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Abstract
Free-form rationales aim to aid model interpretability by supplying the background
knowledge that can help understand model
decisions. Crowdsourced rationales are provided for commonsense QA instances in popular datasets such as CoS-E and ECQA, but their
utility remains under-investigated. We present
human studies which show that ECQA rationales indeed provide additional background information to understand a decision, while over
88% of CoS-E rationales do not. Inspired by
this finding, we ask: can the additional context provided by free-form rationales benefit
models, similar to human users? We investigate the utility of rationales as an additional
source of supervision, by varying the quantity
and quality of rationales during training. After
controlling for instances where rationales leak
the correct answer while not providing additional background knowledge, we find that incorporating only 5% of rationales during training can boost model performance by 47.22%
for CoS-E and 57.14% for ECQA during inference. Moreover, we also show that rationale
quality matters: compared to crowdsourced rationales, T5-generated rationales provide not
only weaker supervision to models, but are
also not helpful for humans in aiding model
interpretability.
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Introduction

Interpretable natural language processing benefits
from faithful rationales that are accurate representations of a model’s decision process (AlvarezMelis and Jaakkola, 2018). These rationales aim
to explain decisions by providing additional world
knowledge or commonsense reasoning, necessary
for most language understanding tasks.1 Free-form
rationales also come with the promise of being easily interpretable by humans, as opposed to other
1

We use the terms “rationale” and “explanation” interchangeably. Please see Wiegreffe and Marasović (2021) and
Jacovi and Goldberg (2021) for more details on terminology.
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kitchen/child’s hand/street/
toy store/soccer game

Question

Options

Toy store is a shop that
sells toys and ball is a toy.

toy store

Rationale

Correct Answer

How do humans perceive rationales?
Do models benefit from crowdsourced rationales?
How much extra supervision via rationales do models need
to boost performance?
Do humans and models benefit from generated rationales?

Figure 1: Our work studies the benefits of rationales.
We conduct human studies to understand perceived
usability of rationales and study if models can benefit from crowd-sourced rationales as extra supervision.
Furthermore, we study how much extra supervision
models need to boost the performance. Finally, we
compare generated rationales with human-annotated rationales. Here we use commonsense QA as an example
for illustration.

kinds of explanations, such as extractive rationales
in the form of textual highlights (Camburu et al.,
2018a), or low-level neuron activations in neural
architectures (Hohman et al., 2020).
Indeed, there have been increasing efforts to collect corpora containing free-form rationales for
task instances, which provide a supervised setting for teaching models to produce rationales for
test-time decisions. Such corpora include CoSE (Rajani et al., 2019) and ECQA (Aggarwal et al.,
2021) for commonsense question-answering, eSNLI (Camburu et al., 2018a) for natural language
inference, SBIC (Sap et al., 2020) for social bias
inference, among others; most of these corpora

contain crowdworker-written free-form rationales
(Wiegreffe and Marasović, 2021). Collecting highquality free-form rationales is challenging: for instance, Narang et al. (2020) find that the rationales
in CoS-E are of low quality, which might defeat
the purpose behind collecting such corpora. Recognizing this, ECQA (Aggarwal et al., 2021) reannotates CoS-E for better quality.

pretability and model supervision.
To summarize, our work focuses on understanding the utility of free-form rationales in existing
popular datasets, from both the human and modeling perspectives. To the best of our knowledge,
no previous work has quantitatively examined the
utility of free-form rationales.2

However, the usability of rationales is still unclear. Do crowdsourced rationales really help human users interpret decisions better, or do they
simply provide the right answer without the necessary background knowledge or reasoning? Our
work explores this question through two carefully
designed human studies for commonsense question
answering. We find that rationales from different
corpora have different capabilities: humans find
93% ECQA rationales provide additional information that can help answer questions, while only 12%
of CoS-E rationales do.

2

Inspired by this finding, we further ask: analogous to the benefit provided to human users, can
crowdsourced rationales benefit models by providing additional supervision that results in a performance boost? In contrast to prior work that uses
rationales as supervision to generate model rationales, we focus on using crowdsourced rationales
to simply aid a task model’s classification capabilities. Our results indicate that while crowdsourced
rationales do indeed boost model performance, they
might be doing so trivially, i.e. by simply leaking
the correct answer to the model. In response, we
experiment with different strategies for altering
ECQA and CoS-E rationales to prevent such leakage, and set up a fair test benchmark. Under this
setting, we find that including only 5% of rationales
during training can improve model performance
by 47.22% at inference time with good rationales.
This finding generalizes to QuaRTz (Tafjord et al.,
2019), a dataset for textual relationship inference,
in which the provided background knowledge is
intentionally designed to contain no leakage.
Finally, we investigate if automatically generated
rationales provide similar benefits as crowdsourced
rationales. Our human studies indicate that the perceived usability of generated rationales is much
lower than that of human-written ones. Moreover,
we find that generated rationales from T5 (Raffel
et al., 2020) are not yet ready to serve as supervision signals. These results indicate that the quality
of rationales is paramount for both human inter-

Preliminaries

Tasks and Datasets. We explore three large
datasets containing crowdsourced free-form natural
language rationales (App. Table 10 shows the statistics). The first two address the commonsense-based
question answering (Talmor et al., 2019, ComQA)
task: CoS-E (Rajani et al., 2019), and ECQA (Aggarwal et al., 2021). The ComQA task is based
on answering questions about common situations,
from a choice of 3 (CoS-E v1.0) or 5 (CoS-E v1.11)
answers, along with providing a free-text explanation for the correct answer. ECQA builds upon
and improves the quality of CoS-E v1.11 explanations, in terms of comprehensiveness, refutation
completeness and non-redundancy (Aggarwal et al.,
2021). In addition, ECQA explanations are contrastive, i.e. they include rationales for choosing
the correct option and rejecting other options.
We additionally consider an open-domain reasoning task about textual qualitative relationships,
via the QuaRTz (Tafjord et al., 2019) dataset, for
a subset of our experiments. Each instance contains a triplet: a situated qualitative question, two
answer options and a knowledge statement that can
help answer the question. For example, for “Compared to a box of bricks a box of feathers would
be (A) lighter (B) heavier”, the annotated knowledge in QuaRTz is A given volume of a denser
substance is heavier than the same volume of a less
dense substance. In contrast to CoS-E and ECQA,
the two options for a question in QuaRTz are orthogonal, which means the knowledge provided
to support one option will automatically reject the
other option. Furthermore, this general qualitative
knowledge statement in QuaRTz is guaranteed to
not leak the correct answer. While not explicitly
designed for interpretability, we treat the annotated
knowledge in QuaRTz as a rationale that can help
understand or derive the correct answer. The statistics of the three datasets are in Table 10.3
2

We will publicly release our annotated data and code.
CoS-E does not provide explanations for instances in the
test set; we report our results on its validation set.
3

Models. We use finetuned T5 (Raffel et al., 2020)
models throughout our work following prior efforts
for analysing (Wiegreffe et al., 2021) and generating (Narang et al., 2020; Lakhotia et al., 2021)
free-text explanations. More specifically, we finetune three T5-base models for each dataset, with
ground-truth labels and rationales.4
• I→O. We directly finetune a model to predict
the correct option, and we format the I/O of this
T5 model as context: {question} options:
{concatenated option string} for input and {correct option} for output.
• IR→O. Different from the I→O model, we
add rationales into input and have: context:
{question} options: {concatenated option
string} explanation: {rationale} for input,
the output is {correct option}.
• I→R. We finetune a model with questions and
options as input to generate rationales. The
format is explain question: {question}
answer: {concatenated option string} for input and explanation: {rationale} for output.
For the IR→O model, we experiment with different
variations based on the source of the rationales R
(e.g. RCoS-E ). In addition, rationales used in our
analysis could be either from crowdsourced human
annotation (Rcrowd ) or automatic model generations (Rgenerated ).
Evaluation. We use accuracy (acc) to evaluate
the performance of both I→O and IR→O models,
and measure the benefit of rationales as extra supervision by using a simulatability score, which
reflects the utility of rationales in terms of improving a model’s performance:
acc(IR → O) − acc(I → O).

(1)

We do not report lexical-overlap metrics as our primary evaluation metric because these are not suited
for measuring plausibility (Camburu et al., 2018b;
Kayser et al., 2021; Clinciu et al., 2021) or faithfulness of rationales (Jacovi and Goldberg, 2020).
In contrast, we follow prior work Wiegreffe et al.
(2021) and use the simulatability score (Eq. 1) to
measure rationale quality from the lens of usability
of rationales. Simulatability score has been serving
as a reliable measure of rationale quality from the
lens of utility to an end user in prior literature (Hase
and Bansal, 2020; Hase et al., 2020; Rajagopal
et al., 2021; Poursabzi-Sangdeh et al., 2021; Wiegreffe et al., 2021, i.a.), which additionally measures
4

See App. A for details on our T5 model training.

the predictive ability a rationale provides over the
input, unlike lexical-overlap metrics.

3

Do crowdsourced rationales aid human
interpretability?

Free-text rationales purportedly improve human
user interpretability by explaining a model’s decisions in natural language. We seek to discover
which characteristics of the rationales aid users:
Q1 Are the rationales providing additional background knowledge for understanding decisions?
For example, the rationale: Air cannot stay in any
object that has a hole in it provides additional
knowledge for understanding why the answer to
What would not be true about a basketball if it
had a hole in it but it did not lose its general
shape? should be full of air.
Q2 Are the rationales providing explicit clues to leak
the correct answer? For example, given a rationale: The common watching device at home is a
tv set, one can guess the correct answer should
be “television”, among options drive in home,
television, video store and show, without looking
at the question.
3.1

Human Studies

We conduct two studies to investigate Q1 and Q2:
Comparative Study. We conduct a pilot study
where annotators are presented the question, options, correct answer and rationales from CoS-E
and ECQA for each instance. Annotators are tasked
to answer which rationale provides additional background knowledge that can help them answer the
question. Four options are possible: CoS-E, ECQA,
neither, or both.5 Simultaneously, we ask annotators if any of the two rationales leaks the correct
answer. Concretely, the annotators are required
to provide three annotations for each instance: 1)
choose one option for the additional background information (T1); 2) judge if ECQA rationale leaks
the correct answer (T2); and 3) judge if CoS-E
leaks the correct answer (T3).
We use the first 120 rationales in ECQA and
CoS-E v1.11 and conduct our study on Amazon
Mturk. For each instance, we collect annotations
from three independent annotators.6 Using Fleiss’s
Kappa (Fleiss and Cohen, 1973), the inter annotator
agreement (IAA) for T1, T2 and T3 are 0.43, 0.26,
5
While Aggarwal et al. (2021) provide similar human studies comparing ECQA and CoS-E rationales, they do not specifically ask for additional background knowledge.
6
See more annotation details in Appendix B.

ECQA
has background knowledge
leaks answer

85.8%
83.3%

crowdsourced rationale

constructed rationale

question

option

CoS-E

unit is a self-contained
housing unit that

You could find a
toilet at apartment
that only friends
can use.

Where could
you find a toi
-let that only
friends can
use?

rest area,
school,
stadium,
apartment,
hospital

ECQA

Glue stick is a solid glue
used to stick thin paper
materials by adults in
offices. Adults don’t go
to classroom and school,
and other options don’t
have adults.

Adults use glue
sticks in their
offices. They do
not use them at
classroom, desk
drawer, at school
or kitchen drawer.

Where do
adults use
glue sticks?

classroom,
desk drawer,
at school,
office,
kitchendrawer

crowdsourced rationale

constructed rationale

neither

either

3%
73%

5%
9%

92%
14%

0%
4%

CoS-E
30.0%
43.3%

Table 1: Comparative study on the perceived usefulness
of ECQA/CoS-E rationales on 120 ComQA instances.

and 0.30, respectively, indicating moderate agreement. We take the majority vote of annotations as
the final label.
Table 1 shows the results for human evaluation
of the usefulness and quality of annotated rationales. About 85.8% ECQA rationales can provide
additional background knowledge to help answer
the question, while only 30% CoS-E rationales can
achieve the same, confirming the higher quality of
ECQA rationales for human interpretability (Aggarwal et al., 2021). However, both ECQA and CoS-E
rationales leak the correct answers. Indeed, ECQA
rationales often reveal the correct answer, though
providing the background knowledge necessary for
humans to understand the decision.
Additional Objective Study. In the above study,
workers are asked to use their personal judgements.
To study Q1 and Q2 in a more objective manner,
we propose the following two experiments. Every
instance in both experiments is annotated by three
annotators, and we report the majority vote.
To further measure leakage quantitatively, we
use a partial information setting, where we hide
the question from workers and only provide the
rationale, the options for the question and a new
option “cannot tell”. We then task workers to pick
the option that best matches the rationale. If a
worker can pick the correct answer without even
seeing the question, we consider the rationale has
leaked the answer. As a result, annotators are able
to pick the correct answer among options by only
looking at rationales for 43.0% CoS-E rationales
and 78.0% ECQA rationales. The IAA is 0.73.
For background knowledge, we manually produce constructed rationales to contrast with crowdsourced rationales. Our constructed rationales are
designed to not provide background knowledge,
while being fluent and following the same style as
the crowdsourced explanations. For CoS-E, this
rationale simply combines the correct option and
the answer. For ECQA, in addition to combining
the correct option with the answer, our constructed
rationale simply states that all options are incorrect for the question. We show two examples of

CoS-E
ECQA

Table 2: Top: examples of crowdsourced vs. constructed rationales for CoS-E and ECQA. Bottom: results from our human study to compare crowdsourced
and constructed rationales.

our constructed text in Table 2. We provide human subjects with the question, the correct answer,
the crowdsourced rationale (from CoS-E or ECQA)
and our constructed rationale. We instruct workers
to choose the explanation that they would prefer if
they need to explain the correct answer to someone
who might not have the necessary knowledge, perhaps a child or a foreign national. The IAA is 0.61.
Table 2 shows that while human raters preferred our
constructed rationales over CoS-E rationales, most
preferred neither, indicating that neither provides
background knowledge necessary for answering
the question. On the other hand, raters seem to
prefer ECQA rationales over our constructed ones,
indicating the benefits of background knowledge
in the carefully collected ECQA rationales. However, surprisingly, raters picked our constructed
rationales 9% of the time, while being ambivalent
about either rationale for 4% of the cases; moreover, they liked neither ECQA or the constructed
explanations for 14% of the cases! This indicates
that while ECQA rationales might be of higher quality than CoS-E rationales, it is likely that human
raters might select rationales based on style alone.
Additionally, overspecification of the background
knowledge might not always be appealing to human annotators.
3.2

Categorizing Crowdsourced Rationales

CoS-E: Although Narang et al. (2020) criticize
the quality of CoS-E annotation, they do not provide a detailed study of the various deficiencies in
the rationales. Nevertheless, CoS-E v1.11 is still
widely used for additional commonsense knowledge (Ye et al., 2019), analysis (Majumder et al.,
2021; Wiegreffe et al., 2021) and commonsense

Example

Category Description

Ratio

Cno-leak-bg

Question: What would not be true about a basketball if it had a hole
in it but it did not lose its general shape?
Options: 1: punctured 2: popular in america 3: full of air 4: gone 5: round
Rationale: Air cannot stay in any object that has a hole in it.

provides additional background
knowledge without leaking
correct answers.

4.83%
(59/1221)

Cleak-bg

Question: In what Spanish speaking North American country can you get a great cup of coffee?
Options: 1: mildred’s coffee shop 2: mexico 3: diner 4: kitchen 5: canteen
Rationale: mexico is one of the largest coffee production country

leaks the correct answer but contains
additional background knowledge
that can help answer questions.

6.72%
(82/1221)

Cno-leak-no-bg

Question: why would a person like to have a large house?
Options: 1: have choice 2: mentally challenged 3: own house 4: obesity 5: lots of space
Rationale: This word is most relevant

neither provides any additional
background information, nor
leaks the correct answer.

43.65%
(533/1221)

Cleak-no-bg

Question: where will a cheap book be found?
Options: 1: bookstore 2: classroom 3: discount store 4: school room 5: bedside table
Rationale: discount shop retail shop

leaks the correct answer and does
not provide additional background
knowledge.

44.80%
(547/1221)

Table 3: Our manual split of CoS-E v1.11 (dev.) instances into four categories, with corresponding examples. We
find that 88.45% rationales in the CoS-E dev. set do not provide background information.

reasoning (Paranjape et al., 2021). Therefore, it
is imperative for the community to understand the
quality of the annotated rationales in CoS-E. Motivated by their usefulness for model supervision,
we split rationales into 4 categories in Table 3.
Three co-authors of this paper annotated 100 instances independently. The Fleiss Kappa scores
among co-authors are 0.65 for background knowledge and 0.84 for leakage, which suggests a good
agreement. We use the majority vote among three
annotators as the final label. Afterwards, one of the
authors categorized the rest of the instances in the
development set of CoS-E v1.11 dataset into four
categories. 7 Table 3 shows the distribution of the
categories, examples from each category picked at
random, together with a description.
Rationales that do not provide additional background knowledge make up 88.45% of the entire
development set of CoS-E v1.11. Using the development set as a lens, our annotation provides
a qualitative and quantitative understanding of the
crowdsourced rationales in CoS-E. Future research
should be careful when using rationales from CoSE as additional knowledge or explanations.
ECQA: Aggarwal et al. (2021) build on CoS-E
question-answer pairs and reannotate the rationales.
Table 4 compares CoS-E and ECQA rationales,
where the former directly combines the correct
answer and the question, but the latter contains
additional commonsense knowledge that can help
answer the question, suggesting a higher quality.
Moreover, ECQA rationales are contrastive as they
explain, for each option, why it is correct or incorrect. Regardless, we find that all ECQA rationales
start with the rationale for the correct option, followed by all other incorrect options. This ordering
introduces a spurious correlation which likely provides a shortcut to the model for predicting the cor7

App. C provides details.

Source

Rationale

CoS-E
v1.11

People waiting alongside with when you’re in
a reception area

ECQA

People waits in a reception area. You cant wait
along with a motel, hotel, chair or a hospital.
These are the people where the reception area
is found but people waits together at reception
area of such places.

ECQAshuffle

You cant wait along with a motel, hotel, chair
or a hospital. These are the people where the
reception area is found but people waits together at reception area of such places. People
waits in a reception area.

Table 4: Example annotations from CoS-E v1.11 and
ECQA for question “What are you waiting alongside
with when you’re in a reception area?” with options
1: motel 2: chair 3: hospital 4: people 5: hotels and
correct option people. CoS-E annotation directly combines the question and the correct answer, while ECQA
annotation provides additional background knowledge.

rect answer, but for wrong reasons. To address this
issue, we randomly shuffle the rationales for different answer choices within each ECQA instance.8

4

Can Models Benefit from
Crowdsourced Rationales?

In the previous section (§3), we found that crowdsourced rationales from carefully constructed corpora provide additional information to help humans
better answer commonsense questions. Now, we
seek to answer if the same information can also benefit machine learning models, by providing them
additional supervision, to make better decisions.
4.1

Revisiting Rationales as Supervision

Taking into account our findings from the detailed
analysis above (§3), we conduct experiments to
8
We use the sentencizer in Spacy (https://spacy.
io/) and random permute their order, with seed 0.

c1

c4

c5

c6

I+RECQA

c7

c8

I+RCoS-E

I

I+RCoS-E

w/o shuffle

shuffled

Cno-leak-bg

Cleak-bg

Cno-leak-no-bg

Cleak-no-bg

57.00

46.11

53.32

54.95

40.68

46.34

45.97

46.80

-

0%

r2
r3
r4
r5
r6

CoS-E

r1

c3

5%
10%
20%
30%
100%

53.781.10
54.440.72
53.620.23
53.120.60
48.24

72.532.19
76.031.00
77.230.47
77.430.30
78.46

76.502.30
80.781.53
83.401.41
79.173.23
66.01

65.572.86
63.740.78
62.711.80
63.561.28
64.46

59.895.24
70.062.88
68.935.59
73.555.46
71.19

87.404.14
89.023.45
95.531.15
94.710.58
97.56

54.721.17
56.851.48
56.971.08
56.721.11
57.97

89.032.72
93.420.65
95.120.09
96.490.67
96.34

r7
r8
r9
r10
r11

ECQA-shuffl.

%R

c2

5%
10%
20%
30%
100%

54.050.95
54.051.08
53.290.32
52.850.67
38.08

59.270.91
61.722.11
66.500.66
65.050.78
67.32

86.651.10
92.550.52
95.410.48
95.850.34
97.3

86.351.54
93.010.37
94.701.17
95.520.51
96.56

51.417.10
54.805.24
64.414.99
56.505.24
55.93

69.101.52
72.764.03
83.741.15
81.302.30
93.90

53.220.49
52.531.46
55.850.69
52.910.41
39.40

64.532.35
69.773.16
74.531.36
75.382.15
91.77

Table 5: Model accuracy under I→O / IR→O settings, w.r.t. fine-grained understanding of the quality and quantity
of rationales. At inference time, we use the full set of annotated rationales, or by category for CoS-E. All reported
numbers are 3-seed average accuracy with the standard deviation in the subscript. rows and columns are settings
for training and testing separately. r1 is the baseline performance without having rationales during training.

r1
r2
r3
r4
r5
r6

c1

c2

c3
I+R
ECQA shuffle

Source

Quantity

I

I+R
ECQA

-

0

57.00

53.32

54.95

5%
10%
20%
30%
100%

55.45
55.36
54.55
53.64
31.44

93.94
96.56
97.21
97.46
97.79

76.66
73.46
70.02
66.91
76.33

ECQA

Table 6: The importance of shuffling ECQA rationales.
Without shuffling, the model relies on the spurious correlation due to sentence order.

include rationales as supervision for task models,
but with a finer-grained understanding of these rationales. During training, we use varying amounts
(5%, 10%, 20%, 30% and the full 100%) of CoS-E
and shuffled-ECQA rationales, to study how the
quantity of rationales affects the model performance. During inference, we provide the T5 models with rationales under each of the four categories
of CoS-E, as discussed above, as well as all combined together. For ECQA, we report performance
for inference with and without shuffled rationales.
Finally, we study how supervision from one dataset
affects another, in a transfer learning setting.
Takeaways. Table 5 shows that one may find rationales are helping improve model performance at
the first glance, CoS-E (c1 & c2 for r2) with only
5% training data. However, instances that purely
leak the answer may make up a large portion. With
a closer look, without background information and
leakage, there is no improvement (c7). 2) with
background knowledge, but no leakage, model performance can still be improved (c5); a close inspection of the quality of rationales reveals is necessary

to understand when rationales can help the model
decision for the right reasons (i.e. providing background information, not leaking the answer). Our
experiment on Quartz, as a benchmark with rationales containing background information but no
leakage further validates our hypothesis.
Rationales boost model performance. First,
comparing c1 with the rest of columns (c2-c8), rationales can help improve model’s ability to make
the correct prediction. However, when there is neither leakage of correct answer nor additional background information in the rationale, it cannot help
model predict the correct answer. After adding
5% of training data, the model reaches 59.89%
accuracy with Cno-leak-bg rationales, which yields
47.2% improvement compared to 40.68% without
rationales. Please note that we exempt r1 from
comparison because the model does not have any
supervision from rationales during training, making it hard to understand the usability of rationales
during the inference time.
Rationales help transfer learning. Second,
adding more rationales to training will help boost
model’s performance for data from the same distribution. r2-r6 under c2 and r7-r11 under c4
are two examples. Adding rationales from another
type can help model improve performance to an extent. However, models would perform worse when
adding more rationales (20%→30%) from another
type of rationale. We suspect this is because the
model overfits to one specific rationale type and
raise the distributional shift issue.
Rationale quality matters. Last, the quality of
rationales affects performance for both cases: 1)
adding rationales to training, and 2) use rationales

r1
r2
r3
r4
r5
r6

%R

I

I+RQuaRTz

I→O

-

70.88

38.27

IRQuaRTz →O

5%
10%
20%
30%
100%

66.201.33
67.811.15
67.990.54
67.130.69
64.67

67.861.18
70.581.25
69.730.97
71.510.16
81.51

Table 7: QuaRTz model accuracy with and without supervision from knowledge statements as rationales.

for model inference. The former is supported by
the comparison between r2-r6 under c2 and r7r11 under c4: using ECQA rationales will yield a
better performance. Meanwhile, r2 to r6 under c7
supports the latter argument: adding poor quality
rationales does not help model reasoning.
To validate the importance of shuffling ECQA
rationales, we add randomly-picked 5% ECQA rationales without shuffling into training and test the
model performance on both shuffled and unshuffled ECQA rationales in Table 6. Comparing c2
and c3 in Table 6, we see that with only 5% unshuffled (r2), the accuracy rises from 53.32 to 93.94.
However, when we test the model on shuffled data,
the accuracy is 76.66%. The experimental result
suggests that the model learns the spurious correlation between the rationale and correct answer
before shuffling. Therefore, we shuffle the order of
sentences in the ECQA annotation to prevent the
model from learning this spurious correlation.
Non-leaky rationales still boost model performance. Despite taking care to prevent spurious
correlations in ECQA, there is still a chance models benefit from some amount of leakage of the
correct answer. To control for this, we consider
the QuaRTz dataset, introduced in §2, using knowledge statements as rationales, which are guaranteed
to contain no leakage. We use the same modeling
strategy as before and finetune T5 models for both
I→O and IR→O models on QuaRTz. Without rationales, T5 model performs comparably to the
BERT-PFT (IR) model which scores 73.7, one of
the most promising models reported in (Tafjord
et al., 2019). It shows that QuaRTz dataset is hard,
and finetuning T5 is a feasible modeling strategy
to apply for QuaRTz dataset.
Table 7 shows the experimental results of the
distant supervision setting for QuaRTz, which validates our previous finding that rationales help to
improve model’s ability to predict correct answer,
here adding 30% of rationales can bring about

Setting

RA

RB

Neither

Both
19.17%

RA: ECQA ann.
RB: ECQA gen.

useful

43.44%

22.50%

15%

leakage

89.17%

64.17%

n/a

n/a

RA: CoS-E ann.
RB: CoS-E gen.

useful

28.33%

20%

34.17%

17.5%

leakage

51.67%

40.83%

n/a

n/a

Table 8: Comparative studies for (1) ECQA annotated
v.s. ECQA generated rationales and (2) CoS-E annotated v.s. CoS-E generated rationales. Humans perceive fewer generated rationales to provide additional
background knowledge than human-annotated rationales.
RCoS-E
generated

RECQA
generated

RCoS-E
annotated

RECQA
annotated

R_CoS-E
generated

5%
10%
20%
30%
100%

44.341.59
44.940.59
44.340.71
44.910.43
43.90

45.10.86
42.890.46
41.170.74
39.830.56
35.71

68.962.11
75.980.72
77.450.54
77.070.70
76.74

58.831.27
60.530.46
62.380.27
64.650.95
60.11

R_ECQA
generated

5%
10%
20%
30%
100%

46.330.54
45.100.34
46.980.83
45.810.60
43.16

44.641.03
44.960.30
45.670.37
45.510.40
44.64

58.971.07
60.410.47
62.000.35
64.511.03
64.86

79.311.17
87.220.40
89.680.47
91.510.80
93.37

Table 9: Using different amount of generated rationales
in training as extra supervision.

0.89% accuracy improvement. Meanwhile, keep
adding more rationales further boosts model’s performance. The consistency with our previous findings shows the generalizability of our conclusions.

5

Benefits of Generated Rationales

So far, we have focused on crowdsourced rationales, written by humans. However, there has been
a lot of research on generating free-form rationales
using T5 (Narang et al., 2020; Paranjape et al.,
2021). Based on this, we ask: 1) can generated
rationales provide the additional background information necessary for humans to interpret and
answer questions, similar to §4, and 2) can generated rationales provide additional supervision to
improve model’s prediction accuracy?
Human Perception of Generated Rationales.
We repeat our comparative human study in §3 on:
(1) generated- v.s annotated- ECQA rationales and
(2) generated- v.s. annotated- CoS-E rationales. Table 8 shows that human perceive fewer generated
rationales to provide additional background knowledge than human-annotated rationales. Meanwhile,
ECQA rationales have better quality than both the
human-annotated and generated rationales from
CoS-E. The conclusion is consistent with §3.

Generated Rationales as Model Supervision.
First, we use annotated rationales to train I→R
models for both CoS-E and ECQA following steps
from §2. Then, we use the I→R models to generate
rationales and add generated rationales to IR→O
model training with various amount.9 During the
inference time, we either I: use generated rationales, following the setting from Wiegreffe et al.
(2021), or II: use human annotated rationales.
Table 9 shows the experimental result of the distant supervision setting with generated rationales.
For setting I, we share the same finding with Wiegreffe et al. (2021) that using generated rationales
during inference does not help improve model’s
performance in terms of predicting correct option,
leading to negative simulatability scores, which are
-13.1 (43.9-57) for CoS-E generated rationales and
-12.36 (44.64-57) for ECQA generated rationales.
For setting II, using generated rationales for training but human-annotated rationales at the inference
time, model’s prediction accuracy improves. However, the accuracy is lower than the setting where
we use human-written rationales for training in Table 5. These findings address the importance of
having good quality rationales for the I→R model
training, as we have concluded that ECQA rationales are of better quality than CoS-E. Under the
distant supervision setting, however, using more
generated rationales in training keeps boosting the
model performance to an extent (from 5% to 30%),
which is consistent with our previous conclusion
using human annotated rationales. However, using
100% generated rationales leads to a performance
drop compared to only using 30% for RCoS-E , we
suspect that this is because the generated rationales
introduce too much noise and the model fails to
learn a clear pattern. These conclusions are consistent with our human studies.

6

Related Work

Types of Explanations. Rationales can be
roughly categorized into two broad categories: extractive rationales and free-form rationales. Extractive rationales serve interpretability in that
they can reveal the “reasoning” behind model outputs. Therefore, extractive rationales are usually
grounded in a specific context (e.g., such as a paragraph) as supportive evidence. For example, in
information extraction (IE) tasks, a rationale can
9
We show an example of annotated and generated rationales for both CoS-E and ECQA in Appendix D.

be extracted as a subset of the input and is sufficient
to make a prediction on its own without relying on
the rest of the input. DeYoung et al. (2020) introduce ERASER that comprises 8 datasets and
9 tasks with human annotation of extractive rationales. Free-text rationales take the form of freeform natural language to fill in the reasoning or
knowledge gap. There have been fewer datasets
focusing on introducing free-form rationales compared to extractive rationales. In addition to eSNLI (Camburu et al., 2018a), CoS-E (Rajani et al.,
2019), QuaRTz (Tafjord et al., 2019) and the most
recent ECQA (Aggarwal et al., 2021) provide necessary knowledge for answering questions.
Rationale Generation. From the modeling perspective, rationale generation models can be
roughly categorized into supervised and unsupervised models. For supervised models, Lakhotia
et al. (2021) and Narang et al. (2020) finetune T5
to generate extractive and free-form rationales separately. For unsupervised models, Glockner et al.
(2020) propose a differential training framework to
create models that output faithful rationales without
supervision. Instead of directly generating rationales, Paranjape et al. (2021) propose to utilize T5
to complete contrastive explanation prompts that
explicitly contrast different possible answers in its
explanation. Under the line of contrastive explanation generation, Jacovi et al. (2021) manipulate the
latent space, differentiate two potential decisions
and construct explanations to answer for which the
given label is useful. Following prior work, we also
finetune T5 models to generate rationales.
Learning From Rationales. There has been limited work studying the problem of training models to learn from human-annotated free-form rationales. Wiegreffe et al. (2021) investigate how
free-form rationales and model predicted labels are
associated, and use it as a property to evaluate the
faithfulness of rationales; in contrast our work provides a much more detailed study across multiple
datasets. Carton et al. (2021) leverage extractive
rationales and show a consistent trend that using
rationales can improve model performance. Most
similar to our work, Huang et al. (2021) noticed
that the quality of rationales would have a huge impact and explore the utility of extractive rationales
in the distant supervision setting. Our work has a
similar motivation to Huang et al.’s and follows a
similar setting for free-form rationales.

7

Conclusion

We investigated the usability of free-form rationales from both a human and a modeling perspective. Centering our analysis on commonsense QA
datasets, we find that humans perceive rationales
with more background knowledge as more useful
than those which simply combine the question and
the answer. We provided a detailed qualitative analysis of CoS-E and ECQA rationales, and found that
even small amounts of higher quality rationales
are helpful as additional supervision sources for
task models. Our work highlights the importance
of inspecting the quality of human-annotated rationales before using them for additional model
supervision. We also found that generated rationales are not as useful for human interpretability or
for model supervision, as opposed to crowdsourced
rationales. Our investigations shed light on fundamental assumptions about human interpretability
in collecting and generating rationales, and calls
for further deeper investigation into the utility of
free-form rationales.

Ethical Consideration
During our manual annotation process, we provide
timely warning of potential adult topics and ask
workers to return the job if they are under age.
For modeling, we utilize T5 throughout our work,
which also involves generating rationales. It is
well-known that such pretrained language models—
trained on massive online texts—could capture the
biases reflecting the training data. Our released
models might be used for malicious purposes because we do not have a filtering mechanism that
checks the toxicity, bias, or offensiveness of source
sentences from the input. We suggest interested
parties carefully check the generated content before
using our trained models in any real world applications. The datasets in our work are all public.
These do not contain any explicit detail that leaks
information about a user’s name, health, negative
financial status, racial or ethnic origin, religious or
philosophical affiliation or beliefs.
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Dataset

Train

Test

Source

Rationale

CoS-E v1.11/ECQA
QuaRTz

9,741
2,695

1,221
783

CoS-E
annotation

nourishment is a work

CoS-E
generation

the dog needs lots of attention

ECQA
annotation

Lots of attention is a special care or notice
taken of someone or something, the regarding of someone or something as interesting
or important. Aside from water and nourishment, our dog needs lots of attention. Bone
is a treat that our dog will enjoy, and bone is
nourishment and not what our dog needs the
most. Charm is a quality of fascinating others
and our dog doesn’t have to fascinate others.
Petted is to show affection and not a care that
a dog requires. Walked is moved at a regular
pace and that a dog can do by his own and not
what he needs from you.

ECQA
generation

Aside from water and nourishment, your dog
need lots of attention. Bone is the part of human body which provides nourishment and
rest. Petted is to be taken care of while lots
of attention is not. Walked is done by a dog
and not an animal. Charm is not related to
nourishment and water.

Table 10: The statistics of 3 datasets in our work.

A

Implementation Details for Finetuning
T5

We finetune multiple T5 models (Raffel et al., 2020)
in our work, and we use HuggingFace (Wolf et al.,
2020) throughout our implementation. We use 512
and 256 for the maximum source length and the
maximum target length separately. To optimize, we
use AdamW (Loshchilov and Hutter, 2019) with
a learning rate of 0.0001. We train each model
on a NVIDIA RTX 2080 with a batch size of 8
for 30 epochs. During the inference time, we use
beam search as the decoding method with a beam
size of 2. The generation of EOS token or reaching the maximum target length will terminate the
decoding.

B

Human Study Annotation

We recruit workers through our maintained list of
good workers. These workers have collaboration
with us on other projects, who we make sure are not
spammers. In addition, we require workers to have
completed over 1000 HITs with an approval rate
over 99% and locate in the United States to qualify
for our annotation task. As some of the questions
contain discussion of adult topics, we warn workers
and ask them to terminate the annotation if they are
under 18. Our annotation pays for $1 per HIT.

C

Author Annotation Details

The 100 CoS-E instances that are annotated by
three authors are the sames ones annotated by
workers on Mturk in the additional quality checks.
Workers’ annotation agrees with ours on 92 out
of 100 instances for both background knowledge
and leakage annotation, showing a good agreement
between us and workers. We do the rest of annotations by ourselves to ensure the annotation
quality. During the annotation, one example of
a Cno-leak-no-bg rationale is “Rivers flow trough valleys.”, which occurs in 119 / 1221 instances (9.7%
of the entire dev. set), even though it seemed valid
for just one dev. instance. We suspect that this rationale was used as a default placeholder. We urge
future researchers to closely inspect the annotation
quality before releasing a dataset.

Table 11: Exampled of annotated and generated rationales from CoS-E v1.11 and ECQA for question
“Aside from water and nourishment what does your dog
need?” with options 1: bone 2: charm 3: petted 4:
lots of attention 5: walked and correct option lots of
attention.

D

Examples of Generated Rationales

Table 11 shows an example of generated rationales
for CoS-E and ECQA, together with annotated rationales in the original dataset. Based on our human
evaluation, the quality of generated rationales are
worse than annotated rationales and cannot provide
proper supervision signals for model training.

