answer\":\ 1\}"} \]

(b) CoT Case over All Children Task.

Figure 13: CoT Case Study on All Children Task.
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SystemPrompt: As an AI agent, you are tasked with performing code reasoning to assist in understanding 
and analyzing complex code snippets.

UserPrompt:  Given a code snippet:

Prompt

Answer

Response

Calculate its space complexity. Please return the answer in JSON format directly like:{"answer": O(1)}

O(1)

{"answer": O(1)}

class Solution {
public:
    vector<vector<int>> updateMatrix(vector<vector<int>>& matrix) {
        for (int i = 0; i < matrix.size(); ++i) {
            for (int j = 0; j < matrix[i].size(); ++j) {
                if (!matrix[i][j]) {
                    continue;
                }
                matrix[i][j] = numeric_limits<int>::max();
                if (i > 0 && matrix[i - 1][j] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                    matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i - 1][j] + 1);
                }
                if (j > 0 && matrix[i][j - 1] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                    matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i][j - 1] + 1);
                }
            }
        }

        for (int i = matrix.size() - 1; i >= 0; --i) {
            for (int j = matrix[i].size() - 1; j >= 0; --j) {
                if (!matrix[i][j]) {
                    continue;
                }
                if (i < matrix.size() - 1 && matrix[i + 1][j] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                    matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i + 1][j] + 1);
                }
                if (j < matrix[i].size() - 1 && matrix[i][j + 1] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                    matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i][j + 1] + 1);
                }
            }
        }

        return matrix;
    }
};

class Solution {
public:
    vector<vector<int>> updateMatrix(vector<vector<int>>& matrix) {
        for (int i = 0; i < matrix.size(); ++i) {
            for (int j = 0; j < matrix[i].size(); ++j) {
                if (!matrix[i][j]) {
                    continue;
                }
                matrix[i][j] = numeric_limits<int>::max();
                if (i > 0 && matrix[i - 1][j] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                    matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i - 1][j] + 1);
                }
                if (j > 0 && matrix[i][j - 1] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                    matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i][j - 1] + 1);
                }
            }
        }

        for (int i = matrix.size() - 1; i >= 0; --i) {
            for (int j = matrix[i].size() - 1; j >= 0; --j) {
                if (!matrix[i][j]) {
                    continue;
                }
                if (i < matrix.size() - 1 && matrix[i + 1][j] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                    matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i + 1][j] + 1);
                }
                if (j < matrix[i].size() - 1 && matrix[i][j + 1] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                    matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i][j + 1] + 1);
                }
            }
        }

        return matrix;
    }
};

(a) Zero Shot Case over the Space Complexity Task.

SystemPrompt: As an AI agent, you are tasked with performing code reasoning to assist in understanding 
and analyzing complex code snippets.

UserPrompt:  Here is one example.  

Given a code snippet:

Prompt

Answer

Response

Calculate its space complexity. Please return the answer in JSON format directly like:{"answer": O(1)}

class Solution {
public:
    vector<vector<int>> updateMatrix(vector<vector<int>>& matrix) {
        for (int i = 0; i < matrix.size(); ++i) {
            for (int j = 0; j < matrix[i].size(); ++j) {
                if (!matrix[i][j]) {
                    continue;
                }
                matrix[i][j] = numeric_limits<int>::max();
                if (i > 0 && matrix[i - 1][j] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                    matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i - 1][j] + 1);
                }
                if (j > 0 && matrix[i][j - 1] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                    matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i][j - 1] + 1);
                }
            }
        }

        for (int i = matrix.size() - 1; i >= 0; --i) {
            for (int j = matrix[i].size() - 1; j >= 0; --j) {
                if (!matrix[i][j]) {
                    continue;
                }
                if (i < matrix.size() - 1 && matrix[i + 1][j] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                    matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i + 1][j] + 1);
                }
                if (j < matrix[i].size() - 1 && matrix[i][j + 1] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                    matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i][j + 1] + 1);
                }
            }
        }

        return matrix;
    }
};

O(1)

{"answer": O(matrix.size() * matrix[0].size())}

The input is:

class Solution(object):
 def sum(self, num1, num2):
       return num1 + num2

What is the Space Complexity?
The answer is: {"answer": O(1)}

class Solution {
public:
   vector<vector<int>> updateMatrix(vector<vector<int>>& matrix) {
       for (int i = 0; i < matrix.size(); ++i) {
           for (int j = 0; j < matrix[i].size(); ++j) {
               if (!matrix[i][j]) {
                   continue;
               }
               matrix[i][j] = numeric_limits<int>::max();
               if (i > 0 && matrix[i - 1][j] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                   matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i - 1][j] + 1);
               }
               if (j > 0 && matrix[i][j - 1] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                   matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i][j - 1] + 1);
               }
           }
       }

       for (int i = matrix.size() - 1; i >= 0; --i) {
           for (int j = matrix[i].size() - 1; j >= 0; --j) {
               if (!matrix[i][j]) {
                   continue;
               }
               if (i < matrix.size() - 1 && matrix[i + 1][j] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                   matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i + 1][j] + 1);
               }
               if (j < matrix[i].size() - 1 && matrix[i][j + 1] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                   matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i][j + 1] + 1);
               }
           }
       }

       return matrix;
   }
};

(b) One Shot Case over the Space Complexity Task.

SystemPrompt: As an AI agent, you are tasked with performing code reasoning to assist in understanding 
and analyzing complex code snippets.

UserPrompt:  Here are few examples.  

Given a code snippet:

Prompt

Answer

Response

Calculate its space complexity. Please return the answer in JSON format directly like:{"answer": O(1)}

class Solution {
public:
    vector<vector<int>> updateMatrix(vector<vector<int>>& matrix) {
        for (int i = 0; i < matrix.size(); ++i) {
            for (int j = 0; j < matrix[i].size(); ++j) {
                if (!matrix[i][j]) {
                    continue;
                }
                matrix[i][j] = numeric_limits<int>::max();
                if (i > 0 && matrix[i - 1][j] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                    matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i - 1][j] + 1);
                }
                if (j > 0 && matrix[i][j - 1] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                    matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i][j - 1] + 1);
                }
            }
        }

        for (int i = matrix.size() - 1; i >= 0; --i) {
            for (int j = matrix[i].size() - 1; j >= 0; --j) {
                if (!matrix[i][j]) {
                    continue;
                }
                if (i < matrix.size() - 1 && matrix[i + 1][j] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                    matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i + 1][j] + 1);
                }
                if (j < matrix[i].size() - 1 && matrix[i][j + 1] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                    matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i][j + 1] + 1);
                }
            }
        }

        return matrix;
    }
};

O(1)

{"answer": O(matrix.size() * matrix[0].size())}

class Solution {
public:
   vector<vector<int>> updateMatrix(vector<vector<int>>& matrix) {
       for (int i = 0; i < matrix.size(); ++i) {
           for (int j = 0; j < matrix[i].size(); ++j) {
               if (!matrix[i][j]) {
                   continue;
               }
               matrix[i][j] = numeric_limits<int>::max();
               if (i > 0 && matrix[i - 1][j] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                   matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i - 1][j] + 1);
               }
               if (j > 0 && matrix[i][j - 1] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                   matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i][j - 1] + 1);
               }
           }
       }

       for (int i = matrix.size() - 1; i >= 0; --i) {
           for (int j = matrix[i].size() - 1; j >= 0; --j) {
               if (!matrix[i][j]) {
                   continue;
               }
               if (i < matrix.size() - 1 && matrix[i + 1][j] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                   matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i + 1][j] + 1);
               }
               if (j < matrix[i].size() - 1 && matrix[i][j + 1] != numeric_limits<int>::max()) {
                   matrix[i][j] = min(matrix[i][j], matrix[i][j + 1] + 1);
               }
           }
       }

       return matrix;
   }
};

The input is:

class Solution(object):
    def addBinary(self, a, b):
        result, carry, val = "", 0, 0
        for i in xrange(max(len(a), len(b))):
            val = carry
            if i < len(a):
                val += int(a[-(i + 1)])
            if i < len(b):
                val += int(b[-(i + 1)])
            carry, val = divmod(val, 2)
            result += str(val)
        if carry:
            result += str(carry)
        return result[::-1]

What is the Space Complexity?
The answer is: {"answer": O(1)}

The input is:

class Solution2(object):
    def arrayPairSum(self, nums):
        nums.sort()
        result = 0
        for i in xrange(0, len(nums), 2):
            result += nums[i]
        return result

What is the Space Complexity?
The answer is: {"answer": O(1)}

The input is:

class Solution(object):
 def sum(self, num1, num2):
       return num1 + num2

What is the Space Complexity?
The answer is: {"answer": O(1)}

The input is:

class Solution2(object):
    def arrayPairSum(self, nums):
        nums.sort()
        result = 0
        for i in xrange(0, len(nums), 2):
            result += nums[i]
        return result

What is the Space Complexity?
The answer is: {"answer": O(1)}

The input is:

class Solution(object):
 def sum(self, num1, num2):
       return num1 + num2

What is the Space Complexity?
The answer is: {"answer": O(1)}

(c) Few Shot Case over the Space Complexity Task.

Figure 14: ICL Case Study on Space Complexity Task.
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Table 19: The Prompt Template of Multiple Tree Scenario.

Task Name Prompt Template Output Format Template
Fundamental - Multiple Tree

Add Node Given the hierarchical structure

<STRUCTURE>, <QUESTION>

{“answer”: <new structure>} following the

input structure format

All Ancestor Given the hierarchical structure

<STRUCTURE>, <QUESTION>

{“answer”: 1, 2, 3}, where 1, 2, and 3 are the

node ID of ancestors and split by comma, if

there is no ancestors, please return {“answer”:

None}

All Children Given the hierarchical structure

<STRUCTURE>, <QUESTION>

{“answer”: 1, 2, 3}, where 1, 2, and 3 are the

node ID of children nodes and split by comma,

if there is no children nodes, please return

{“answer”: None}

Common Ancestor Given the hierarchical structure

<STRUCTURE>, <QUESTION>

{“answer”: 1}, where 1 is the node ID

Isomorphic Given the hierarchical structure

<STRUCTURE_ #0>, <STRUCTURE_ #1>,

<QUESTION>

{“answer”: true} if it is isomorphic, or

{“answer”: false} if it is not

Remove Node Given the hierarchical structure

<STRUCTURE>, <QUESTION>

{“answer”: <new structure>} following the

input structure format, if there are no edges,

please return {“answer”: No edges}

Node Depth Given the hierarchical structure

<STRUCTURE>, <QUESTION>

{“answer”: 1}, where 1 is the node’s depth

Leaf Given the hierarchical structure

<STRUCTURE>, <QUESTION>

{“answer”: true} if it is leaf node, or {“answer”:

false} if it is not

Root Given the hierarchical structure

<STRUCTURE>, <QUESTION>

{“answer”: 1}, where 1 is the node ID

Table 20: The Prompt Template of Binary Tree Scenario.

Task Name Prompt Template Output Format Template
Fundamental - Binary Tree

Balance Given the binary tree-liked hierarchical

structure <STRUCTURE>, <QUESTION>

{“answer”: true} if it is a balance binary tree, or

{“answer”: false} if it is not

Prefix Traversal Given the binary tree-liked hierarchical

structure <STRUCTURE>, <QUESTION>

{“answer”: 1, 2, 3}, where 1, 2, and 3 are the

node ID in prefix traversal order and split by

comma

Infix Traversal Given the binary tree-liked hierarchical

structure <STRUCTURE>, <QUESTION>

{“answer”: 1, 2, 3}, where 1, 2, and 3 are the

node ID in infix traversal order and split by

comma

Postfix Traversal Given the binary tree-liked hierarchical

structure <STRUCTURE>, <QUESTION>

{“answer”: 1, 2, 3}, where 1, 2, and 3 are the

node ID in postfix traversal order and split by

comma

Traversal Order

Verification

Given the binary tree-liked hierarchical

structure <STRUCTURE>, <QUESTION>

{“answer”: preorder} if it is the preorder,

{“answer”: inorder} if it is the inorder, and

{“answer”: postorder} if it is the postorder

Mirror Tree Given the binary tree-liked hierarchical

structure <STRUCTURE>, <QUESTION>

{“answer”: <new structure>} following the

input structure format
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Table 21: The Prompt Template of JSON Scenario.

Task Name Prompt Template Output Format Template
Fundamnetal - JSON

Child Count Given a JSON object <JSON> <QUESTION>. {“answer”: 1}

Node Depth Given a JSON object <JSON> <QUESTION>. {“answer”: “Employees”}

Level Count Given a JSON object <JSON> <QUESTION>. {“answer”: 1}

Node Attribute Given a JSON object <JSON> <QUESTION>. {“answer”: “XXX”}

Level Nodes Given a JSON object <JSON> <QUESTION>. {“answer”: [“Faculty of Science”, “Faculty of

Arts”]}

Path Finding Given a JSON object <JSON> <QUESTION>. {“answer”: “Student -> Program -> Department

-> Faculty”}

Nearest Ancestor Given a JSON object <JSON> <QUESTION>. {“answer”: “Faculty of Science”}

Table 22: The Prompt Template of Formula Scenario.

Task Name Prompt Template Output Format Template
Practical - Formula

Calculation Given a mathematical formula <FORMULA>,

calculate its result.

{“answer”: 1}

Conversion Given a mathematical <FORMAT1> formula

<FORMULA>, convert it to <FORMAT2>

notation.

{“answer”: 319 * 924.20 * ( ( 460 + 352.48 ) + 98 )}

Equivalence Given two mathematical formulas

<FORMULA1> and <FORMULA2>, determine

if they are equivalent.

{“answer”: “True”}

Table 23: The Prompt Template of Code Scenario.

Task Name Prompt Template Output Format Template
Practical - Code

Space Complexity Given a code snippet <CODE>, calculate its

space complexity.

{“answer”: O(1)}

Time Complexity Given a code snippet <CODE>, calculate its

time complexity.

{“answer”: O(n)}

Table 24: The Prompt Template of Paper Scenario.

Task Name Prompt Template Output Format Template
Practical - Paper

Contextual QA Given the following paper: <PAPER>,

<QUESTION>

{“answer”: “XXX”}

Disordered Section Given the following paper: <PAPER>,

<QUESTION>

{“answer”: “XXX”}

Outline Extraction Given the following paper: <PAPER>,

<QUESTION>

{“answer”: “XXX”}
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