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ABSTRACT

With the introduction of large language models (LLMs), automatic
math reasoning has seen tremendous success. However, current
methods primarily focus on providing solutions or using techniques
like Chain-of-Thought to enhance problem-solving accuracy. In
this paper, we focus on improving the capability of mathematics
teaching via a Socratic teaching-based LLM (SocraticLLM), which
guides learners toward profound thinking with clarity and self-
discovery via conversation. We collect and release a high-quality
mathematical teaching dataset, named SocraticMATH, which pro-
vides Socratic-style conversations of problems with extra knowl-
edge. Also, we propose a knowledge-enhanced LLM as a strong base-
line to generate reliable responses with review, guidance/heuristic,
rectification, and summarization. Experimental results show the
great advantages of SocraticLLM by comparing it with several
strong generative models. The codes and datasets are available on
https://github.com/ECNU-ICALK/SocraticMath.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Mathematics, viewed as a language that requires complex reason-
ing through structured symbols and systems, parallels the rules
of spoken language, is a crucial aptitude for human intelligence.
Recently, solving math problems autonomously via Al technology
has attracted attention since as early as 1963 [8, 9, 16, 17].

The studies about mathematical Al (math word problems) are
divided into three parts: statistical learning-based methodologies
[34, 56], traditional machine learning techniques [23, 41, 42] and
deep learning-based methods [14, 47]. Recently, large language
models (LLMs) have achieved great successes in mathematics [33,
48], with various types of mathematical datasets [4, 13, 19, 26, 55]
and mathematical LLMs [49, 52, 54] emerging.

However, previous research on mathematical LLMs mainly fo-
cused on improving mathematical ability while their application
in teaching remains limited. LLMs tend to give the solution pro-
cess directly when faced with mathematical problems, even when
asked to play the role of a teacher [31]. There is a teaching method
called Socratic questioning [10, 18], which ranges from providing
direct hints to offering minimal guidance, allows instructors to cus-
tomize their queries to appropriately challenge students while also
aligning with their individual problem-solving abilities [2]. Taking
Figure 1 as an example, the general LLMs tend to give the solutions
with chain-of-though direct, whereas Socratic teaching-based LLMs
guide the students using conversation.

Previous research has demonstrated the potential of utilizing
LLMs for Socratic questioning. For instance, Shridhar et al. [45]
utilized reinforcement learning to convert mathematical problem-
solving steps into multiple sub-problems, thereby enabling the
automatic generation of Socratic questioning. Similarly, Qi et al.
[40] decomposed complex mathematical problems into a series of
top-down questions, perceiving Socratic questioning as a recursive
thinking process. This approach allows LLMs like ChatGPT to
address fine-grained problems, ultimately resolving the main issue.

However, effectively integrating Socratic questioning methods
into AI frameworks continues to be a significant challenge. First
(C1), LLMs can not guarantee the reliability and quality of answers.
The LLMs perform poorly on complex reasoning with hallucination
problems. Second (C2), the strategies (when to ask, how to ask
and ask what) to guide and heuristic students with just enough
questions are unclear. Too many or too few queries that are too
hard or too easy will influence students’ earning process. Third
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Figure 1: Examples of CoT and Socratic teaching.

(C3), there is a lack of relevant datasets for mathematics teaching
[31]. Although classroom transcripts can provide a large amount
of instructional tutoring data [15], there are issues like privacy
security, crowdsourcing costs and annotation quality.

In this paper, we focus on integrating Socratic Questioning in
mathematical education. For C1, we propose a knowledge-enhance
Socratic teaching LLM (SocraticLLM) as a strong baseline to im-
prove the reliability and quality of the generated response via extra
knowledge. We design a strategy to tutor students step-by-step
through the instructional structure of review, heuristic, rectify and
summarize. Also, we create and release a high-quality Socratic-style
mathematical dataset, SocraticMATH, which contains dialogue tu-
toring data with original questions, answers, and solutions and
covers 513 knowledge points of primary school math. Extensive
experiments show SocraticLLM outperforms strong baselines in
terms of rich automatic and human/GPT-4 evaluation metrics.

The main contributions of this paper are summarized as follows.
1) We integrate the Socratic method with math teaching via a struc-
tured conversation with review, guidance/heuristic, rectification,
and summarization. 2) We propose SocraticLLM as a strong base-
line for mathematical teaching. To generate reliable responses, we
design a Socratic-style prompt with extra knowledge to guide the
teaching process. 3) We build and release a large-scale mathemati-
cal conversation dataset SocraticMATH with rich attributions over
500 knowledge points. A series of experiments on SocraticMATH
indicate the effectiveness of our SocraticLLM.

2 RELATED WORK
Mathematical Reasoning. Mathematical reasoning refers to the
process of using algorithms and computational models to solve
complex mathematical problems [28, 29]. Recently, large language
models have obtained great performance in mathematical reasoning
using instruction tuning [27, 30, 48], in-context learning [11, 21]
and tool-enhanced methods [38, 43]. Several studies solved the math
problem step by step, such as Chain of Thought (CoT) [48], Tree
of Thought (ToT) [51] and Graph of Thought (GoT) [7]. However,
most of the previous studies focused on improving the accuracy of
mathematical reasoning by giving the solutions to the problem. The
goal of this paper is mathematical teaching using Socratic teaching.
Theoretical Background of Socratic Teaching. Carefully
formulated questions can encourage students to self-explain [12],

enhance their understanding of the task, and facilitate effective
planning of solutions [24]. Additionally, they can help identify sig-
nificant gaps in student knowledge [35]. This spectrum enables
educators to craft questions that are appropriately challenging yet
within a student’s capacity to respond [2]. This method, called So-
cratic questioning, is based on the philosophy that knowledge is
not simply transferred but uncovered through a dynamic process of
inquiry and dialogue. In summary, although there are established
principles and guidelines, the practical application of Socratic ques-
tioning with Al presents challenges.

Technologies of Socratic Teaching. Research in the realm
of automatic Socratic tutoring systems has shown progress, but
the applicability of such systems is often constrained by the pre-
defined and manually tailored nature of Socratic utterances for
specific exercises [3]. Al-Hossami [2] presented a dataset compris-
ing Socratic dialogues aimed at assisting novice programmers in
rectifying errors in fundamental computational problems. Shrid-
har’s study [45] explored the strategies involved in the automatic
generation of math problem solutions for educational purposes. Qi
et al. [40] perceived Socratic questioning as a recursive thought
process, which breaks down complex problems into simpler, related
sub-problems. However, newer technologies such as LLMs are still
not widely implemented in tutoring systems, particularly in the
field of mathematics education.

3 DATASET

3.1 Dataset Construction

For lack of a Socratic teaching-based mathematics dataset, we col-
lect and annotate a diverse dataset, SocraticMATH, to promote the
research of this domain. We construct the dataset with three phases:
data collection, pre-annotation and human annotation.

Data Collection. The questions are mainly derived from the
real primary school exams in China. To guarantee diversity, these
problems cover the main maths knowledge points at the primary
school level, ensuring that all the questions are manually labeled
with solutions using markdown format. The questions consist of
multiple-choice, fill-in-the-blank, and answer questions.

Pre-Annotation. To reduce the cost of human annotation, we
pre-annotate the conversations for all 8935 questions using GPT-
4. We design an in-context prompt using a manually authored
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Table 1: Comparison with existing datasets

Dataset Size Lang Ans Solution Conv Socratic KG Difficulty

SocraticMATH 6,846 CH +/ Textual Steps +/ vV
Math23k [47] 23,162 CH +  Equation X X
AQuA [26] 97,975 EN Textual Steps X X
MathQA [4] 37,297 EN Equation X X
X X

X

X

\/

\/
GSMSK [13] 8,792 EN 4/ Textual Steps
SVAMP [39] 1,000 EN 4/  Equation X
MATHDIAL [32] 2,861 EN +/ Generation Semi

X X X X X X|<
X X X X X X|<

Table 2: The statistical information of SocraticMATH.

Train  Dev  Test TotaL

#CoNv 5,476 685 685 6,846
#TURN/CoNV 4.95 4.95 5.02 4.96
#WORD/SOLUTION 73.29 73.17  72.70 73.21
#WORD/UTTERANCE 8649  87.02 85.56  86.45
#KG 495 333 332 513

#KG/Conv 2.00 2.03 2.03 2.00

high-quality example to enhance the quality of the generated con-
versation. Additionally, we let GPT-4 act as a Socratic-style teacher
with various student personality requirements (such as naughti-
ness, self-confidence, and carelessness) to ensure the richness of
the generated dialogue.

Human Annotation. Though GPT-4 generates the conversation
with a Socratic style for each math question, their quality is limited.
First, LLMs are not good at math reasoning and their answers can
be tainted with factual errors [28]. Second, the LLMs always give
solutions to answer students’ questions while lacking the teaching
skills with inspiration and guidance. Thus, we clean and re-annotate
the conversation to improve the data quality. Particularly, we first
eliminate the data with an abnormal number of dialogue rounds.
Then, we manually perform the annotation work on the data to
optimize the logic and coherence of the conversation. Each sample
is labeled by three experts, who are good at teaching and math. Due
to the complexity of the conversation, the three experts label the
conversation one by one to revise the errors iteratively. Particularly,
we delete more than 23% dialogues and modify more than 18%
dialogues, where over 5% utterances are revised.

3.2 Dataset Analysis

Characters of SocraticMATH. We present the statistical informa-
tion of our SocraticMATH dataset in Table 2. Our dataset contains
513 knowledge points, almost all the knowledge points of math at
the primary school level. To better guide the student to solve the
math problem, the average number of turns for each conversation
is about 5. The average length of utterances is about 86 words to
provide detailed information patiently.

Comparison with Exiting Datasets. To show the advantages
of SocraticMATH, we compare it with existing typical mathemat-
ics datasets (Table 1). Most datasets only provide the equation
or textual steps directly to solve the math problem. MATHDIAL
dataset contains the semi-annotated conversation where the stu-
dents’ questions are generated by LLMs. Furthermore, MATHDIAL
mainly focuses on answering students’ questions without the So-
cratic method, which requires teaching skills to inspire, guide, and
inquire actively step by step. We also provide extensive attribution
information, such as related knowledge points and difficulty levels,
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E You are a mathematics tutor specializing in one-on-one tutoring. You will use the Socratic
! teaching method to guide students step by step through problem-solving, including review,
i heuristic, and summarization

E You need to adhere to the following rules:

1 1. When facing students' questions, do not directly provide the answers but guide students to
i solve the problems themselves.
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Question
Two mutually prime composite numbers whose least common multiple is 90 are and
(from smallest to largest).

Extra Knowledge
Because 90 =2 x 3 x 3 x 5, the two numbers could be: 1 and 90, 2 and 45, 3 and 30, 5 and 18,
6 and 15, 9 and 10; further, since they are coprime composite numbers, it is determined that
the two numbers can only be: 9 and 10. Therefore, the answer is: 9, 10.

&E This problem requires us to prime factorize numbers and understand the concepts of
mutual prime and composite numbers. First, can you tell me what mutually prime
numbers are?

A mutually prime number is two integers whose greatest common divisor is 1.

and that any number greater than 1 other than such a number is a composite number.

Right. Okay, now let's see how to solve this problem. We know that the least
common multiple of two numbers is 90. so we need to prime factorize 90. can

: :
1 H
: :
i &g Understand that a prime number is a number that is only divisible by 1 and itself, i
: :
E H
E you try to do that? i
| H

Figure 2: The framework of SocraticLLM.

where #KG and #KG/Conv are the total number of knowledge points
and the average number of knowledge points for each conversation.

4 OUR METHOD

We propose SocraticLLMas a strong and simple baseline for mathe-
matics teaching (Figure 2). It generates responses with the teaching
skills of review, guidance/heuristic, rectification, and summariza-
tion via LLMs. We design a Socratic-style prompt and integrate the
original question with the extra knowledge (i.e., solution, answer)
to improve the quality of the responses.

The Socratic-style prompt P contains the task’s definition and re-
quirements. We ask the model to act as a one-on-one mathematical
tutor using the Socratic teaching method. In particular, we require
SocraticLLM to guide the student rather than answering questions
directly. Then, we ask SocraticLLM to check and rectify the errors
since the model tends to trust the users. To reduce the hallucination,
we demand the model generate the response based on the extra
knowledge by inputting the detailed solution and answer.

Formally, given the question Q, the prompt P, and the extra
knowledge K, we aim to generate the response R; based on the
history conversation H;_; = {Ry, U1, R, Uy, ..., Ri—1, Uj—1}, where
U; is the user’s answer of i-th turn.

R ) )
p(RilP.Q.K, Hi-) = [ | p(RIIP.Q.K Hit BT (1)
J
where le is the j-th word of response R;, |R;| is the length of R;.
We use a language model My to model the generation probability,
p(RIIP,Q. K, Hi—1,R'7™") = Mg(P,Q, K, Hi_1, R}’ "), where 0 is
the learnable parameters of My. Particularly, we use Low-Rank
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Table 3: Main results of automatic and human evaluation.

Yuyang Ding et al.

Automatic Evaluation

Human Evaluation

GPT-4 Evaluation

B-1 B-2 B-3 B-4 METEOR R-1 R-2 R-L  BARTScore Reliability Socratic Reliability =~ Socratic

mT5 0.303  0.225 0.174 0.135 0.320 0.439  0.227  0.323 0.724 5.714 6.405 6.80 5.62
LLaMA2-7B 0.301  0.213  0.157  0.116 0.335 0.454  0.216  0.308 0.710 5.310 6.333 5.76 4.87
Qwenl.5-7B  0.341 0.247 0.185  0.139 0.367 0.481  0.241  0.341 0.726 6.595 6.762 7.84 6.96
ChatGPT 0.273  0.194 0.147  0.111 0.398 0.431  0.197  0.257 0.695 6.500 6.405 8.07 6.70
GPT-4 0.332  0.240 0.181  0.137 0.410 0.471  0.227  0.306 0.715 7.024 6.833 - -

SocraticLLM  0.352 0.256 0.193 0.147 0.378 0.490 0.250 0.351 0.730 7.119 7.190 8.40 7.14
- Prompt 0.341  0.248 0.188  0.143 0.369 0.484 0.246  0.344 0.727 7.048 6.857 8.16 6.98
- Knowledge 0.347 0.253  0.191  0.145 0.374 0.488  0.247  0.350 0.729 6.643 6.692 7.83 6.91

Adaptation (LoRA) technology to improve the efficiency of training,
where only a small number of extra parameters 0 are trainable [20].

Then, the cross-entropy function is used to measure the genera-
tion losses of the response,

N |Ri| ) ]
L= log(p(R]IP.Q.K. Hy-1, R ™)

rJ

@

where N is the number of turns in the conversation.

5 EXPERIMENTS

5.1 Experimental Setups.

Metrics. We adopt several typical automatic metrics for generation
tasks, including BLEU [37] (marked as B-1/2/3/4), ROUGE [25]
(marked as R-1/2/L), METEOR [6] and BARTScore [53], to evaluate
the effectiveness of SocraticLLM turn by turn. We also conduct
human evaluation and GPT-4 evaluation [22].

Baselines. We compare SocraticLLM with several typical and
strong seq-to-seq models. mT5 [50] trains a text-to-text transformer
model on multilingual datasets via multi-task learning. LLaMA2-
7B [46] and Qwen1.5-7B [5] are strong LLMs fine-tuned on our
dataset. ChatGPT [44] and GPT-4 [1] act as a mathematics tutor
with the Socratic method, one of the SOTA conversation models.

Implementation Details. We select Qwen1.5-7B as the base
LLMs and train it on A800 GPU with 80G. We set the rank of LoRA
as 64. The learning rate is 3e-4 and the batch size is 64.

5.2 Experimental Results

We report the main results of SocraticLLM and the selected base-
lines using automatic, human and GPT-4 evaluation (Table 3).
Automatic Evaluation. From the results, we observe that
SocraticLLM achieves better results by comparing with the strong
baselines over automatic metrics in most cases, indicating our
model’s effectiveness. Note that GPT-4 outperforms SocraticLLM
in terms of METEOR without training because SocraticMATH is
modified based on the dataset generated by GPT-4. Furthermore,
these automatic metrics can not measure the quality of conversa-
tion in Socratic mathematical teaching. They mainly calculate the
semantic information between the generated responses and the
reference while ignoring the logic and fact errors in the output text.
Human/GPT-4 Evaluation. Single reference-based automatic
metrics are not always reliable to reflect the real quality of the
generated responses [36]. Therefore, we also conduct human and
GPT-4 evaluations by crowd-sourcing and GPT-4. Particularly, we

ask the three experts and GPT-4 to label 150 samples randomly se-
lected from the test set with guidelines. Based on a pre-determined
scoring rubric, they annotate the generated response from reli-
ability and Socratic strategy with scores 1-10. Reliability judges
whether the model corrects the students’ errors precisely and So-
cratic represents the guide and heuristic abilities of the model. We
report the average scores here. From the results, we observe that
SocraticLLM obtains the best results in both human and GPT-4
evaluations, showing that our model can reduce the hallucination
with the Socratic method. Moreover, in the human evaluation, we
find that LLMs like ChatGPT tend to believe the users’ responses
without a doubt. It is interesting to explore in further work.

Ablation Studies. We also conduct an ablation test to explore
the effectiveness of the main parts consisting of SocraticLLM by re-
moving Socratic-style prompt (- Prompt), extra knowledge (- Knowl-
edge) and all of them (Qwen1.5-7B), respectively. We observe that
both the Socratic-style prompt and extra knowledge are useful for
SocraticLLM. The Socratic-style prompt enhances the model to
learn the teaching skills based on structured conversation. Then,
incorporating the extra knowledge into SocraticLLM reduces the
hallucination problem by correcting the fact errors.

6 CONCLUSIONS AND FURTHER WORK

This paper presents SocraticLLM as a strong baseline to tutor
students through structured conversation, encompassing review,
heuristic, rectification, and summarization by integrating the So-
cratic method into mathematical education. By infusing extra knowl-
edge into the LLM architecture, we ensure the reliability and quality
of generated responses, thereby overcoming the issue of poor per-
formance in complex reasoning tasks. To mitigate the scarcity of
relevant datasets for mathematical teaching, we contribute the
SocraticMATH dataset, comprising diverse dialogue data, enabling
further advancements in this domain. Our experiments demonstrate
the efficacy of SocraticLLM in enhancing mathematical education.
In further work, we would like to incorporate personal information
and knowledge graphs to pave the way for future developments in
adaptive and interactive learning environments.
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