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Fine-tuning improved Macro-F1 in all 18 comparisons, yet newly regressed cases showed greater relative 18 /18 17 /18
. = ¥ - i Macro-F1 improved ositive NF - PNF PPS ga
premise-side sensitivity under PPS than stable-correct cases in 17 of 18. P P 9ap
1. A score gain can hide a grounding failure 2. Audit transitions, then measure cue sensitivity
Paper Figure 1: the verifier changes from the correct gold label to an incorrect label after fine-tuning. Paper Figure 2: compare newly regressed cases (NF) with cases that remain correct (PNF) under the same masking diagnostic.
4 _ )
EEE— [CONTEXT]: turn_N [EOT] ... [EOT] turn_0 Context fixes the referent Casel. PNF (Stable Correct) Case2. NF (Regressed)
[CLS] o amise oET [RESPONSE]: response  [SEF] In the dialogue, "it" refers to the diet being
_ \_ J title: CO_NTEX T]: ®o you like titIe:IWashington Redskinsl [CONTEXT]: Do yog'i|ke American
Premise Cuej _ . Elvis Presleyp he was a football? [EOT] Yes, | love American
) S / . . \ sent: His music career began amous american sent: The Redskins have played football. What could be better than
title:]Paleolithic diet] ...« ; [(_:ONTEX_T]-' SolI'mon a serious_ diet Evidence offers a rival cue there in 1954, recording at Sun smger [EOT] He is pretty more than 1,000 games since 1932, two teams of eleven player running
s with exermsc_a to combat my obesity. | The premise repeats "Paleolithic diet", which Records with producerl?Sam goad | am from and are one of only five franchises on a field? lol [EOY] True :) Do you
I se 2150 currently weigh 300 Ibs. [EOT] Tell me s locallv compatible with the response Phillips, who wanted to bring Nashwlle So i've even in the NFL to recoﬁ over 600 have a favorite team? | love
M1 kngwn as the caveman diet, is  about your diet? [EOT] I'm using the y p p the sound of African Amenc’an been’to graceland. regular season a,-nd postseason Washington Redskins
a nodern fad diet based on Paleolithic dietl(which is also known as \ surface. / music to a wider audience..:' wins, reaching tﬁ_at mark in 2015.
fopds presumed to resem the caveman.diet). Very lean and o " P ctx—ctrl \ Tots
M2 thpse eaten during th clean. [EOT] So I'm guessing mostly s ~ T pre-ctrl * * Tre-ctrl
: Paleolithic era. It fish and cHiicken, what are the benefits . . . ’
intludes meat, fi of this diet? [EOT] It uses foods Fme'tunmg f|IpS the answer [RESPONSE] : Elvis' career spanned [RlESPON_SEg] : YNerLand the%are thgoo
- ard seeds, wiile excluding presumed to have only been available The verifier moves from a correct REFUTES ARl B D) I s IS ks *PPS > 0: more premise-leaning; ?Q ﬁ;ag;r;ctmeand (t)ostr:ecgono:ﬁgs
N grpins, legu/mes, and most during the stone- -age. Meat and decision to an incorrect SUPPORTS decision. debut album "i can't get no (satisfaction) *PPS < 0: more context-leaning g P '
Mk prgcesseg/foods. vegetable, berries, etc. [EOT] | guess
- that make&t;. it healthier, do you like the \_ J
Verifier [RESHONSE]: I'm not sure, diet, did yoq’try any others? Gold: REFUTES | Before FT: REFUTES J | After FT: REFUTES/ Gold: REFUTES | Before FT: REFUTES J | After FT: SUPPORTS X
but it is alsa known as the K PPS: - 0.029 — -0.197 (A =-0.168) PPS: + 0.039 — + 1.861 (A =+ 1.822)
caveman diet and’ is often, Context Cue
described as a stone-age- “*-.., This is a negative flip (NF):
style diet. Pronoun in Response -S>
correct before FT -> wrong after FT. NF | correct -> wrong PNF | correct -> correct PPS = adjusted premise-mask drop
The regression i.s "hidden" when gains on other - adjusted context-mask drop
, : - cases raise the aggregate score. _ : : .
Correct wrong X after FT. Premise.Cue > Context Cue PPS keeps the gold label fixed and subtracts same-side matched masking controls. PPS > 0: stronger premise-side sensitivity

Correct/ —> Still Correctl after FT: Premise Cue < Context Cue

3. Controlled audit design A deliberately narrow, pronoun-resolved, surface-recoverable slice - designed for auditability rather than full-benchmark coverage.
- ;9
Audit files Six encoder-only verifiers Prediction transitions Matched evaluation
DF-Coref-Valid 467 ModernBERT-L DialFact models -> DF-Coref
DF-Coref-Test 315 DeBERTa-B-long NNF wrong -> wrong FaithDial models -> FD-Random / Topic
DeBERTa-v3-L PF wrong -> correct
FD-Random 405 NF correct -> wron MAZEUEE Sl el
FD-Topic 483 Plain base 9 Macro-F1: full file
ModernBERT-B PNF correct -> correct Transitions + PPS: fixed joint-diagnosable subset
Second review: 319 / 348 correct (91.7%) DeBERTa-v3-B Main seed 7 + validated seed 42 rerun
RoBERTa-B Main contrast: NF vs PNF
4. Aggregate gains coexist with negatlve ﬂlps [ PF share > NF share in 18 / 18 slices }
NNF PF NF PNF
(W-W) (W-C) (C-W) (C-C)
What the transition bars reveal
DialFact-Coref FaithDial-Random FaithDial-Topic
18/18 3.1-12.5%
ModernBERT-L (8.225%) (30?%%) (5.126%) (5%..7412:'@ (4.13]%) (6(15.740%) (7?%) (215.3%) (6.151’/0) (6:-13.377%) (5.111%) (245.3%) Macro-F1 gains NF share by slice
DeBERTa-B-long (17 4% (159%)  (12.5%) (54.2%) (12.1% (61.3%) 2%  (18.4%) (AL 2%) (62.5%) 8%  (163%) s ~
What the audit subset shows
DeBERTa-V3-L (7_25!%) (278_?;%) (7.294‘:%) (5(]::.,773%) (2_?[%) (G%ES%) (9.285%) (21538%) (4}70%) (61_328%) (85148%) (224:3%) POSItIVG-ﬂIp (PF) Share eXCeedS negatlve'ﬂlp (N F) Sha re In every JOInt'
L diagnosable model-set slice. )
ModernBERT-B (14.4%) (54.5%) (6.6%) (24.3%) (8.6%) Qa0%)  (3.9%) (63.4%) (5.4%) Q08%)  (65% (64.2%) Why the regression is hidden A
Macro-F1 aggregates across the full file;
DeBERTa-v3-B (27.5%) (42.0%) a21%  (18.0%) (5.5%) (67.6%) G2%)  (18.8%) (6.5%) (63.6%) (9% (16.7%) N it does not isolate cases that were correct before fine-tuning. D
ROBERTa-B (15.1% (54.5%) ©2%)  (210% O8%)  (72% (31% (69.9%) @5%)  (156% (B4% (67.0% Bars reproduce the paper's transition-share analysis on the joint-diagnosable subset.
0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100
5. Newly regressed cases are more premise-sensitive in nearly every setting Post-FT PPS gap = PPS(NF) - PPS(PNF)
FD-Topic - DeBERTa-v3-L 4 A1 806 - NE/PNE—18/49 Table 3 (paper): exact cross-set results
FD-Random - DeBERTav3.L - A t0.870 - NE/PNF=25/56 Repeated pattern Post-FT Macro-F1 (Delta post - pre)
DF-Coref - ModernBERT-L - A=+0.810 - NF/PNF=16/172 “ DF-Coref-Test FD-Random FD-Topic
FD-Random - ROBERTa-B - A=+0.725 - NF/PNF=8/179 17 / 18 MOdernBERT' 86 6 +25 7 81 9 +54 9) 85 4 +59 5)
DF-Coref - ROBERTa-B - A=+0.719 - NF/PNF=28/64 o _ DeBERTa-B-long 69.0 (+1.3) 73.1(+51.1) 72.4 (+51.8)
positive in main run
FD-Topic - RoBERTa-B - A=+0.649 - NF/PNF=18/144 DeBERTa-v3-L 84.1 (+20.4) 779 (+47.5) 82.7 (+52.5)
DF-Coref - ModernBERT-B - A=+0.643 - NF/PNF=20/74 ModernBERT-B /8.7 (+59.7) 79.9 (+31.0) 79.5 (+31.9)
DF-Coref - DeBERTa-v3-L - A=+0.636 - NF/PNF=24/173 6/6 DeBERTa-v3-B 57.8 (+42.0) 80.7 (+59.2) 79.4 (+60.3)
FD-Random - DeBERTa-B-long - A=+0.629 - NF/PNF=21/47 RoBERTa-B 75.9 (+60.1) 80.5 (+38.4) 79.3 (+36.0)
Topic - v3-B —+0.570 - - ositive on DF-Coref-Test
roriopic s DEBERTovSE e g Post-FT NF - PNF PPS gap [95% bootstrap CI]
_ Model | DF-Coref-Test FD-Random FD-Topic
FD-Topic - ModernBERT-L A A=+0.421 - NF/PNF=11/53
. ModernBERT-L +0.81 [0.13, 1.59] 0.00 [-1.88, 1.90] +0.42 [-0.92, 1.80]
FD-Topic - ModernBERT-B A A=+0.412 - NF/PNF=14/138 1 8 I 1 8
FD-Topic - DeBERTa-B-long 1 et 0,379 NE/PNF=21/35 bositive at seed 42 DeBERTa-B-long +0.56 [0.05, 1.09] +0.63 :-0.36, 1.63: +0.38 :-0.87, 1.83:
FD-Random - ModernBERT-B - A=+0.324 - NF/PNF=11/177 DeBERTa-v3-L +0.64 [-0.22, 1.44] +0.88 [-0.44, 2.22] +1.81 [-0.33, 3.77]
DF-Coref - DeBERTa-v3-B - A=+0.255 - NF/PNF=37/55 Some 95% Cls cross zero; the paper ModernBERT-B +0.64 [0.29, 1.01] +0.32 [-1.08, 2.16] +0.41 [-0.58, 1.62]
_ . B | _ treats this as a recurring descriptive : : : :
FD-Random - DeBERTa-v3-B A=+0.076 - NF/PNF=21/48 audit pattern. not a universal causal DeBERTa-v3-B +0.26 [0.02, 0.52] +0.08 [-0.38, 0.56] +0.57 [0.08, 1.10]
FD-Random - ModernBERT-L - ? A=-0.003 - NF/PNF=20/55 estimate. RoBERTa-B +0.72 [0.17, 1.41] +0.73 [-0.73, 2.21] +0.65 [0.16, 1.22]
—I2 —Il (I) ]I. é é éll Rows 1-3: NLI-pretrained | Rows 4-6: plain-base checkpoints
Exploratory ablation: PPS is diagnostic, not a repair Interpret carefully

Held-out DF-Coref-Test intervention selection (Table 4)

Narrow scope
PPS subset NF rec. Single m PNF harm Single | PNF harm Strat. c Pronoun-resolved, surface-recoverable dialogue cases - not

dialogue grounding in full.

High 10/84 8/84 33/241 32/241 c ~
Mid 3/38 3/38 32/256 11/256 Comparative diagnostic
e PPS is not a coreference score or a full causal attribution of entity
Low 4/41 6/41 17/207 8/207 . Use. ) o}
Overall 17/163 17/163 82/704 51/704 —— \ ‘.Q:‘){ Q
Descriptive evidence o U ee n a ry
NF recovery stayed 17 / 163; PNF harm fell from 82/ 704 to 51 / 704. e Repeated direction across models and sets; some confidence —

intervals cross zero. ) - .
When avoiding PNF harm is the priority, the no-intervention baseline remains safest. UHWEI’SIW IJf Lﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ
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