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Recent advances in Large Language Models (LLMs) have intensified the debate surrounding the
fundamental nature of their reasoning capabilities. While achieving high performance on bench-
marks such as GPQA and MMLU, these models exhibit limitations in more complex reasoning
tasks, highlighting the need for more rigorous evaluation methodologies. We propose a novel phe-
nomenological approach that goes beyond traditional accuracy metrics to probe the underlying
mechanisms of model behavior, establishing a framework that could broadly impact how we an-
alyze and understand AI systems. Using positional bias in multiple-choice reasoning tasks as a
case study, we demonstrate how systematic perturbations can reveal fundamental aspects of model
decision-making. To analyze these behaviors, we develop two complementary phenomenological
models: a Probabilistic Mixture Model (PMM) that decomposes model responses into reasoning,
memorization, and guessing components and an Information-Theoretic Consistency (ITC) analysis
that quantifies the relationship between model confidence and strategy selection. Through con-
trolled experiments on reasoning benchmarks, we show that true reasoning remains challenging for
current models, with apparent success often relying on sophisticated combinations of memorization
and pattern matching rather than genuine logical deduction. More fundamentally, we demonstrate
that accuracy alone often overstates a model’s reasoning abilities, as model behavior can be char-
acterized through underlying mechanisms in the phase space of cognitive strategies, revealing how
models dynamically balance different approaches when responding to queries. This framework en-
ables quantitative criteria for real-world deployments, allowing applications to specify reliability
thresholds based on strategy distributions rather than aggregate performance metrics. By estab-
lishing principled methods for probing and quantifying reasoning behavior, our work provides both
theoretical insights into model capabilities and practical tools for developing more reliable evaluation
methodologies.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The emergence of increasingly capable Large Language
Models (LLMs) has raised fundamental questions about
the nature of artificial intelligence and its capacity for
genuine reasoning. While models like GPT-4, Claude,
LLama and Gemini demonstrate remarkable performance
across wide spectrum of complex tasks [1–3], distinguish-
ing between true logical deduction and non-deductive
cognitive processes remains a central challenge in AI re-
search [4, 5]. Traditional evaluation methodologies, pri-
marily centered on benchmark performance and accuracy
metrics, have provided valuable but incomplete insights
into model capabilities, with standard reasoning bench-
marks such as GSM8K [6], GPQA [7], and Big-Bench [8]
demonstrating impressive yet potentially misleading per-
formance figures. Recent investigations systematically
challenge these results - experiments with GSM-Symbolic
reveal significant performance degradation under minor
question reformulations despite preserved logical struc-
ture [9], while analyses of other benchmarks demonstrate
how success often stems from dataset-specific regularities
rather than genuine logical inference [10, 11]. These find-

FIG. 1: Phenomenological decomposition of language
model behavior through strategy space, illustrating the
mappings between input queries and output responses.

ings, coupled with the increasing deployment of LLMs in
domains ranging from scientific research to educational
assessment, highlight the limitations of current evalua-
tion frameworks and underscore the need for compre-
hensible benchmarks and explainable AI (xAI) [12] ap-
proaches to elucidate the mechanisms underlying model
behavior. Increasingly widespread usage of LLMs, and
AI models in critical domains such as scientific research
and educational assessment necessitates methodologies
that can systematically characterize and interpret the
fundamental processes driving model predictions [13].
The ability to distinguish between genuine reasoning and
other cognitive processes becomes particularly crucial in
applications where verifiable logical deduction directly
impacts system reliability and user outcomes.

Existing approaches to understanding model reasoning
capabilities have primarily focused on enhancing evalu-
ation frameworks through techniques such as Chain-of-
Thought prompting [5], Iteration-of-Thought [14], and
self-consistency checks [15]. While these methods demon-
strate improved performance on reasoning benchmarks,

they primarily operate by structuring the model’s input
and output format rather than providing insights into
the underlying decision-making processes. Quantitative
analyses of these enhanced frameworks reveal that im-
provements often arise from better exploitation of model
priors rather than enhanced logical deduction capabilities
[16, 17]. For instance, contemporary studies demonstrate
that models can achieve high accuracy on reasoning tasks
while producing logically inconsistent intermediate steps
[18, 19], suggesting that apparent reasoning success may
emerge from sophisticated pattern matching rather than
systematic logical inference.

The fundamental limitation of current evaluation
methodologies lies in their treatment of model behavior
as a black-box optimization problem, where success is
primarily measured through aggregate performance met-
rics such as accuracy and F1 scores. While computa-
tionally tractable, this approach fails to capture the dy-
namic interplay between different cognitive strategies em-
ployed by these models. More critically, it provides lim-
ited insight into how models transition between differ-
ent decision-making modes when confronted with vary-
ing task complexities or input perturbations. These
limitations become particularly evident when examining
how model performance varies systematically under con-
trolled modifications to input structure, suggesting the
need for evaluation frameworks that can probe and quan-
tify the fundamental mechanisms underlying model be-
havior.

To address these methodological limitations, we pro-
pose adopting a phenomenological modeling approach to
AI systems analysis. In physical scientific domains, phe-
nomenological models M provide valuable insights by
constructing theoretical frameworks of complex under-
lying systems that capture observable behaviors under
specific experimental conditions. While phenomenologi-
cal approaches have been successfully applied to under-
stand neural network dynamics and training trajectories
[20, 21], their application to language models remains
largely unexplored. While such models may not fully
characterize the underlying system, they enable quanti-
tative predictions within well-defined regimes and offer
systematic approaches to understanding complex phe-
nomena. We develop two such models: a Probabilis-
tic Mixture Model (PMM) that decomposes cognitive
strategies (fig. 1) and an Information-Theoretic Consis-
tency (ITC) analysis that quantifies decision-making un-
certainty. Applied to language models, this framework
enables the decomposition of model behavior into mea-
surable components through controlled perturbations of
input conditions. Consider a language model B oper-
ating on input query space X . Traditional evaluation
approaches treat this as a mapping B : X → Y, where
Y represents the output response space. In contrast, our
phenomenological approach introduces an intermediate
representation B : X κ−→ S ω−→ Y, where S represents a
space of cognitive strategies, and mappings κ, ω charac-
terize how the model selects and applies these strategies.
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This decomposition, while necessarily an approximation,
provides testable predictions about model behavior under
systematic perturbations.

The power of this approach lies not in providing a
complete description of model internals but in establish-
ing a quantitative framework for analyzing observable
model behaviors. We can characterize how models transi-
tion between different cognitive modes and predict their
behavior under specific conditions by introducing con-
trolled experimental variables and measuring their effects
on strategy selection and application. This framework
enables the development of rigorous evaluation criteria
based on mechanistic understanding rather than aggre-
gate performance metrics, with specific predictions that
can be experimentally verified [22, 23]. While our in-
vestigation focuses on large language models and em-
ploys positional bias as a primary experimental probe,
this methodological framework offers a systematic basis
for quantifying model capabilities and behavioral char-
acteristics across diverse machine learning architectures
through rigorous empirical analysis.

To demonstrate the utility of our phenomenological
framework, we examine positional bias in multiple-choice
reasoning tasks as a controlled experimental probe. Po-
sitional effects in language models provide an ideal test
case - they are systematically measurable, arise from
fundamental architectural properties and critically influ-
ence model behavior. By introducing an order param-
eter θ ∈ [0, 1] that controls position randomization, we
systematically study how models transition between dif-
ferent cognitive strategies as positional information be-
comes increasingly unreliable. Our analysis reveals rich
structure in the strategy probability space S, includ-
ing stable attractors that characterize how models bal-
ance reasoning and memorization and phase transitions
that mark fundamental shifts in cognitive approach. The
PMM decomposition demonstrates that true reasoning
- characterized by position-invariant logical deduction -
remains challenging for current models, with apparent
success often relying on sophisticated memorization and
pattern-matching combinations. Complementary ITC
analysis reveals systematic relationships between strat-
egy selection and prediction uncertainty, providing quan-
titative criteria for distinguishing between different cog-
nitive modes. These findings extend beyond positional
bias, offering a general framework for analyzing how
language models combine different cognitive approaches
when solving complex tasks. The identification of con-
served quantities in strategy evolution and the charac-
terization of phase transitions in cognitive space provide
both theoretical insights into model capabilities and prac-
tical metrics for evaluating model reliability in deploy-
ment scenarios.

These findings extend beyond positional bias, offering
a general framework for analyzing how language mod-
els combine different cognitive approaches when solving
complex tasks. Integrating phenomenological modeling
with controlled experimental probes enables systematic

characterization of model behavior, providing both the-
oretical insights and practical evaluation criteria. This
systematic approach to understanding language models
through the lens of observable behaviors and controlled
perturbations represents a significant advancement in AI
systems analysis.

This paper makes several fundamental contributions to
the study of artificial intelligence:

• Introduction of a phenomenological framework for
analyzing language models, establishing principled
methods for characterizing model behavior through
controlled experimental manipulation rather than
treating models as black boxes

• Development of a probabilistic mixture model that
decomposes model responses into fundamental cog-
nitive strategies, providing quantitative metrics for
distinguishing between genuine reasoning and other
decision-making processes

• Establishment of information-theoretic bounds on
model uncertainty across different cognitive modes,
enabling rigorous evaluation of prediction confi-
dence and strategy selection

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
Section II reviews related work in reasoning evaluation
and positional bias. Section III introduces our models
and theoretical framework. Section IV presents exper-
imental results and analysis, discusses the implications,
and concludes.

II. RELATED WORK: BENCHMARKS, BIAS,
AND REASONING IN LANGUAGE MODELS

Reasoning benchmarks such as GPQA, GSM8K, and
Big-Bench have become vital tools for evaluating the log-
ical and deductive reasoning capabilities of LLMs across
diverse tasks, including arithmetic, abstract problem-
solving, and contextual understanding [6–8]. Techniques
such as CoT prompting and its iterative extension,
Iteration-of-Thought (IoT), Tree-of-Thought (ToT) have
demonstrated notable improvements in reasoning perfor-
mance by guiding models to produce intermediate rea-
soning steps, enabling more structured logical deduction
and enhanced problem-solving [5, 14, 24]. However, re-
cent studies have questioned whether these methods and
benchmarks genuinely assess reasoning abilities or pri-
marily capture the models’ reliance on dataset-specific
heuristics and statistical patterns [25, 26]. Approaches
like GSM-Symbolic have tackled these concerns by em-
ploying symbolic templates for controlled question gen-
eration, revealing substantial performance declines when
faced with slight changes in phrasing or irrelevant nu-
merical adjustments, even when the underlying reason-
ing process remains constant [9]. These findings highlight
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the prevalence of surface-level memorization and heuris-
tic reliance, emphasizing critical gaps in benchmark de-
sign. Beyond arithmetic, similar limitations are evident
in broader reasoning tasks, where positional biases, to-
ken sensitivities, and structural cues often inflate perfor-
mance metrics and obscure genuine reasoning capabili-
ties [27, 28]. For example, experiments with GSM-NoOp
demonstrate that models falter when irrelevant details
are introduced, causing notable performance drops [9].
These challenges underscore the need for dynamic evalu-
ations that disentangle reasoning from heuristic exploita-
tion, building on prior work that has laid a foundation
for robust and nuanced reasoning assessments [16–19].

Positional bias is a common phenomenon in modern
language models, where the position of an input dispro-
portionately affects the model’s predictions, regardless of
its logical or contextual relevance [29, 30]. This bias man-
ifests across diverse tasks, including question answering,
ranking, and reasoning, often undermining the robust-
ness of model performance [31, 32]. Mechanistically, po-
sitional bias arises from components like causal attention
and positional embeddings, which favor specific token po-
sitions in input sequences, leading to systematic dispar-
ities in predictions based on input order. Quantifying
this bias, however, is inherently challenging, as metrics
such as Standard Deviation of Recalls (RStd) and Rela-
tive Standard Deviation (RSD) provide only task-specific
insights and fail to capture its nuanced effects in broader
contexts like reasoning evaluation [33, 34]. Prior works
such as [33] have predominantly sought to mitigate or
eliminate positional bias, introducing techniques such as
bidirectional attention mechanisms or reassigning token
positions based on importance scores to improve perfor-
mance [35]. Unlike prior efforts that treat positional bias
as a flaw to mitigate, our work leverages it as a diag-
nostic tool to probe reasoning in LLMs. By isolating and
manipulating positional effects within a reasoning bench-
mark, we evaluate whether model predictions arise from
genuine logical deduction or reliance on probabilistic ten-
dencies. This approach goes beyond static performance
evaluations, using positional bias to reveal latent depen-
dencies and assess the reasoning processes shaping model
outputs. Our study reframes positional bias not as an er-
ror to eliminate but as a novel lens for understanding and
dissecting reasoning capabilities in LLMs.

Prior attempts to develop phenomenological neural
network models have focused primarily on training dy-
namics, signal propagation, and emergent behaviors.
Mean-field theories have successfully characterized net-
work behavior at initialization [21], particularly in ana-
lyzing quantization effects and depth-precision trade-offs
[36]. Recent extensions of these approaches to modern ar-
chitectures demonstrate how theoretical frameworks can
illuminate fundamental properties of neural systems, in-
cluding phase transitions in learning dynamics [37] and
emergent behavioral patterns. However, applications of
such systematic theoretical analysis to reasoning mod-
els remain sparse, with most works focusing on empiri-

cal performance metrics rather than underlying mecha-
nistic properties. Our work bridges this gap by devel-
oping phenomenological models that capture observable
behaviors under controlled perturbations, enabling quan-
titative predictions about strategy selection and decision-
making processes in artificial reasoning.

III. MODELS AND FRAMEWORK

The GPQA benchmark has emerged as a powerful tool
for evaluating reasoning capabilities in language models,
offering a diverse set of multiple-choice questions that
probe various aspects of logical and analytical think-
ing. While positional bias is a well-documented phe-
nomenon, its manifestation and impact can vary sig-
nificantly depending on the specific model architecture,
model parameters, and dataset characteristics. In this
work, we first develop a systematic framework to ana-
lyze these position-dependent effects in the context of
GPT-4o-mini’s performance on GPQA. This focused ex-
amination serves two purposes: first, it provides detailed
insights into how positional information influences rea-
soning behavior in a specific model-benchmark pair, and
second, it establishes a methodological foundation for
broader investigations of our reasoning in the next sec-
tion.

A. Positional Bias Analysis

The core of our analysis centers on the GPQA bench-
mark, a multiple-choice reasoning evaluation framework
where each question presents four options, exactly one
of which is correct. Let Q = {qn | n ∈ [1,M ]}
denote our question set, where M is the total num-
ber of questions. Each question q ∈ Q is associated
with one correct answer c(q) and three incorrect options
{w1(q), w2(q), w3(q)}. These options are presented in
fixed positions drawn from the set O = {A,B,C,D}.

We treat the language model B as a black-box system,
which for any given question q and its associated options,
generates a probability distribution over the possible an-
swer positions:

B(q) 7→ Π(q) = [πA, πB , πC , πD] (1)

where πo ∈ [0, 1] represents the probability assigned to
position o ∈ O, and

∑
o∈O πo = 1.

Example

For a question "What is 2 + 2?", a model might
output probabilities Π(q) = [0.7, 0.2, 0.05, 0.05],
indicating 70% confidence in position A contain-
ing the correct answer. This distribution directly
reveals position-dependent decision making.

To systematically evaluate positional dependencies, we
introduce an order parameter θ ∈ [0, 1] that determines
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the degree of position randomization in our experiments.
At θ = 0 correct answers maintain fixed positions across
all questions, while positions are fully randomized at θ =
1. For intermediate values, θ represents the fraction of
questions subject to position randomization.

Example

onsider two questions “What is 2 + 2?” and “What
is 3 + 3?”:
At θ = 0: Correct answers fixed in position A

• Q1 always presented as: A:4, B:3, C:5, D:6

• Q2 always presented as: A:6, B:7, C:5, D:8

At θ = 0.5: Half the presentations maintain fixed
positions, half use randomized positions like

• Q1: A:6, B:4, C:3, D:5 (Randomized)

• Q2: A:6, B:7, C:5, D:8 (Fixed)

The position-specific accuracy αo(q, θ) for each posi-
tion o ∈ O is defined as:

αo(q, θ) =
1

N(θ)

N(θ)∑
n=1

I[B(qn) = o | c(qn) = o] (2)

where N(θ) represents the number of trials at a given θ
value, and I[·] is the indicator function.

Example

To illustrate αo(q, θ), consider our "2 + 2" ques-
tion across different randomization levels with cor-
rect answer placed at position o:
At θ = 0 (fixed positions):

αA(q, 0) = 0.8 (memorized position)
αB(q, 0) = 0.4

αC(q, 0) = 0.4

αD(q, 0) = 0.3

At θ = 0.5 (partial randomization):

αA(q, 0.5) = 0.6

αB(q, 0.5) = 0.5

αC(q, 0.5) = 0.5

αD(q, 0.5) = 0.4

At θ = 1 (full randomization):

αo(q, 1) ≈ 0.3 for all positions o

Position-specific accuracies would converge as ran-
domization increases, leading to the model’s true
performance.

To characterize question difficulty and positional de-
pendence, we introduce two complementary metrics. The

position-averaged accuracy µ(q) captures the model’s
overall performance on a question:

µ(q, θ) =
1

|O|
∑
o∈O

αo(q, θ) (3)

while the position-dependent variance σ2(q) quantifies
the variation in performance across positions:

σ2(q, θ) =
1

|O|
∑
o∈O

(αo(q, θ)− µ(q, θ))2 (4)

These metrics combine to form a two-dimensional dif-
ficulty map Ψ(q, θ) = (µ(q, θ), σ2(q, θ)), which proves in-
strumental in categorizing questions based on their dif-
ficulty and susceptibility to positional bias. Questions
with high µ and low σ2 indicate consistent reasoning abil-
ity, while high σ2 values, regardless of µ, suggest strong
positional dependencies that may undermine genuine rea-
soning assessment.

B. Probabilistic Mixture Model

To dissect model behavior, we develop a framework
decomposing responses into three fundamental cognitive
strategies: memorization, reasoning, and guessing. This
decomposition, while not unique, provides a natural ba-
sis for quantifying the balance between pattern matching
and logical inference in positional reasoning tasks. As
we will see in section IVB, the model’s empirical valida-
tion and observed deviations suggest potential extensions
for different experimental conditions while confirming its
utility for the studied tasks.

To begin with, building on our earlier notation, we
consider the black box model B operating on questions
q ∈ Q with options in positions O. For each question, we
hypothesize that the model employs a mixture of strate-
gies with probabilities PM (q), PR(q), and PG(q), repre-
senting the probability of using memorization, reasoning,
and guessing strategies respectively for question q. These
probabilities sum to one (complete basis assumption):

PM (q) + PR(q) + PG(q) = 1 (5)

The probability of a correct response under this mix-
ture model for a question q and position o ∈ O is:

Pcorrect(q, o) = PM (q) · PM(o)

+ PR(q) · PR

+ PG(q) · PG (6)

where PM(o) represents the success probability under
memorization strategy for position o, while PR and PG
are position-independent success probabilities for reason-
ing and guessing strategies, respectively. Intuitively, this
equation describes how the model combines three differ-
ent approaches to answer a question: when it uses memo-
rization (PM (q)), its success depends on the specific posi-
tion; when it uses reasoning (PR(q)), it has a fixed success
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rate regardless of position; and when it guesses (PG(q)),
it has the baseline random chance of success.

Example

Consider a model evaluating "What is the capital
of France?" with strategy probabilities PM (q) =
0.3, PR(q) = 0.6, PG(q) = 0.1. With perfect
reasoning (PR = 1) and random guessing (PG =
0.25), eq. (6) yields:

Pcorrect(q, o) = 0.3PM (o) + 0.6 + 0.025

This decomposition shows 60% of success prob-
ability comes from reasoning, while position-
dependent memorization contributes 30%.

For the memorization strategy, we model position de-
pendence as:

PM(o) =

{
1, if o = om
PO, if o ̸= om

(7)

where om is the memorized position. The base proba-
bility for random selection, PO = 1/|O|, represents the
pure guessing probability in the absence of reasoning or
memorization. Since reasoning and memorization proba-
bilities are explicitly accounted for, 1/|O| represents the
pure guessing probability, isolating the uniform contribu-
tion of random selection.

Example

To illustrate the memorization probability func-
tion defined in eq. (7), consider our previous que-
sion "What is 2 + 2?" with options presented
across positions O. Let us examine a model
that has developed a strong positional association,
memorizing position A (om = A) as the likely lo-
cation for correct answers. According to eq. (7),
when the correct answer "4" appears in position
A, the memorization contribution PM(o) equals 1,
reflecting complete positional dependence. How-
ever, when "4" appears in any other position (o ̸=
om), the model defaults to uniform random selec-
tion with probability PO = 1/|O| = 0.25. This
behavior manifests as:

PM(o) =

{
1, if o = A

0.25, if o ∈ {B,C,D}
(8)

This formulation quantifies how positional mem-
orization can significantly bias model responses,
potentially masking true reasoning capabilities.

Moving forward, we consider ideal conditions where if
the model employs reasoning, it does so perfectly (PR =
1), and if it guesses, it does so randomly (PG = PO).
The assumption of perfect reasoning (PR = 1) estab-
lishes a theoretical baseline where reasoning, if applied,

would always yield the correct answer no matter where
the position of correct answer is. This doesn’t imply that
real-world reasoning is perfect—it creates a benchmark
for analyzing how much the model’s actual behavior de-
viates from ideal reasoning due to factors like computa-
tional errors or incomplete understanding. Under ideal
conditions (PR = 1 and PG = PO), the probability of
correct response becomes:

Pcorrect(q, o) =


PM (q) + PR(q)

+ POPG(q),
if o = om

POPM (q) + PR(q)
+ POPG(q),

if o ̸= om
(9)

To estimate these probabilities from empirical data, we
observe accuracies in two conditions:

Aom(q) =
Correct predictions when o = om

Total trials when o = om
(10)

Aother(q) =
Correct predictions when o ̸= om

Total trials when o ̸= om
(11)

Example

Suppose we evaluate our model on 100 trials of
the question, with position A as the memorized
position (om = A). If the model correctly answers
80 trials when the answer is in position A, and 45
trials when the answer is in other positions, we
obtain:

AA(q) =
80

100
= 0.8 (12)

Aother(q) =
45

100
= 0.45 (13)

This substantial accuracy differential (∆A(q) =
0.35) would suggest significant positional bias in
the model’s decision-making process.

These empirical accuracies directly correspond to the
probabilities in eq. (9):

Aom(q) = PM (q) + PR(q) + POPG(q) (14)
Aother(q) = POPM (q) + PR(q) + POPG(q) (15)

Taking the difference eliminates terms that don’t de-
pend on position:

∆A(q) = Aom(q)−Aother(q)

=
[
PM (q) + PR(q) + POPG(q)

]
−
[
POPM (q) + PR(q) + POPG(q)

]
= PM (q)− POPM (q)

= PM (q)(1− PO) (16)

This key equation isolates the memorization probabil-
ity:

PM (q) =
∆A(q)

1− PO
(17)
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This equation reveals how strongly the model relies on
memorization by measuring the difference in performance
between memorized and non-memorized positions. A
larger difference (∆A(q)) indicates stronger memoriza-
tion behavior, while a smaller difference suggests more
position-independent reasoning or guessing.

Substituting this back into eq. (14) gives:

Aom(q) = PM (q) + PR(q) + PO[1− PM (q)− PR(q)]

= [PM (q) + PR(q)](1− PO) + PO

Solving for the combined probability:

PM (q) + PR(q) =
Aom(q)− PO

1− PO
(18)

With PM (q) known from eq. (17), we can determine:

PR(q) =
Aom(q)− PO

1− PO
− PM (q) (19)

PG(q) = 1− PM (q)− PR(q) (20)

Example

Following our previous geography question exam-
ple with AA(q) = 0.8 and Aother(q) = 0.45, we
can decompose the model’s strategy probabilities.
Using eqs. (17), (19) and (20) with PO = 0.25:

PM (q) =
0.35

0.75
≈ 0.47 (21)

PR(q) =
0.8− 0.25

0.75
− 0.47 ≈ 0.26 (22)

PG(q) = 1− 0.47− 0.26 = 0.27 (23)

This analysis reveals that the model relies predom-
inantly on memorization (47%), with reasoning
and guessing contributing roughly equally (26%
and 27% respectively) to its decision-making pro-
cess.

This systematic decomposition reveals how frequently
the model employs each strategy, providing quantitative
insights into its decision-making process. When com-
bined with our positional bias metrics µ(q) and σ2(q)
from eqs. (3) and (4), this framework enables comprehen-
sive analysis of model behavior across different question
types and difficulty levels.

C. Information-Theoretic Consistency Analysis

While our probabilistic mixture model reveals the
strategies employed by the language model, we require
a complementary framework to assess the quality and
calibration of its predictions. Our analysis involves sev-
eral interrelated probability distributions: the model’s
raw output probabilities πo(q) (eq. (1)), the accuracy-
dependent reference probabilities we’ll define below, and

FIG. 2: Theoretical entropy-accuracy frontiers for
multiple-choice questions with varying numbers of

options (k). The black curve represents the four-option
case (k = 4 where questions have multiple choices such
A,B,C,D) relevant to GPQA, where maximum entropy
(Hmax = 2 bits) occurs at random guessing accuracy

(A = 1
k = 0.25). The dotted blue line shows the

relationship A = 1
k , intersecting each frontier at its

maximum entropy point. Higher values of k result in
larger maximum entropy due to increased uncertainty
in the option space. The frontiers demonstrate how

prediction uncertainty (entropy) varies with accuracy,
reaching zero at perfect accuracy (A = 1) for all k.

the empirical accuracy distribution. By examining the re-
lationship between prediction uncertainty and accuracy
through an information-theoretic lens, we can evaluate
how well the model balances confidence with correctness.

Let k = |O| denote the number of options in our
multiple-choice setup. For any question q ∈ Q, we mea-
sure the uncertainty in the model’s predictions using the
Shannon entropy of its probability distribution over the
option space:

H(q) = −
k∑

i=1

ρi(q) log2 ρi(q) (24)

where ρi(q) represents the probability of selecting option
i when it contains the correct answer. Lower entropy val-
ues indicate more concentrated probability mass (higher
confidence), while higher values indicate more dispersed
probabilities (higher uncertainty).

To establish a theoretical baseline for analysis, we con-
sider an ideal probabilistic model (B∗) that assigns prob-
ability c to the correct option and distributes the remain-
ing probability (1−c) uniformly among the k−1 incorrect
options:

ρi(q) =

{
c, if i contains correct answer
1−c
k−1 , otherwise

(25)

The entropy of this idealized distribution defines our
calibration frontier:

Hideal(c) = −c log2 c− (1− c) log2

(
1− c

k − 1

)
(26)
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As shown in fig. 2, this frontier exhibits distinct char-
acteristics across different values of k. The frontier rep-
resents a reference curve where probability mass is op-
timally distributed between correct and incorrect op-
tions, given a particular accuracy level. The behavior of
Hideal(c) requires careful consideration at three critical
points. Taking the limit as c approaches these points:

At random guessing:

Hmax = lim
c→1/k

Hideal(c) = −k · 1
k
log2

1

k
= log2 k (27)

reflecting maximum uncertainty when probabilities are
uniform across all options.

At perfect prediction:

Hmin = lim
c→1

Hideal(c) = 0 bits (28)

indicating complete certainty in the prediction.
At complete inaccuracy:

lim
c→0

Hideal(c) = log2(k − 1) (29)

representing the entropy when probability is distributed
uniformly across incorrect options. These theoretical
bounds become particularly illuminating for our specific
analysis of GPQA with k = 4 options. The maximum
entropy at random guessing is Hmax = log2(4) = 2 bits,
while the limiting entropy as accuracy approaches zero
is Hideal(c → 0) = log2(3) ≈ 1.58 bits (fig. 2). This
creates an asymmetric entropy profile, where complete
uncertainty (random guessing) produces higher entropy
than systematic incorrectness. This asymmetry arises
because random guessing represents complete disorder
across all options, while zero accuracy implies a struc-
tured avoidance of the correct answer with uniform dis-
tribution across incorrect possibilities.

Since model accuracy A(q) directly corresponds to the
probability assigned to the correct option (A(q) = c), we
can parameterize the entropy-accuracy frontier as:

Hideal(A) = −A log2 A− (1−A) log2

(
1−A

k − 1

)
(30)

The relationship between empirical entropy-accuracy
pairs and this theoretical frontier provides deep insights
into model calibration. Models operating near the fron-
tier demonstrates how probabilities should be distributed
between correct and incorrect answers at different accu-
racy levels. Deviations from this frontier characterize
distinct types of miscalibration: Systematic deviations
below the frontier indicate overconfidence, where mod-
els exhibit lower uncertainty than their accuracy war-
rants, potentially reflecting excessive reliance on memo-
rized patterns or positional heuristics. Conversely, points
consistently above the frontier suggest underconfidence,
where models maintain unnecessarily high uncertainty
despite reliable performance. When combined with the
positional analysis metrics µ(q) and σ2(q) from eqs. (3)
and (4), this framework enables comprehensive evalua-
tion of how positional dependencies influence both strat-
egy selection and prediction uncertainty.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

To systematically investigate positional bias in lan-
guage model reasoning, we conducted experiments us-
ing the GPT-4o-mini model on the GPQA-Diamond
dataset, comprising 198 curated questions spanning
physics, mathematics, and computer science. Our exper-
imental framework centers on manipulating the position
of correct answers while maintaining question content,
allowing us to isolate and quantify position-dependent
effects on model behavior.

FIG. 3: Wrong answer distributions conditional on
correct answer position. Each subplot shows the

probability mass of incorrect choices when the correct
answer was at positions A, B, C, or D respectively.

Position D exhibits markedly lower selection probability
( 0.1) as an incorrect choice compared to other positions

( 0.2-0.25), suggesting systematic positional bias.
Probability mass is calculated as frequency of selection

normalized by total number of trials.

Building on our formalism from eq. (2), we systemati-
cally vary the randomization parameter θ ∈ [0, 1] to con-
trol the degree of position randomization, where θ = 0
maintains original positions and θ = 1 represents com-
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(a) Position-dependent accuracies (µinc
o (θ)) and variances

(σinc
o (θ)2) under permissive randomization. he systematic
degradation of performance reveals inherent positional

dependencies, with distinct characteristics across answer
positions that persist until complete randomization forces

convergence to chance performance.

(b) Accuracies (µexc
o (θ)) and variances (σexc

o (θ)2) under
constrained randomization where correct answers are

excluded from original positions. The dynamics reveal a
critical equilibrium at θ = 0.5 where position-specific biases

and randomization effects achieve perfect balance.

FIG. 4: Evolution of position-dependent model behavior under controlled randomization protocols. Upper panels
track mean accuracies as functions of randomization parameter θ, while lower panels show corresponding variance

dynamics. The protocols differ fundamentally: inclusive randomization (a) permits correct answers at any position,
while exclusive randomization (b) systematically prevents correct answers at original positions, enabling isolation of
position-specific effects. This controlled comparison reveals both universal features (convergence to random chance)

and protocol-specific dynamics (critical points, variance patterns) in the model’s position-dependent behavior.

plete randomization. For each question q ∈ Q, we gener-
ated 100 trials (repeated evaluations of the same question
with different answer position configurations) where the
correct answer was systematically placed at each position
o ∈ O = {A,B,C,D}, with incorrect options randomly
distributed among remaining positions. This approach
yields a comprehensive dataset of model responses across
all possible answer configurations, enabling detailed anal-
ysis of positional dependencies. Crucially, we employed
direct answer elicitation without additional reasoning
prompts, such as Chain-of-Thought (CoT) or Iteration-
of-Thought (IoT), focusing on the model’s immediate re-
sponse patterns. Exploring the impact of such reasoning-
enhancing techniques remains an avenue for future inves-
tigation.

Our initial analysis examines the distribution of incor-
rect choices conditioned on the correct answer’s position.
For each correct position oc ∈ O, we calculate the prob-
ability of the model selecting an incorrect position ow
as:

π(ow | oc) =
N(ow | oc)

|Q|
(31)

where N(ow | oc) represents the count of trials where po-
sition ow was chosen when the correct answer was at po-
sition oc, and |Q| is the total number of questions in our

dataset. This analysis complements our position-specific
accuracy metric αo(q, θ) by revealing how the model dis-
tributes its incorrect predictions, potentially highlighting
systematic biases in its decision-making process.

Analysis of wrong answer distributions (fig. 3) as
a function of correct answer position reveals striking
asymmetries in the model’s position-dependent behav-
ior. Most notably, position D exhibits markedly differ-
ent characteristics across all distributions compared to
positions A, B, and C, with consistently lower selection
probabilities (π(D | oc) < 0.15) when it represents an in-
correct choice. This contrasts sharply with the relatively
uniform selection probabilities (≈ 0.2-0.25) observed for
other positions. Additionally, the data suggests a subtle
preference for adjacent positions in incorrect selections,
particularly when the correct answer occupies positions A
or B. This spatial correlation effect diminishes as the cor-
rect answer approaches position D, potentially indicat-
ing an interaction between the model’s positional encod-
ing mechanism and its decision-making process. These
patterns collectively suggest that the model’s reasoning
process and choice are significantly influenced by learned
positional heuristics rather than purely logical deduction.
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A. Position-Dependent Accuracy Under
Randomization as order-parameter

Before delving into our more sophisticated model-
ing frameworks, we first establish foundational insights
through a systematic analysis of positional effects un-
der controlled randomization conditions. Building on
our positional bias framework from eq. (2), we investi-
gate two distinct randomization scenarios to probe the
model’s reliance on positional cues. For each position
o ∈ O and randomization parameter θ ∈ [0, 1], our ex-
perimental protocol is as follows: We take a fraction θ of
the questions and randomize their correct answer place-
ments according to two distinct schemes, while for the
remaining (1− θ) fraction, the correct answer remains at
position o. In the first scheme (inclusive randomization),
the correct answer can be placed at any position includ-
ing o, while in the second (exclusive randomization), the
correct answer is explicitly prevented from appearing at
position o. This controlled approach enables us to disen-
tangle different aspects of positional dependence.

We investigate position-dependent model behavior
through two randomization protocols, systematically
varying the placement of correct answers across positions.
For inclusive randomization, we maintain the original
position-specific accuracy metric αo(q, θ) but now track
its mean and variance across multiple trials:

µinc
o (θ) =

∑
q∈Q

E[αo(q, θ)] =
1

Nt

Nt∑
n=1,q∈Q

αn
o (q, θ) (32)

σinc
o (θ)2 =

∑
q∈Q

Var[αo(q, θ)]

=
1

Nt

Nt∑
n=1

∑
q∈Q

(
αn
o (q, θ)− µinc

o (θ)
)2

(33)

For exclusive randomization, we modify our framework
to exclude the original position from the randomization
explicitly set O′

o = O \ {o}, giving us similarly µexc
o (θ)

and σexc
o (θ)2.

For a given position o and randomization parameter θ,
we select a θ portion of questions for randomization. In
inclusive randomization, these questions can have their
correct answer placed at any position, while in exclu-
sive randomization, the correct answer is prevented from
appearing at position o. The correct answer maintains
its original position for the remaining (1 − θ) portion of
questions.

The difference between these metrics provides insight
into how strongly the model associates specific positions
with correct answers:

∆µo(θ) = µinc
o (θ)− µexc

o (θ) (34)

Our analysis reveals striking position-dependent be-
haviors under both randomization protocols. Un-
der inclusive randomization (fig. 4a), positions exhibit

markedly different initial accuracies, with position A
showing highest accuracy (µinc

A (0) ≈ 0.429) and position
D showing lowest (µinc

D (0) ≈ 0.235). As θ increases to-
ward 1, these accuracies gradually converge to the uni-
form random chance level of 0.25, reflecting complete ran-
domization of answer positions.

The exclusive randomization case (fig. 4b) demon-
strates intriguingly different dynamics. Most notably, the
accuracy curves for all positions intersect at θ = 0.5, sug-
gesting a critical point where position-specific biases and
randomization effects achieve perfect balance. Beyond
this point, the positions again diverge before approach-
ing their final randomized states.

FIG. 5: Difference ∆µo(θ) between inclusive and
exclusive randomization accuracies. Position D shows
strongest bias with monotonically decreasing difference

reaching -0.04 at θ = 1, while positions A, B, C
maintain near-zero differences (|∆µo(θ)| < 0.01),

suggesting more uniform treatment.

The difference metric ∆µo(θ) (fig. 5) reveals rich in-
sights into how randomization affects position-specific bi-
ases. As θ increases from 0, positions A, B, and C show
relatively small fluctuations around zero (|∆µo(θ)| <
0.01), suggesting these positions maintain similar ac-
curacies whether or not they can receive their original
correct answers during randomization. However, posi-
tion A demonstrates a slight but consistent positive bias
(∆µA(θ) ≈ 0.02) for larger θ, indicating it retains some
advantage even under heavy randomization. In stark
contrast, position D exhibits a strong monotonic decrease
in ∆µD(θ), reaching -0.04 as θ → 1, revealing a sys-
tematic disadvantage when randomization prevents cor-
rect answers from appearing in this position. This pro-
nounced negative bias, combined with positions B and C
showing nearly identical neutral behavior, suggests the
model has developed a strong aversion to position D
that persists even under extensive randomization. The
variance plots in both scenarios complement this finding
with characteristic inverted U-shapes peaking at interme-
diate θ values, marking regions of maximum prediction
uncertainty as the model transitions between position-
dependent and randomized behavior modes.
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FIG. 6: Distribution of questions in the
accuracy-variance space, revealing distinct patterns of
model behavior. Questions cluster into four regions
based on their position-averaged accuracy µ(q) and
positional variance σ2(q) (eqs. (3) and (4)) in the

two-dimensional difficulty map Ψ(q, θ) with θ integrated
out. The space naturally partitions into regions

reflecting distinct reasoning behaviors: consistent
reasoning, position-dependent success, consistently

challenging, and position-dominated confusion.

The position-dependent accuracy analysis reveals com-
plex dynamics in model behavior, particularly evident
in the systematic biases observed across different answer
positions. To further elucidate these patterns, we exam-
ine the distribution of questions in the µ-σ2 phase space
(fig. 6). Drawing from our formalism in eqs. (3) and (4),
µ(q) captures the position-averaged accuracy across all
positions, while σ2(q) quantifies the variance in position-
dependent performance (where we have integrated out
θ dependency). These metrics form a natural bounded
space: µ(q) ∈ [0, 1] follows directly from its definition
as a mean probability, while σ2(q) ∈ [0, 0.25] emerges
from the fundamental properties of variance in binary
outcomes with mean µ.

The phase space reveals four distinct regions of model
behavior, each offering unique insights into the inter-
play between reasoning capability and positional depen-
dence. Questions clustering in the high-µ, low-σ2 region
(µ > 0.5, σ2 < 0.125) demonstrate the most substantial
evidence of genuine reasoning—these are problems the
model solves consistently regardless of answer position,
suggesting reliance on logical deduction rather than po-
sitional cues. In striking contrast, the high-µ, high-σ2

region reveals questions where strong performance ap-
pears to be achieved through position-dependent strate-
gies. These questions highlight how positional bias can
inflate perceived reasoning capabilities. The model’s suc-
cess here likely stems from learned heuristics rather than
substantive understanding, as evidenced by the signifi-
cant variation in performance across different answer ar-

rangements.
The low-µ regions provide complementary insights into

model limitations. Questions in the low-µ, low-σ2 quad-
rant (≈ 23% of the dataset) present consistent chal-
lenges to the model while maintaining position inde-
pendence, suggesting fundamental conceptual difficulties
rather than failures of positional heuristics. Perhaps
most revealing is the low-µ, high-σ2 region, where poor
overall performance combines with high positional sensi-
tivity—a clear indicator of reasoning breakdown and re-
liance on conflicting positional cues. This observation re-
inforces a central theme: accuracy alone often overstates
a model’s reasoning abilities. A more refined approach
is essential to uncover the complexities of underlying be-
havior, as explored in subsequent sections.

B. Decomposing Language Model Decisions:
Reasoning, Memorization, or Guessing?

Having established the prevalence of positional depen-
dencies in model behavior, we now turn to a more funda-
mental question: what cognitive strategies drive these re-
sponses? Our probabilistic mixture model, introduced in
eqs. (5) and (6), provides a principled framework for de-
composing model behavior into three fundamental strate-
gies—pure logical reasoning (applying systematic deduc-
tion), pattern-based memorization (leveraging learned
position-specific heuristics), and random guessing (select-
ing answers without clear rationale). This decomposition
builds directly on our positional bias observations, where
varying performance across positions suggested the inter-
play of multiple decision-making processes. By quantify-
ing the relative contributions of each strategy, we move
beyond aggregate performance metrics to understand the
underlying mechanisms that shape model predictions.

The key insight of our analysis lies in leveraging po-
sitional information to distinguish between these strate-
gies. As formalized in eq. (7), memorization manifests as
strong position-specific preferences, while true reasoning
should exhibit position-invariant performance. By mea-
suring the accuracy differential between memorized and
non-memorized positions (eq. (16)), we can isolate the
contribution of memorization (PM (q)) and subsequently
derive the probabilities of reasoning (PR(q)) and guess-
ing (PG(q)) through eqs. (19) and (20). This approach
capitalizes on the position-dependent effects observed in
section IV A, using systematic variations in performance
across positions as a probe for understanding strategy se-
lection. This analysis reveals striking patterns in strategy
selection across different question types.

Before examining the full distribution of cognitive
strategies, we first establish the validity of our phe-
nomenological model through rigorous comparison with
empirical data. For each question q, we derive the
position-averaged observed accuracy as:

αobserved(q) =
αom(q) + 3αother(q)

4
, (35)



12

FIG. 7: Validation of the probabilistic mixture model.
Comparison between model-predicted accuracies
(αexpected) and empirically observed accuracies

(αobserved) across all questions. The model
demonstrates strong predictive power for medium to
high-accuracy questions while exhibiting deviations in

the low-accuracy regime.

where αom(q) represents accuracy when the correct an-
swer is at the memorized position, αother(q) for other
positions, and the factor of 3 accounts for the three non-
memorized positions in our four-option setting. Similarly,
the model’s expected accuracy follows:

αexpected(q) =
E
[
αom(q)

]
+ 3E

[
αother(q)

]
4

, (36)

with expected accuracies derived from our strategy prob-
abilities: E[αom(q)] = PM (q) + PR(q) + PG(q)PO and
E[αother(q)] = PM (q)PO+PR(q)+PG(q)PO where PO =
1/4 represents the baseline random chance in our four-
option setting.

The model demonstrates near-perfect predictive accu-
racy across a wide range of questions, as evidenced by
the close alignment between expected and observed ac-
curacies shown in fig. 7, along with deviations

δα =
∣∣αobserved(q)− αexpected(q)

∣∣, (37)

where δα quantifies how well our theoretical predictions
match empirical observation. Particularly for questions
with αobserved(q) > 0.4, the agreement validates our core
assumptions of reasoning and uniform guessing. The
systematic deviations that emerge in the low-accuracy
regime (αobserved(q) < 0.4) offer interesting insights into
the limitations of our first-order approximations, where
we assume strategies combine linearly (especially with
αexpected ̸< 0.2). Several higher-order effects likely con-
tribute to these deviations: position-dependent reason-
ing introduces cross-terms between strategy selection and
positional bias that our linear decomposition neglects;
non-uniform distractor selection preferences modify the
effective guessing probability; and the assumption of per-
fect reasoning becomes increasingly approximate as par-
tial understanding leads to probabilistic reasoning out-
comes. These effects, most pronounced where positional

and heuristic dependencies dominate, suggest natural ex-
tensions to our theory—incorporating higher-order cor-
relations between positional bias and strategy selection
may capture the full complexity of the model’s behavior
in this regime.

FIG. 8: Distribution of cognitive strategies across the
probability simplex formed by Reasoning (PR),

Guessing (PG), and Memorization (PM ) probabilities.
Points represent individual questions with shading
intensity corresponding to the model agreement
(eq. (37)). The visualization reveals systematic

clustering along edges rather than uniform coverage,
indicating a preference for binary strategy

combinations. The notable absence of points along the
PR-PG edge demonstrates persistent memorization

contribution across all decision-making scenarios, while
darker shading in memorization-dominated regions

reflects increased model-observation deviation in these
regimes (points/questions that do not fit well to our
approximation, indicating contribution from higher

order effects)

To further investigate these model behaviors and
their limitations, we visualize the distribution of cogni-
tive strategies through a ternary plot analysis (fig. 8),
where each point represents a question’s unique mix-
ture of reasoning (PR), memorization (PM ), and guessing
(PG) probabilities derived from our framework (eqs. (19)
and (20)). The ternary representation is particularly
powerful here as it naturally captures the constraint
PR+PM+PG = 1 while revealing clustering patterns that
illuminate the model’s decision-making preferences. One
can see systematic relationships between cognitive strate-
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gies, yielding three fundamental insights about their dis-
tribution. First, points cluster predominantly along the
edges rather than showing uniform coverage, suggest-
ing the model typically relies on binary combinations
of strategies rather than balanced mixtures of all three.
Most notably, we observe a complete absence of points
along the reasoning-guessing vertex (PR-PG), indicat-
ing that memorization (PM ) always contributes to the
model’s decision-making process, even in scenarios domi-
nated by reasoning and guessing. This persistent reliance
on learned patterns or heuristics aligns with our earlier
positional bias analysis (section IV A), where position-
dependent effects were observed across all performance
regimes.

The presence of points in the interior of the triangle,
though sparse, reveals cases where the model employs
a more nuanced mixture of all three strategies. These
interior points typically appear in regions where PM >
PR > PG, suggesting that when the model engages in sig-
nificant reasoning, it tends to do so in conjunction with
memorized patterns rather than in isolation. The shad-
ing in fig. 8 visualizes the model agreement (δα, eq. (37))
discussed earlier in fig. 7, now decomposed across indi-
vidual questions in the strategy probability space. Points
showing the poorest agreement (darker shading) concen-
trate along the bottom edge where PR ≈ 0 with PM

and PG being the contributing factors, precisely match-
ing our earlier observations about systematic deviations
in the low-accuracy regime. This concentration of model
disagreement in regions dominated by memorization and
guessing suggests that our linear decomposition is most
accurate when reasoning plays a significant role.

While our static analysis of strategy distributions pro-
vides valuable insights into the model’s decision-making
process, examining how these strategies evolve under con-
trolled randomization reveals deeper mechanistic prop-
erties of model behavior. By tracking the evolution of
reasoning (PR), memorization (PM ), and guessing (PG)
probabilities as functions of the order parameter θ, we
can observe how the model adjusts its cognitive strategies
as positional cues become increasingly unreliable. This
dynamic analysis extends our framework beyond snap-
shot distributions, illuminating the underlying mecha-
nisms through which the model could transitions between
different cognitive modes.

For a given correct answer position o ∈ O, we calculate
the mean strategy probabilities across all questions as:

µo
P (θ) =

1

|Q|
∑
q∈Q

PS(q, θ, o) (38)

where S ∈ {M,R,G} represents the strategy (Memo-
rization, Reasoning, or Guessing). This ensemble aver-
age quantifies the aggregate strategy preference for each
position as randomization increases. These averages are
computed using our previously derived quantities from
eqs. (7), (19) and (20), now extended to incorporate the
randomization parameter θ and fixed correct answer po-
sition o. The position-specific accuracy differential under

randomization becomes:

∆αo(q, θ) = αom(q, θ, o)− αother(q, θ, o) (39)

which directly influences the decomposition of strategy
probabilities through:

PM (q, θ, o) =
∆αo(q, θ)

1− PO
(40)

where this relationship captures how positional prefer-
ence evolves with increasing randomization.

Figure 9(a) visualizes these trajectories, revealing dis-
tinct characteristics in how the model adapts its decision-
making approach as positional information becomes in-
creasingly unreliable. The trajectories exhibit universal
growth in reasoning contribution µo

R(θ) across all posi-
tions o ∈ O as θ increases, a behavior that validates
our theoretical framework—as positional cues become
unreliable, the model necessarily shifts toward position-
independent reasoning strategies. For o ∈ {A,B,C}, we
observe similar baseline behaviors at θ = 0, characterized
by balanced but dominant distributions between memo-
rization and guessing (µo

M ≈ µo
G ≈ 0.4) with minimal

reasoning (µo
R < 0.1). This initial equilibrium suggests

these positions share common processing mechanisms in
the model’s architecture. This equilibrium largely per-
sists through randomization, with gradual increases in
the reasoning component.

Position o = D exhibits markedly different characteris-
tics that align with our positional bias analysis from sec-
tion IV A. At θ = 0, it shows the highest guessing prob-
ability paired with minimal memorization (µD

M ≈ 0.3),
indicating increased uncertainty. As θ increases, we ob-
serve a steady decrease in µD

G accompanied by an in-
crease in µD

M . This inverse relationship between guess-
ing and memorization strategies at position D suggests
a fundamental difference in how the model processes in-
formation at sequence endings. For this language model
and GPQA-like reasoning questions, these trajectories in-
dicate that answers selected at position D involve less
memorization compared to other positions, though this
comes with increased guessing rather than enhanced rea-
soning. This quantitative decomposition of strategy se-
lection provides insights into positional bias effects that
traditional performance metrics alone cannot capture.

Having established the position-dependent evolution of
ensemble-averaged strategy probabilities, we now lever-
age our phenomenological framework to probe deeper
patterns in the model’s cognitive adaptation mechanisms.
While the ensemble averages provide valuable insights, a
more granular analysis of individual question trajectories
with respect to our order parameter (θ) in strategy space
can validate our framework’s predictions and potentially
reveal emergent behavioral patterns.

For a question q ∈ Q, its strategy distribution at
θ is represented by the probability vector Pq(θ) =
(PM (θ), PR(θ), PG(θ)) on the probability simplex ∆2 —a
bounded, compact, and convex subset of R3 that natu-
rally constrains our strategy probabilities to sum to unity.



14

FIG. 9: Evolution of cognitive strategy distributions and phase space behavior in language model decision-making.
(a) Mean strategy probabilities µo

P (θ) evolution across randomization parameter θ for each answer position o ∈ O.
The increase in reasoning contribution µo

R(θ) with θ demonstrates transition to position-independent strategies
under randomization. (b) Probability flow dynamics in strategy space ∆2 showing position-dependent adaptation
mechanisms. Positions A, B, C exhibit coherent laminar flows with preserved memorization-reasoning ratios, while
position D shows complex vortical structures indicating strategy instability. Stable attractors emerge in moderate
reasoning-memorization regions (PR ≈ 0.4-0.5, PM ≈ 0.3-0.4), suggesting optimal configurations between deductive

reasoning and pattern recognition.

The evolution of these probabilities under increasing ran-
domization defines a conservative dynamical system on
∆2:

dPq

dθ
= Fq(Pq, θ), (41)

where Fq represents the gradient field of strategy adap-
tation. Conservation of probability imposes fundamental
constraints on this dynamics:

∇ · Fq = 0,
∑

i∈{M,R,G}

Pi(θ) = 1. (42)

Figure 9(b) visualizes these probability flows through
streamlines in the ternary space. Given the finite sam-
pling of GPQA (198 questions), we employ symplectic in-
terpolation [38] across ∆2 at each θ to construct a contin-
uous gradient field that preserves the conservative nature
of the probability flow. The resulting stream plots reveal
how questions traverse strategy space under increasing
randomization, with distinct flow patterns emerging for
different fixed correct answer positions p ∈ O.

The flow patterns emerging from our dynamical analy-
sis (eqs. (41) and (42)) provide quantitative insights into
the cognitive mechanisms underlying language model be-
havior. For positions o ∈ {A,B,C}, we observe remark-
ably coherent laminar flows in fig. 9(b) that maintain con-
sistent ratios between memorization and reasoning com-
ponents even under increased randomization. This strat-
ification suggests the existence of conserved quantities
in strategy evolution, potentially reflecting fundamental
constraints in how models balance different cognitive ap-
proaches. In contrast, position D exhibits complex vor-
tical structures and multiple critical points, where the
flow field’s topology indicates regions of strategy space
in which small perturbations to input structure can lead
to significant shifts in model behavior. This mathemat-
ical characterization helps explain previously observed
but poorly understood phenomena in language model re-
sponses, such as performance degradation when key in-
formation appears at sequence endings.

The emergence of stable attractors in moderate
reasoning-memorization regions (PR ≈ 0.4-0.5, PM ≈
0.3-0.4) has particular significance for understanding
model capabilities and limitations. These points repre-



15

sent robust configurations where model behavior remains
consistent despite positional perturbations, suggesting
natural “sweet spots” in the trade-off between pattern
matching and logical deduction. This observation pro-
vides mathematical grounding for empirically successful
prompting techniques like Chain-of-Thought (CoT) [5],
where the explicit positional structure (e.g., Step 1:,
Step 2:) acts as an external field that stabilizes the
model’s strategy selection. Consider the empirically ob-
served phenomenon in letter counting tasks—specifically
with the word “strawberry”—where models consistently
converge to a stable strategy configuration despite di-
verse reasoning attempts. The introduction of struc-
tured decomposition prompts (e.g., think step by step)
destabilizes this attractor state, enabling a transition to
regions of higher reasoning probability in the strategy
phase space. This phase transition in cognitive strategy
demonstrates how positional structure in prompts can
maintain balanced ratios of memorization and reason-
ing components. The existence of these stable attractors
raises an intriguing question: Do these represent funda-
mental computational constraints of transformer archi-
tectures, or are they artifacts of current training method-
ologies?

Similarly, the effectiveness of instruction tuning can be
understood through this lens—the consistent positioning
of task specifications and completion patterns establishes
reliable attractors in strategy space. Vortices, partic-
ularly prominent in position D, indicate configurations
where the model cycles through different strategy combi-
nations rather than converging to stable behavior. These
structures suggest that specific prompt patterns may in-
herently lead to unstable responses, not due to limita-
tions in model capability but rather as a natural conse-
quence of how position-dependent information processing
interacts with strategy selection. These structures sug-
gest that specific prompt patterns may inherently lead
to unstable responses, not due to limitations in model
capability but rather as a natural consequence of how
position-dependent information processing interacts with
strategy selection.

C. Information-Theoretic Frontier of Model
Confidence

While our probabilistic mixture model effectively char-
acterizes the fundamental strategies underpinning model
decisions, it does not directly quantify the relationship
between model confidence and strategy selection. To sys-
tematically investigate this relationship, we adopt the
information-theoretic framework outlined in eqs. (24)
and (26). This framework enables the analysis of pre-
diction uncertainty in relation to both accuracy and
the distribution of cognitive strategies. The theoretical
entropy-accuracy frontier, as defined in eq. (30), serves
as a benchmark for optimal model calibration. It rep-
resents the ideal probability mass distribution between

FIG. 10: Distribution of questions in the
entropy-accuracy space relative to the theoretical

calibration frontier. Each point represents a question
with empirical accuracy α and entropy H. The solid
black curve shows the theoretical maximum entropy
achievable at each accuracy level for a four-option
multiple-choice system. All observed questions fall

below this frontier, indicating systematic
under-dispersion of probability mass compared to ideal

calibration.

correct and incorrect predictions across varying accu-
racy levels. We quantitatively assess the model’s strat-
egy selection and its associated uncertainty by examin-
ing deviations between empirical entropy-accuracy pairs
and this theoretical frontier. This approach uncovers
systematic variations in model uncertainty across dif-
ferent cognitive modes, providing mechanistic insights
into how strategy selection influences prediction confi-
dence. Integrating these entropy-based measurements
with our probabilistic decomposition framework facili-
tates a comprehensive characterization of model behav-
ior within the strategy probability simplex. This in-
tegration elucidates the mathematical relationships be-
tween accuracy, uncertainty, and cognitive strategy se-
lection, offering a nuanced understanding of the inter-
play between these factors. Examining the distribution
of questions in entropy-accuracy space reveals fundamen-
tal deviations from the ideal probabilistic system B∗ de-
fined in eq. (25). Figure 10 demonstrates that empirical
entropy-accuracy pairs systematically fall below the theo-
retical calibration frontier derived in eq. (30), indicating
a universal under-dispersion of probability mass across
all accuracy levels. This systematic deviation from opti-
mal probability distributions reveals that the model’s in-
ternal representations exhibit unwarranted determinism
relative to their predictive performance. The deviation
pattern’s magnitude varies non-uniformly with accuracy,
providing insights into the model’s confidence calibration
mechanisms. In the low to moderate accuracy regime
(α < 0.7), questions exhibit entropy values substantially
below Hideal(α), with typical deviations of 0.2-0.5 bits.

This persistent entropy gap quantifies a fundamen-
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FIG. 11: Distribution of cognitive strategies across accuracy and entropy spaces. (a1) Strategy contributions as a
function of binned accuracy α, revealing transitions from guessing to reasoning-dominated behavior with

memorization peaking in intermediate regimes. The shaded regions represent one standard deviation in strategy
probabilities within each bin. (a2) Strategy contributions versus binned entropy H, demonstrating systematic

relationships between prediction uncertainty and strategy selection. (b) Observed empirical accuracy distribution in
probability simplex. The scalar field shows interpolated accuracy values across strategy probability space, with dots
representing individual questions. High accuracy (blue) concentrates near pure reasoning (PR), while low accuracy

(red) dominates near pure guessing (PG). A moderate accuracy plateau (yellow) emerges in
memorization-dominated regions. (c) Observed entropy distribution across the probability simplex. The scalar field

represents interpolated entropy values, revealing complex topology with multiple local extrema. Low entropy
(purple) concentrates near pure reasoning, while higher entropy (yellow) emerges in mixed strategy regions.

tal limitation in the model’s ability to express appro-
priate uncertainty when faced with challenging ques-
tions. The gap narrows notably for high-accuracy ques-
tions (α > 0.7), suggesting that confidence scaling be-
comes more appropriate only when the model’s internal
evidence strongly supports a particular answer. This
systematic overconfidence pattern provides a potential
mechanistic explanation for the positional biases ob-
served in section IVA. The model’s tendency to produce
overly concentrated probability distributions may arise
from excessive reliance on learned positional heuristics,
leading to artificially inflated confidence even when such
heuristics provide limited predictive value.

D. Geometric Characterization of
Strategy-Uncertainty Interplay

To quantify how strategy selection relates to uncer-
tainty calibration, we analyze the distribution of prob-
abilistic mixture components across both accuracy and
entropy spaces. Figure 11 demonstrates how reasoning
(PR), memorization (PM ), and guessing (PG) probabili-
ties vary systematically with predicted accuracy and un-
certainty.

The accuracy-dependent strategy distribution
(fig. 11.a1) reveals distinct cognitive regimes as

predictive performance varies. In low accuracy re-
gions (α < 0.2), the apparent dominance of guessing
(PG ≈ 0.9) coincides with elevated model fit residuals
(eq. (37)), suggesting our decomposition may not fully
capture the complexity of model behavior in this regime.
As accuracy increases (0.2 < α < 0.6), memoriza-
tion becomes the primary strategy (PM ≈ 0.7) while
reasoning probability gradually rises. For high accu-
racy predictions (α > 0.6), pure reasoning dominates
(PR > 0.6) with memorization and guessing diminishing
significantly. This distribution of strategies aligns with
theoretical expectations for an ideal reasoning system.
High accuracy outcomes fundamentally require system-
atic deductive processes—achieving consistent, correct
predictions through memorization or guessing alone is
statistically improbable. The observed dominance of
PR in high-accuracy regions validates this theoretical
constraint while revealing the transitional regimes where
multiple strategies interact. The entropy-strategy rela-
tionship (fig. 11.a1) provides complementary validation
of our framework. Low entropy predictions (H < 0.5)
exhibit high reasoning probabilities (PR ≈ 0.8), con-
sistent with the theoretical requirement that confident
correct answers must emerge from systematic deduction
rather than arbitrary selection. The transition point
at H ≈ 0.75, where all strategies roughly contribute
equally, marks a critical uncertainty threshold above
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which the model shifts from reasoning to increasingly
heuristic approaches.

This quantitative decomposition of strategy selec-
tion provides a novel framework for evaluating language
model capabilities. Our dual analysis through PPM
and ITC frameworks reveals fundamental relationships
between accuracy, uncertainty, and cognitive strategies
that can inform the principled deployment of these mod-
els. The dominance of reasoning (PR) in high-accuracy,
low-entropy regimes validates that genuine logical deduc-
tion, rather than memorization or guessing, drives reli-
able model performance. This observation has signifi-
cant implications for establishing quantitative thresholds
in applications requiring verifiable reasoning. For in-
stance, in domains where incorrect predictions carry sig-
nificant consequences, one might require both high rea-
soning probability (PR > 0.7) and low entropy (H < 0.5
bits), ensuring decisions emerge from systematic deduc-
tion rather than uncertain pattern matching[39]. The
persistent contribution of memorization (PM ), even in
reasoning-dominated regimes, suggests that complete
elimination of learned heuristics may be neither possible
nor desirable. Instead, applications should specify ac-
ceptable ratios between strategies based on their require-
ments. A scientific question-answering system might tol-
erate moderate memorization (PM < 0.3) if accompanied
by dominant reasoning (PR > 0.6), while a medical di-
agnostic tool would demand stricter thresholds favoring
pure reasoning.

Our entropy-strategy analysis provides additional vali-
dation criteria through uncertainty calibration. Applica-
tions can leverage the relationship between entropy and
strategy distribution to identify cases where model confi-
dence aligns with genuine reasoning capability. The crit-
ical threshold at H ≈ 0.75 bits, where strategies achieve
equal contribution, marks a natural boundary between
reliable reasoning and heuristic-dominated predictions.
This threshold, combined with accuracy-based criteria,
enables fine-grained control over model deployment. For
example, educational applications might accept predic-
tions where H < 1 bit and PR + PM > 0.8, allowing
some reliance on memorized patterns while maintaining
reasonable confidence in the underlying comprehension.

Next, we examine how accuracy and entropy mani-
fest as scalar fields across the probability space. The
probability simplex ∆2 supports two fundamental scalar
fields - accuracy A and entropy H, which characterize
the model’s behavior at each strategy configuration:

A : ∆2 → [0, 1], H : ∆2 → [0, 2] (43)

These fields emerge naturally from our question set Q,
where each question q provides a measurement (αq, Hq)
at its corresponding strategy point Pq. Similar to the
strategy established in eq. (41), these discrete measure-
ments can be smoothly interpolated to reveal the com-
plete field structure. Analysis of these interpolated sur-

faces provides insights into how strategy selection influ-
ences model performance and uncertainty across the full
space of cognitive approaches.

The interpolated accuracy field reveals a rich struc-
ture in strategy-dependent model performance (fig. 11.b).
Peak accuracy (α > 0.9) concentrates near the PR ver-
tex, quantitatively validating that high-performance pre-
diction requires substantial reasoning contribution. This
aligns with our theoretical framework where genuine log-
ical deduction, rather than pattern matching or ran-
dom selection, enables reliable problem-solving. A con-
tinuous gradient emerges from the PG vertex toward
higher PR regions, demonstrating systematic improve-
ment in performance as strategies transition from guess-
ing to reasoning-dominated approaches. The field struc-
ture exhibits a notable plateau of moderate accuracy
(0.45 < α < 0.6) in regions where memorization dom-
inates (PM > 0.6). This characteristic suggests memo-
rization can achieve limited but consistent performance,
potentially explaining the stable position-dependent be-
haviors observed in our randomization analysis. The
sharp accuracy gradient near the PR vertex corresponds
to the entropy-accuracy frontier results from fig. 10,
where high accuracy correlates with concentrated proba-
bility distributions.

The complementary entropy field (fig. 11.c) reveals
fundamental characteristics of the model’s uncertainty
calibration across different cognitive modes. The con-
centration of minimum entropy near the PR vertex
demonstrates that reasoning-dominated predictions ex-
hibit high confidence, aligning with theoretical expecta-
tions for systematic deduction. This topology supports
our analysis from eq. (30), where deviations from ideal
calibration were smallest when reasoning dominated the
decision process. A distinctive entropy valley emerges
along the PR-PM edge, indicating that both pure strate-
gies can produce confident predictions through differ-
ent mechanisms. However, the entropy structure be-
comes markedly more complex in regions of mixed strat-
egy contributions, manifesting as multiple local maxima.
These features suggest that uncertainty increases when
the model actively negotiates between competing cogni-
tive approaches. The emergence of high-entropy pock-
ets in memorization-dominated regions provides a mech-
anistic explanation for the position-dependent confidence
variations observed in our randomization analysis. This
pattern indicates that memorization-based predictions
inherently carry more significant uncertainty, particu-
larly when positional cues provide conflicting evidence.

Furthermore, the non-uniform entropy distribution
across mixed-strategy regions unveils complex interac-
tions between cognitive modes that transcend simple
linear combinations. These patterns, aligned with the
flow structures identified in eq. (41), suggest that en-
tropy variations serve as underlying drivers of transi-
tions between cognitive regimes. The topological com-
plexity of this landscape indicates that prediction confi-
dence emerges from both the dominant strategy and the
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Metric Memorization(PM ) Reasoning(PR) Guessing(PG)

Accuracy -0.006 0.912 -0.767
Entropy 0.436 -0.849 0.329

TABLE I: Correlation analysis between performance metrics and strategy probabilities. Values show Pearson
correlation coefficients with all correlations being statistically significant (p < 10−3) except for PM vs Accuracy

(p ≈ 0.9).

specific configuration of cognitive approaches employed.
Complementing fig. 11(a), analysis of the quantitative

relationships between cognitive strategies and model per-
formance metrics reinforces our theoretical framework
through statistical validation. Correlation analysis (ta-
ble I) reveals a rich relationship structure between strat-
egy probabilities, accuracy, and entropy. The strong pos-
itive correlation between reasoning probability and accu-
racy (ρα,PR

= 0.912) provides compelling evidence that
reliable performance emerges from systematic deductive
processes. This finding gains additional support from
the complementary negative correlation with guessing
(ρα,PG

= −0.767), mathematically demonstrating how
random selection fundamentally opposes consistent per-
formance. The entropy analysis adds another critical
dimension - reasoning shows a strong negative correla-
tion with entropy, indicating that systematic deduction
leads to more concentrated probability distributions and
higher confidence predictions. Conversely, memorization
exhibits a moderate positive correlation with entropy,
suggesting that reliance on learned patterns introduces
inherent uncertainty in the prediction process. These re-
lationships, emerging from our dual analysis framework,
demonstrate how memorization and reasoning represent
fundamentally different cognitive modes - with reasoning
enabling higher accuracy and lower uncertainty in model
predictions, as expected.

V. CONCLUSION

This work introduces a fundamentally new approach
to understanding and evaluating reasoning capabilities
in language models through the lens of phenomenolog-
ical analysis. By developing dual frameworks - the
Probabilistic Mixture Model (PMM) and Information-
Theoretic Consistency (ITC) Analysis - we demonstrate
how controlled experimentation (like positional bias) can
reveal deeper insights into model behavior than tra-
ditional accuracy metrics alone. Our analysis reveals
several critical findings about current language mod-
els’ reasoning capabilities. First, the persistent cou-
pling between positional structures and strategy selec-

tion, evidenced by non-zero memorization components
even in reasoning-dominated regions, suggests that truly
position-invariant logical deduction remains challenging
for current models. The emergence of stable attrac-
tors in strategy space and the identification of conserved
flow structures points to fundamental constraints in how
these models balance different cognitive approaches - pat-
terns that likely reflect architectural/training limitations
rather than task-specific phenomena.

These results highlight the limitations of traditional
benchmarks in evaluating language models. Aggregate
accuracy metrics tend to overstate models’ reasoning ca-
pabilities by failing to account for critical factors such as
memorization, random guessing, position-dependent ef-
fects, and the nuanced interplay of mixed strategies. Our
framework demonstrates that genuine reasoning, charac-
terized by high reasoning probability (PR) and low en-
tropy (H), emerges only under specific conditions. This
regime occupies a relatively small portion of the strat-
egy space, while the majority of apparent success relies
on sophisticated combinations of memorization and pat-
tern matching. This insight enables quantitative crite-
ria for real-world deployments. For example, educational
systems may tolerate moderate levels of memorization
(PM < 0.3), while medical applications could demand
strict reasoning thresholds, such as (PR > 0.7, H <
0.5 bits), to ensure reliability.

Looking forward, this work opens several promising
directions for future research. This work suggests the ex-
istence of underlying mathematical structures governing
model responses - patterns that merit deeper theoreti-
cal investigation. While the field continues its essential
work of mitigating systematic biases in language mod-
els, our framework demonstrates how these same biases
can be harnessed as analytical tools, providing unique
windows into model behavior and capabilities. By ex-
panding this approach to examine other forms of sys-
tematic bias beyond positional effects, we can develop in-
creasingly sophisticated methods for understanding how
models combine different cognitive strategies and be-
yond. This deeper understanding of strategy interplay
offers a path toward creating more nuanced benchmarks
and evaluation methods, ultimately advancing our pur-
suit of genuine logical deduction in artificial intelligence
systems.



19

[1] R. OpenAI, Gpt-4 technical report. arxiv 2303.08774,
View in Article 2 (2023).

[2] H. Touvron, T. Lavril, G. Izacard, X. Martinet, M.-A.
Lachaux, T. Lacroix, B. Rozière, N. Goyal, E. Ham-
bro, F. Azhar, et al., Llama: Open and efficient founda-
tion language models, arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.13971
(2023).

[3] G. Team, R. Anil, S. Borgeaud, J.-B. Alayrac, J. Yu,
R. Soricut, J. Schalkwyk, A. M. Dai, A. Hauth, K. Milli-
can, et al., Gemini: a family of highly capable multimodal
models, arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.11805 (2023).

[4] S. Bubeck, V. Chandrasekaran, R. Eldan, J. Gehrke,
E. Horvitz, E. Kamar, P. Lee, Y. T. Lee, Y. Li, S. Lund-
berg, et al., Sparks of artificial general intelligence: Early
experiments with gpt-4, arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.12712
(2023).

[5] J. Wei, X. Wang, D. Schuurmans, M. Bosma, F. Xia,
E. Chi, Q. V. Le, D. Zhou, et al., Chain-of-thought
prompting elicits reasoning in large language models,
Advances in neural information processing systems 35,
24824 (2022).

[6] K. Cobbe, V. Kosaraju, M. Bavarian, M. Chen, H. Jun,
L. Kaiser, M. Plappert, J. Tworek, J. Hilton, R. Nakano,
et al., Training verifiers to solve math word problems,
arXiv preprint arXiv:2110.14168 (2021).

[7] D. Rein, B. L. Hou, A. C. Stickland, J. Petty, R. Y.
Pang, J. Dirani, J. Michael, and S. R. Bowman, Gpqa:
A graduate-level google-proof q&a benchmark, arXiv
preprint arXiv:2311.12022 (2023).

[8] M. Suzgun, N. Scales, N. Schärli, S. Gehrmann, Y. Tay,
H. W. Chung, A. Chowdhery, Q. V. Le, E. H.
Chi, D. Zhou, et al., Challenging big-bench tasks and
whether chain-of-thought can solve them, arXiv preprint
arXiv:2210.09261 (2022).

[9] I. Mirzadeh, K. Alizadeh, H. Shahrokhi, O. Tuzel, S. Ben-
gio, and M. Farajtabar, Gsm-symbolic: Understanding
the limitations of mathematical reasoning in large lan-
guage models, arXiv preprint arXiv:2410.05229 (2024).

[10] Y. Wan, W. Wang, Y. Yang, Y. Yuan, J.-t. Huang, P. He,
W. Jiao, and M. R. Lyu, A & b== b & a: Triggering
logical reasoning failures in large language models, arXiv
preprint arXiv:2401.00757 (2024).

[11] Z. Wu, L. Qiu, A. Ross, E. Akyürek, B. Chen, B. Wang,
N. Kim, J. Andreas, and Y. Kim, Reasoning or reciting?
exploring the capabilities and limitations of language
models through counterfactual tasks, arXiv preprint
arXiv:2307.02477 (2023).

[12] D. Gunning and D. Aha, Darpa’s explainable artificial
intelligence (xai) program, AI magazine 40, 44 (2019).

[13] Z. Z. Chen, J. Ma, X. Zhang, N. Hao, A. Yan, A. Nour-
bakhsh, X. Yang, J. McAuley, L. Petzold, and W. Y.
Wang, A survey on large language models for critical
societal domains: Finance, healthcare, and law, arXiv
preprint arXiv:2405.01769 (2024).

[14] S. K. Radha, Y. N. Jelyani, A. Ghukasyan, and O. Gok-
tas, Iteration of thought: Leveraging inner dialogue
for autonomous large language model reasoning, arXiv
preprint arXiv:2409.12618 (2024).

[15] X. Wang, J. Wei, D. Schuurmans, Q. Le, E. Chi,
S. Narang, A. Chowdhery, and D. Zhou, Self-consistency
improves chain of thought reasoning in language models,

arXiv preprint arXiv:2203.11171 (2022).
[16] N. Dziri, X. Lu, M. Sclar, X. L. Li, L. Jiang, B. Y. Lin,

S. Welleck, P. West, C. Bhagavatula, R. Le Bras, et al.,
Faith and fate: Limits of transformers on compositional-
ity, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems
36 (2024).

[17] Y. Razeghi, R. L. Logan IV, M. Gardner, and S. Singh,
Impact of pretraining term frequencies on few-shot rea-
soning, arXiv preprint arXiv:2202.07206 (2022).

[18] B. Jiang, Y. Xie, Z. Hao, X. Wang, T. Mallick, W. J.
Su, C. J. Taylor, and D. Roth, A peek into token bias:
Large language models are not yet genuine reasoners,
arXiv preprint arXiv:2406.11050 (2024).

[19] G. Gendron, Q. Bao, M. Witbrock, and G. Dobbie, Large
language models are not strong abstract reasoners, arXiv
preprint arXiv:2305.19555 (2023).

[20] S. Tovey, S. Krippendorf, K. Nikolaou, and C. Holm, To-
wards a phenomenological understanding of neural net-
works: data, Machine Learning: Science and Technology
4, 035040 (2023).

[21] S. Mei, T. Misiakiewicz, and A. Montanari, Mean-field
theory of two-layers neural networks: dimension-free
bounds and kernel limit, in Conference on learning theory
(PMLR, 2019) pp. 2388–2464.

[22] A. Golgoon, K. Filom, and A. Ravi Kannan, Mechanistic
interpretability of large language models with applica-
tions to the financial services industry, in Proceedings of
the 5th ACM International Conference on AI in Finance
(2024) pp. 660–668.

[23] L. Bereska and E. Gavves, Mechanistic interpretabil-
ity for ai safety–a review, 2024, URL https://arxiv.
org/abs/2404.14082.

[24] S. Yao, D. Yu, J. Zhao, I. Shafran, T. Griffiths, Y. Cao,
and K. Narasimhan, Tree of thoughts: Deliberate prob-
lem solving with large language models, Advances in Neu-
ral Information Processing Systems 36 (2024).

[25] K. Valmeekam, A. Olmo, S. Sreedharan, and S. Kamb-
hampati, Large language models still can’t plan (a bench-
mark for llms on planning and reasoning about change),
in NeurIPS 2022 Foundation Models for Decision Making
Workshop (2022).

[26] I. Dasgupta, A. K. Lampinen, S. C. Chan, A. Creswell,
D. Kumaran, J. L. McClelland, and F. Hill, Language
models show human-like content effects on reasoning,
arXiv preprint arXiv:2207.07051 2 (2022).

[27] R. Jia and P. Liang, Adversarial examples for eval-
uating reading comprehension systems, arXiv preprint
arXiv:1707.07328 (2017).

[28] R. McCoy, Right for the wrong reasons: Diagnosing
syntactic heuristics in natural language inference, arXiv
preprint arXiv:1902.01007 (2019).

[29] Z. Wang, H. Zhang, X. Li, K.-H. Huang, C. Han, S. Ji,
S. M. Kakade, H. Peng, and H. Ji, Eliminating position
bias of language models: A mechanistic approach, arXiv
preprint arXiv:2407.01100 (2024).

[30] P. Pezeshkpour and E. Hruschka, Large language mod-
els sensitivity to the order of options in multiple-choice
questions, arXiv preprint arXiv:2308.11483 (2023).

[31] X. Guo and S. Vosoughi, Serial position effects of
large language models, arXiv preprint arXiv:2406.15981
(2024).



20

[32] C. Zheng, H. Zhou, F. Meng, J. Zhou, and M. Huang,
Large language models are not robust multiple choice
selectors, in The Twelfth International Conference on
Learning Representations (2023).

[33] H. K. Choi, W. Xu, C. Xue, S. Eckman, and C. K. Reddy,
Mitigating selection bias with node pruning and auxiliary
options, arXiv preprint arXiv:2409.18857 (2024).

[34] Y. Yu, H. Jiang, X. Luo, Q. Wu, C.-Y. Lin, D. Li,
Y. Yang, Y. Huang, and L. Qiu, Mitigate position bias
in large language models via scaling a single dimension,
arXiv preprint arXiv:2406.02536 (2024).

[35] D. Huang, Q. Bu, J. Zhang, X. Xie, J. Chen, and H. Cui,
Bias assessment and mitigation in llm-based code gener-
ation, arXiv preprint arXiv:2309.14345 (2023).

[36] Y. Blumenfeld, D. Gilboa, and D. Soudry, A mean field

theory of quantized deep networks: The quantization-
depth trade-off, Advances in Neural Information Process-
ing Systems 32 (2019).

[37] Y. Feng and Y. Tu, Phases of learning dynamics in arti-
ficial neural networks: with or without mislabeled data,
arXiv preprint arXiv:2101.06509 (2021).

[38] B. Wang, X. Jiang, G. Huo, C. Su, D. Yan, and Z. Zheng,
Key-point interpolation: A sparse data interpolation
algorithm based on b-splines, in Journal of Physics:
Conference Series, Vol. 2068 (IOP Publishing, 2021) p.
012010.

[39] These curves are likely specific to the distribution of
the dataset and the characteristics of the model. In our
case, the questions predominantly involve queries that
are heavily reliant on reasoning.


	On the Reasoning Capacity of AI Models and How to Quantify It
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Related Work: Benchmarks, Bias, and Reasoning in Language Models
	Models and Framework
	Positional Bias Analysis
	Probabilistic Mixture Model
	Information-Theoretic Consistency Analysis

	Results and Discussion
	Position-Dependent Accuracy Under Randomization as order-parameter
	Decomposing Language Model Decisions: Reasoning, Memorization, or Guessing?
	Information-Theoretic Frontier of Model Confidence
	Geometric Characterization of Strategy-Uncertainty Interplay

	Conclusion
	References


