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Pre-trained language models (PLMs) have made significant advances in natural language inference
(NLI) tasks, however their sensitivity to textual perturbations and dependence on large datasets
indicate an over-reliance on shallow heuristics. In contrast, inductive logic programming (ILP) excels
at inferring logical relationships across diverse, sparse and limited datasets, but its discrete nature
requires the inputs to be precisely specified, which limits their application. This paper proposes a
bridge between the two approaches: neuro-symbolic contrastive learning. This allows for smooth
and differentiable optimisation that improves logical accuracy across an otherwise discrete, noisy,
and sparse topological space of logical functions. We show that abstract logical relationships can
be effectively embedded within a neuro-symbolic paradigm, by representing data as logic programs
and sets of logic rules. The embedding space captures highly varied textual information with similar
semantic logical relations, but can also separate similar textual relations that have dissimilar logical
relations. Experimental results demonstrate that our approach significantly improves the inference
capabilities of the models in terms of generalisation and reasoning.

1 Introduction

Deep neural network models have exhibited good precision in NLI tasks ([35, 4]). However, the ability of
these models to genuinely infer the logical relationship between sentences remains a topic of debate and
controversy ([19, 46]). For example, it has been shown that labels can be detected solely by examining
the hypothesis, without the need to examine the premise [19]. Also, the model is incorrectly insensitive
to the premise and hypothesis order; it should be sensitive to such shuffling [46]. In addition, making
inferences from simplified data pairs is challenging for the models that have been fine-tuned on MNLI or
SNLI datasets [27]. The failure to learn the underlying generalisations raises doubts whether the models
are relying on shallow heuristics to guess the correct label ([30, 27, 43, 45]).

In contrast to neural network models, Inductive Logic Programming (ILP), as a method of symbolic
machine learning for reasoning tasks, can learn the relationships between input data and the target [6].
The generalised logical rules can be induced from positive and negative examples in the form of predicate
logic statements ([32, 10]). The abstract data representation method makes ILP more data-efficient,
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Mapping to meta-rules 
is straightforward.

Neuro-symbolic contrastive learning 
gives generalised logical relations.

Logical relationships are difficult 
to model with smooth functions.

Figure 1: Logical data is discrete and sparse (red bars) and difficult to directly model (left blue curve)
by a differentiable neural network fθ . However, we map meta-rules to-and-from the smooth PLM
embedding space and utilise contrastive pairs (vertical arrows) to carve the sharp underlying logical
structure (rightmost blue function) into fθ , enabling logical generalisation and logical reasoning.

generalised, and transferable for reasoning tasks. Also, logic-based programs tend to possess greater
human interpretability, particularly when the predicates employed within the program represent concepts
we are familiar with.

To combine the strength from both symbolic and connectionist sides ([44, 37]) and help neural
language models to better capture the underlying logic structure, we propose a neuro-symbolic contrastive
learning framework inspired by ILP, shown in Figure 1.

In particular, we observe that the topological space of logical functions is difficult to accurately
model with a PLM directly (Figure 1: left). Therefore we indirectly map from the natural language
to the logical meta-rules (a relatively straightforward natural language task, Figure 1: centre). The
meta-rules are assessed by the ILP to construct contrastive pairs that are used to fine-tune the PLM,
ensuring dense representation of the underlying logical relationships (Figure 1: right), and thus improving
overall PLM correctness and reasoning capability. This mapping process involves generating contrastive
pairs that distinguish between logically consistent and inconsistent textual representations, thus carving
a precise logical structure into the differentiable function of neural networks. The employment of hard
examples—where positive pairs diverge lexically yet align logically, and negative pairs converge lexically
but differ logically—facilitates a deeper engagement with the complexities of logical inference.

Additionally, we enhance the symbolic NLI datasets, which are structured in predicate logic, by
transforming them into their natural language equivalents employing the system of LoLA, an extension of
the Grammatical Framework ([7]). This transformation leverages diverse rule templates to ensure a rich
array of linguistic representations, effectively preparing the datasets to challenge the PLMs with a variety
of textual and structural complexities. This approach to data augmentation ensures that our framework
aligns with the practical demands of neuro-symbolic integration in natural language processing(NLP).

From Kautz’s Taxonomy, there are six levels of neuro-symbolic systems [25]. Our approach can
be treated as a Level 3 NEURO;SYMBOLIC system, which is a hybrid framework whereby a neural
network focusing on one task interacts with a symbolic system specialising in a complementary task. Our
system utilises ILP for data augmentation tasks to construct hard example pairs to enhance the inference
capabilities of neural networks. The main contributions of this paper are:

• Development of a Neuro-Symbolic Contrastive Learning Framework: We introduce a frame-
work that integrates Inductive Logic Programming (ILP) with the adaptive capabilities of contrastive
learning in deep neural networks. This method enhances the logical reasoning abilities of neural
models by utilising ILP-generated logical meta-rules to guide the training process, thus improving
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both performance and logical consistency. By differentiating between logically consistent and
inconsistent textual representations through data augmentation of hard positive and negative ex-
ample pairs, this framework effectively carves more precise underlying logical structures into the
differentiable neural network function.

• Transformation and Augmentation of Symbolic NLI Datasets: Employing ILP, we develop sym-
bolic NLI datasets that incorporate logical structures. These datasets are subsequently transformed
into natural language using LoLA, an extension of the Grammatical Framework. The transformation
process utilises diverse rule templates to ensure that the datasets exhibit comprehensive linguistic
variability, which supports the practical application of these datasets in NLI tasks and demonstrates
the application of logic programming principles in real-world scenarios.

• Empirical Validation: We assess the effectiveness of our neuro-symbolic framework against
existing approaches under multiple settings. The analysis demonstrates improved performance in
logical reasoning and generalisation, highlighting how the integration of logic programming can
enhance the transferability of neural networks.

• Theoretical Insights and Framework Implications: Our research makes substantial theoretical
contributions to the fields of logic programming and machine learning by exploring the potential of
neuro-symbolic integration from the data augmentation aspect. We discuss the intuition of how this
method can enhance the generalisability of the model.

2 Background

2.1 Neuro-symbolic Frameworks for Reasoning

The integration of neural networks with symbolic reasoning has given rise to neuro-symbolic frameworks,
marking significant advancements in reasoning tasks and NLP. These frameworks aim to merge the
adaptive capabilities of data-driven machine learning with the structured rigor of symbolic approaches,
enhancing the complexity of linguistic analysis and understanding [21].

Recent studies by [38] demonstrate the utility of Answer Set Programming (ASP) in encapsulating
knowledge from natural language texts, providing a robust method for addressing complex queries
directly from textual content. This method complements ASP-based approaches for declarative question
answering, as further explored by [31], which integrate external NLP modules to facilitate reasoning over
natural language texts, thereby maintaining the contextual integrity of extensive texts. The integration
of Meta-Interpretive Learning (MIL) with ASP, as detailed by [24], illustrates how the incorporation of
external sources can enhance the learning process by effectively managing the expansive search spaces
encountered in MIL through efficient conflict propagation within the HEX-formalism.

The recent development of the Feed-Forward Neural-Symbolic Learner (FFNSL) underscores the
potential of hybrid neuro-symbolic systems in deriving knowledge from raw data, such as images, by
combining pre-trained neural models with logic-based machine learning systems to enhance both accuracy
and interpretability [12]. Furthermore, efforts by [13] in Neuro-Symbolic Inductive Learning from raw
data exemplify the integration of deep learning capabilities with symbolic reasoning to develop advanced
AI systems capable of complex decision-making tasks.

Prominent models such as the Neural Logic Machine (NLM) employ probabilistic tensor repre-
sentations to model logic predicates, simulating forward-chaining proof processes [14]. Similarly, the
Differentiable Inductive Logic framework treats Inductive Logic Programming as a satisfiability problem,
optimised through backpropagation [15, 17]. Additionally, reinforcement learning has been utilised
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to create a neuro-symbolic framework that combines neural networks with natural logic, enhancing
both elements [16]. According to Kautz’s Taxonomy, these approaches are categorised as Level 4
NEURO:SYMBOLIC → NEURO systems, where symbolic rules are employed to direct neural training.

Other approaches, comparable to our own and categorised as Level 3 in Kautz’s Taxonomy, include
the application of ILP to extract generalised logic rules from Knowledge Graphs (KG), which utilise
advanced search algorithms and pruning techniques [53]. The Neuro-Symbolic Concept Learner (NS-CL),
for example, captures visual concepts and linguistic terms to construct scene representations grounded in
symbolic programs [29]. Furthermore, DeepProbLog integrates symbolic reasoning with neural perception
to solve tasks that require both high-level and low-level cognitive processes [28].

2.2 Preliminary of Inductive Logic Programming

As a subfield of symbolic machine learning, Inductive Logic Programming (ILP) induces a set of logical
rules (clauses) that generalises training examples. ILP learns relations rather than functions [33, 10]. ILP
mainly focuses on learning Horn clause — clause with at most one positive literal, as the following form:

h :−b1,b2, . . . ,bn, (1)

which stands for the implicational form:

h← b1∧b2∧·· ·∧bn. (2)

This is a Horn clause, meaning that, if all the conjuncted Body atoms b1, . . . ,bn are true, then the Head
atom h is true. Every atom is a formula p(t1, t2, ..., tn), where ti is a term (a constant or a variable) and p is
a predicate symbol of arity n.

A clausal theory, denoted as T , is a collection of clauses. If a clause C is a consequence of the theory
T , then C is the entailment from T , denoted as T |= C. The learning objective of ILP is obtaining an
explanation H, which is the assumed relationship induced from background knowledge B. In ILP, positive
examples K+ and negative examples K− are given as input. In logical words, this is{

∀k ∈ K+,H ∪B ⊨ k (H is complete),
∀k ∈ K−,H ∪B ⊭ k (H is consistent).

A Herbrand interpretation I is a subset of the Herbrand base, and is a Herbrand model of a set T of
clauses C when {

For each (h :−b1,b2, . . . ,bn) ∈ T,
if ∃θ : {b1θ ,b2θ , . . . ,bnθ} ⊂ I, then hθ ∈ I.

θ = {v1/t1, . . . ,vn/tn} is a substitution function which replaces variables {v1, . . . ,vn} in a clause with
terms {t1, . . . , tn}.

2.3 Introduction of NLI Task

Natural Language Inference (NLI) is a fundamental task in computational linguistics where a system
is tasked with determining the logical relationship between a pair of sentences, known as the premise
and the hypothesis1. Specifically, the goal is to ascertain whether the hypothesis is true (entailment),

1Please do not confuse this notion of hypotheses for NLP with those hypotheses in ILP. The mainstream benchmarks and
datasets in NLP community call it hypothesis [18, 45, 50]. We thus have two kinds of hypotheses with different notations and
meanings for ILP and NLP. In this paper, we call a hypothesis H in ILP as an explanation H (Section 2.2).
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false (contradiction), or indeterminate (neutral) based on the information in the premise [3, 5]. This task
mimics key aspects of human reasoning and is crucial for testing the ability of systems to perform logical
inference.

NLI is pivotal for advancing AI technologies that necessitate a nuanced comprehension of natural
language. It challenges computational models to interpret subtleties inherent in human communication,
such as ambiguity, contextual implications, and inferential logic [4, 50]. We aim to enhance the inter-
pretability and reliability of models through the integration of logic programming within Natural Language
Inference (NLI) research, thereby advancing the capabilities of machines to process and interact with
human language in a logically coherent manner.

2.4 Contrastive Learning for NLI

Contrastive learning is a machine learning technique that enhances the discriminative capabilities of
models by enabling them to differentiate features between similar and dissimilar data instances. Originally
prominent in computer vision, this technique has been effectively adapted for natural language processing
(NLP), where it is used to refine a model’s ability to parse and understand complex textual relationships. In
the NLP domain, models are trained using pairs of data instances—positive pairs, which are semantically
similar, and negative pairs, which are semantically dissimilar—thereby training the model to recognise
subtle textual nuances [8, 22].

The use of Natural Language Inference (NLI) datasets, such as SNLI [5] and MultiNLI [51], has been
instrumental in providing supervised annotations for contrastive learning. Techniques like Supervised
SimCSE leverage entailment pairs as positive examples and use contradiction pairs and other unrelated
in-batch instances as negative examples to fine-tune models’ semantic understanding [18]. SBERT,
employing a siamese architecture with a shared BERT encoder, further illustrates the application of these
datasets to train on discerning semantic discrepancies [41]. Additionally, self-supervised approaches often
utilise methods such as back translation, dropout, and token shuffling to create contrastive learning pairs,
enhancing the model’s robustness by exposing it to a diverse array of linguistic transformations [18, 52].

Hard examples, or those data pairs that are challenging for the model to correctly classify due to their
nuanced differences or similarities, are particularly crucial in the training process of contrastive learning
[26, 36]. These examples help in refining the model’s ability to perform fine-grained distinctions and
to generalise better to unseen data. In contrastive learning, hard positive pairs may include sentences
with substantial lexical divergence yet sharing a similar meaning, whereas hard negative pairs might
consist of sentences that are lexically similar but diverge in meaning [45]. Generating these challenging
pairs requires sophisticated data augmentation techniques that can manipulate textual and logical features
effectively.

Our proposed method emphasises the creation and utilisation of such hard examples by identifying
positive pairs that exhibit textual differences yet share logical similarities, and negative pairs that appear
similar but differ in logic. This focus is implemented through an advanced hybrid framework that combines
symbolic reasoning with neural processing, aiming to enhance the model’s deep linguistic and logical
understanding, which is essential for complex tasks like NLI.

2.5 Problem formulation

In the context of our neuro-symbolic CL framework, the traditional logical terms are adapted with specific
meanings:
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• Anchor data point (E): In our framework, an anchor data point E consists of a pair (P,L), where P
is the premise and L is the conclusion derived from P. The anchor serves as the reference point for
comparison against other examples in the dataset.

• Premise (P): A statement or proposition that provides the context from which the conclusion L is
logically inferred.

• Hypothesis (L): A logical conclusion that consistently follows from the premise. Instead of the term
‘conclusion’, in the standard CL and NLI setups [18, 45, 50], they previously termed as ‘hypothesis’
here. L can be labelled as true (entailment), false (contradiction), or indeterminate (neutral).

• Hard Positive Examples (E+): Composed of (P+,L+), where P+ and L+ adhere to the same
logical rule as P and L but vary in textual or domain characteristics. This setup ensures that L+ is
a valid conclusion under the same premises but presented differently. The L+ means it is a hard
positive example relative to L, not an indication of L’s truth value.

• Hard Negative Examples (E−): Constructed as (P−,L−), these examples share textual similarity
with P but lead to L−, a conclusion that logically contradicts or deviates from L under the given
premise. The L− represents a hard negative example relative to L, challenging the model’s ability to
discern subtle logical distinctions and is not a label of L being false.

The primary objectives of our contrastive learning framework are formally defined as follows:{
minimize d(E,E+) : to enforce logical consistency,
maximize d(E,E−) : to capitalise on logical deviations,

where d denotes a distance function (metric) in the embedding space. The minimisation objective aims to
align embeddings of E and E+, which are logically consistent. Conversely, the maximisation objective
aims to differentiate between embeddings of E and E−, which represent logical deviations, thereby
enhancing the model’s ability to discern fine-grained logical distinctions.

3 Methodology

Inspired by ILP, we construct symbolic NLI datasets by augmentation that maximises textual variability
while maintaining logical consistency. Every augmented dataset consists of two subsets represented as
predicate logic forms and natural language forms.

For the logical form, we use symbolic learning systems to enforce a consistent meta-rule for conclu-
sions across inference data, which indicates the high underlying logical similarity of reasoning process.
And for the natural language, we translated from the corresponding logic form via Grammatical Frame-
work (GF) with various rule templates to ensure diversity in textual representations, such as length and
complexity. Moreover, we propose an ILP-inspired Contrastive Learning framework to further boost the
performance of models on cross-domain inference tasks. For each anchor data point E = (P,L), where P is
the premise and L is the hypothesis (conclusion), we construct hard positive example pairs E+ = (P+,L+),
which share the same logic meta-rule but originate from different textual domains. Conversely, a hard
negative example pair consists of an anchor point and a hard negative data point E− = (P−,L−) within
the same domain, which is textually similar but logically different.

As shown in Figure 2, given an anchor data point denoted as E = (P,L) (where P signifies the premise
and L represents the hypothesis), we generate hard positive example pairs E+ = (P+,L+). The hard
positive example pairs share an identical logic meta-rule yet originate from distinct domains. Conversely,
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Premise

Hypothesis  

Premise

Premise Anna has a daughter named Amy, who is the mother of
Tim.

Durham can be reached from Darlington by train and
York can be reached from Durham by train.
Then York station can also be reached from Darlington
train station.

Amy has a daughter named Anna, who is the mother of
Tim.

Label            True

Hypothesis  Amy is Tim's Grandma.
Label              True

Hypothesis  Amy is Tim's Grandma.
Label            False

Figure 2: Illustration of an anchor data point E = (P,L) with its corresponding positive and negative pairs.
The positive pair E+ = (P+,L+) maintains logical consistency with the anchor, while the negative pair
E− = (P−,L−) introduces a logical contradiction despite overlapping textual content.

the formulation of a hard negative example pair involves an anchor point and a challenging negative
data point E− = (P−,L−) within the same domain. This pair exhibits textual similarity while diverging
logically.

The first two examples shown in blue colour are varying in domains and textual representation, while
the red-coloured example has high token-level overlapping with the middle case. However, the logic rules
below these three examples indicate that the underlying logic meta-rule of the low token-level overlapping
examples are identical, while the higher textual similarity ones are logically different.

Our method seeks to learn an embedding space in which the vector representations of E and E+

are close together, due to the fact that they share the same mathematical logic reasoning process to
inference, despite the difference in their textual expression and domains. On the other hand, since E and
E− have similar textual expressions but divergent mathematical logical reasoning processes, their vector
representations should be separated.

We will explain the details of each part of our methodology in the following sections.

3.1 Meaning Representations and Dataset Construction

A standard Inductive Logic Programming dataset is formed of three sets of components: background
knowledge (B), positive examples (K+), and negative examples (K−). As we introduced in section 1.2,
ILP aims to induce a set of rules that with the B entails k ∈ K+ and contradicts k ∈ K− [10]. The following
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is a toy example of one of the ILP datasets we used:

B =


parent(Ann,Amy)
parent(Amy,Amelia)
parent(Amy,Andy)
parent(Linda,Garin)

K+ =

{
grandparent(Ann,Amelia)
grandparent(Linda,Amelia)

K− =

{
grandparent(Amy,Amelia)
grandparent(Amelia,Ann)

Every positive/negative examples is matched with the corresponding necessary premise from B. The
following Algorithm 1 shows the search algorithm for the premise filtering process.

Algorithm 1 Premise Search
Input: B, R (set of t for every k ∈ K+/K−)
Parameter: Optional list of parameters
Output: filtered_premise_list

1: for predicate in B do
2: if predicate.t in R then
3: filtered_premise_list.insert(predicate)
4: if predicate.t.rest not in R then
5: R.insert(predicate.t.rest)
6: end if
7: end if
8: end for

Hence, the logic rules extracted from the toy example is given by

grandparent(Ann,Amelia) :−parent(Ann,Amy),parent(Amy,Amelia), (3)

grandparent(Amelia,Ann) :−parent(Ann,Amy),parent(Amy,Amelia). (4)

And the constructed NLI dataset is shown in Table 1, where predicates p and gp stand for parent and
grandparent respectively.

Table 1: Toy examples of the constructed NLI dataset, where ‘+’, ‘−’, and ‘N’ labels denote true
(entailment), false (contradiction), and indeterminate (neutral) respectively.

Premise Hypothesis Label
p(Ann,Amy), p(Amy,Rita) gp(Ann,Rita) +
p(Ann,Amy), p(Amy,Rita) gp(Rita,Ann) −
p(Ann,Amy), p(Amy,Rita) gp(Linda,Garin) N

We systematically augment datasets using a variety of methods tailored to maintain logical integrity
while introducing structural variability. These methods include constructing templates for replacing con-
stants in the terms ti of predicates p(t1, t2, ..., tn), appending logically irrelevant predicates to the premises,
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Table 2: Augmented samples from the given toy examples in Table 1.
Premise Hypothesis Label
p(Amy,Amelia), p(Ann,Amy), p(Amy,Andy) gp(Ann,Amelia) +
p(Alex,Joe), p(Joe,Charles) gp(Charles,Alex) −
p(Joe,Charles), p(Alex,Joe), p(Amy,Amelia), p(Linda,Garin) gp(Charles,Linda) N

and permuting the order of premise predicates to demonstrate the invariance of logical conjunctions under
operand permutation. For example, in a toy dataset, the predicates within a premise can be reordered
or terms ti substituted using an alternative lexicon to test the robustness of logical inference models to
syntactic variations. Table 2 lists some possible sample data after augmentation.

3.2 Metarules of Cross-domain Tasks

Different from the usual usage of metarules [34, 10], we apply metarules here to construct hard positive
examples for contrastive learning. As shown in Figure 2, E+ = (P+,L+) and the anchor data point
E = (P,L) share the same metarule below:

P(A,B) :−Q(A,C),R(C,B). (5)

First-order variables are denoted by the letters A, B, and C, whereas second-order variables are denoted by
the letters P, Q, and R. The substitution functions of the second-order variables P, Q, and R are

substitutions{P/legalCity,Q,R/city}, (6)

substitutions{P/grandparent,Q,R/parent}. (7)

After applying the substitution functions, the induced logical relationship between parent and grandparent
(gp) is

gp(A,B) :−parent(A,C),parent(C,B), (8)

and the transition logic rule of accessible transportation between cities is

legalCity(A,B) :−city(A,C),city(C,B). (9)

Logic rules (8) and (9) are isomorphic since they share the same metarule and there exists a bijective
substitution function θ to make them logically equivalent.

On the other hand, as shown in Figure 2, although E− = (P−,L−) and the anchor data point E = (P,L)
are textually similar and from the same domain of parent, E− = (P−,L−) has a different metarule from
rule (5)

P(C,B) :−Q(A,C),R(C,B). (10)

And it cannot be logically equivalent with the rule (8) after applying substitution function (7).

3.3 Data Augmentation for Contrastive Learning

For each anchor data point E = (P,L), we construct its hard positive data point E+ = (P+,L+) and hard
negative data point E− = (P−,L−). The premise P is represented as a conjunction of body predicates b,
where P = {b1,b2, . . . ,bn}. The contrastive learning approach uses the Lcl loss to pull the representation
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of E closer to E+ and push it away from E−, which sharpens the model’s ability to discriminate between
subtle variations in logical coherence.

Through a permutation step defined by σ , we reorder b to obtain b′ = p(tσ(1), tσ(2), . . . , tσ(n)). This
permutation introduces variability in the data structure, aiding the model in learning to recognise essential
logical constructs regardless of their syntactic presentation.

3.4 Hard Positive Example Pairs

In the scenario of a hard positive example pair, E and E+ are connected by a substitution function θ =
{v1/t1, . . . ,vn/tn}, aligning them under the condition Eθ = E+θ . Notably, the variables {v1, . . . ,vn} ∈D1
and the terms {t1, . . . , tn} ∈D2, where D1 and D2 signify distinct domains.

3.5 Hard Negative Example Pairs

Given a premise P = {b1,b2, . . . ,bn} and an hypothesis (conclusion) L = {h} = {p(t1, t2, . . . , tn)}, we
choose an arbitrary bi ∈ P such that bi = pi(t1, t2, . . . , tn).

One way of constructing a hard negative example is permuting bi to obtain E−1 = (P−,L−) with
P− = {b1, . . . ,b′i, . . . ,bn}. Another way is permuting L to get E−2 = (P−,L−) with L− = {h′}.

3.6 Training Process of Contrastive Learning

Contrastive learning will be performed on triplets pairs (Ei,E+,E−). The training objective (xi,x+,x−)
with batch size N is

Lcl =−E

log
ecos(xi,x+i )/τ

∑
N
j=1

(
ecos(x j,x+j )/τ+ ecos(x j,x−j )/τ

)
 , (11)

where xi denotes the encoder representation of Ei ([18]). The Lcl loss function employs cosine similarity
in the embedding space to evaluate the closeness of embeddings. The encoder used for generating repre-
sentations xi is typically a neural network such as a Transformer or LSTM [49, 23]. These architectures
are chosen due to their proficiency in capturing contextual relationships in text, crucial for the nuanced
understanding required in NLI tasks.

3.7 Rule-based Translation between Logic-form and Natural Language

We use LoLA ([7]), which is the extensive version based on Grammatical Framework (GF) ([39]) to
enable the translation between natural language and propositional logic formulas. The translation is purely
rule-based. Initially, the expression in the source language undergoes parsing, resulting in the derivation
of an abstract syntax tree (AST). Subsequently, the AST undergoes a linearisation process, yielding a
linguistic manifestation in the target language through the utilisation of language-specific concrete syntax
conventions ([7]). Figure 3 shows the toy example of the translation system. To make the translated
natural language more understandable, for input logical formulas, LoLA uses logical equivalence laws to
search for the optimal expression and remove redundant information.

To enhance the comprehensibility of natural language translations derived from logical formulas, we
utilise logical equivalence laws to generate varied yet equivalent expressions. The NLI dataset, constructed
from these equivalent but textually distinct forms, ensures consistent truth labelling, which is crucial for
the construction of hard examples. We constructed various rule templates to enable the generation of more
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Figure 3: A model of the translation system is presented, including an example of translating a First-Order
Logic (FOL) formula into English. Each node in the Abstract Syntax Tree (AST) is named after the
syntactic function used to construct the corresponding constituent [7]. The right side of this figure displays
the tree structure following an optimisation step applied to the initial configuration on the left side.

diverse datasets, varying in textual length and reasoning difficulty. Here are some examples shown in
Figure 2, Table 3 and Table 4:

Table 3: Examples of equivalent transformations where par and gp denote parent and grandparent
respectively.

Premise Hypothesis Label
par(A,C)∧par(C,B) gp(A,B) +
¬par(A,C)∨¬par(C,B)∨gp(A,B) gp(A,B) +

Table 4: Examples of Logic Rules and Corresponding translated Natural Language Premises and Hypothe-
ses.

Logic Rule: legalCity(Delwino, Borovan) :−City(Delwino, Ebadong),City(Ebadong, Borovan)
Premise: From Delwino, one can take a train to Ebadong. And from there, it is possible to travel to
Borovan by train.
Hypothesis: Therefore, the train network connects Delwino and Borovan.
Label: Entailment

Logic Rule: legalCity(Guinimanan, Ersama) :−City(Jenau, Ersama),City(Kotla Pehluan, Ersama),
City(Jalawanan, Sangbanwol)
Premise: The city Ersama can be accessed by bike from Jenau. Sangbanwol is connected to
Jalawanan by train, and you can take a train from Ersama to Kotla Pehlwan.
Hypothesis: These will allow you to reach Guinimanan from Ersama.
Label: Neutral
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4 Experiment and Result

4.1 Dataset

We select some of the classic ILP task datasets — the ancestor dataset from GILPS (General Inductive
Logic Programming System) and the kinship dataset from Popper [11]. Every dataset is built with three
components all in predicate logic arguments: Background Knowledge (B), Positive Examples (K+), and
Negative Examples (K−).

[City Transportation Dataset] is a self-proposed dataset with B of train connections between two
cities and K+ and K− represent feasible transportation between cities.

[Popper: Kinship Dataset] is a minimal ILP dataset for kinships. B gives parent relationships and
K+ and K− give examples for grandparent relationships.

[GILPS: Ancestor Dataset] is an ILP dataset for relationships between a big family tree. B provides
information on gender, names, and parent relationships between every generation. And K+ and K− are
examples of ancestor relationships between two given names.

In general, the statistics of all datasets after the augmentation methods we discussed in the previous
sections are shown in Table 5.

Table 5: Dataset statistics after augmentation.
Dataset Domain Size
KINSHIP Parent 93k
CITY TRANSPORTATION Traffic connection 135k
ANCESTOR Family 150k

4.2 Result

4.2.1 Natural Language vs. Logical Form Expressions for NLI

With the inherent challenge of directly modeling the topological space of logical functions using a
Pre-trained Language Model (PLM), we steer our focus towards mapping natural language to logical
rules, a relatively straightforward task for natural language processing. Our first experiment explores
the performance of natural language compares with logical form expressions using our constructed
logic-based dataset.

We subject existing sentence embedding methods to evaluate the difference between logic form and
natural language form. The evaluation made use of the BERT-base model, fine-tuned on both natural
language and logical form datasets. Settings for this experiment included a batch size of 16 and a
maximum text length set to 512 for the encoder.

To evaluate the models, we use Spearman’s correlation complemented with accuracy metrics. Spear-
man’s correlation is a rank correlation method that does not assume a linear relationship, making it suitable
for our task. By using both Spearman’s correlation and accuracy, we can ensure comprehensive evaluation:
while accuracy provides a direct measure of correct predictions, the correlation gives an indication in
terms of the relationships between data points.
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Table 6: The comparison of models for in-domain learning, and the comparison of cross-domain and
cross-form transferability for neuro-symbolic contrastive learning (Neuro-symbolic CL).

Train Test Model Accuracy
In-domain
[KIN ∧ CITY]-LOGIC [KIN ∧ CITY]-LOGIC BERT-Base 0.54
[KIN ∧ CITY]-LOGIC [KIN ∧ CITY]-LOGIC Roberta-Base 0.62
[KIN ∧ CITY]-LOGIC [KIN ∧ CITY]-LOGIC BERT-Base Neuro-symbolic CL 0.70
[KIN ∧ CITY]-LOGIC [KIN ∧ CITY]-LOGIC Roberta-Base Neuro-symbolic CL 0.74
Cross-domain Transfer
[KIN ∧ CITY]-LOGIC ANCESTOR-LOGIC BERT-Base 0.49
[KIN ∧ CITY]-LOGIC ANCESTOR-LOGIC Roberta-Base 0.45
[KIN ∧ CITY]-LOGIC ANCESTOR-LOGIC BERT-Base Neuro-symbolic CL 0.63
[KIN ∧ CITY]-LOGIC ANCESTOR-LOGIC Roberta-Base Neuro-symbolic CL 0.64
Cross-form Transfer
[KIN ∧ CITY]-LOGIC [KIN ∧ CITY]-NL BERT-Base 0.51
[KIN ∧ CITY]-LOGIC [KIN ∧ CITY]-NL Roberta-Base 0.53
[KIN ∧ CITY]-LOGIC [KIN ∧ CITY]-NL BERT-Base Neuro-symbolic CL 0.58
[KIN ∧ CITY]-LOGIC [KIN ∧ CITY]-NL Roberta-Base Neuro-symbolic CL 0.62

Table 7: The comparison of data representation on single and multiple domains dataset. L and NL denote
logical form and natural language.

Dataset Spearman’s correlation Accuracy
KINSHIP-L 0.69 0.63
KINSHIP-NL 0.59 0.59
CITY TRANS-L 0.55 0.60
CITY TRANS-NL 0.31 0.52
[KIN ∧ CITY]-L 0.49 0.54
[KIN ∧ CITY]-NL 0.39 0.48

As shown in Table 7, after changing the logical form to natural language on KINSHIP dataset, the
Spearman’s correlation drops from 0.69 to 0.59. This indicates that language models can learn from logic
form better on the logic reasoning task (sparse task) we proposed. This can also be confirmed on the CITY

TRANS and [KIN ∧ CITY] datasets.

4.2.2 Neuro-Symbolic Contrastive Learning for Cross-Domain Logic Reasoning

We follow the training paradigm of the baseline model in the previous section but use our proposed
contrastive learning loss (Equation 11) and explore the performance of our proposed methods on in-
domain, cross-domain, and cross-form scenarios. As shown in Table 6, we find that while both BERT-base
and Roberta-base models present the poor performance of the baseline training approach on domain
transfer tasks, our proposed neuro-symbolic contrastive learning framework can serve as a powerful
way to improve the transferability. For both cross-domain transfer and cross-form transfer, our method
performs better in overcoming the accuracy drop according to the baseline training approaches, and makes
competitive performance even compared with in-domain scenarios.

5 Conclusion

This paper introduces a neuro-symbolic contrastive learning framework that integrates Inductive Logic
Programming (ILP) with neural networks to enhance logical reasoning in natural language inference tasks.
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The framework aims to minimise the distance d(E,E+) to enforce logical consistency and maximise
d(E,E−) to capitalise on logical deviations, thereby refining the model’s capacity to discern fine-grained
logical distinctions in the embedding space.

Experimental results demonstrate that our data augmentation method significantly enhances logic
inference performance in both natural language and symbolic forms. Additionally, multi-domain fine-
tuning within our framework improves the transferability of pre-trained language models across various
domains. Our empirical findings align with and extend the assumptions of [45] regarding Textual Enhanced
Contrastive Learning for solving math word problems, though our approach uniquely incorporates ILP
for rule-guided analysis and evaluate on both logic-form and NL-form, adding a novel dimension to the
methodology.

The integration of symbolic logic rules and their natural language representations with neural network
methodologies not only significantly improves model performance but also underscores the potential for
developing deeper, more interpretable architectures for complex reasoning tasks.
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