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Abstract

A common assumption holds that scaling data
and parameters yields increasingly structured,
generalisable internal representations. We in-
terrogate this assumption in clinical natural lan-
guage inference (NLI) by adopting a bench-
mark decomposed into four reasoning families,
Causal Attribution, Compositional Ground-
ing, Epistemic Verification, and Risk State Ab-
straction, and introducing CARENLI, a Com-
partmentalised Agentic Reasoning for Clini-
cal NLI that separates knowledge access from
principled inference. CARENLI routes each
premise—statement pair to a family-specific
solver and enforces auditable procedures via
a planner, verifier, and refiner.

Across four LLMs, CARENLI improves fi-
delity by up to 42 points, reaching 98.0% in
Causal Attribution and 81.2% in Risk State Ab-
straction. Verifiers flag violations with near-
ceiling reliability, while refiners correct a sub-
stantial share of epistemic errors. Remaining
failures cluster in routing, identifying family
classification as the main bottleneck. These re-
sults show that LLMs often retain relevant facts
but default to heuristics when inference is un-
derspecified, a dissociation CARENLI makes
explicit while offering a framework for safer,
auditable reasoning.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) achieve strong
results across natural language processing bench-
marks, often surpassing human baselines on stan-
dard natural language inference (NLI) datasets. Yet
these successes mask systematic reasoning limi-
tations, especially when tasks demand structured,
domain-specific inference rather than surface-level
pattern matching. In safety-critical contexts such
as clinical research and practice, such failures are
consequential: models may possess relevant knowl-
edge but fail to apply it according to principled
inferential rules, leading to unsafe or erroneous
conclusions.

Clinical NLI exemplifies this challenge. Unlike
general-domain NLI, which can often be solved by
lexical alignment or frequency heuristics, clinical
inference requires reasoning over causal attribu-
tions, multi-factor interactions, evidential conflicts,
and latent risk states. Errors here have direct im-
plications: conflating correlation with causation,
overlooking toxic cross-factor regimens, deferring
to unsupported authority, or ignoring catastrophic
risks when severity outweighs frequency. Recent
work therefore calls for systematic analysis of rea-
soning in clinical NLI, emphasising that success
depends not on knowledge retrieval alone but on
alignment with formalised reasoning flows.

We adopt and extend the Clinical Trial NLI
(CTNLI) benchmark, which decomposes inference
into four reasoning families: CAUSAL ATTRI-
BUTION, COMPOSITIONAL GROUNDING, EPIS-
TEMIC VERIFICATION, and RISK STATE AB-
STRACTION. Each family is associated with
a formally specified schema, reflecting insights
from cognitive psychology and formal seman-
tics: counterfactual comparison, multi-factor con-
straint checking, evidence hierarchies, and sever-
ity—likelihood integration. Prior evaluations re-
veal a striking knowledge-reasoning dissociation:
LLMs reliably encode clinical facts yet collapse
into generic heuristics when reasoning, producing
systematic rather than random errors.

To address this gap, we propose a compartmen-
talised agentic framework for clinical NLI, Com-
partmentalised Agentic Reasoning for Clinical NLI
(CARENLI) (Figure 1), that routes each problem
to its reasoning family. A planner identifies the
family, a solver executes the inferential procedure,
a verifier audits factual and structural validity, and
a refiner enforces minimal corrections. By aligning
each stage with the CTNLI schemas, the frame-
work prevents heuristic shortcuts and enforces prin-
cipled decision rules. We evaluate this approach
across four contemporary LLMs—GPT-40, GPT-
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Figure 1: CARENLI: Compartmentalised agentic reasoning framework for Clinical Trial NLI.

40-mini, Gemini 2.5 Pro, and DeepSeek R 1—under
both reasoning-agnostic baselines and agentic con-
ditions, including an oracle-planner ablation.

Our contributions are as follows: (i) CARENLI:
a compartmentalised agentic reasoning framework
for clinical NLI; (ii) substantial fidelity gains,
with improvements up to +42 points over agnostic
prompting and accuracies of 98.0% in causal attri-
bution and 90.0% in compositional reasoning; (iii)
enhanced reliability from verifier and refinement
stages, with refinement correcting up to 39% of
epistemic errors.

Together, these results demonstrate that struc-
tured, agentic prompting provides a principled path-
way for aligning LLMs with domain-grounded in-
ferential schemas, and more broadly highlight the
importance of modular reasoning design for safety-
critical applications.

2 Methodology
2.1 Tasks and Dataset

This evaluation is grounded in the domain of clin-
ical natural language inference (CTNLI), where
the objective is to determine whether a candidate
statement 18 entailed, contradicted, or left undeter-
mined by a given premise. A controlled benchmark
introduced by Jullien et al. (2025) is adopted, or-
ganised into four reasoning families, each defined
by explicit inferential criteria:

i. Causal Attribution: distinguishes between
observational associations and true causal
claims, requiring assessment of temporality,
control conditions, and confounding.

ii. Compositional Grounding: evaluates
whether the clinical validity of a statement
can be inferred from structured configurations
involving multiple interacting variables (e.g.,
dose, comorbidity, trial part).

iii. Epistemic Verification: tests the ability to
evaluate the truth of a claim based on eviden-
tial support rather than speaker authority or
assertion.

iv. Risk State Abstraction: examines reason-
ing about latent clinical risks and probable
outcomes, particularly when these are not ex-
plicitly stated in the text.

The benchmark comprises ten CTNLI pairs per
reasoning family, with each family formally spec-
ified through typed templates that constrain the
inferential operations required for a correct deci-
sion. For example, causal attribution items require
explicit comparison of event temporality and the
presence of control groups, while risk abstraction
items require mapping between latent risk factors
and downstream consequences. In this way, each



instance is anchored in a principled decision pro-
cedure, enabling precise diagnosis of reasoning
failures. All items are instantiated from controlled
parametric templates, ensuring that variation is re-
stricted to clinically meaningful factors (e.g., pa-
tient characteristics, treatment regimens), while the
underlying reasoning structure remains invariant.
To enhance robustness while maintaining diag-
nostic fidelity, the benchmark was extended by gen-
erating an additional ten instances per reasoning
family using the same templates, resulting in 20
examples per family and 80 items in total.

2.2 Compartmentalised Reasoning

A central finding of Jullien et al. (2025) is that
large language models exhibit a systematic know!-
edge-reasoning dissociation: they reliably en-
code the relevant clinical facts, yet fail to apply
them in a manner consistent with principled infer-
ence. Performance on ground-knowledge probes
approached ceiling, while accuracy on reasoning
tasks collapsed. The errors were not stochastic but
highly consistent, reflecting the application of uni-
form heuristics across different reasoning settings.
Causal claims were reduced to temporal proxim-
ity, compositional interactions to single-attribute
matches, epistemic evaluation to deference to au-
thority, and latent risks to frequency counts. This
pattern indicates that LLMs are not deficient in
knowledge, but in their ability to deploy knowl-
edge within appropriate reasoning schemas, mani-
fested as single undifferentiated mode of inference,
irrespective of the structural demands of the task.

From a cognitive perspective, this tendency to-
ward monolithic reasoning contrasts sharply with
human inference. Human reasoning is well estab-
lished is ungoverned by a uniform process, but in-
stead flexibly recruits distinct inferential strategies,
adapting the method of reasoning to the structure
and demands of the problem. Counterfactual simu-
lation underlies causal attribution, constraint satis-
faction supports compositional reasoning, eviden-
tial coherence governs epistemic verification, and
probabilistic projection guides risk estimation (Slo-
man and Sloman, 2009; Kahneman, 2011; Johnson-
Laird, 1983; Tversky and Kahneman, 1974). Each
strategy depends on specialised representational
resources and inferential checks, and they are not
interchangeable. LLMs fail precisely because they
do not distinguish among these strategies, apply-
ing a single heuristic mode where human cognition

would adaptively compartmentalise.

From a semantic perspective, the four reason-
ing families in CTNLI correspond to qualitatively
distinct relational structures, each governed by its
own logical or probabilistic rules. Causal attri-
bution depends on interventionist counterfactuals
(Pearl, 2009; Lewis, 1973), compositional ground-
ing on multi-factor compatibility constraints, epis-
temic verification on evidential hierarchies, and
risk abstraction on the integration of severity and
probability (Van Fraassen, 1980). Collapsing these
type-distinct relations into a single generic reason-
ing process erases the inferential distinctions that
render them meaningful. The systematic heuristics
observed in LLM outputs can thus be understood
as the consequence of ignoring type distinctions
that formal semantics treats as foundational.

Taken together, these findings motivate the need
for compartmentalised reasoning in CTNLI. If fail-
ures arise because LLMs apply a uniform heuristic
mode of inference to semantically heterogeneous
tasks, then improving performance requires enforc-
ing the separation of reasoning families and con-
straining inference to the principles specific to each.
Compartmentalisation addresses precisely this gap:
it reinstates the cognitive and semantic boundaries
that distinguish causal, compositional, epistemic,
and risk-based inference, preventing models from
collapsing them into a single generic process.

Reasoning-agnostic prompting, whether through
direct answering or free-form CoT, provides no
such distinction and therefore encourages heuris-
tic shortcuts that ignore the formal criteria of each
reasoning type. By contrast, a compartmentalised
design ensures that tasks are first recognised as be-
longing to a specific reasoning family, and are then
solved by following the schema formally associated
with that family. This approach not only aligns with
evidence from cognitive psychology and formal se-
mantics but also creates a practical mechanism for
improving reasoning fidelity: once compartmen-
talised, errors can be attributed to either factual in-
accuracy or violation of the family-specific schema,
allowing for principled verification and correction.

In the next section, we instantiate this principle
through CARENLI (Figure 1), in which inference
is decomposed into specialised roles: a planner that
identifies the reasoning family, a solver that applies
the appropriate decision procedure, a verifier that
audits factual and structural validity, and a refiner
that enforces minimal corrections.



2.3 Compartmentalised Agentic Reasoning
for Clinical NLI (CARENLI)

An agentic framework provides a natural instanti-
ation of compartmentalised reasoning. By decom-
posing inference into interacting but specialised
agents, the system enforces separation of func-
tions while retaining the capacity for coordina-
tion. This design aligns directly with the require-
ments of clinical NLI, where reasoning must fol-
low family-specific inferential principles: distinct
reasoning families can be assigned to specialised
agents, whose outputs can then be subject to ex-
plicit verification and refinement. Moreover, the
modularity of the approach permits straightforward
extension to additional forms of formalised rea-
soning beyond those represented in this dataset, as
new agents can be introduced to capture alterna-
tive inferential patterns while preserving the same
overarching pipeline.

The resulting CARENLI framework consists of
four roles: a Planner that identifies the relevant
reasoning family, a Solver that executes the corre-
sponding inference procedure, a Verifier that audits
factual and structural validity, and a Refiner that
applies minimal corrections, as shown in Figure 1.
Each agent is constrained to a specific reasoning
function, ensuring that the overall system embodies
the principle of compartmentalisation while retain-
ing the flexibility of multi-agent coordination.

Planner. The planner implements compartmen-
talisation at the level of problem recognition. For
each premise—statement pair, it selects exactly one
of the four reasoning families—CAUSAL ATTRI-
BUTION, COMPOSITIONAL GROUNDING, EPIS-
TEMIC VERIFICATION, or RISK STATE ABSTRAC-
TION—and outputs this as a routing signal. The
planner does not infer truth values; its role is re-
stricted to identifying the dominant inferential sig-
nature. The planner identifies the root signature
and resolves ambiguity through a fixed hierarchy,
ensuring that instances with multiple inferential
elements are routed to the most structurally de-
manding family.

To achieve this, the planner is prompted with
concise definitions of the four families, each speci-
fied by its inferential signature: causal attribution
by intervention—outcome claims, compositional
grounding by joint clinical constraints, epistemic
verification by the adjudication of conflicting evi-
dence, and risk abstraction by relative or latent risk
comparisons.

2.4 Solver Specifications

Solver. The solver operationalises family-specific
inference by combining the core principles of each
reasoning type with its associated decision proce-
dure. Core principles define the normative criteria
of validity, such as the requirement for compara-
tors in causal inference, compatibility constraints
in compositional reasoning, evidential hierarchies
in epistemic verification, or severity—likelihood in-
tegration in risk abstraction. The decision proce-
dure specifies how these principles are applied step
by step to premise—statement pairs, constraining
the solver to produce outcomes consistent with the
intended reasoning pathway. By enforcing this
alignment, the solver prevents collapse into generic
heuristics and ensures judgments reflect the formal
inferential schemas.

Epistemic Verification Solver. The Epistemic
Verification solver operationalises verification
when premises contain multiple, potentially con-
flicting assertions. Following Jullien et al. (2025),
premises are treated as conjunctions of defeasible
epistemic commitments K, (y;), each attributed to
a source agent a (Fagin et al., 2004; Van Benthem,
2011). Three principles govern inference. First, all
assertions are treated as reported claims rather than
ground truth, with admissibility evaluated against
the clinical model MCT = (WCT, Ict). Sec-
ond, inconsistencies are resolved using a plausi-
bility function 7(¢;) instantiated as an evidential
hierarchy: objective measurements dominate diag-
nostic criteria, which dominate observations, inter-
pretations, and self-report. Conflicts are resolved
by discarding lower-ranked commitments, yield-
ing a maximal consistent set £* C FE such that
Yw € Wer, E* is jointly satisfiable under Mcr.
Third, coherence constraints exclude ontologically
impossible or temporally incoherent assertions. A
candidate statement s is entailed if E* |= s, con-
tradicted if E* |= —s, and neutral if neither holds.
Neutrality is therefore a principled outcome when
conflicts remain unresolved or evidence underde-
termined

Causal Attribution Solver. The Causal Attribu-
tion solver operationalises attribution when the hy-
pothesis asserts a treatment — outcome relation.
Under the interventionist framework (Pearl, 2009),
causal effect is defined as

CE(T,Y) £ E[Y | do(T = 1)]-E[Y | do(T = 0)],



where T denotes a treatment, Y an outcome, and
do(T" = t) an intervention severing incoming
dependencies. Unlike observational associations
E[Y | T = t], causal effect requires interventional
contrast. The solver enforces this distinction by
(i) parsing premises for outcome measurements
or adverse events, treated as observational unless
comparators or manipulations are explicit; (ii) ver-
ifying causal criteria of temporality, contrast, and
confounding control; and (iii) evaluating the hy-
pothesis s: entailment requires interventional ev-
idence, contradiction follows from unsupported
causal claims, and neutrality applies otherwise.
This constrains models to uphold the semantics
of interventionist causality and corrects the failure
mode observed in Jullien et al. (2025), where mod-
els collapsed causal attribution into association, pre-
dicting entailment from surface correlations rather
than from interventional criteria.

Compositional Grounding Solver. The Compo-
sitional Grounding operationalises inference when
the truth of a statement depends on the joint config-
uration of multiple clinical factors rather than any
single predicate. Formally, compositional ground-
ing requires that a tuple

x = (d, z,dz,s) € D¢y

of drug d, dose z, diagnosis dx, and schedule s
must be admissible under the interpretation func-
tion Ict. A statement v asserting clinical benefit
is entailed only if Icp(Benefit)(z) — True in all
admissible worlds w € Wer; contradictions arise
when z violates therapeutic, diagnostic, or schedul-
ing constraints. First, atomic factors (drug, dose,
schedule, patient details) are extracted. Second,
the tuple x is assembled and tested for compatibil-
ity under Ict, which encodes therapeutic ranges,
scheduling rules, and indication—diagnosis map-
pings. Third, the hypothesis s is assessed: entail-
ment requires that = be admissible and support
the asserted outcome; contradiction arises when
x violates constraints; neutrality is assigned when
the configuration is underdetermined. This design
intends to prevents the error mode identified in
Jullien et al. (2025), where LL.Ms collapsed com-
positional interactions into isolated surface predi-
cates, thereby overlooking protocol violations or
emergent incompatibilities.

Risk Abstraction Solver. The Risk Abstraction
solver operationalises inference when hypothe-

ses involve explicit or latent risk. Risk is de-
fined as an expectation over admissible worlds
w € Wer, combining probability and severity of
adverse events (Hunink et al., 2014):

E Z Pr(e | w) - A(e,w) | ,

e€E(w,p)

wrPr(w]p)

where £(w, 1)) is the set of clinically relevant
events for ¢, Pr(e | w) their conditional proba-
bility, and A(e, w) an adverse outcome function
quantifying harm. Entailment requires that the
statement correctly reflect this expected risk profile,
either by ranking events appropriately (when ex-
plicit frequencies are given) or by acknowledging
unruled-out harms in latent risk settings.

The solver prompt translates this into a deci-
sion procedure with three steps. First, it identifies
adverse events or conditions in the premise and
classifies them according to severity and proba-
bility. Second, it integrates these two dimensions
into an expected-harm ranking: severe but rare out-
comes may outweigh frequent but benign ones, in
line with clinical reasoning. Third, it evaluates
the hypothesis s: entailment follows if s reflects
the correct harm-weighted risk ordering, contradic-
tion if it inverts or ignores it, and neutrality if the
evidence base is insufficient.

By enforcing this expected-risk computation,
the solver ensures that judgments reflect decision-
theoretic reasoning rather than surface counts or
lexical salience. This is intended to correct the
failure mode highlighted in Jullien et al. (2025),
where models frequently misclassified risk when
severity and frequency were in tension, defaulting
to naive frequency matching rather than principled
risk abstraction (Hunink et al., 2014; Eisenhauer
et al., 2009; CTC, 2017).

Verifier. The verifier operationalises auditable
reasoning by checking solver outputs for factual
fidelity and adherence to family-specific protocols.
Two checks are applied. First, fact verification
ensures all knowledge invoked is either premise-
grounded or admissible as general clinical regular-
ity, filtering out unsupported or fabricated content
(Gravel et al., 2023; Aljamaan et al., 2024). Sec-
ond, pattern verification enforces alignment with
the expected reasoning patterns, flagging and min-
imally correcting deviations from family-specific
inferential schemas. Prior work demonstrates that
such refinement layers enhance reliability in LLM



reasoning by correcting shallow or inconsistent
outputs and anchoring them to explicit procedu-
ral rules (Webson and Pavlick, 2022; Quan et al.,
2024). This design is supported by the experimen-
tal findings of Jullien et al. (2025), which demon-
strated that LLLMs generally encode the relevant
clinical facts, and are able to recognise both ex-
pected, and degenerate reasoning, but systemati-
cally fail to apply this knowledge during inference.

Refiner. The refiner constitutes the final stage,
implementing corrections prescribed by the verifier.
It does not generate new inferences but minimally
edits solver outputs to restore conformity. First,
it integrates fact verification, removing or replac-
ing unsupported claims with premise-grounded or
admissible ones. Second, it applies pattern veri-
fication, restructuring reasoning to align with the
family-specific decision schema—for instance, en-
forcing comparator requirements in causal infer-
ence (Pearl, 2009) or harm-weighted reasoning in
risk assessment (Hunink et al., 2014). Finally, the
refiner produces a corrected reasoning trace and fi-
nal entailment judgment, aligned with the decision
protocol and reasoning principles of its correspond-
ing solver. In this way, the refiner ensures that
outputs reflect both factual validity and principled
reasoning, consistent with evidence that refinement
stages improve LLM reliability by anchoring them
to explicit rules (Webson and Pavlick, 2022; Quan
etal., 2024).

3 Empirical Evaluation

We evaluate the CARENLI framework across four
contemporary large language models: GPT-40 and
GPT-40-mini (Hurst et al., 2024), Gemini 2.5 Pro
(Comanici et al., 2025), and DeepSeek R1 (Guo
et al., 2025). These models were selected to repre-
sent diverse architectural families, training regimes,
and performance tiers.

Three evaluation settings are considered. First,
the CARENLI framework, in which all agents are
active. Second, an Oracle CARENLI ablation,
in which the planning stage is bypassed and the
correct reasoning family is supplied directly to
downstream agents. Third, baseline prompting
conditions, in which models are tested under CoT
prompting and direct answering (Agnostic CoT,
and Agnostic Direct). this setting, prompts are
reasoning-type agnostic and provide no guidance
toward the family-specific inferential schemas.

Each model—strategy pair is evaluated over the

full dataset of 80 examples (20 per reasoning fam-
ily), with four independent runs per configuration.

4 Results

4.1 Overall Performance Patterns

CARENLI achieves near-ceiling causal reason-
ing and major gains in risk abstraction The
CARENLI framework yields substantial improve-
ments in reasoning fidelity across all families (Fig-
ure 2, and Table 1). CARENLI accuracy consis-
tently exceeds 70% in three of the four reasoning
types, with peak performance reaching 98.0% in
CAUSAL ATTRIBUTION and 81.2% in RISK STATE
ABSTRACTION. Even the more challenging fami-
lies, such as EPISTEMIC VERIFICATION, achieve
accuracies around 76-80%, substantially higher
than in prior baseline conditions. The only per-
sistent weakness is COMPOSITIONAL GROUND-
ING, where accuracy remains below 50% under
CARENLI routing.

Residual errors in compositional and risk rea-
soning stem from misclassification, not solver
limits The Oracle Planner condition confirms
that these residual errors are primarily attributable
to misclassification rather than solver incapacity.
When supplied with the correct reasoning family,
accuracy in COMPOSITIONAL GROUNDING rises
dramatically, from 18—48% under CARENLI rout-
ing to 90% in the best case. Similar gains are
observed in RISK STATE ABSTRACTION, where
performance reaches 100% under Oracle Planner
evaluation. These results demonstrate that models
are capable of following the expected inferential
schemas once correctly routed, and that the princi-
pal bottleneck lies in classification accuracy rather
than in the execution of reasoning procedures.

Taken together, these findings establish that large
language models benefit systematically from com-
partmentalisation. Whereas uniform prompting
encourages a single heuristic mode of inference,
CARENLI enforces adherence to family-specific
schemas, producing accuracy improvements of up
to 40 percentage points and near-ceiling perfor-
mance in causal reasoning. The central conclusion
is that reasoning fidelity is constrained not by the
expressive capacity of LLMs, but by whether in-
ference is decomposed into type-specific compart-
ments aligned with principled decision rules.
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4.2 Reasoning Classification Accuracy

Classification accuracy is uneven across families,
strongest in causal attribution Reasoning fam-
ily classification is only moderately reliable (Fig-
ure 4, and Table 2), with accuracies ranging from
36.0% to 92.2% across families. CAUSAL ATTRI-
BUTION is most consistently identified, with per-
formance above 54% across all systems, whereas
COMPOSITIONAL GROUNDING remains persis-
tently difficult, falling to 36.0% in some condi-
tions. EPISTEMIC VERIFICATION is classified at

moderate levels (67-72%), and RISK STATE AB-
STRACTION is weakest overall, typically between
36.7% and 60.2%.

Models systematically misroute risk and epis-
temic tasks as causal The confusion matrix (Fig-
ure 3) shows that these errors are systematic rather
than random. CAUSAL ATTRIBUTION is over-
predicted, absorbing nearly one quarter of risk
items and one fifth of epistemic items. This reflects
a tendency of models to default to causal schemas
whenever causal language is present. In con-
trast, RISK STATE ABSTRACTION is rarely over-
predicted but frequently under-classified, often mis-
routed to causal or epistemic categories. These
biases confirm that models lack robust reasoning-
type discrimination, instead applying a monolithic
causal heuristic across diverse problems.

4.3 Effect of Classification on Task Accuracy

Correct routing yields high solver accuracy, mis-
classification causes severe degradation Task
success is tightly coupled to classification accuracy.
When items are routed correctly, solvers achieve
strong performance, frequently exceeding 70% and
reaching near-ceiling in CAUSAL ATTRIBUTION
(98.0%, Figure 5, and Table 1). Misclassification,
however, leads to severe degradation: COMPOSI-



Model

Causal Attr. Comp. G. Epis. Verif. Risk Abstr.

CARENLI

gemini 98.0 48.0 79.7 81.2
deepseek-rl 78.0 48.0 76.0 71.3
gpt-4o 60.0 18.0 72.0 70.7
gpt-40-mini 60.0 14.0 64.0 45.3
Oracle Planner

gemini 90.0 60.0 75.0 90.0
deepseek-rl 90.0 90.0 80.0 50.0
gpt-4o 95.0 50.0 65.0 35.0
gpt-4o-mini 75.0 25.0 60.0 30.0
Agnostic CoT

deepseek-rl 51.2 26.3 31.5 31.5
gemini 67.7 24.5 30.5
gpt-4o 37.0 32.0 31.2
gpt-4o-mini 40.7 10.3 25.5
Agnostic Direct

deepseek-rl 40.3 33.8 35.0 38.7
gemini 68.2 12.5 21.3 35.7
gpt-4o 423 10.0 26.2 37.7
gpt-4o-mini 19.0 6.2 35.0

Table 1: Accuracy across reasoning tasks.

Model Causal Attr. Comp. G. Epis. Verif. Risk Abstr.
gemini 84.7 92.2 72.3 60.2
deepseek-rl 80.0 56.0 66.7 48.7
gpt-4o 64.0 74.0 67.3 52.0
gpt-40-mini 54.0 36.0 70.7 36.7

Table 2: Reasoning Classification Accuracy across tasks

TIONAL GROUNDING drops below 50% despite
classification accuracies exceeding 90%, and RISK
STATE ABSTRACTION falls from 81.2% under cor-
rect routing to as low as 45.3% when misclassified.

Classification-accuracy correlation is strongest
in causal and risk reasoning, weakest in epis-
temic This dependency is quantified by Spear-
man correlations between classification and task ac-
curacy. Across all families, the correlation is mod-
erate (p = 0.38), but strongly family-dependent:
near-deterministic in CAUSAL ATTRIBUTION (p =
0.95) and RISK STATE ABSTRACTION (p = 0.80),
moderate in COMPOSITIONAL GROUNDING (p =
0.63), and minimal in EPISTEMIC VERIFICATION
(p = 0.20). These figures confirm that causal and
risk reasoning require correct routing, while epis-
temic reasoning shows partial robustness because
it can be approximated by surface heuristics.

Classification reliability is the central bottle-
neck of the framework Overall, classification
emerges as the central bottleneck of the frame-
work. Solvers can apply family-specific schemas

when routed correctly, but performance collapses
under misclassification, with compositional reason-
ing uniquely brittle and epistemic reasoning only
partially resilient.

4.4 Framework versus CoT and Direct
Prompting

Compartmentalisation improves accuracy by
30+ points over CoT and Direct prompting
Compartmentalisation provides a systematic advan-
tage over CoT and Direct prompting. Across rea-
soning families, the full framework exceeds base-
line performance by margins of 30 points or more.
For example, in RISK STATE ABSTRACTION ac-
curacy rises from 25-39% under CoT/Direct to
71-81% in the framework, and in CAUSAL ATTRI-
BUTION from 37-68% to 78-98%. These improve-
ments hold across models, underscoring that the
effect is not system-specific but reflects a general
property of structured prompting.

Even misclassified solver prompts outperform
CoT and Direct baselines Importantly, even
when classification is incorrect, solvers guided by
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Figure 4: Overall accuracy of reasoning classification across models.
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Figure 5: Accuracy on reasoning tasks when classification of the reasoning type was correct versus incorrect.Results

are averaged per reasoning family across models.

family-specific instructions still outperform CoT
and Direct (Figure 5). In EPISTEMIC VERIFICA-
TION, misclassified solver prompts achieve 68—
75% accuracy, compared to only 21-32% under
baseline prompting. This resilience arises because
solver prompts encode structural constraints—such
as comparator requirements, evidential hierarchies,
or severity—likelihood integration—that continue
to shape reasoning even under incorrect routing.

Oracle Planner confirms solvers can follow
schemas when routed correctly The Oracle
Planner condition further confirms that residual
errors stem primarily from classification. Supply-
ing the correct reasoning family raises accuracy in
COMPOSITIONAL GROUNDING from below 50%
to 90% and in RISK STATE ABSTRACTION to
100%. These findings establish that solvers can
implement the expected reasoning schemas, and
that the absence of reliable routing is the key barrier
to performance under the full framework.

4.5 Verifier Performance

Verifier judgments frequently exceed solver ac-
curacy across families The verifier stage pro-
vides an independent audit of solver outputs, check-
ing both factual grounding and adherence to rea-
soning schemas. Verifier accuracy is measured by
whether the verifier correctly flags solver reasoning
as invalid whenever the solver’s initial label predic-
tion is incorrect, and conversely affirms correctness
when the solver’s label is correct. Verifier accuracy
frequently exceeds solver accuracy itself (Figure 6,
Table 3). In CAUSAL ATTRIBUTION, verifier ac-
curacy reaches 98—-100%, while in RISK STATE
ABSTRACTION it ranges from 71-100%, with per-
fect performance achieved in some Oracle Planner
runs. By contrast, COMPOSITIONAL GROUNDING
remains the most difficult to verify, with accuracy
between 20-60%.

Verification is easier in causal and risk reason-
ing, harder in composition Two conclusions fol-
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Figure 6: Verifier accuracy across reasoning families and models.

Model Causal Attr. Comp. G. Epis. Verif. Risk Abstr.
CARENLI

gemini 98.0 49.1 79.7 81.2
deepseek-rl 81.6 48.0 76.5 71.8
gpt-4o 63.4 19.7 72.5 72.6
gpt-40-mini 60.0 15.6 64.0 46.9
Oracle Planner

gemini 90.0 60.0 75.0 90.0
deepseek-rl 94.7 90.0 80.0 100.0
gpt-4o 95.0 50.0 65.0 70.0
gpt-4o0-mini 75.0 25.0 60.0 60.0

Table 3: Verifier accuracy (%) across reasoning tasks

low. First, LLMs are more reliable at recognising
invalid reasoning than at producing valid reasoning
directly: even when solver accuracy falls below
50%, verifier judgments often exceed 70%. Sec-
ond, verification is easiest in families with strong
structural signals, such as temporal precedence in
causality or severity—likelihood trade-offs in risk,
and most difficult in composition, where violations
depend on multiple interacting factors. These re-
sults confirm that while models struggle to apply
schemas, they can reliably detect their violation,
making verification a robust complement to com-
partmentalisation.

4.6 Effects of Refinement

Refinement corrects up to 39% of epistemic er-
rors through factual edits The refinement stage
applies minimal edits to solver outputs in order
to correct factual inaccuracies and restore align-
ment with family-specific reasoning schemas. Its
impact is heterogeneous across reasoning families
and models (Figure 7, and Table 4). In some set-
tings, refinement yields clear improvements: in
EPISTEMIC VERIFICATION, accuracy increases by

up to 39 percentage points, with more than half
of revisions correcting initial errors (Figure 7, and

Table 5).

Refinement is rare but highly accurate in causal
reasoning, common but ineffective in composi-
tion In other families, however, refinement de-
livers limited gains. In CAUSAL ATTRIBUTION,
revisions are infrequent, typically affecting fewer
than 10% of predictions (e.g., 6.0% for GPT-40
under CARENLI, 10.0% under Oracle Planner), but
they are highly effective: nearly all changes cor-
rected the initial label (100% gains). By contrast,
in COMPOSITIONAL GROUNDING, revisions are
far more common, with change rates of 22-35%
depending on the model, yet accuracy rarely im-
proves, with gains observed in only 16-29% of
those cases. This pattern reflects the brittleness
of compositional reasoning: once a multi-factor
configuration is misconstructed, local corrections
cannot repair the violation.

Fact errors are easier to fix than reasoning
errors, limiting compositional gains A finer-
grained error analysis clarifies these dynamics. In



Model Causal Attr.  Comp. G. Epis. Verif. Risk Abstr.
CARENLI

gemini (init.) 98.0 49.1 79.7 81.2
gemini (refined) 98.0 48.0 79.7 81.2
deepseek-r1 (init.) 81.6 48.0 76.5 71.8
deepseek-r1 (refined) 78.0 48.0 76.0 71.3
gpt-4o (init.) 63.4 19.7 72.5 72.6
gpt-4o (refined) 60.0 18.0 72.0 70.7
gpt-4o-mini (init.) 60.0 15.6 64.0 46.9
gpt-4o-mini (refined) 60.0 14.0 64.0 45.3
Oracle Planner

gemini (init.) 90.0 60.0 75.0 90.0
gemini (refined) 90.0 60.0 75.0 90.0
deepseek-r1 (init.) 94.7 90.0 80.0 100.0
deepseek-r1 (refined) 90.0 90.0 80.0 50.0
gpt-4o (init.) 95.0 50.0 65.0 70.0
gpt-4o (refined) 95.0 50.0 65.0 35.0
gpt-4o-mini (init.) 75.0 25.0 60.0 60.0
gpt-4o0-mini (refined) 75.0 25.0 60.0 30.0

Table 4: Accuracy of initial predictions vs refined predictions
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Figure 7: Comparison of solver outputs before and after refinement across reasoning families.

EPISTEMIC VERIFICATION, revisions occur in up
to 39.3% of cases (GPT-40-mini), with over half of
changes correcting the label (54—-73% gains), as un-
supported claims can be removed or replaced with
premise-grounded evidence. In RISK STATE AB-
STRACTION, revisions are less frequent (5-16.6%)
and only partially successful (0-60% gains), con-
sistent with the difficulty of re-estimating sever-
ity—likelihood trade-offs post hoc. Overall, fact
errors are easier to correct than reasoning errors,
yet the latter predominate: reasoning violations ac-
counted for 68.1% of cases, compared to 61.9%
involving unsupported or fabricated facts. Because
refinement operates through minimal local correc-
tions, it can reliably address factual inaccuracies
but rarely resolves structural reasoning failures.
This asymmetry explains why refinement improves
accuracy in epistemic and causal reasoning, but

fails to salvage compositional tasks.

In sum, refinement is most effective for correct-
ing local factual inaccuracies but limited against
deeper reasoning errors. These results reinforce the
knowledge-reasoning dissociation (Jullien et al.,
2025): models typically possess relevant facts and
can identify errors, yet fail to reliably apply do-
main knowledge within principled reasoning flows.
Refinement partially mitigates this by enforcing
factual and procedural alignment, but cannot re-
solve structural inferential deficiencies.

4.7 Qualitative Analysis of Representative
Items

A qualitative analysis of four representative cases,
one from each reasoning family, is presented using
outputs from DEEPSEEK R1. For each case, the
reasoning trace generated under the oracle plan-



ner condition (agentic framework, with the solver
routed to the correct reasoning family) is contrasted
with the baseline produced under agnostic CoT
prompting. This comparison highlights how ex-
plicit compartmentalisation enables alignment with
the expected reasoning patterns specified in the
knowledge framework, while also revealing the
characteristic deviations of free-form CoT.

Causal Attribution (Problem 6).

Premise: “Adverse Events Summary:
Total: 4/12 (33.33%). Headache 2/12
(16.67%), Pruritus 1/12 (8.33%), Mild
anemia 1/12 (8.33%). All events were
Grade 1 or 2.”

Statement: “The drug was effective and
well tolerated, with only mild side effects
reported.”

Agentic (verbatim). ‘‘The statement
makes two claims: (1) effectiveness
(T — improved outcome) and (2) tol-
erability (T — only mild side effects).
The premise only reports adverse event
grades (all Grade 1/2) and rates (33.33%
total), which directly confirms tolerabil-
ity. However, the premise contains no
efficacy data (e.g., disease improvement
metrics, control group, baseline measure-
ments). Since causal claims require com-
parator outcomes, the effectiveness por-
tion remains unsubstantiated. While tol-
erability is entailed, the overall label is
neutral.”

CoT (abridged). “The statement is sup-
ported since only mild AEs were reported
... this indicates the drug was effective
and well tolerated.”

The agentic solver follows the expected com-
parator requirement, decomposing causal claims
into subcomponents and assigning neutral when
one is unsupported. The CoT baseline collapses
tolerability and efficacy into a single plausibility
heuristic, producing over-attribution. This demon-
strates how structural prompts prevent the confla-
tion of post-treatment outcomes with causal effect.
Under correct scaffolding, LLMs reliably enforce
comparator rules; without it, they default to associ-
ation heuristics.

Compositional Grounding (Problem 12).

Premise: “Fludarabine 120 mg/m? daily
x 14 days for CLL in an elderly patient.”
Statement: “The treatment is expected
to induce remission, improve blood
counts, and prolong survival.”

Agentic (verbatim). “I) Extract fac-
tors: fludarabine 120 mg/m? daily x14.
2) Standard dose is 25 mg/m*/day x5.
The given regimen is ~5x higher and
extended. 3) Such dosing causes severe
toxicity in elderly patients. 4) This vio-
lates therapeutic admissibility; the state-
ment’s claim of benefit is contradicted.”

CoT (abridged). “Fludarabine is used
in CLL, so this treatment is likely to be
effective . .. the statement is entailed.”

The agentic solver operationalises the cross-factor
constraint, checking consistency across drug, dose,
schedule, and patient. This reproduces the knowl-
edge framework’s tuple-based admissibility rule.
The CoT reasoning reflects the failure mode of Jul-
lien et al. (2025): collapsing multi-factor structures
into a single drug—indication match. Here, agentic
scaffolding ensures toxicity is identified, whereas
CoT ignores unsafe interactions. The repercussion
is clinical: a toxic regimen is falsely labelled as ben-
eficial under free CoT, while the structured agent
enforces compositional validity.

Epistemic Verification (Problem 16).

Premise: “A 45-year-old man complains
of chest discomfort after meals and oc-
casional regurgitation. Endoscopy is
normal. Despite the absence of cardiac
symptoms, the physician diagnoses my-
ocardial infarction and starts anticoagu-
lation therapy.”

Statement: “The patient has myocardial
infarction.”

Agentic (verbatim). “I/) Endoscopy
normal (objective evidence). 2) Symp-
toms consistent with GERD, not MI. 3)
MI requires ECG/troponins, absent here.
4) Physician’s diagnosis conflicts with
higher-tier evidence. 5) Conclusion: con-
tradiction.”

CoT (abridged). “The physician diag-
nosed MI, so this supports the statement

... although there is no cardiac evidence,
the statement is entailed.”



The agentic solver follows the evidence hierar-
chy, prioritising instrumented evidence over un-
supported assertion. The CoT baseline defers to
physician authority, ignoring hierarchy. This mis-
alignment mirrors the epistemic collapse observed
previously: models recognise evidence but mis-
apply credibility weights. By enforcing explicit
tiering, the agentic pipeline compels the correct
contradiction label. This illustrates that LLMs are
capable of stratified verification if prompted to dis-
card lower-tier claims in conflict with higher-tier
evidence.

Risk State Abstraction (Problem 39).

Premise: “A 55-year-old man with acute
severe low back pain reports saddle anes-
thesia, urinary retention, and bilateral
leg weakness. Reflexes reduced. No
imaging performed.”

Statement: “Emergency MRI is re-
quired to exclude cauda equina syn-
drome.”

Agentic (verbatim). “Symptoms consti-
tute red flags for CES. Likelihood: high,
since multiple features align. Severity:
catastrophic, with risk of paralysis if
missed. No imaging means CES remains
unexcluded. Therefore urgent MRI is
mandated; statement entailed.”

CoT (abridged). “The patient has back
pain and weakness ... MRI could help
but it is not certain; label neutral.”

The agentic solver instantiates the severity—
likelihood calculus: combining probability with
consequence to project latent catastrophic risk. The
CoT baseline fails to abstract beyond symptom
description, treating CES as one of many possi-
ble adverse events. This reproduces the frequency
heuristic failure identified in prior work. The con-
sequence is profound: under CoT, a time-critical
emergency is missed. The agentic framework
ensures catastrophic risk is correctly prioritised,
demonstrating that LLMs can perform principled
risk abstraction when explicitly instructed.

Across reasoning families, the agentic frame-
work compels alignment with formal inferential
schemas: comparators for causality, cross-factor
constraints for composition, evidence hierarchies
for epistemic verification, and severity—likelihood
calculus for risk. The CoT baseline fails in family-
specific, systematic ways: collapsing causal claims,

flattening compositional structure, deferring to au-
thority, and ignoring catastrophic risk. These are
not random lapses but consistent heuristics. The
crucial finding is that LLMs can reproduce the ex-
pected reasoning patterns under correct prompting:
the agentic pipeline demonstrates that comparator
tests, constraint enforcement, tiered evidence, and
risk abstraction are all within model capacity, pro-
vided the reasoning path is structured. Without
such scaffolding, CoT defaults to surface plausibil-
ity, with direct repercussions for clinical safety and
validity.

5 Future Work

The principal bottleneck of CARENLI lies in
reasoning-family classification, as task success de-
pends critically on accurate routing of items to
their appropriate inferential schema. One promis-
ing direction is to improve the formalisation of the
classification task itself, for example by design-
ing explicit symbolic representations of reasoning
type signatures to guide planner decisions. Alterna-
tively, a dedicated planner model could be trained
on annotated data to provide more reliable routing.

A second direction concerns multi-family reason-
ing. In realistic clinical inference, problems rarely
decompose neatly into a single reasoning type. Ex-
tending CARENLI with hierarchical planners capa-
ble of invoking multiple solvers sequentially or in
parallel would more closely approximate this struc-
ture, alleviating the bottleneck of forcing a decision
between potentially valid reasoning families.

Third, expanding the repertoire of reasoning fam-
ilies offers a natural path toward broader applicabil-
ity. Beyond the current four families, future exten-
sions could incorporate temporal progression, coun-
terfactual safety, and resource-constrained decision-
making. Such additions would enable CARENLI
to capture a wider spectrum of clinically relevant
inference patterns.

Finally, while the present evaluation is con-
ducted on controlled, template-derived datasets,
future work should assess CARENLI in less con-
strained settings, such as MedNLI (Romanov and
Shivade, 2018), and NLI4CT (Jullien et al., 2023),
offering a more stringent test of the framework’s
robustness and clinical utility.

6 Related Work

A prevailing assumption in NLP is that enlarging
model capacity and exposure will improve not only



task performance but also the fidelity of underly-
ing reasoning. Scaling law analyses (Kaplan et al.,
2020; Hoffmann et al., 2022) and flagship model
reports (Brown et al., 2020; Touvron et al., 2023;
Bubeck et al., 2023) reinforce this view, yet critics
observe that benchmark success often reflects sur-
face regularities rather than robust inference (Mar-
cus, 2022; Mahowald et al., 2024). Our work in-
stantiates this critique in the clinical domain: we
show that models encode relevant medical facts
but fail to deploy them within principled reasoning
flows.

Evidence across NLI research supports this di-
agnosis. General-domain studies reveal annotation
artifacts and shortcut reliance (Gururangan et al.,
2018; Poliak et al., 2018; Webson and Pavlick,
2022; Turpin et al., 2023). Clinical NLI bench-
marks extend these concerns: MedNLI (Romanov
and Shivade, 2018), NLI4CT (Jullien et al., 2023),
and CTNLI (Jullien et al., 2025) report system-
atic reasoning errors, motivating frameworks that
explicitly separate knowledge retrieval from infer-
ential schema adherence.

Parallel to this diagnostic agenda, recent work
has investigated agentic and modular architectures
as a pathway to more reliable reasoning. Gener-
ative Agents (Park et al., 2023) and multi-agent
frameworks such as CAMEL (Li et al., 2023), Au-
toGen (Wu et al., 2024), and MetaGPT (Hong
et al., 2024) show that distributing tasks across
specialised roles facilitates self-correction and au-
ditability. CARENLI extends this line by introduc-
ing compartmentalisation grounded in formally de-
fined reasoning families, combining the auditabil-
ity of agentic design with the domain fidelity de-
manded by clinical inference.

7 Conclusion

We introduced CARENLI, a Compartmentalised
Agentic Reasoning framework for Clinical NLI
that decomposes inference into planner, solver, ver-
ifier, and refiner roles aligned with four reasoning
families. By enforcing modular separation and
grounding each component in domain-specific pro-
cedures, CARENLI enables principled alignment
and transparent error diagnosis.

Empirical evaluation across four contemporary
LLMs demonstrated substantial gains in reason-
ing fidelity relative to agnostic prompting, with
improvements of up to 42 points and near-ceiling
performance in tasks such as causal attribution and

compositional grounding under oracle planning.
The inclusion of verifier and refinement stages fur-
ther enhanced reliability: reaching perfect accuracy
in risk abstraction, while refinement corrected up
to 39% of errors in epistemic tasks by enforcing
factual and structural consistency.

These findings indicate that structured agentic
prompting provides a viable pathway for aligning
LLM reasoning with domain-grounded schemas,
supporting safe and auditable deployment in clini-
cal decision-making
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A Appendix



Causal Attr. Comp. G. Epis. Verif. Risk Abstr.

Model A Gain A Gain A Gain A Gain
CARENLI

gemini 0.0 - 0.0 - 1.3 50.0 0.7 100.0
deepseek-rl 2.0 100.0 8.0 16.7 8.7 733 54 0.0

gpt-4o 6.0 100.0 6.2 66.7 4.7 100.0 6.1 60.4

gpt-4o-mini 28.0 76.7 222 233 39.3 54.2 16.6 60.0

Oracle Planner

gemini 0.0 - 0.0 - 0.0 - 5.0 0.0
deepseek-rl 0.0 - 5.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 -
gpt-4o 10.0 100.0 15.0 100.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 -
gpt-40-mini 25.0 100.0 35.0 28.6 30.0 0.0 0.0 -

Table 5: Mind-change summary across reasoning tasks, showing only change rate (A) and proportions of gains.



