arXiv:2212.03278v1 [cs.CL] 6 Dec 2022

Counterfactual reasoning: Do language models need world knowledge for causal understanding?

Jiaxuan Li University of California Irvine

Irvine, CA 92617 jiaxuan.li@uci.edu

Lang Yu Meta Seattle, WA 98109 langyu@fb.com

Allyson Ettinger University of Chicago Chicago, IL 60637 aettinger@uchicago.edu

Abstract

Current pre-trained language models have enabled remarkable improvements in downstream tasks, but it remains difficult to distinguish effects of statistical correlation from more systematic logical reasoning grounded on understanding of the real world. In this paper we tease these factors apart by leveraging counterfactual conditionals, which force language models to predict unusual consequences based on hypothetical propositions. We introduce a set of tests drawn from psycholinguistic experiments, as well as larger-scale controlled datasets, to probe counterfactual predictions from a variety of popular pre-trained language models. We find that models are consistently able to override real-world knowledge in counterfactual scenarios, and that this effect is more robust in case of stronger baseline world knowledge—however, we also find that for most models this effect appears largely to be driven by simple lexical cues. When we mitigate effects of both world knowledge and lexical cues to test knowledge of linguistic nuances of counterfactuals, we find that only GPT-3 shows sensitivity to these nuances, though this sensitivity is also non-trivially impacted by lexical associative factors.

1 Introduction

Reasoning plays a central role in human communication [5]. While language models have demonstrated remarkable ability on downstream tasks [2, 11, 6], it remains unclear to what extent predictions generated by language models are consequences of correlation with linguistic heuristics in the context, versus robust reasoning about causal relations grounded on understanding of world knowledge.

In this paper we leverage counterfactual conditionals to investigate the capacity of pre-trained LMs (PLMs) to distinguish hypothetical scenarios from reality, and to examine how this interacts with models’ use of existing real world knowledge as well as shallower associative cues. Counterfactuals consist of a premise which is false in real world but true in the hypothetical world (e.g., If cats were vegetarians), and an imaginary consequence of this premise (cats would love carrots). Testing language models with counterfactuals allows us to use language to manipulate what is true and what is hypothetical, and to test models’ ability to separate and use this information for predictions. Previous work has established the use of counterfactual scenarios to probe inference ability [10, 14, 8, 7, 12], but the datasets lack systematic control of lexical cues and world knowledge, which makes it likely that the performance could be attributable to spurious cues in the datasets [9].

For our tests we draw on and adapt inputs from existing psycholinguistic experiments. We begin by testing models’ ability to override existing world knowledge when the context indicates that the correct completion involves a hypothetical world (e.g., “if cats were vegetarian, cats would eat carrots/fish”). We test five popular PLMs, and find that models can increase their preference for counterfactual completions given counterfactual contexts—however, these increased preferences remain

36th Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS 2022).

around chance, and further inspection indicates that most models rely strongly on simple lexical cues. Next we remove the influence of real world knowledge and mitigate effects of lexical triggers, to test models’ understanding of what counterfactual language implies about the world state. We find that most models fail to understand real-world implication of counterfactuals and largely rely on lexical triggers—with the exception of GPT-3, which shows greater sophistication, but continues to show non-trivial susceptibility to interference from lexical-associative cues. We discuss the implications and possible interpretations of these findings with respect to linguistic sophistication and strategies of these models.^1

2 Testing models on overriding world knowledge

Our first experiment investigates whether LMs are able to take a counterfactual scenario (e.g., “if cats were vegetarian”), and predict a subsequent completion that is consistent with the counterfactual scenario but that contradicts general world knowledge (e.g., “families would feed cats with carrots”).

Items For this experiment we take direct inspiration from the psycholinguistic study of [4]. There are 128 items from the original psycholinguistic experiments, and we synthetically generated 10,720 additional items. The design of the synthetic dataset is similar to the psycholinguistic stimuli, but we use a variety of syntactic constructions to describe a given event, as well as varying lexical selections, tense markers and modal verbs (see Appendix A.1 for illustration of data generation process). We matched the target nouns and syntactic constructions across conditions so that we could control lexical properties that influence language models’ predictions.

The experiment includes two key conditions: Counterfactual-World (CW) and Real-World (RW). Examples are shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Example items in CW, RW, BB conditions.

Condition Sentence

CW If cats had liked vegetables, they would be cheaper to keep. Families would feed their cats with carrots/fish.

RW Because cats like meat, they are expensive to keep. Families would feed their cats with carrots/fish.

BB Families would feed their cats with carrots/fish

The example in the CW condition presents a counterfactual scenario in which cats are vegetarians— as a result the logical target completion is “carrots”, but because cats are in reality more likely to eat fish, this contradicts world knowledge. The RW condition complements the CW condition, providing a baseline in which the logical completion (“fish”’) is consistent with the real world.

We also include one additional, simpler Baseline Bias condition (BB), for a more direct test of the strength of models’ baseline preference for factual versus counterfactual completions, in the absence of context guiding which is relevant. An example is shown in Table 1.

Experiments We investigate the counterfactual reasoning ability in five pre-trained language models. We include autoregressive transformers in the GPT family (GPT-2 [11] and GPT-3 [1]) and masked language models in the BERT family (BERT [2], RoBERTa [6] and MPNet [13]).

We test models by comparing the log-probability that each model assigns to the counterfactual (“carrots”) and factual (“fish”) completions given the contexts. For all conditions, we compute the percentage of items in which the counterfactual continuation has a higher probability than the factual continuation. Note that by contrast to CW, in RW and BB conditions the counterfactual completion is the less logical completion, so lower values in these two conditions reflect better predictions.

1We make all data and code available at (https://github.com/goldengua/Counterfactual_Inference_LM) for future testing.

Table 2: Preference for counterfactual completion (e.g., carrots) in CW, RW, BB conditions.

Model Small-scale Large-scale CW RW BB CW RW BB

GPT2 53.1 34.4 40.6 53.7 29.5 31.5 GPT3 68.8 18.8 18.7 71.3 2.5 14.7 BERT 46.9 43.8 31.2 34.2 14.3 35.2 RoBERTa 53.1 21.9 21.9 61.4 26.5 47.2 MPNet 50.0 21.9 21.9 66.9 15.6 36.6

Results Table 2 shows the preferences for counterfactual completions across all models and conditions, for the small-scale hand-designed items from the psycholinguistic experiment, and the largescale synthetic items. We see that all models show stronger preference for counterfactual continuations in the counterfactual (CW) context (though in the case of BERT on the small-scale data, this difference is negligible). All models show below-chance preference for counterfactual continuations in the RW conditions—which means above-chance preference for the correct factual continuations. However, though all model preferences for the correct counterfactual continuation are higher in the CW condition than in the RW condition, even in the CW condition the preference for counterfactual conditions is at best slightly above chance for most models. The exception is GPT-3, which is the only model to prefer the counterfactual continuation in greater than 70% of items.

We also see that models that have stronger factual preferences—that is, lower counterfactual preferences—in the Baseline Bias condition (GPT-3, RoBERTa, MPNet) also show stronger increase in preference for the counterfactual in the CW condition. This suggests, slightly counter-intuitively, that stronger grasp on relevant world knowledge may in fact be associated with models more effectively overriding that knowledge in a counterfactual. To investigate this effect further, we examine the impact of world knowledge at the item level. We quantify strength of world knowledge for a given item based on difference between models’ log-probability of counterfactual and factual continuations for that item in the BB condition. We then compute the Pearson correlation between these differences and correctness in the CW condition. We find a significant correlation between the robustness of world knowledge encoding and correctness of prediction (see Appendix A.2 for details), further supporting a relationship between strength of world knowledge and sensitivity to the counterfactual.

3 Testing impact of cue words in context

The results above suggest that models can to an extent override world knowledge in the presence of a counterfactual, particularly in cases when models have a strong handle on the relevant world knowledge. However, it is possible that in these tests the models were not relying on sophisticated understanding of counterfactuals, but rather on simple lexical triggers in context. Consider, for instance, that models could perform well above if they simply increase their preference for “carrots” in the proximity of “vegetables” and for “fish” in the proximity of “meat”. To test the impact of these lexical triggers, we incorporate an additional condition described below.

Items Table 3 shows a sample item. In this Counterfactual-to-Reality (CR) condition, models see the same counterfactual context, but the subsequent sentence references actual reality. So the correct completion is consistent with reality, but inconsistent with the lexical trigger (“vegetables”).

Table 3: Example items in CR condition.

Condition Sentence

CR If cats had liked vegetables, they would be cheap to keep. In reality, families feed their cats with fish/carrots.

Experiments As above, we calculate percentage of items in which models prefer the counterfactual over factual continuations. Models that are relying on linguistic information beyond simple lexical triggers should show a sharp drop in preference for the counterfactual completion in the CR condition, where the correct completion should align with real world information.

Results Table 4 shows the results. We see that most models show non-zero drop between CW and CR conditions—however, for most models this reduction is minor. It is only GPT-3 that shows a truly substantial drop in counterfactual preference, and only in the large-scale synthetic dataset. This suggests that most models are largely following the lexical triggers, while GPT-3 has somewhat greater sensitivity to more detailed linguistic cues. Note, however that GPT-3’s relative success on the synthetic data over the small-scale data may rely on larger distance between the lexical trigger and the target position: see Appendix A.3 for example items and evidence of GPT-3’s sensitivity to distance between lexical trigger and target word.

Table 4: Percentage of counterfactual completion in CW and CR condition.

Model Small-scale Large-scale CW CR CW CR

GPT2 53.1 50.0 53.7 51.9 GPT3 68.8 56.2 71.3 28.0 BERT 46.9 46.9 34.2 39.4 RoBERTa 53.1 37.5 61.4 57.3 MPNet 50.0 46.9 66.9 58.1

4 Testing models’ use of counterfactual cues to infer world state

The previous experiments indicate that models are able to override world knowledge in the face of counterfactual evidence, and that the ability to do this improves with stronger world knowledge— but that for most models this performance is driven largely by lexical triggers in the context, with the possible exception of GPT-3. In this section we remove the influence of pre-existing world knowledge, and hold constant lexical triggers across conditions, for a more direct test of models’ sensitivity to linguistic indicators of counterfactuals, and what they say about the true state of the world. This task is particularly challenging as the prediction requires language models to infer the true state of the world based on counterfactuals, in which case the lexical cues are often misleading.

Items We adapt stimuli from a psycholinguistic study in which frequency of target completions is controlled [3]. There are 96 sentences in the dataset. We additionally create a larger-scale synthetic dataset with 6,480 sentences in each critical condition. The dataset uses the same events as the generated dataset from Section 2, but we modify the subject noun phrase such that there is no influence of existing world knowledge. We do this via examples in which existing world knowledge cannot inform the correct completion—instead, models simply need to infer based on the counterfactual language that the true state of the world is different from what the counterfactual states. Further, we fully control the lexical items used across different conditions to minimize the lexical effect. For this purpose, we use sentences like those in Table 5.

In the Counterfactual-World Context (CWC) condition, the scenario described in the first sentence is neutral with respect to real world knowledge—it is the use of the counterfactual that tips us off that that this scenario is not true in reality. The correct completion here cannot be informed by world knowledge, and is also misaligned with the lexical trigger (e.g., “vegetables”), so models must rely specifically on this implication of the counterfactual in order to perform well.

In the Real-World Context Alternative (RWCA) condition, the context uses the same lexical triggers as the CWC condition. However, the logical completion is different from CWC condition, since the word (“carrots”) associated with the lexical trigger (“vegetables”) is the logical completion.

Given that the logical completions in CWC and RWCA are different, we also compare this against a Baseline Bias Context (BBC) condition, in order to establish default model preference for the target factual completion in the presence of the new subject noun phrase.

Table 5: Example items in CWC, RWCA and BBC condition.

Condition Sentence

CWC If the pet had loved vegetables, it would be very surprising. In fact, people feed the pet with fish/carrots.

RWCA Because the pet loved vegetables, it was very surprising. In fact, people feed the pet with fish/carrots.

BBC In fact, people feed the pet with fish/carrots.

Experiments We compare proportion of CWC-congruent completions across conditions. Good models should assign high values in the CWC condition and low values in the RWCA condition.

Table 6: Percentage of CWC-consistent completion (“fish”) in CW, RWCA and BBC condition.

Model Small-scale Large-scale CWC RWCA BBC CWC RWCA BBC

GPT2 66.7 66.7 33.3 35.8 32.2 72.6 GPT3 62.5 33.3 50.0 47.6 32.2 73.8 BERT 45.8 33.3 50.0 53.0 53.0 71.5 RoBERTa 50.0 50.0 50.0 35.7 31.3 72.5 MPNet 37.5 33.3 62.5 41.4 32.3 68.5

Results Table 6 shows the results. In the small-scale dataset, most models show a similar preference in CWC and RWCA, suggesting again that their predictions are largely driven by lexical triggers. Only GPT-3 shows substantial difference between CWC and RWCA, indicating finergrained sensitivity to counterfactual structures. This sensitivity is, however, less pronounced in the large-scale dataset. Closer inspection suggests that GPT-3’s particular success on the small-scale data may in fact be attributable to canceling out of lexical triggers. For example, in the sentence “If Helen had received her first student loan, her bank balance would now be in credit. When she checked her bank balance today she was worried/happy with her financial situation.”, there are lexical triggers supporting both continuations, which may cause lexical factors to cancel out, allowing more influence from other linguistic cues. By contrast, in the large-scale dataset, the lexical trigger (“vegetables”) always favors the CWC-inconsistent continuation (“carrots”), causing strong lexical bias against the CWC-congruent continuation (see Appendix A.3 for further analysis on the role of conflicting lexical triggers and other linguistic factors). This suggests that GPT-3 does show real sensitivity to linguistic indicators of counterfactuals, but the influence of superficial associative cues remains strong.

5 Conclusion

The experiments above have shown that when presented with counterfactual situations, PLMs are consistently able to prefer completions that conflict with world knowledge—and counterintuitively, this sensitivity appears better in cases where that world knowledge is stronger. Our results also indicate, however, that models are in large part relying on simple lexical cues to inform these preferences. The only model that shows more sophisticated sensitivity to fine-grained linguistic cues separating counterfactuals from reality is GPT-3—which successfully distinguishes conditions based on counterfactual cues, but nonetheless still shows strong influences from lexical associative cues. So how do we interpret these findings? Why does world knowledge aid counterfactual sensitivity? Does GPT-3 truly understand counterfactuals? One possibility worth considering is that explanations in both of these cases involve volume of exposure. First, models’ stronger world knowledge for a given fact suggests that models have encountered that fact more often in training—and this may in turn translate to more exposure to that type of knowledge in counterfactual contexts, enabling more straightforward memorization-based performance. Similarly, while GPT-3 may robustly understand counterfactuals, the massive data exposure for that model may enable a simpler path to success in these experiments: GPT-3 may simply have developed lower-level knowledge of how linguistic cues like “If/had” versus “Because” mediate how closely lexical triggers in context will associate with later words. We leave investigation of these hypotheses for future work.

References

[1] Tom Brown, Benjamin Mann, Nick Ryder, Melanie Subbiah, Jared D Kaplan, Prafulla Dhariwal, Arvind Neelakantan, Pranav Shyam, Girish Sastry, Amanda Askell, et al. Language models are few-shot learners. Advances in neural information processing systems, 33:1877–1901, 2020.

[2] Jacob Devlin, Ming-Wei Chang, Kenton Lee, and Kristina Toutanova. BERT: Pre-training of deep bidirectional transformers for language understanding. In Proceedings of the 2019 Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, Volume 1 (Long and Short Papers), pages 4171–4186, 2019.

[3] Heather J Ferguson. Eye movements reveal rapid concurrent access to factual and counterfactual interpretations of the world. Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 65(5):939– 961, 2012.

[4] Heather J Ferguson and Anthony J Sanford. Anomalies in real and counterfactual worlds: An eye-movement investigation. Journal of Memory and Language, 58(3):609–626, 2008.

[5] Michael C Frank and Noah D Goodman. Predicting pragmatic reasoning in language games.

Science, 336(6084):998–998, 2012.

[6] Yinhan Liu, Myle Ott, Naman Goyal, Jingfei Du, Mandar Joshi, Danqi Chen, Omer Levy, Mike Lewis, Luke Zettlemoyer, and Veselin Stoyanov. Roberta: A robustly optimized bert pretraining approach. arXiv preprint arXiv:1907.11692, 2019.

[7] Kevin Meng, David Bau, Alex Andonian, and Yonatan Belinkov. Locating and editing factual knowledge in gpt. arXiv preprint arXiv:2202.05262, 2022.

[8] Nasrin Mostafazadeh, Nathanael Chambers, Xiaodong He, Devi Parikh, Dhruv Batra, Lucy Vanderwende, Pushmeet Kohli, and James Allen. A corpus and evaluation framework for deeper understanding of commonsense stories. arXiv preprint arXiv:1604.01696, 2016.

[9] Timothy Niven and Hung-Yu Kao. Probing neural network comprehension of natural language arguments. In Proceedings of the 57th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics, pages 4658–4664, 2019.

[10] Lianhui Qin, Antoine Bosselut, Ari Holtzman, Chandra Bhagavatula, Elizabeth Clark, and Yejin Choi. Counterfactual story reasoning and generation. In Proceedings of the 2019 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing and the 9th International Joint Conference on Natural Language Processing (EMNLP-IJCNLP), pages 5043–5053, 2019.

[11] Alec Radford, Jeffrey Wu, Rewon Child, David Luan, Dario Amodei, Ilya Sutskever, et al.

Language models are unsupervised multitask learners. OpenAI blog, 1(8):9, 2019.

[12] Nazneen Fatema Rajani, Bryan McCann, Caiming Xiong, and Richard Socher. Explain yourself! leveraging language models for commonsense reasoning. In Proceedings of the 57th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics, pages 4932–4942, 2019.

[13] Kaitao Song, Xu Tan, Tao Qin, Jianfeng Lu, and Tie-Yan Liu. Mpnet: Masked and permuted pre-training for language understanding. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33:16857–16867, 2020.

[14] Rowan Zellers, Ari Holtzman, Yonatan Bisk, Ali Farhadi, and Yejin Choi. Hellaswag: Can a machine really finish your sentence? In ACL, pages 4791–4800, 2019.

Checklist

1. For all authors...

(a) Do the main claims made in the abstract and introduction accurately reflect the paper’s contributions and scope? [Yes] (b) Did you describe the limitations of your work? [Yes] The work leaves investigation of many open hypotheses.

(c) Did you discuss any potential negative societal impacts of your work? [N/A] We don’t foresee any potential negative societal impact.

(d) Have you read the ethics review guidelines and ensured that your paper conforms to them? [Yes] 2. If you are including theoretical results...

(a) Did you state the full set of assumptions of all theoretical results? [N/A] (b) Did you include complete proofs of all theoretical results? [N/A] 3. If you ran experiments...

(a) Did you include the code, data, and instructions needed to reproduce the main experimental results (either in the supplemental material or as a URL)? [Yes] The data and code are available at https://anonymous.4open.science/r/Counterfactual_Inference_LM-898D/ (b) Did you specify all the training details (e.g., data splits, hyperparameters, how they were chosen)? [Yes] (c) Did you report error bars (e.g., with respect to the random seed after running experiments multiple times)? [N/A] (d) Did you include the total amount of compute and the type of resources used (e.g., type of GPUs, internal cluster, or cloud provider)? [Yes] The experiment is conducted on google Colab with at most one GPU.

4. If you are using existing assets (e.g., code, data, models) or curating/releasing new assets...

(a) If your work uses existing assets, did you cite the creators? [N/A] (b) Did you mention the license of the assets? [N/A] (c) Did you include any new assets either in the supplemental material or as a URL? [N/A]

(d) Did you discuss whether and how consent was obtained from people whose data you’re using/curating? [N/A] (e) Did you discuss whether the data you are using/curating contains personally identifiable information or offensive content? [Yes] The data was either systematically generated or created by psycholinguists without any personally identifiable information or offensive content.

5. If you used crowdsourcing or conducted research with human subjects...

(a) Did you include the full text of instructions given to participants and screenshots, if applicable? [N/A] (b) Did you describe any potential participant risks, with links to Institutional Review Board (IRB) approvals, if applicable? [N/A] (c) Did you include the estimated hourly wage paid to participants and the total amount spent on participant compensation? [N/A]

A Appendix

A.1 Generation process of dataset

Table 7 shows the illustrative process of data generation. We first manually design a template of an event (e.g. love-feed: subject_1 love object_1, subject_2 feed them with object_2). Then we vary the selection of subjects and objects and combine them in various ways. Tense and modal of the verbs are also modulated.

Table 7: Illustrative representation of data generation process in large-scale synthetic dataset. Different sentences could be generated based on the original sentence by changing the lexical item of subjects and objects.

Condition Sentence

Original If cats had loved vegetables, families would feed them with carrots. Subject_1 If dogs had loved vegetables, families would feed them with carrots. Object_1 If cats had loved greens, families would feed them with carrots. Subject_2 If cats had loved vegetables,breeders would feed them with carrots. Object_2 If cats had loved vegetables, breeders would feed them with cabbages. Modal If cats had loved vegetables, families might feed them with carrots. Tense If cats loved vegetables, families would feed them with carrots.

A.2 Correlation with world knowledge

Table 8 shows the correlation between the robustness of world knowledge representation and the correctness of counterfactual predictions. Across all language models, there is a significant correlation with correlation coefficient greater than 0.47, indicating that language models benefit from a good representation of world knowledge.

Table 8: Correlation between robustness of world knowledge encoding and correctness of counterfactual predictions. p < .05*, p < .01**, p < .001***.

Model Small-scale Large-scale coef p coef p

GPT2 .75 <.001*** .56 <.001*** GPT3 .49 .004** .60 <.001*** BERT .55 .001** .47 <.001*** RoBERTa .47 .006** .47 <.001*** MPNet .63 <.001*** .49 <.001***

A.3 Testing impact of linguistic cues on GPT-3

What kind of linguistic factors is driving the performance of GPT-3? We further designed a series of sentences by varying different features and tested them with GPT-3. Each condition in the dataset has 100 sentences. The first test is a subset of the synthetic large-scale dataset featuring CWC, RWCA, BBC conditions listed above. Similar to the previous result, GPT-3 shows some extend of reasoning by preferring CWC-consistent continuations, even when context words are very similar (see Table 9).

Table 9: Percentage of CWC-consistent continuation (“fish”) in CW, RWCA and BBC condition in synthetic subset.

Condition Sentence GPT-3

BBC In fact, people feed Mary with fish/carrots. 42.5 CWC If Mary had loved vegetables, it would be very surprising. In fact, people feed Mary with fish/carrots.

34.8

RWCA Because Mary loved vegetables, it was very surprising. In fact, people feed Mary with fish/carrots.

27.3

We further test to what extend GPT-3 could cancel out the effect of lexical cues by inserting conflicting lexical cues in the context using the discourse connective “rather than”. Though a conflicting lexical cue appears, the context-consistent completion should remain the same. Table 10 shows that GPT-3 is greatly affected by the presence of conflicting lexical cues. After inserting “meat” into context, the percentage of CWC-consistent continuation (“fish”), indicating a strong lexical effect of the presence of a conflicting cue.

Table 10: Percentage of CWC-consistent continuation (“fish”) in CW, RWCA and BBC condition in synthetic subset.

Condition Sentence GPT-3 CWC (Rather)

If Mary had loved vegetables rather than meat, it would be very surprising. In fact, people feed Mary with fish/carrots.

48.5

RWCA (Rather)

Because Mary loved vegetables rather than meat, it was very surprising. In fact, people feed Mary with fish/carrots.

47.0

Next, we test to what extend to salience of lexical cues is related to its distance to the target word. We bring the conflicting lexical cues to the beginning of the sentence with the discourse connective “instead of”. After moving the conflicting cue “meat” further from the target word, it is less likely to predict “fish” in both conditions (Table 11). The result suggests that linear distance from lexical cues to the prediction target has a strong impact.

Table 11: Percentage of CWC-consistent continuation (“fish”) in CW, RWCA and BBC condition in synthetic subset.

Condition Sentence GPT-3

CWC (Instead)

If instead of meat, Mary had loved vegetables, it would be very surprising. In fact, people feed Mary with fish/carrots.

28.5

RWCA (Instead)

Because instead of meat, Mary loved vegetables, it was very surprising. In fact, people feed Mary with fish/carrots.

33.8

Finally, we probe how linguistic markers enhance the correct prediction of counterfactual sentences. We test the effect of sentence boundary (indicated by period), discourse connectives (indicated by “In fact”) and tense. GPT-3 shows a fair sensitivity to linguistic markers. For linguistic markers that would shift the logical completion from “fish” to “carrots”, GPT-3 is less likely to select “fish” as a preferred continuation, and tense is the most salient effect on the preference shifting. For discource connective “in fact” that is going to increase the preference of “fish”, GPT-3 shows a slightly larger preference for “fish”.

Table 12: Percentage of “fish” in CW, RWCA and BBC condition in the presence of a conflict cue connected with “instead of”.

Condition Sentence GPT-3

Period If Mary had loved vegetables, it would be very surprising, in fact, people feed Mary with fish/carrots.

28.7

Connectives If Mary had loved vegetables, it would be very surprising. People feed Mary with fish/carrots fish/carrots.

35.5

Tense If Mary had loved vegetables, it would be very surprising. In fact, people would feed Mary with fish/carrots.

14.0