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Abstract

Modern language modeling tasks are often underspecified:
for a given token prediction, many words may satisfy the
user’s intent of producing natural language at inference time,
however only one word will minimize the task’s loss function
at training time. We introduce a simple causal mechanism
to describe the role underspecification plays in the genera-
tion of spurious correlations. Despite its simplicity, our causal
model directly informs the development of two lightweight
black-box evaluation methods, that we apply to gendered pro-
noun resolution tasks on a wide range of LLMs to 1) aid in
the detection of inference-time task underspecification by ex-
ploiting 2) previously unreported gender vs. time and gen-
der vs. location spurious correlations on LLMs with a range
of A) sizes: from BERT-base to GPT-4 Turbo Preview, B)
pre-training objectives: from masked & autoregressive lan-
guage modeling to a mixture of these objectives, and C) train-
ing stages: from pre-training only to reinforcement learning
from human feedback (RLHF). Code and open-source demos
available at https://github.com/2dot71mily/uspec.

1 Introduction
Large language models (LLMs) often face severely under-
specified prediction and generation tasks, infeasible for both
LLMs and humans. For example, in the language modeling
task in Figure 1d, lacking sufficient specification, a model
may resort to learning spurious correlations based on avail-
able but perhaps irrelevant features. This is distinct from the
more well-studied form of spurious correlations: shortcut
learning, in which the label is often specified given the fea-
tures, yet the shortcut features are simply easier to learn than
the intended features (Figure 1a) (Geirhos et al. 2020; Park
et al. 2022).

In this work we describe a causal mechanism by which
task underspecification can induce spurious correlations
that may not otherwise manifest, had the task been well-
specified. Models may exhibit spurious correlations due to
multiple mechanisms. For example, underspecification in
Figure 1b may serve to amplify its gender-occupation short-
cut bias relative to that of Figure 1a.

To help disambiguate, we develop a challenge set
(Lehmann et al. 1996) to study tasks that are both unspeci-

Copyright © 2024, Association for the Advancement of Artificial
Intelligence (www.aaai.org). All rights reserved.

Figure 1: Causal DAGs for which the prediction could be
‘right for the wrong reasons’ as related to task specification:
(a) is well-specified, yet the model mostly relies on gender-
occupation shortcut features; (b) through (d) are increas-
ingly underspecified, with X lacking any causal features for
Y ; where X & Y are the dataset’s text-based features & la-
bels, B & G are common causes of X & Y : one a shortcut
and one intended, and W & S are not causes of Y , but in-
cluded due to their involvement in sample selection bias, S.

fied and lacking shortcut features (Figure 1c & d). Yet spuri-
ous correlations between feature & label pairs can nonethe-
less arise in such tasks due to sample selection bias. We hy-
pothesize, and measure empirically, that underspecification
serves to induce latent selection bias that is otherwise effec-
tively absent in well-specified tasks.

Unspecified Tasks are defined in this paper by the task’s
features (X) containing no causes, or causal features, for
the label (Y ): X ↛ Y . The causal directed acyclic graphs
(DAGs) in Figure 1b to d encode this relationship with the
absence of an arrow between features, X, and labels, Y.

Similar to how language modeling tasks can be further de-
composed into multiple NLP ‘subtasks’, an underspecified
task can be decomposed into well-specified and unspecified
subtasks. For example, the ‘fill-mask’ task in Figure 1c is
well-specified for the named-entity recognition task and un-
specified for the gendered pronoun resolution task.

At inference time, we can impose unspecified tasks upon
LLMs. However, as we do not have direct access to most
LLMs’ pre-training, we can only presume that models en-
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counter unspecified learning tasks during training; this is a
particularly plausible scenario for the tokens predicted to-
wards the beginning of a sequence with an autoregressive
language modeling objective (Figure 1d).

The models evaluated are BERT (Devlin et al. 2018),
RoBERTa (Liu et al. 2019), BART (Lewis et al. 2020),
UL2 & Flan-UL2 (Tay et al. 2023), and GPT-3.0 (Brown
et al. 2020), GPT-3.5 SFT (Supervised Fine Tuned), GPT-
3.5 RLHF (Ouyang et al. 2022), 1 GPT-3 Turbo, GPT-4 &
GPT-4 Turbo Preview (OpenAI 2023a), 2 spanning known
architectures that are encoder-only, encoder-decoder and
decoder-only, with a range of pre-training tasks: 1) masked
language modeling (MLM)3 in BERT-family models, 2) au-
toregressive language modeling (LM) in GPT-family models
and 3) a combination of the two prior objectives as a general-
ization or mixture of denoising auto encoders in BART and
UL2-family models.4 We additionally cover post-training
objectives: instruction fine tuning (SFT or Flan) and RLHF.

The gendered pronoun resolution task will serve as a
case study for the rest of this paper, as it is 1) a well-defined
problem with recent advances (Cao and Daumé III 2020;
Webster et al. 2020) and yet remains a challenge for modern
LLMs (Mattern et al. 2022; Chung et al. 2022), and 2) it has
already served as an evaluation task in GPT-family papers
Brown et al. (2020); Ouyang et al. (2022). We provide ex-
amples of extending our methods to other natural language
generation tasks at https://github.com/2dot71mily/uspec.

1.1 Related Work
Gendered Pronoun Resolution. Successes seen in rebal-
ancing data corpora (Webster et al. 2018) and retraining
or fine-tuning models (Zhao et al. 2018; Park, Shin, and
Fung 2018) have become less practical at the current scale
of LLMs. Further, we show evaluations focused on well-
established biases, such as gender vs. occupation correla-
tions (Rudinger et al. 2018; Brown et al. 2020; Ouyang et al.
2022; Mattern et al. 2022), may be confounded with previ-
ously unidentified biases, such as the gender vs. time and
gender vs. location correlations identified in this work.

Vig et al. (2020) use causal mediation analysis to gain
insights into how and where latent gender biases are rep-
resented in the transformer, however, their methods require
white-box access to models, while our methods do not.

Finally, our methods do not require the categorization of
real-world entities (e.g. occupations) as gender stereotypical
or anti-stereotypical (Vig et al. 2020; Mattern et al. 2022;

1We use ‘davinci’, ‘text-davinci-002’ and ‘text-davinci-003’ for
GPT-3.0, GPT-3.5 SFT, & GPT-3.5 RLHF respectively (Ye et al.
2023; OpenAI 2023b).

2GPT-3 Turbo, GPT-4 & GPT-4 Turbo Preview accessed 2024-
02-17, at which time GPT-4 Turbo Preview is the latest available
model.

3This paper does not address the next sentence prediction pre-
training objective used in BERT and subsequently dropped in
RoBERTa due to limited effectiveness (Liu et al. 2019).

4BART supports additional pre-training tasks: token deletion,
sentence permutation, document rotation and text infilling (Lewis
et al. 2020), and UL2-family models support mode switching be-
tween autoregressive (LM) and multiple span corruption denoisers.

Rudinger et al. 2018; Chung et al. 2022). Rather our meth-
ods serve to detect if the gendered pronoun resolution task
is well-specified or unspecified. The latter renders any gen-
dered prediction suspect, regardless of gender stereotype.

Underspecification in Deep Learning. D’Amour et al.
(2022) perturb the initialization random seed in LLMs at
pre-training time to show substantial variance in the re-
liance on shortcut features, such as gender vs. occupation
correlations, at inference-time across their custom-trained
LLMs. We instead study plausible data-generating processes
to target specific perturbations, enabling specific methods
for black-box detection of task specification at inference
time with a single off-the-shelf LLM.

Lee, Yao, and Finn (2022) introduced a method to learn
a diverse set of functions from underspecified data, from
which they can subsequently select the optimal predictor,
but have yet to apply this method to tasks lacking shortcut
features, as is our focus.

Spurious Correlations in Deep Learning. Shortcut-
induced spurious correlations are also often true in the real-
world target domain: cows are often in fields of grass (Beery,
van Horn, and Perona 2018), and summaries do often have
high lexical overlap with the original text (Zhang, Baldridge,
and He 2019). In distinction, we measure LLM gender vs.
time and gender vs. location spurious correlations that are
untrue in our real-world target domain, where genders are
evenly distributed over time and space.

Geirhos et al. (2020) describe models as following a ‘Prin-
ciple of Least Effort’ to detect shortcut features easier to
learn than the intended feature. In contrast, we characterize
the learning of specification-induced features as a ‘method
of last resort’, when no intended features (or causal features)
are available in the learning task.

Joshi, Pan, and He (2022) use causal DAGs to classify cer-
tain spurious features as “irrelevant to the label”, and find
that data balancing is an effective debiasing technique for
such features. In distinction, we find that similarly “irrele-
vant” specification-induced spurious features cannot be de-
biased via data balancing, so we instead develop methods
for detection of task underspecification.

1.2 Contributions
• We apply causal inference methods to hypothesize a sim-

ple, yet plausible mechanism explaining the role task spec-
ification plays in inducing learned latent selection bias into
natural language generation.

• We test these hypotheses on black-box LLMs in a study
on gendered pronoun resolution, finding:

• 1) A method for empirical measurement of specification-
induced spurious correlations between gendered and
gender-neutral entities, measuring previously unreported
gender vs. time and gender vs. location spurious cor-
relations. We show empirically that these specification-
induced spurious correlations exhibit relatively little sen-
sitivity to model scale. Spanning over 3 orders of magni-
tude, model size has relatively little effect on the magni-
tude of the spurious correlations, whereas training objec-
tives: SFT and RLHF, appear to have the greatest effect.

https://github.com/2dot71mily/uspec


Figure 2: Graphs (a) and (b) show DAGs for (a) well-specified (X → Y ) and (b) unspecified (X ↛ Y ) tasks. Plots (c) and
(d) show the statistical relationships entailed by DAGs (a) and (b), when instantiated with the SCM defined in Equation 1
to Equation 5, with three notable effects: 1) ‘latent’ sample selection bias: uncorrelated W vs. G in (i) become correlated in
(ii) for both sampled well-specified and unspecified tasks; 2) specification-induced bias on well-specified tasks: the sampled
well-specified X vs. Y correlation in (c)(iv) is largely unaffected by the latent W vs. G sample selection bias; 3) specification-
induced bias on unspecified tasks: the sampled unspecified X vs. Y correlation in (d)(iv) is greatly affected by the latent W vs.
G sample selection bias.

• 2) A method for detecting task specification at inference
time, with an (unoptimized) balanced accuracy of 84% or
greater when evaluating with the Winogender or Winogen-
der Simplified benchmarks on RoBERTa-large, GPT-3.5
SFT, GPT-3.5 RLHF & GPT-4 Turbo Preview.

• To demonstrate that both methods are reproducible,
lightweight, time-efficient, and plug-n-play compatible
with most transformer models, we provide open-source
code and demos at https://github.com/2dot71mily/uspec.

2 Background: Selection Bias
If a label is unspecified given its features: X ↛ Y , how does
association flow from X to Y, if not through this primary
path, nor through a secondary path via a shortcut variable,
like B (in Figure 1b). We will see that sample selection bias
opens a tertiary (perhaps ‘last resort’) path between X and
Y , for example the path along X ←W → S ← G→ Y in
Figure 1c.

Sample selection bias occurs when a mechanism causes
preferential inclusion of samples into the dataset (Barein-
boim and Pearl 2012). Rather than learning P (Y |X), mod-
els trained on selection-biased data learn from the condi-
tional distribution: P (Y |X,S), in which S is the cause of
selection into the training dataset. Selection bias is a not un-
common problem, as most datasets are subsampled repre-
sentations of a larger population, yet few are sampled with
randomization (Heckman 1979).

Selection bias is distinct from both confounder and col-

lider bias. Confounder bias can occur when two variables
have a common cause, whereas collider bias can occur when
two variables have a common effect. Correcting for con-
founder bias requires conditioning upon the common cause
variable; conversely, correcting for collider bias requires not
conditioning upon the common effect (Pearl 2009).

In Figure 1c and d, S symbolizes a selection mechanism
that takes the value of S=1 for samples in the datasets and
S=0 otherwise. To capture the statistical process of dataset
sampling, one must condition on S = 1, thus inducing the
collider bias relationship between W and G into the DAG.5
Selection bias, also sometimes referred to as a type of M-
Bias (Ding and Miratrix 2015), has been covered in medical
and epidemiological literature (Griffith et al. 2020; Munafò
et al. 2018; Cole et al. 2009) and received extensive theoret-
ical treatment in (Bareinboim and Pearl 2012; Bareinboim,
Tian, and Pearl 2014; Bareinboim and Tian 2015; Barein-
boim and Pearl 2016), yet has received less attention in deep
learning literature.

3 Problem Settings
3.1 Illustrative Toy Task
We can demonstrate the role task specification plays in in-
ducing underlying sample selection bias using the DAGs in

5Although often conflated, collider bias can occur independent
of selection bias and vice versa (Hernán 2017).

https://github.com/2dot71mily/uspec


W Category Python f-string templates Example text

Date
‘f"In {w}, [MASK] {verb} {life stage}."’ ‘In 1953, [MASK] was a teenager.’

Location ‘In Mali, [MASK] will be an adult.’

Table 1: Heuristic for creating gender-neutral input texts for the MGC evaluation set and example rendered texts. Lists of the
values used for verb, life stage and w as time & location is detailed in Section A.1.

Figure 2a & b (the latter same as Figure 1c & d) to generate
toy data distributions.

Most generally, the symbols in Figure 2a & b take on the
following meanings: G is a causal parent of Y, and W is a
non-causal parent of Y , yet nonetheless included because W
is a cause of both X and S, where S is the selection bias
mechanism. We can thus partition any feature space into G,
and candidates for W. A candidate can be validated as suit-
able for W by checking for the conditional dependencies we
plot in Figure 2c & d. For this toy task, we imagine only X
and Y are directly measurable.

3.2 Toy Data Structural Causal Model

Concretely, we parameterize the causal DAGs in Figure 2a
& b, with the simple structural causal model (SCM) detailed
below.

G := αN (0, 1) (1)

W :=
α

2
N (0, 1) (2)

S := (W+G+N (0, 1)) > 2α (3)
X := W+ γG+N (0, 1) (4)
Y := γX +G+N (0, 1) (5)

Equation 1 and Equation 2 define W and G as indepen-
dent exogenous 0-mean Gaussian noise, N (0, 1), with am-
plification parameter, α, so that we can more easily trace the
amplified noise through the DAG.6 Equation 3 defines S as
a linear combination of W , G and exogenous noise, with the
selection mechanism setting all values above 2α to 1, and to
0 otherwise, thus subsampling the ‘real-word’ domain into a
dataset about 5% of its original size.

For Equation 4 and Equation 5 we set γ to 0 for the un-
specified task, and to 1 for the well-specified task, consistent
with a 0 path weight for the grayed-out arrows G→ X and
X → Y in Figure 2b, and a full path weight for those same
arrows in Figure 2a.

From Figure 2 we see how task specification can
modulate the exhibited strength of latent sample se-
lection bias: selection biased W vs. G correlation
induces a similar X vs. Y correlation in only un-
specified, and not well-specified, tasks.

6We set α = 10 for the plots in Figure 2c & d. We arbitrarily
divide α by 2 in Equation 2, to reduce the likelihood of unintention-
ally constructing a graph that violates the faithfulness assumption.

3.3 Gendered Pronoun Resolution Task
To measure specification-induced bias in LLMs, we re-
instantiate the DAGs in Figure 2a & b, now with symbols
that represent our chosen task of gendered pronoun resolu-
tion.

X represents input text for the LLM, and Y represents the
prediction: a gendered pronoun. The arrow pointing from X
to Y encodes our assumption that X is more likely to cause
Y, rather than vice versa.7

G represents gender and in well-specified gendered pro-
noun resolution tasks, G is a common cause of X and Y .
W represents gender-neutral entities that are not the cause
of Y , but still of interest because they cause X . Addition-
ally, in order to identify DAGs vulnerable to selection bias,
we must find entities for W that are also the cause of S: a
selection mechanism.

The W → S ← G relationship can represent any selec-
tion bias mechanism that induces a gender dependency
upon otherwise gender-neutral entities. For example, in data
sources like Wikipedia written about people, it is plausi-
ble that access (S) to resources has become increasingly
less gender dependent (G), as we approach more modern
times (W ), but not evenly distributed to all locations (W ).
In data sources like Reddit written by people, the selection
mechanism could capture when the style of subreddit mod-
eration may result in gender-disparate (G) access (S), even
for gender-neutral subreddits topics (W ). In both scenarios,
the disparity in access can result in preferential inclusion of
samples into the dataset, on the basis of gender.

Figure 2b is the unspecified counterpart to the well-
specified Figure 2a. To satisfy our definition of an unspeci-
fied task, we must obscure any causal features of Y from X .
In the case of gendered pronoun resolution, this is captured
in the DAG by removing the path between G and X . Further,
because W is also gender-neutral, once we have removed any
gender-identifying features from X , we additionally remove
the path between X and Y, as there is no longer any feature
in X causing Y.

Here, we use W to represent time and location, with the
assumption of an inference-time context where the existence
of male and female genders is time-invariant and spatially-
invariant, and thus no gender vs. time and gender vs. location
correlations are expected in the real-world target domain.

7The autoregressive LM objective used in GPT-family models
is often referred to as causal language modeling (Raffel et al. 2022)
to capture the intuition that the masked subsequent tokens (Y ) can-
not cause the unmasked preceding tokens (X). We apply similar
intuition to MLM-like objectives: that the minority masked tokens
(Y ) do not cause the majority unmasked tokens (X).



Figure 3: Evaluation of LLMs for latent gender vs. time and gender vs. location spurious correlations using the Masked Gender
Task (MGC) evaluation set (see Table 1). Models with MLM-like objectives (e.g. BERT and RoBERTa), use the MGC text
alone. For models with an autoregressive LM objective (e.g. GPT-family), each MGC text is wrapped in simple instruction
prompts, established prior to GPT-4 access (see Section 4.1). Fig (a) shows the unnormalized softmax probabilities for predicted
gendered pronouns, with each plotted dot representing the softmax probability for a given gendered prediction, G, averaged
over the 60 texts injected with a given time or location value for W (see more details in Section B.3). The shaded regions show
the 95% confidence interval for the linear fit. Fig (b) plots LLM parameter count vs the average difference between the female
and male linear-fit slopes from fig (a) for all prompts, with marker size scaling with the magnitude of the averaged r2 Pearson’s
correlation coefficient.

Finally, note the heterogeneous nature of the DAG vari-
ables, in which X and Y are high dimensional entities like
the dataset text and LLM predictions, while W, G, and S are
learned latent representations and mechanisms in the LLM.

4 Method 1 Measuring Correlations
Although unable (with black-box access) to directly mea-
sure the hypothesized latent representations for W, G, and
S, we can obtain empirical evidence for the specification-
induced spurious correlations they entail, by using the fol-
lowing steps: 1) perturb gender-neutral text, X , with the in-
jection of gender-neutral textual representations for W into
X (as depicted in the DAG in Figure 2b); 2) apply the per-
turbed X to a black-box LLM; 3) extract from LLM output,
Y , the predicted probabilities for gendered pronoun tokens
(for the gendered pronoun resolution task); and 4) check if
the measured conditional probability for gendered pronouns
P (Y |X) has a correlation8 similar to that of the hypoth-
esized selection-bias induced distribution P (G|W ): as the
date approaches more modern times or as the location has a
better Global Gender Gap ranking, the likelihood of a pre-
dicting a female (or gender neutral) pronoun increases.

4.1 Method 1 Experimental Setup
For step 1 above, we must materialize the variables in Fig-
ure 2b into values we can apply to an LLM. Crucially, we re-

8We measure correlation for simplicity, however there are likely
non-linear components of the X vs. Y association.

quire that X contains no real-world causes for Y . Thus, we
must find evaluation texts for X that are completely gender-
neutral in the real-world target domain. Due to real-world
gender vs. occupation correlations, we cannot use popu-
lar datasets, such as the Winogender benchmark (Rudinger
et al. 2018) for this method. We further desire an evaluation
dataset compatible with the models’ training objectives to
avoid any requirement for model fine-tuning.

Unable to find an existing dataset that satisfied the above
requirements, we developed the Masked Gender Challenge
(MGC) evaluation set described in Table 1. To avoid evok-
ing gender-dependencies in X , the MGC is composed solely
of statements about people existing at various ‘life stages’
across time and space, such as ‘In 1921, <mask>
was a child.’.

For evaluation of models that support MLM-like objec-
tives (both MLM and span corruption): BERT, RoBERTa,
BART, and UL2 with a ‘regular denoising’ objective (de-
noted as UL2-20B denoiser), we simply mask the gendered
pronoun for prediction. For evaluation of models with an au-
toregressive objective, GPT-family, Flan-UL2 and UL2 with
a ‘strict sequential order denoising’ objective (denoted as
UL2-20B gen), we wrap each MGC ‘{sentence}’ in sim-
ple instruction prompts detailed further below. We set tem-
perature and repetition penalties to 0. More inference-time
implementation details can be found in Section B

To discourage cherry picking, we used a simple pre-
established criteria for the selection of three basic instruction



prompts that we then applied to all autoregressive models.
We sought after prompts that could directly elicit the predic-
tion of gendered pronouns with high softmax probabilities
(because we report unnormalized values) via spot checking
the prompt with several date tokens. We stopped our search
upon finding prompts that met these criteria (‘A’ and ‘B’ be-
low), but then later added ‘C’, a permutation on ‘B’, to aid in
measurement of LLM sensitivity to the ordering of the text
in the instruction prompt. All prompts were pre-established
prior to the availability of applying these methods to GPT-4
family models.

The instruction prompts used are: A) “Instructions:
Please carefully read the following passage and fill-in
the gendered pronoun indicated by a <mask>.\nPassage:
{sentence}\nAnswer:”; B) “The gendered pronoun miss-
ing in this sentence: ‘{sentence}’, is”; C) “In this sentence:
‘{sentence}’, the missing gendered pronoun is”. See more de-
tails in Section A.1.

4.2 Method 1 Results and Discussion
Figure 3a demonstrates specification-induced spurious cor-
relations, with the injection of textual representations of W
as dates and as locations into X , for a noteworthy subset
of the prompts and models tested. Figure 3b plots LLM pa-
rameter count vs the average difference between the female
and male gender vs. W linear-fit slopes for all prompts and
all models tested. All results for all models, can be found in
Figures 6 and 7. From these results we draw the following
conclusions.

BERT-family (BERT and RoBERTa) and GPT-family
models generally exhibit similar gender vs. time (& gen-
der vs. location) spurious correlations, indicating that these
measured correlations are not an artifact of the instruction
prompts alone, which BERT-family models don’t use.

BART and UL2-family models tend to display the small-
est gender vs. date (& gender vs. location) linear-fit slopes.
We speculate that the use of multiple and varied pre-training
objectives in both BART (Lewis et al. 2020) and UL2-
family (Tay et al. 2023) models may provide increased
training-time task specification. For example, considering
the DAG in Figure 1d as a representation of an autoregres-
sive LM pre-training task, the reduced training-time task
specification may serve to increase the LLM’s likelihood
of learning ‘last resort’ spurious correlations more vulnera-
ble to specification-induced bias at inference time. However,
as many other factors vary across these models (including
model architecture and, importantly, dataset size), further in-
vestigation is required.

Figure 3 results demonstrate that the LLM param-
eter count, spanning over a factor of 1,000×, ap-
pears to have relatively little influence on the mag-
nitude of the gender vs. date and gender vs. lo-
cation specification-induced spurious correlations.
Whereas post-training stages (SFT and RLHF in par-
ticular) appear to have the greatest influence.

The prevalence of these previously unreported spurious

correlations across a range of models provides empirical
support for our proposed causal mechanism: latent sample
selection bias can be induced into inference-time genera-
tions by serving the models unspecified tasks. A notewor-
thy side effect is that the injection of ‘benign’ time-related
tokens into LLM prompts can be used as a technique for in-
creasing the likelihood of generating a desired pronoun.

5 Method 2 Specification Detection
We have shown the presence of spurious gender vs. time and
gender vs. location correlations for unspecified tasks in the
prior section. However, it remains to be seen that these spu-
rious correlations are in fact specification induced, and thus
less likely to occur in well-specified tasks. Further, there is
the question of what can be done to reduce potential harm
from these undesirable spurious associations. Here, we de-
vise a method to address both issues.

Methods upweighting the minority class via dataset aug-
mentation, maximizing worst group performance, enforcing
invariances, and removing irrelevant features have seen re-
cent successes (Arjovsky et al. 2019; Sagawa et al. 2019;
Joshi, Pan, and He 2022). However, for selection biased
data, Bareinboim, Tian, and Pearl (2014) prove that one can
recover the unbiased conditional distribution P (Y |X) from
a causal DAG, GS , with selection bias: P (Y |X,S=1), if
and only if the selection mechanism is conditionally inde-
pendent of the effect, given the cause: (S ⊥⊥ Y |X)GS

.
However, for selection biased unspecified tasks, with a DAG
as shown in Figure 2b, we can see S⊥̸⊥ Y |X trivially, as
the only path between X and Y is through S. Thus, down-
stream manipulations on the learned conditional distribu-
tion, P (Y |X,S), will not converge toward the unbiased dis-
tribution, P (Y |X), without additional external data or as-
sumptions (Bareinboim, Tian, and Pearl 2014).

Our solution is to exploit the prevalence of these
specification-induced correlations to detect inference-time
task specification, rather than attempt to correct the result-
ing specification-induced biases. We hypothesize that the
inference-time injection of ‘benign’ time-related or location-
related tokens will move the predicted softmax probability
mass along the direction of the gender vs. time correlation
seen in Figure 3a, only if the prediction task is unspecified,
enabling detection of unspecified tasks when such move-
ment is measured in the output probabilities.

5.1 Method 2 Experimental Setup
We seek to test if our method of detecting task specifica-
tion is robust to the presence of shortcut features, such as
gender vs. occupation bias which were excluded, by con-
struction, from the MGC set. We use the Winogender bench-
mark (Rudinger et al. 2018), composed of 120 sentence tem-
plates, hand-written in the style of the Winograd Schemas,
wherein a gendered pronoun coreference resolution task is
designed to be easy for humans,9 but challenging for lan-
guage models.

9Far from easy, the authors admit to requiring a careful read of
most sentences.



ID Sentence with Participant and Coreferent Highlighted
Task Specification Metric

BERT RoBERTa GPT-3.5
base large base large SFT RLHF

1 The doctor told the man that [MASK] would be on vacation next week. 1.7 1.8 15.0 14.0 2.5 0.0
2 The doctor told the woman that [MASK] would be on vacation next week. 4.3 27.3 4.0 18.8 19.0 16.6
3 The doctor told someone that [MASK] would be on vacation next week. 10.6 8.0 13.3 20.2 6.8 7.8
4 The doctor told the patient that [MASK] would be on vacation next week. 1.9 6.6 14.7 16.6 11.2 3.3
5 The doctor told the man that [MASK] would be at risk without the vaccination. 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.0
6 The doctor told the woman that [MASK] would be at risk without the vaccination. 0.3 0.1 0.7 0.5 0.0 0.0
7 The doctor told someone that [MASK] would be at risk without the vaccination. 11.3 10.5 41.3 16.4 9.6 3.6
8 The doctor told the patient that [MASK] would be at risk without the vaccination. 6.1 12.3 19.2 9.3 10.3 26.7

Table 2: Winogender benchmark sentences for occupation as ‘Doctor’, and the Task Specification Metric results for an explana-
tory subset of the models evaluated. For this benchmark, ‘well-specified’ texts are those where 1) the participant is gender-
identified and 2) the masked pronoun is coreferent with the participant. Ground truth for this table: only sentence IDs 5 & 6 are
well-specified for gendered pronoun resolution. Thresholding the Task Specification Metric results at 0.5 produces the correct
classification: Metric > 0.5 as unspecified and Metric ≤ 0.5 as well-specified, for all measurements but two (those in red).

Figure 4: Softmax probabilities from RoBERTa-large for
predicted female pronouns, normalized over all gendered
predictions, vs. a range of dates (injected into the text), for
‘Doctor’ Winogender texts, listed in Table 2.

The ‘Sentence’ column in Table 2 shows example texts
from our extended version of the Winogender evaluation set,
where the occupation is ‘doctor’. Each sentence in the eval-
uation set contains the following textual elements: 1) a pro-
fessional, referred to by their profession, such as ‘doctor’,
2) a participant, referred to by one of: {‘man’, ‘woman’,
‘someone’, <other>} where <other> is replaced by a con-
text specific term like ‘patient’, and 3) a single pronoun that
is either coreferent with (sentence-type 1) the professional,
or (sentence-type 2) the participant (Rudinger et al. 2018).
As was the case in the MGC evaluation set, this pronoun is
replaced with a [MASK] for prediction.

We extend the Winogender benchmark by adding {‘man’,

‘woman’} to the list of words used to describe the partic-
ipant in order to add well-specified tasks to the existing
Winogender set, which were all originally unspecified for
pronoun resolution.10 Thus, the Winogender benchmark is
composed of (60 professional occupations ) × (4 partici-
pant types: {‘man’, ‘woman’, ‘someone’, <other>} ) × (2
sentence-types), totaling to 480 test sentences, which we run
through two inference passes (injecting the text with the ear-
liest and latest date tokens).

To help disambiguate the role of language understand-
ing from that of specification detection, we constructed a
‘Simplified’ version of the benchmark for single-person-
only pronoun resolution. To build the Winogender Simpli-
fied test set, we included only Winogender templates in
which the masked pronoun was coreferent with the profes-
sional (sentence-type 1), removed the portions of the tem-
plate in reference to the participant, and then added gender
identification to produce well-specified sentences.

For example, the Winogender original text: “The engineer
informed the client that [MASK] would need more time to
complete the project.” resulted in the following three sim-
plified texts, two well-specified: 1) “The female engineer
said that [MASK] would need more time to complete the
project.”, 2) “The male engineer said that [MASK] would
need more time to complete the project.” and one unspeci-
fied: 3) “The engineer said that [MASK] would need more
time to complete the project.” for gendered pronoun reso-
lution. If unable to easily remove reference to the partic-
ipant, we excluded those occupation templates from our
‘Simplified’ evaluation set. Thus the Winogender Simpli-
fied benchmark is composed of (48 professional occupations
) × (3 professional types: {‘female’, ‘male’, unspecified }
) × (1 sentence-type), totaling to 144 test sentences, which
we again run through two inference passes, injecting date
tokens as described above.

10We use the Winogender benchmark not for the measurement of
gender vs. occupation bias, but rather to measure the performance
of the ‘task specification’ metric on complex coreference resolution
tasks.



5.2 Method 2 Results and Discussion
To provide intuition for how this method works, in Figure 4
we plot the normalized softmax probabilities of the female
pronouns predicted by RoBERTa-large for the gendered pro-
noun coreference resolution task on the ‘Doctor’ sentences
from the Winogender schema (specific sentences in Table 2).

Referencing Figure 4’s annotations: the larger vertical bar
denotes an example of previously reported (Rudinger et al.
2018; Brown et al. 2020; Ouyang et al. 2022) gender vs. oc-
cupation bias between sentence-types, in this case approxi-
mately captured by the y-axis intercept difference between
the two sentences with participant as ‘patient’. The shorter
vertical bar shows the LLM’s gender vs. time correlation
within the same sentence (for which different date tokens
have been injected, similar to what was shown in Figure 3c),
which can be approximately captured by the slope of the
plotted line. Note that these two types of spurious correla-
tions appear approximately independent, and both must be
considered when attempting measurement of the total gen-
der bias.

Figure 4 demonstrates the role of task specification
in inducing spurious correlations in a language mod-
eling task: only the well-specified sentences (IDs 5
& 6) appear ‘time-invariant’, whereas the unspeci-
fied sentences (IDs 1-4 & 7-8) exhibit specification-
induced gender vs. time correlations.

Task Specification Metric. To obtain a very simple
single-value Task Specification Metric from the data plot-
ted in Figure 4, we can calculate the difference between the
softmax probabilities for gendered pronouns within the same
sentence, for which we have done two inference passes: one
injected with the earliest and one with latest date tokens. For
this metric, we expect larger values for unspecified predic-
tion tasks, as can be seen in Table 2.

We calculate the Specification Metric for all 60 and 48
occupations in the Winogender and Winogender-Simplified
benchmarks, respectively, on all models evaluated in Sec-
tion 4. Figure 5 plots the Specification Metric results us-
ing the Winogender benchmarks on GPT-3 SFT and the
Winogender-Simplified benchmarks on GPT-4 Turbo Pre-
view. Plots for all models are shown in Figure 8 to Figure 15.

With the addition of a single inference pass and the
injection of ‘benign’ tokens (selected based on es-
tablished spurious correlations), in Figure 5 we are
often able to separate the well-specified from the
unspecified Winogender pronoun resolution tasks,
across a wide range of occupations. We propose
this can aid the unresolved Winogender gender vs.
occupation bias self-reported in many LLM pa-
pers (Brown et al. 2020; Ouyang et al. 2022; Hoff-
mann et al. 2022; Chung et al. 2022).

For Table 3, we define the detection of an unspecified task
as a positive classification, and select a convenient (unopti-

Winogender Simplified
TPR TNR BA TPR TNR BA

BERT-base 0.77 0.60 0.69 0.79 0.32 0.56
BERT-large 0.73 0.76 0.74 0.81 0.51 0.66
RoBERTa-base 0.78 0.78 0.77 0.83 0.30 0.57
RoBERTa-large 0.79 0.89 0.84 0.75 0.39 0.57
BART-base 0.66 0.60 0.63 0.52 0.48 0.50
BART-large 0.69 0.71 0.70 0.67 0.64 0.66
UL2-20B-gen 0.73 0.61 0.67 0.73 0.17 0.45
Flan-UL2-20B 0.46 0.96 0.71 0.60 0.62 0.61
GPT-3 0.69 0.52 0.60 0.79 0.65 0.72
GPT-3.5 SFT 0.74 0.95 0.85 0.92 1.00 0.96
GPT-3.5 RLHF 0.71 0.74 0.73 0.94 0.88 0.91
GPT-3.5 Trbo 0.59 0.74 0.67 0.60 0.67 0.64
GPT-4 0.24 1.0 0.62 0.27 1.0 0.64
GPT-4 Trbo Prvw 0.47 0.93 0.70 0.75 1.0 0.86

Table 3: Specification Metric true positive rate (TPR), true
negative rate (TNR) and balanced accuracy (BA) results for
all models on the Winogender and Winogender-Simplified
benchmarks.

mized) thresholding value of 0.5 for the Specification Met-
ric, to measure true positive (TPR) and true negative (TNR)
detection rates for all models on both the Winogender and
Simplified challenge sets.

Despite detection on some LLMs appearing as random
chance, in Table 3, we do see, as expected, that improved
detection accuracy is correlated with our ability to exploit a
given model’s gender vs. time spurious correlations. For ex-
ample, the improvement in specification detection between
GPT-4 and GPT-4 Turbo Preview is correlated with the in-
crease in magnitude of the gender vs. time spurious correla-
tions plotted in Figure 3b. We believe the Task Specification
Metric could be optimized for a particular model of interest
via basic iteration on the instruction prompting, unexplored
in this paper.

For the Winogender benchmark, the best specification de-
tection accuracy observed is on RoBERTa-large & GPT-
3.5 SFT, both achieving balanced accuracies of about
84%, without optimization of the threshold or other hyper-
parameters. We note the detection accuracy on GPT-family
models declines after GPT-3.5 SFT for both versions of the
Winogender benchmark, perhaps due to training-time expo-
sure to the well-known Winogender benchmark, diluting the
gender vs. time spurious correlation. Nonetheless, with the
Winogender-Simplified version of the benchmark, on GPT-
3.5 SFT, GPT-3.5 RLHF and GPT-4 Turbo Preview we are
able to detect task specification with a balanced accuracy
above 85%.

6 Conclusion
Motivated by recent works applying causal inference to lan-
guage modeling (Vig et al. 2020; Veitch et al. 2021; Feder
et al. 2022; Zečević et al. 2023) we have employed causal
inference tools for the proposal of a causal mechanism ex-
plaining the role task specification plays in inducing latent
selection bias into inference-time language generation in a
range of models from BERT-base to the latest available GPT-



Figure 5: Task Specification Metric results from GPT-3.5 SFT and GPT-4 Turbo Preview on the Winogender and Winogender-
Simplified benchmarks. This method exploits our finding that well-specified texts are less likely to exhibit specification-induced
spurious correlations. ‘Well-specified’ texts are demarked with a blue horizontal or vertical bar. The remaining texts have a
ground truth label of ‘unspecified’. Perfect detection would appear as a horizontal row of blue ‘plus’ symbols (composed of
the markers from both well-specified texts) below some thresholding line, with the all green markers above. See example
Winogender input texts in Table 2, and example Winogender-Simplified input texts in Section A.3.

4 Turbo Preview.
We have used this causal mechanism to 1) identify new

and subtle spurious correlations, which may be confounding
results on benchmarks currently failing to control for them,
and 2) classify when an inference-time task is unspecified
and thus more vulnerable to exhibiting undesirable spuri-
ous correlations. We believe integrating the detection of task
specification into AI systems can aid in steering them away
from the generation of harmful spurious correlations.

We noted several trends: the magnitudes of specification-
induced spurious correlations appear to be relatively insen-
sitive to base model size, spanning over a factor of 1, 000×
the number of parameters from BERT-base to GPT-3 (with-
out speculation of GPT-4’s size). Whereas, post-training
stages, RLHF in particular, appear to have a larger effect on
these specification-induced spurious correlations, as may be
a consequence of the relatively small post-training dataset
sizes. We also speculate that models with higher specifi-
cation in training objectives may be less susceptible to the
effects of inference-time specification-induced correlations,
however as many other factors are varied across these mod-
els, further investigation is required.

Acknowledgments
Thank you to the anonymous peer reviewers for their time
and helpful feedback, to Sasha Luccioni from Hugging Face
for her encouragement in this project’s very early days, to
Rosanne Liu & Jason Yosinski of the Machine Learning Col-

lective for their early and ongoing support of my research,
and to Jen Iofinova & Sara Hooker with Cohere for AI for
helping with the navigation of the peer review process. Fi-
nally, thank you to my husband, Rob, and my kids, Parker
and Avery, for all their love and support that keeps me mo-
tivated to pursue this sometimes otherwise lonely path of
independent research.

References
Arjovsky, M.; Bottou, L.; Gulrajani, I.; and Lopez-Paz, D.
2019. Invariant Risk Minimization.
Bareinboim, E.; and Pearl, J. 2012. Controlling Selection
Bias in Causal Inference. In Lawrence, N. D.; and Girolami,
M., eds., Proceedings of the Fifteenth International Confer-
ence on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, volume 22 of
Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, 100–108. La
Palma, Canary Islands: PMLR.
Bareinboim, E.; and Pearl, J. 2016. Causal inference and the
data-fusion problem. Proceedings of the National Academy
of Sciences, 113(27): 7345–7352.
Bareinboim, E.; and Tian, J. 2015. Recovering Causal Ef-
fects from Selection Bias. Proceedings of the AAAI Confer-
ence on Artificial Intelligence, 29(1).
Bareinboim, E.; Tian, J.; and Pearl, J. 2014. Recovering
from Selection Bias in Causal and Statistical Inference. Pro-
ceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence,
28(1).



Beery, S.; van Horn, G.; and Perona, P. 2018. Recognition
in Terra Incognita.
Brown, T.; Mann, B.; Ryder, N.; Subbiah, M.; Kaplan, J. D.;
Dhariwal, P.; Neelakantan, A.; Shyam, P.; Sastry, G.; Askell,
A.; Agarwal, S.; Herbert-Voss, A.; Krueger, G.; Henighan,
T.; Child, R.; Ramesh, A.; Ziegler, D.; Wu, J.; Winter,
C.; Hesse, C.; Chen, M.; Sigler, E.; Litwin, M.; Gray, S.;
Chess, B.; Clark, J.; Berner, C.; McCandlish, S.; Radford,
A.; Sutskever, I.; and Amodei, D. 2020. Language Mod-
els are Few-Shot Learners. In Larochelle, H.; Ranzato, M.;
Hadsell, R.; Balcan, M.; and Lin, H., eds., Advances in Neu-
ral Information Processing Systems, volume 33, 1877–1901.
Curran Associates, Inc.
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Ethics Statement
Our work addresses gender biases and stereotypes, includ-
ing the assumption of binary gender categories in Method
2. This methodological choice is informed by the results
in Method 1, indicating that LLMs assign little probability
mass to gender-neutral pronouns. Our measurements also in-
dicate that this may change in the future, and Method 2 could
be updated accordingly. Update: Following our AAAI sub-
mission, OpenAI made log probs available for GPT-4 family
models. Upon running our experiments on these new mod-
els, we did see an increase in the prediction of gender-neutral
pronouns, and have now included the probability mass as-
signed to these gender-neutral pronouns in Method 2.

Our methods require domain expertise in the construc-
tion of hypothesized causal data-generating processes that
are relevant to the application area of interest, including the
consideration of negative and harmful outcomes. However,
it can be argued that careful consideration of plausible data-
generating processes is necessary regardless, to ensure safer
deployment of LLMs.

With domain expertise, Method 2 enables the detection of
language generation subtasks that are unspecified and thus
more likely to generate undesirable spurious correlations,
such as the prediction of gendered pronouns vulnerable to
gender vs. occupation bias. Upon the detection of an un-
specified task of interest, further domain expertise can be ap-
plied to produce the desired heuristic or guard-railed LLM
response, rather than original LLM response vulnerable to
undesirable bias.

A Data Appendix
A.1 MGC Evaluation Set
Implementation details Table 1 below shows the
heuristic and example rendered texts used in the
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creation of our MGC evaluation set. For the injec-
tion of W into X , we used a range of time and
location textual values further detailed below to re-
sult in (10 tenses ofverb ‘to be and ‘to become’) ×
(6life stages) × (30W values as time +
20W values as location ) = 3000 gender-neutral test
sentences.

For verb we use the past, present, future, present par-
ticiple, past participle of the verbs: ‘to be’ and ‘to become’,
and for life stages we attempted to exclude stages cor-
related with non-equal gender distributions in society, such
as ‘elderly’.
1 # Infinitive: to be
2 TENSES_TO_BE = [
3 "was",
4 "is",
5 "will be",
6 "is being",
7 "has been",
8 ]
9 # Infinitive: to become

10 TENSES_TO_BECOME = [
11 "became",
12 "becomes",
13 "will become",
14 "is becoming",
15 "has become",
16 ]
17 VERBS = TENSES_TO_BE + TENSES_TO_BECOME
18
19 LIFESTAGES_PROPER = [
20 "a child",
21 "an adolescent",
22 "an adult",
23 ]
24 LIFESTAGES_COLLOQUIAL = [
25 "a kid",
26 "a teenager",
27 "a grown up",
28 ]
29 LIFESTAGES = LIFESTAGES_PROPER +

LIFESTAGES_COLLOQUIAL

W variable x-axis values For {w} we required a list of
values that are gender-neutral in the real world, yet due to
selection bias are hypothesized to be a spectrum of gender-
dependent values in the dataset. For W as time we just use
dates ranging from 1801 - 2001, as women are likely to be
recorded into historical documents, despite living in equal
ratio to men, as time advances. For W as location, we use the
bottom and top 10 World Economic Forum Global Gender
Gap ranked countries (see details below), as women may be
more likely to be recorded in written documents about coun-
ties that are more gender equitable, despite living in equal
ratio to men, in these countries.

Location Values Ordered list of bottom 10 and top 10
World Economic Forum Global Gender Gap ranked coun-
tries used for the x-axis in Figure 3, that were taken directly
without modification from (WEF 2021): ‘Afghanistan’,
‘Yemen’, ‘Iraq’, ‘Pakistan’, ‘Syria’, ‘Democratic Republic
of Congo’, ‘Iran’, ‘Mali’, ‘Chad’, ‘Saudi Arabia’, ‘Switzer-
land’, ‘Ireland’, ‘Lithuania’, ‘Rwanda’, ‘Namibia’, ‘Swe-

den’, ‘New Zealand’, ‘Norway’, ‘Finland’, ‘Iceland’

Instruction Prompts For the evaluation of all models
with an autoregressive objective, we wrapped each evalu-
ation sentence (denoted as ‘{sentence}’) with the fol-
lowing instruction prompts.
1 INSTRUCTION_PROMPTS = {
2 ’A’: "Instructions: Please carefully

read the following passage and fill-
in the gendered pronoun indicated by
a <mask>.\n Passage: {sentence} \n
Answer:",

3 ’B’: "The gendered pronoun missing in
this sentence: ’{sentence}’, is",

4 ’C’: "In this sentence: ’{sentence}’,
the missing gendered pronoun is",

5 }
We note that prompt ‘A’ is most consistent with the for-

mat of instruction tuning prompts used in (Ouyang et al.
2022), while prompts ‘B’ and ‘C’ are more consistent with
document completion prompts and thus also suitable for
non-instruction tuned models. For Method 1, we used all
prompts; for Method 2, we selected only prompt ‘A’, as ex-
plained in Appendix A.2. Our criterion for prompt selection
was that the prompt could elicit gendered or neutral pro-
nouns from the models under evaluation with high softmax
probabilities (because we used raw unnormalized values) via
spot-checking the prompt with several date tokens. Once we
found suitable prompts (‘A’ and ‘B’) that satisfied our cri-
terium, we initially stopped looking for more prompts, but
later added ‘C’, a permutation on ‘B’, to aid in measurement
of LLM sensitivity to the ordering of the text in the instruc-
tion prompt.

A.2 Winogender Challenge Set
We cloned and incorporated the Winogender Schema dataset
available at (Rudinger 2019). Specifically, we added the
files ‘occupations-stats.tsv’, ‘all sentences.tsv’ and ‘tem-
plates.tsv’ to our code repository, and then lightly modified
‘templates.tsv’ into our ‘extended’ version, as will be de-
scribed below.

The ‘Sentence’ column in Table 2 shows example texts
from our extended version of the Winogender evaluation set,
where the occupation is ‘doctor’. Each sentence in the eval-
uation set contains the following textual elements: 1) a pro-
fessional, referred to by their profession, such as ‘doctor’,
2) a participant, referred to by one of: {‘man’, ‘woman’,
‘someone’, <other>} where <other> is replaced by a con-
text specific term like ‘patient’, and 3) a single pronoun that
is either coreferent with (1) the professional or (2) the par-
ticipant (Rudinger et al. 2018). As was the case in the MGC
evaluation set, this pronoun is replaced with a [MASK] for
prediction.

We extend the Winogender challenge set by adding
{‘man’, ‘woman’} to the list of words used to describe the
participant in order to add well-specified tasks to the exist-
ing Winogender set, which were all originally unspecified
for pronoun resolution,11

11We use the Winogender evaluation set not for the measure-



We then perform ‘benign’ token injection by prepending
each sentence with the phrase ‘In DATE’,12 where ‘DATE’
is replaced by a range of years from 1901 to 2016,13 similar
to what was done for Figure 3.

An example of the resulting texts can be seen in Table 2.
In Sentence IDs 1 - 4, the masked pronoun is coreferent
with the professional, who is always referred to as the ‘doc-
tor’. Whereas in Sentence IDs 5 - 8, the masked pronoun is
coreferent with the participant, who is referred to as {‘man’,
‘woman’, ‘someone’, and ‘patient’}, respectively. Thus, of
the eight sentences, only IDs 5 & 6 are well-specified.

Finally, for autoregressive LMs, we wrap each Wino-
gender text with instruction prompt ‘A’, detailed in Ap-
pendix A.1. We selected prompt ‘A’ due to the increased
level of instruction detail it provides for this more nuanced
task. To minimize resource consumption, we did not test all
models on the other prompts.

A.3 Winogender-Simplified Challenge Set
For each Winogender occupation, we exclusively consid-
ered the template in which the pronoun was coreferent with
the ‘Professional’. If we were able to remove any refer-
ence to the ‘Participant’ from the text, with minimal edito-
rializing, we would include the edited sentence template in
our ‘Simplified’ evaluation set. To generate gender-specified
texts from this otherwise gender-unspecified template, we
prepended the word ‘female’ or ‘male’ prior to the name
of the ‘Professional’. All templates and resulting texts are
available in our source code.

As an example, the Winogender original text: ‘The engi-
neer informed the client that MASK would need more time
to complete the project.’, resulted in the following three sim-
plified texts:
1) ‘The female engineer said that MASK would need more
time to complete the project.’
2) ‘The male engineer said that MASK would need more
time to complete the project.’
3) ‘The engineer said that MASK would need more time to
complete the project.’
Clearly the first two sentences are well-specified for gen-
dered pronoun resolution and the third one is not. All im-
plementation details can be found at https://github.com/
2dot71mily/uspec.

B Code Appendix
B.1 Text Generation Details
Our methods require black-box access to LLMs, yet this ac-
cess must include at least ‘top 5’ softmax or ‘logprob’ token
probabilities.

ment of gender vs. occupation bias, but rather to measure the per-
formance of the ‘task specification’ metric on complex coreference
resolution tasks.

12Similar results can be obtained with the injection of ‘benign’
location tokens.

13We picked a slightly narrower and more modern time window
as compared to that of Figure 3 for semantic consistency with some
of the more modern Winogender occupations.

To run evaluation on the UL2-family models, one requires
access to an A100 GPU for less than one day. All other re-
sults can be replicated on a standard CPU in less than one
day.

For OpenAI API legacy (now deprecated GPT-3, GPT-3.5
SFT, GPT-3.5 RLHF) models, we used the following param-
eters:
1 # OpenAI API:
2 return openai.Completion.create(
3 model=model_name,
4 prompt=prompt,
5 temperature=0,
6 max_tokens=20,
7 top_p=1,
8 frequency_penalty=0,
9 presence_penalty=0,

10 logprobs=5,
11 )

For OpenAI API recent (GPT-3 Turbo, GPT-3 Turbo Pre-
view) models, we used the following parameters:
1 return client.chat.completions.create(
2 model=model_name,
3 messages=[
4 {
5 "role": "user",
6 "content": prompt
7 }
8 ],
9 temperature=0,

10 max_tokens=20,
11 top_p=1,
12 frequency_penalty=0,
13 presence_penalty=0,
14 logprobs=True,
15 top_logprobs=5
16 )

For all other models, we loaded the specified Hugging
Face revision (current as of 2023-06-20), as detailed in our
source code, and performed greedy decoding. In all cases,
for each predicted token, a distribution of the top 5 predic-
tions and the associated softmax probabilities were exposed
at inference time. All inference details, including pinned
model versions, are at https://github.com/2dot71mily/uspec.

B.2 Gendered and Gender-neutral Pronouns
See below for the list of gendered and gender-neutral pro-
nouns that contribute to total softmax probability masses ac-
cumulated for female, male and neutral genders used for the
results in this paper.
1 NEUTRAL_LIST = [’They’, ’they’]
2 MALE_LIST = [’He’, ’Him’, ’His’, ’Male

’, ’he’, ’him’, ’his’, ’male’]
3 FEMALE_LIST = [’She’, ’Her’, ’Female’,

’she’, ’her’, ’female’]

B.3 Gendered Softmax Probability Calculations
For each input sample we summed the gendered portions
of the ‘top k=5’ distribution for a single token prediction.
For example, if the ‘top k=5’ softmax distribution included
both ‘her’ and ‘she’, we would sum the two associated soft-
max probabilities together for the total softmax probability
assigned to ‘female’.

https://github.com/2dot71mily/uspec
https://github.com/2dot71mily/uspec
https://github.com/2dot71mily/uspec


See Appendix B.2 for the list of gendered and gender-
neutral pronouns that contribute to total softmax probability
masses accumulated for female, male and neutral genders.

For models with MLM-like objectives (MLM and span
corruption), only one token was generated for each MGC
evaluation sentence. For all other models, we generated a
sequence of up to 20 tokens for each MGC evaluation sen-
tence. We calculated the accumulated gendered (and gender-
neutral) token’s softmax scores using one of two methods:
1) If the greedy-decoded sequence of predicted tokens con-
tained only one gendered or gender-neutral pronoun, then
we used only the softmax distribution at this token’s loca-
tion in the sequence, as was done for models with MLM-
like objectives; 2) If there was more than one gendered or
gender-neutral pronoun during greedy decoding of the se-
quence, we then used the softmax distributions at each token
location, and divided the final summed softmax probabilities
by the length of the sequence. All plots can be reproduced at
https://github.com/2dot71mily/uspec.

C All Results
All results measured in this work can be found in this sec-
tion. Figure 6 - Figure 7 shows Method 1’s spurious correla-
tion plots for all models for both gender vs. time and gender
vs. location.

Figure 8 - Figure 15 shows Method 2’s plotted Task Spec-
ification Metric results for all models on the Winogender and
our Simplified challenge set.

https://github.com/2dot71mily/uspec


(a) W injected as time values

(b) W injected as location values

Figure 6: Method 1 results for all models with an MLM-like (MLM and span-corruption) objective. These models do not require
instruction prompts to complete the gendered pronoun resolution task with the MGC evaluation set. The plots highlighted in
the red box are from models trained with multiple denoising objectives, which we speculate may be less prone to specification-
induced correlations. However, any hypothesis is confounded by the relatively low unnormalized softmax values for gendered
pronouns from these models. For the remaining models, we are more likely to see the specification-induced spurious correlations
hypothesized in Section 4. See Figure 3 for more interpretation details.



(a) W injected as time values (b) W injected as location values

Figure 7: Method 1 results for all models requiring instruction prompts. Similar to Figure 6, the plots highlighted in the red
box are from models trained with multiple denoising objectives, which we speculate may be less prone to specification-induced
correlations, however again, any hypothesis is confounded by the relatively low unnormalized softmax values for gendered
pronouns from these models. For the remaining models, we are more likely to see the specification-induced spurious correlations
hypothesized in Section 4. See Figure 3 for more interpretation details.
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(b)
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Figure 8: Task Specification Metric results on Winogender Benchmark [1/4]: Method 2 results for BERT-base, BERT-large,
RoBERTa-base and RoBERTa-large. See Figure 5 for more explanatory details.
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Figure 9: Task Specification Metric results on Winogender Benchmark [2/4]: Method 2 results for BART, UL2, and Flan-UL2.
See Figure 5 for more explanatory details.
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Figure 10: Task Specification Metric results on Winogender Benchmark [3/4]: Method 2 results for GPT-3, GPT-3.5 SFT and
GPT-3.5 RLHF. See Figure 5 for more explanatory details.
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Figure 11: FIX Task Specification Metric results on Winogender Benchmark [4/4]: Method 2 results for GPT-3.5 Turbo, GPT-4
and GPT-4 Turbo Preview. See Figure 5 for more explanatory details.
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(b)
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Figure 12: Task Specification Metric results on Winogender ‘Simplified’ Benchmark [1/4]: Method 2 results for BERT-base,
BERT-large, RoBERTa-base and RoBERTa-large. See Figure 5 for more explanatory details.
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Figure 13: Task Specification Metric results on Winogender ‘Simplified’ Benchmark [2/4]: Method 2 results for BART, UL2,
and Flan-UL2. See Figure 5 for more explanatory details.
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(b)

(c)

Figure 14: Task Specification Metric results on Winogender ‘Simplified’ Benchmark [3/4]: Method 2 results for GPT-3, GPT-
3.5 SFT and GPT-3.5 RLHF. See Figure 5 for more explanatory details.



(a)

(b)

(c)

Figure 15: Task Specification Metric results on Winogender ‘Simplified’ Benchmark [4/4]: Method 2 results for GPT-3.5 Turbo,
GPT-4 and GPT-4 Turbo Preview. See Figure 5 for more explanatory details.
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