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Abstract

The evaluation of Large Language Models (LLMs) often focuses on linguistic
tasks, yet these may not fully capture general reasoning capabilities. We explore
the hypothesis that LLMs, such as GPT-3.5 and GPT-4, possess broader cognitive
functions, particularly in non-linguistic domains. Our approach extends beyond
standard linguistic benchmarks by incorporating games like Tic-Tac-Toe, Connect
Four, and Battleship, encoded via ASCII, to assess strategic thinking and decision-
making. To evaluate the models’ ability to generalize beyond their training data,
we introduce two additional games. The first game, LEGO Connect Language
(LCL), tests the models’ capacity to understand spatial logic and follow assembly
instructions. The second game, the game of shapes, challenges the models to
identify shapes represented by 1s within a matrix of zeros, further testing their
spatial reasoning skills. This "show, don’t tell" strategy uses games to potentially
reveal cognitive capabilities rather than simply querying the models. Our results
indicate that despite their proficiency on standard benchmarks and temperature
settings, GPT-3.5 and GPT-4’s abilities to play and reason about fully observable
games without pre-training is mediocre. Both models fail to anticipate losing
moves in Tic-Tac-Toe and Connect Four, and they are unable to play Battleship
correctly. While GPT-4 shows some success in the game of shapes, both models
struggle with the assembly tasks presented in the LCL game. These results suggest
that while LLMs like the GPT models can emulate conversational proficiency and
basic rule comprehension, their performance in strategic gameplay and spatial
reasoning tasks is limited in cognitive flexibility and generalization. Importantly,
this reveals a blind spot in current LLM benchmarks that we highlight with our
gameplay benchmark suite ChildPlay (GitHub Repository). Our findings provide a
cautionary tale about claims of emergent intelligence and reasoning capabilities of
LLMs that are roughly the size of GPT-3.5 and GPT-4.

1 Introduction

Typically, Large Language Models (LLMs) are transformer-based - they process input text and
generate output text in a coherent and contextually appropriate manner [8]. Modern versions use a
self-attention mechanism to weigh the importance of different words in a sentence relative to each
other [53, 8]. Input text is tokenized, converted into vectors using embeddings, and processed through
transformer layers that calculate attention scores to dictate focus on relevant tokens [53, 8, 16]. The
model then selects the next token based on learned distributions [53, 8, 16]. With their large parameter
count, from Alpaca with 7 billion parameters [46], to LLaMA with 65 billion [49] or PaLM with 540
billion parameters [13], these neural networks have learned to model complex linguistic abstractions,
capturing patterns in syntax, semantics, pragmatics, and elements of both style and tone [8, 9, 37].
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Current Benchmarks Benchmarks consist of tests or tasks along with their associated metrics,
used to comparatively evaluate a system. They help identify the relative state of the art by comparing
systems based on specific measurements. Datasets like SQuAD, GLUE, BIG-bench, SuperGLUE,
ANLI, TruthfulQA, HellaSwag, and the lm-evaluation-harness offer various test types, including
multiple-choice questions, reading comprehension tasks, natural language understanding, common
sense reasoning, factual knowledge, and dialogue completion tasks [38, 54, 2, 54, 34, 28, 59, 18].

Recent studies have evaluated LLMs’ reasoning in non-linguistic tasks too. Liga and Pasetto used
Tic-Tac-Toe in ASCII form, pitting LLMs against the minimax algorithm to explore emergent features,
suggested to be akin to consciousness [27]. Although LLMs performed well, they often failed to win
against the minimax algorithm, resulting in draws and losses [27]. Topsakal and Harper [48] found
GPT-4 secured more wins than GPT-3.5 but did not consistently play optimally.

Some studies, such as those by Lappin et al. and Zečević et al., caution against overestimating LLMs’
capabilities, stating that LLMs may excel at language tasks but seem to struggle with reasoning and
causal understanding [26, 60]. Bender et al. and Schaeffer et al. further critique the transparency of
evaluation metrics, arguing that some "emergent abilities" may be artifacts of evaluation rather than
genuine model behavior [3, 39].

Another issue in evaluating LLMs is that of training-test set cross-contamination [8]. Massive
training datasets, often untraceable, make replication studies difficult and risk rendering benchmarks
meaningless due to contamination [8, 17]. N-Gram Overlap is one method to detect contamination,
but it has limitations, such as failing to account for context and synonymous text [6]. Furthermore, the
arbitrary 200-character window classically used during GPT-3.5 training may not accurately reflect
the influence of surrounding text [8].

This critique of the evaluation metrics used in assessing LLMs invites a deeper exploration of general
intelligence - specifically how it can be reliably measured and observed in AI through rigorous
and realistic tests that extend beyond linguistic prowess to include broader cognitive functions.
Typically, when defining general intelligence (GI), the "g factor" is used as a measure of the ability
to reason, plan, solve problems, think abstractly, and learn quickly across a wide range of domains
[57, 5, 55, 11, 10]. GI then involves higher-order cognitive processes that go beyond specific skills or
knowledge domains [19, 23].

We argue that there is a need for nuance in current debates surrounding AGI (Artificial General
Intelligence) and a pragmatic perspective on understanding LLMs’ capabilities. In order to approxi-
mate some measurement of GI in an AI system, it is important that we build benchmarks that allow
measurements that can truly gauge generalization and reasoning in a human-like manner, rather than
relying solely on pattern matching and statistical correlations [52].

This Work We introduce ChildPlay, a light and scalable suite of non-language-based games like
Tic-Tac-Toe, Connect-Four, Battleship, LEGO Connect Language, and Shapes, to assess LLMs’
reasoning, strategy, symbolic reasoning, and pattern recognition beyond traditional linguistic tasks.
The benchmarks can be executed, taking only a few hours to complete across all tasks for a given
model. Furthermore, we have proposed this benchmark suite for inclusion in the BIG-bench initiative
[2], which aims to standardize challenging benchmarks for LLMs.

We chose games because they provide structured environments with clear success criteria, suitable for
evaluating strategic thinking and decision-making in dynamic, adversarial scenarios [43, 27, 48]. We
encode these games using ASCII representations to minimize dataset contamination issues prevalent
in testing generalized intelligence beyond the training domain [8, 27].

While our benchmarks attempt to probe the model’s understanding indirectly through win ratios,
gameplay is inherently limited by the model’s reliance on probabilistic patterns rather than genuine
rule-based reasoning, something that is contentious in the field at the moment and that we attempt
to probe. The game rules are explicitly given to the models in the prompts, which we believe is a
critical component of evaluating how well LLMs can generalize from given instructions. While this
does not fully guarantee that the models are learning and applying these rules as a human would, it
still probes generalization ability.
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2 Experiments

General Methodology Specific tasks in the BIG-bench benchmark [2] are categorized as zero-shot,
one-shot, or multi-shot [8]. Our tasks, available through the ChildPlay GitHub Repository, fit the
zero-shot category, where models receive only a brief explanation at inference time with no examples.
To test LLMs’ reasoning beyond their training data, we focused on spatial reasoning with ASCII
sequences. An agent capable of true abstraction should encode and interpret these sequences when
the rules are explained.

We developed tasks including LEGO assembly, ASCII games (Tic-Tac-Toe, Connect-Four, Battleship),
and identifying shapes represented as 1s in 15-sided grids of 0s. The models tested were gpt-3.5-turbo-
1106 (GPT-3.5) and gpt-4-1106-preview (GPT-4), across temperatures t = 0, 0.5, 1, and 1.5 (refer
to Appendix G for a preliminary analysis on models other than GPT-3.5 and GPT-4). Temperature
is a hyperparameter that controls the randomness of a model’s output in text generation. Lower
temperatures make the model more deterministic, favoring the most probable tokens. Importantly,
when queried, both GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 were able to explain the tasks and generate valid board states,
validating our benchmarks. We hypothesize that models capable of reasoning should play optimally,
given their ability to explain optimal strategies when prompted (see Appendix B.5). In general, these
experiments took between a few minutes to a few hours to run. Error bars are based on the binomial
distribution and computed using the standard deviation.

Lego Connect Language (LCL) We invented a formal language we call LEGO Connect Language
(LCL). More specifically, we propose LCL2 as a language to instruct assembly in 2D on the x
and y axis (this can be extended to LCL3 or 3D). Only 2x4 pieces are allowed when assembling a
construction, M , which is then valid if no pieces are overlapping and all pieces are connected to
other pieces. Namely, a Lego piece is connected through interlocking pegs, not by merely touching
sides. And secondly, two Lego pieces overlap when they share the same y-coordinate and any part of
their length has the same x-coordinate (see Appendix D.1 for a formal definition of LCL).

Figure 1: Left: A valid humanoid construct in LCL2. Right: A standard LEGO piece in LCL2.

Game 1: Validity Testing This test evaluates the ability to assess constructs as valid or invalid.

Game 2: Construct Generation Models generate LCL constructs from prompts. Each construct
is described by tuples specifying the coordinates and colors of pieces. Construct validity is then
automatically evaluated.

In both games, the evaluation metric is the proportion of correct validations across different tem-
peratures. We generated 800 images for the validity test (half valid, half invalid) and queried each
model to produce 100 images at each temperature. These were checked for validity. An example for
data used in these tasks is [(1, 1,′ red′), (2, 1,′ blue′), (3, 1,′ green′)], where each tuple represents a
brick’s position and color. Our use of LCL is related to Bubeck et al. [9], where GPT-4 generated
images using JavaScript or LaTeX. However, unlike Bubeck et al.’s examples, which are prone to
training data contamination, LCL remains abstract, challenging the model to operate outside its
learned distributions.

Board Games: Tic-tac-toe, Connect-four, and Battleship (BTC) For this set of games, which
we will refer to as BTC from now on, each new board state was introduced with an initial game
explanation via the OpenAI API in a zero-shot setup. The models, always playing as the first player,
were provided with the current board state and faced an opponent making random moves. Since these
games are fully observable, only the initial instruction and the current board state were needed for
optimal play. Inputs required were two scalars for the row-column pair or a single scalar for the
column in Connect-Four.
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In Battleship, ships (’S’) were randomly initialized horizontally, varying from 2 to 5 cells. Hits were
marked with an ’X’ and misses with an ’O’ on both players’ boards. The symbol ’˜’ denoted the sea -
an unexplored square.

Figure 2: Initial board states presented to LLMs. Left: Tic-tac-toe board. Middle: Connect-four
board. Right: Battleship board. Ship positions and lenghts are randomised with every initialisation.

The Game of Shapes For the game of shapes, we first probed the models about what geometric
shapes they consider basic. The three shapes consistently mentioned were square, circle, and triangle.
The game consists of finding a basic geometric shape "hidden" behind 1s in a matrix of 0s in a
multiple-choice fashion. Four shapes were used as options: the circle, the rectangle, the triangle, and
the cross. Only the latter three were ever shown to the model (cf. Fig. 3). The choice positions are
not randomized to test if the model displays any inherent bias for the question order. This does not
affect the outcome, as the game is designed to operate within a single question-response framework.

Figure 3: Matrices used in the Game of Shapes. Left: Square. Middle: Triangle. Right: Cross.

3 Results

GPT move biases when playing BTC are shown in the heatmaps in Appendix B.3. The Random
Player’s uniform distribution of moves across squares and columns appears to make it less likely
to counter GPT’s "strategies", especially in Connect-Four. According to these heatmaps, GPT-3.5
makes more mistakes than GPT-4 at Tic-Tac-Toe, namely because it seems to play the middle row
even when occupied, which produces an automatic loss. Furthermore, the heatmaps reveal that GPT
models often play the middle column in Connect-Four, even if already full, increasing the likelihood
of connecting four pieces before the Random Player, who has just a 1/7 chance of blocking. Errors,
especially from GPT-3.5, generally increase with temperature, likely due to increased randomness in
move selection.

Model Temp Battleship Tic-Tac-Toe Connect-Four
Win Rate (%) Lose Rate (%) Win Rate (%) Lose Rate (%) Win Rate (%) Lose Rate (%)

GPT-3.5 0.0 10.0 90.0 53.0 47.0 64.0 36.0
GPT-3.5 0.5 8.0 92.0 24.0 76.0 76.0 24.0
GPT-3.5 1.0 3.0 97.0 24.0 76.0 75.0 25.0
GPT-3.5 1.5 3.0 97.0 19.0 81.0 75.0 25.0

GPT-4 0.0 0.0 100.0 71.0 29.0 80.0 20.0
GPT-4 0.5 0.0 100.0 77.0 18.0 80.0 20.0
GPT-4 1.0 4.0 96.0 69.0 31.0 70.0 30.0
GPT-4 1.5 0.0 100.0 50.0 50.0 39.0 61.0

Table 1: Win rates of LLMs in Battleship, Tic-Tac-Toe, and Connect-Four at different temperatures.

As shown in Table 1, Performances vary significantly across games and temperatures. In Battleship,
GPT-3.5’s win rate drops from 10% at t = 0.0 to 3% at t = 1.0 and t = 1.5. Surprisingly, GPT-4
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performs even worse, with no wins at t = 0.0, t = 0.5, and t = 1.5, and only 4% at t = 1.0. In
Tic-Tac-Toe, GPT-3.5’s win rate decreases from 53% at t = 0.0 to 19% at t = 1.5. GPT-4 performs
better, peaking at 77% at t = 0.5 but dropping to 50% at t = 1.5. In Connect-Four, GPT-3.5 shows an
improvement from 64% at t = 0.0 to 76% at t = 0.5, maintaining around 75% at higher temperatures,
while GPT-4 starts strong with 80% at t = 0.0 but falls to 39% at t = 1.5.

Overall, GPT-4 outperforms GPT-3.5 in Tic-Tac-Toe and Connect-Four at lower temperatures (t = 0.0
and t = 0.5), but GPT-3.5 shows better performance in Battleship at t = 0.0 and tends to be more
stable in Connect-Four at higher temperatures. Both models struggle as temperature increases,
with significant declines in win rates, especially in Battleship and Tic-Tac-Toe. Importantly, both
models often underperform compared to a random player, particularly at higher temperatures, which
underscores the challenges they face in maintaining effective strategies as the temperature rises.

Tic-Tac-Toe For comparison with the model’s performance, Fig. 12 presents the Tic-Tac-Toe
match results of the minimax algorithm against the same random player the models played against.
The algorithm won 996 games out of 1000, tied 4, and lost none. This also replicates the results of
previous research on Tic-Tac-Toe and we use that as a baseline for optimal play against a random
player (see Appendix A.7.1) [44, 1].

Both GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 perform poorly in Tic-Tac-Toe at t=0, reflecting deterministic play based
on learned strategies (see Appendix B.3). The Random Player’s uniform move distribution (see Fig.
B.3.2) reduces the likelihood of countering GPT’s central strategies, with GPT-3.5 making more
errors than GPT-4. These errors significantly impact outcomes due to incorrect moves (cf. Fig. 4).
Errors increase with temperature, likely due to an increase in randomness (cf. Fig. 14), leading to
losses from illegal moves rather than direct defeats.

Average game moves, missed wins and missed blocks in Tic-Tac-Toe decrease as temperature rises
(see Fig. 5), because of an increase in losses due to random play leading to illegal moves. Regardless,
neither model plays optimally, as indicated by the high number of missed wins and blocks. As
temperature increases, missed wins and blocks decrease as models move away from deterministic
play illustrated in the heatmaps of moves in Appendix B.3.
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Figure 4: GPT models performance against a random player at the Tic-Tac-Toe game.

0 0.5 1 1.5
Temperature

0

1

2

3

4

Average Moves

0 0.5 1 1.5
Temperature

0

5

10

15

20

Missed Wins

0 0.5 1 1.5
Temperature

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

Missed Blocks
gpt3_5 Model
Random Player (vs gpt3_5)
gpt4 Model
Random Player (vs gpt4)

Figure 5: Tic-tac-toe: Missed wins and missed blocks.

5



Connect-Four Both GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 exhibit their poorest performance in Connect-Four at
temperature 0, indicative of deterministic play reflecting the models’ learned behavior (see Appendix
B.3.3). The Random Player’s uniform distribution across columns (Fig. 16) implies a lower chance
of countering GPT’s central strategies in Connect-Four. Neither model plays Connect-Four optimally,
as evidenced by the many missed wins and blocks. Fig. 7 demonstrates that, as temperature increases,
missed wins and blocks increase for GPT-3.5 and remains roughly the same for GPT-4.
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Figure 7: Connect-Four: Missed wins and missed blocks.

Battleship The models were incapable of following the Battleship rules. Regardless of temperature,
the models lose most games, with GPT-4 not winning any game due to incorrect moves (cf. Fig. 19).
GPT-3.5 wins 10% of the matches at low temperatures, but none at higher ones (cf. Fig. 8).
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Shapes In the Shapes game, we see that GPT-3.5’s performance was approximately equivalent
to random chance when identifiying triangles and crosses, yet, it failed to recognize most squares
(cf. Fig 9). In contrast, GPT-4 performed remarkably well, successfully identifying shapes with
an accuracy of ≈ 80%, demonstrating particular proficiency at recognizing triangles. At higher
temperatures, some of GPT-4’s responses were discarded by our parser when the model generated
invalid Unicode output, and, thus, were not included in the final evaluation. This discrepancy is
evident in Fig. 9, for instance, where the sum of correct and incorrect choices does not total 25 at
high temperatures.
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Figure 9: Results for the Shapes game. Left: GPT-3.5. Right: GPT-4.

LCL In LCL, both models failed to respect the two rules (cf. Section 2). Figs. 10a, and 10b
generated for the validity test show valid LCL, while Fig. 10c shows an invalid LCL structure. These
were used in their formal encoding (cf. Appendix D.1) as model input. Figs. 10d and 10f show
examples for invalid output from GPT-3.5 and Fig. 10e shows the only type of valid output generated
by GPT-4. The second invalid example for GPT-3.5 was also generated by GPT-4 at t = 1.

(a) Valid LCL assembly. (b) Valid LCL assembly. (c) Invalid LCL structure.

(d) GPT-3.5, t = 0, invalid output. (e) GPT-4, t = 1.5, valid output. (f) GPT-3.5, t = 1, invalid output.

Figure 10: Example structures generated for the LCL validity test and structures generated by GPT-3.5
and GPT-4 for the construction test.

Fig. 11 shows a roughly linear increase in the proportion of correct answers for GPT-3.5 during the
validity test as a function of temperature. While GPT-4 peaks at temperature 0.5 and then declines.
Regardless of these increases, the percentage of correct responses is minimal. Only GPT-4 produced
a small fraction of valid LCL constructs (namely 0.04 out of 400 = 16). GPT-3.5 did not produce a
single valid LCL construct.
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Figure 11: LCL results after 100 runs with 50/50 valid/invalid examples for the validity test and 100
experiments per temperature per model for the construction test using 3 pieces.

4 Discussion

Just as the presently ongoing ARC-AGI competition [21] attempts to test systems under a definition
of GI akin to the one we offer in our introduction (processes equivalent to higher-order cognition
enabling general problem solving that goes beyond specific skills or knowledge domains), our
work too explores AI reasoning capabilities through methods that differ from typical benchmarks.
Interestingly, both currently highlight deep learning limitations (at the moment no solution, with or
without deep learning, goes beyond 43% accuracy, defined as the percentage of correct predictions
[24]), particularly in abstract reasoning. The failure of these systems in ARC tasks aligns with our
ChildPlay findings, where LLMs struggle with strategic reasoning and rule adherence, underscoring
challenges in achieving true generalization beyond trained data distributions.

In Tic-Tac-Toe, both models underperform compared to the minimax algorithm, with mixed results
in Connect-Four. GPT-4 performs well in Shapes, but GPT-3.5 does poorly. Both fail in LCL, and
Battleship, at any temperatures, showing significant limitations in rule understanding. Increased
temperature leads to more naive exploration but does not improve strategic performance, as seen in
the rise of missed wins and blocks.

Overall, GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 can produce output for simple games but struggle to do so sensibly, often
failing to apply optimal strategies such as blocking winning moves or going for winning move. In
summary, the performance difference to minimax underscores LLM limitations in strategic reasoning.
Failures in Battleship and LCL highlight severe issues in rule adherence.

Modern LLM benchmarks primarily adapt Turing’s test [50] to assess language processing, potentially
overlooking deeper complexities. While smaller models like GPT-4 exhibit what Humboldt described
as the "infinite use of finite means" [29] as popularized by Chomsky [12], generating contextually
relevant sentences [45], this does not necessarily mean they have mastered reasoning - it is more
likely to be advanced pattern imitation.

Limitations and Future Work Just as in ARC-AI [21], in the future we intend to generate a
holdout game dataset that is kept hidden, only providing tools for evaluation, such that overfitting on
it before testing becomes unlikely. Regarding our general approach, we pursued a zero-shot condition,
but future work should test Chain-of-Thought (CoT), Tree-of-Thoughts (ToT), and even Few-Shot
learning [56, 58, 8]. These methodologies reduce task complexity and may lead to improved LLM
performance. LLMs might just need more clues. The current technical disadvantage of any testing
setting is that they allow LLMs to resort to probabilistic patterns rather than genuine reasoning.
This might not be an issue of the class of methods, but simply a direct product of the underlying
transformer algorithm which narrows in on the correct data manifold by using input tokens as features
for arriving at the most likely answer given the training data, allowing the models to approximate
reasoning patterns, likely without true understanding.

Regarding input tokens, ChildPlay sometimes uses single character output, leading to what we
term single character token myopia. This is problematic when encoding state information as single
characters because GPT has a multi-character tokenizer as do most LLMs [8].
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On the subject of evaluation, our benchmark’s binary outcomes (win/loss) can bias perceived capa-
bilities. To avoid this, we also assess move choices and missed wins/blocks (see Appendix B.3 and
Figs. 5, 7). Using discontinuous metrics in strategic games may cause sharp evaluation transitions,
potentially misrepresenting gradual improvements. Shape recognition and LCL tasks might benefit
from continuous metrics, providing smoother performance gradients and more accurate reflections of
reasoning abilities. If the model outputs continuous values (e.g., coordinates of a shape’s vertices),
the mean squared error, for example, can be used to quantify the difference between predicted and
actual values.

Furthermore, following Schaeffer et al.’s perspective, one might argue that the ChildPlay games may
not fully reflect true generalization or emergent abilities [39]. If benchmarks resemble nonlinear
metrics, they could exaggerate LLM weaknesses or strengths. For instance, a sharp failure in
the Battleship game might not indicate poor strategic reasoning universally but rather in specific
conditions. We believe this not to be the case as the experiments consist of simple fully observable
games. Additionally, we aimed to diminish this effect by producing heatmaps of the moves and
keeping track of illegal moves, missed blocks, and missed wins. Regarding the performance difference
between the models at the shapes game, we believe this is best rationalized through data-contamination.
We think it is likely that GPT-4’s training data contained examples similar to the ones used. This
would explain why GPT-4 only improved dramatically at that game - it already knew the answers.

Future ChildPlay enhancements could involve feedback on actions, reducing task complexity. We
have translated a small dataset from the Lego corporation (see Appendix D.3) for future reference
and development of LCL. The LCL dataset can also be simulated in both 2D and 3D as a multimodal
benchmark. Another important aspect is our ASCII representation. It might not be well-suited
to convey the meaning of a board state. More complex symbolic representations might benefit
the models’ performance. We also plan to benchmark additional models (cf. Appendix G for a
short preliminary analysis on models other than GPT-3.5 and GPT-4), including open-source LLMs,
and explore deep reinforcement learning as in Schrittwieser et al., Kaiser et al., and Silver et al.
[40, 25, 42].

5 Conclusions

Non-language tasks challenge models to generalize across different encodings and delve into out-of-
training-distribution scenarios. Testing LLMs like GPT-4 (according to OpenAI, a contender for AGI
[9]) beyond text, we show they are mediocre at best at simple reasoning tasks outside their training
data. Both GPT-4 and GPT-3.5 fail to play simple games optimally, and struggle with following rules,
namely assembly instructions. Mixed results were found in interpreting geometric shapes from binary
grids, where GPT-4 did particularly well. These tasks test reasoning without relying on language,
forcing the model to play the game rather than describe it, which we believe is akin to repeat learned
information, also known as "parroting" [7, 14, 4, 20, 60, 3]. . The "non-language" category of the
BigBench benchmark includes tasks like ASCII recognition, chess, and Sudoku, but none like ours
[2]. Hence, we believe ChildPlay is a valuable addition to current LLM benchmarks.

Developing games allows us to critically assess claims about a model’s reasoning and problem-solving
abilities, avoiding data contamination issues. Our results suggest current LLMs show disappointing
problem-solving capabilities, highlighting key areas for future improvement.

The key takeaway of our work is not just the models’ performance in specific games, but understanding
their ability to generalize and reason in novel contexts. This has broader implications for AI,
particularly in developing models capable of true reasoning and adaptive thinking. Our research
highlights how LLMs handle tasks requiring higher-order reasoning, which is crucial for advanced
applications. Practically, if GPT or other LLMs cannot reason accurately on novel data, they should
not be trusted to do so in standard applications. This is critical, especially in scientific contexts,
as many users may be biased toward believing LLM outputs because they appear credible. Our
benchmarks illustrate these pitfalls, showing that if LLMs struggle with simple games, users should
be more critical of their outputs.
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Appendix

A Algorithms

A.1 Generating Games

Our program enables simulation, testing, and analysis of game-play of the different benchmarks
found in ChildPlay.

The program begins by setting up variables for debug outputs and game configurations, initializes the
game environment based on these configurations, and sets up players accordingly. It then simulates a
series of games, saving results and logs in JSON format, and generates heatmaps to analyze gameplay
strategies and player decisions. The script also handles results aggregation and visualization, including
the generation of bar plots of the results.

Our program is structured to simulate games with various players through a base class and its derived
classes, each representing different player types. This class, the PlayerBase class, serves as the
foundational class for all player types. It initializes player properties such as ID, name, and a debug
flag, and it also manages message storage for debugging or interaction logging. A method is available
that can store or print board states and plays based on the debug flag, facilitating debugging and
tracking game interactions.

The LLMPlayer class, derived from PlayerBase, represents a player that utilizes a large language
model, in our case, this player is either GPT-3.5 or GPT-4. Its constructor initializes the player
with an ID, name, model details, and the game being played. It inherits from PlayerBase and
extends functionality for LLM interactions. We introduce a method to print messages related to API
interactions, and another that formulates a prompt for the LLM, invokes it, and processes its response.
Then, a different method interprets the LLM’s response to determine the validity of a move within
the game’s context.

The TextPlayer class, also derived from PlayerBase, represents a player who inputs moves via text,
through the console - this is a human player. Its constructor initializes player-specific details and a
callback function for receiving input. There is a method that manages receiving and validating player
inputs according to game rules.

The RandomPlayer class, another derived class from PlayerBase, simulates a player making random
valid moves based on the current game state. We have designed a method in this class to generate
random possible moves that always comply with the game’s rules given the present game state.

We have two possible game loops, one designed to execute a series of games between two players, and
another to simulate one single game. The former takes parameters including the game instance, the
two players, the number of games to play, and a debug flag. This function runs a loop for the specified
number of games, recording results, tracking messages, and logging game states and moves. It returns
a summary of the game results and collected messages for further analysis. The second game loop
simulates a single game between two players by initializing the game, managing turn-based gameplay,
and logging detailed move information. It returns a tuple with game messages, counts of invalid
moves, a log of moves, and the game outcome.

Other functions, all helper functions, enable basic functionality, for example, in producing multiple
random moves to generate a dataset, or loading data from a JSON file. We can also create a
comprehensive dataset from multiple games and save it to a JSON file, load it, and print the board
state for a specific record index. As stated before, we can also generate heatmaps showing the
frequency of moves in the case of the board games, or of predicted versus actual shapes in the case of
the game of shapes.

A.2 Tic-Tac-Toe

For the Tic-Tac-Toe task we first initialize the game with optional settings. If no specific options are
provided, it defaults to a 3x3 board size. Customizable options include setting the board size and a
debug flag. Upon initialization, a method is called to set up or reset the game state. Additionally, it
establishes a game name and provides a prompt that explains the rules and how to input moves for an
algorithmic explanation of the code used to run Tic-Tac-Toe games).
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The reset_game method is responsible for resetting the game by creating a board of the specified size,
defaulting to 3x3, filled with spaces that represent empty cells. It also initializes the current player as
"P1", sets up a list to track moves made, and marks the game status as not over.

The get_text_state method constructs a text-based or ASCII representation of the current game state.
It displays column and row headers for the board and formats the board with dividers to clearly
delineate rows and columns.

The guess method manages a player’s move by first validating it to ensure it falls within the board
boundaries and that the chosen position is not already occupied. If the move is valid, it updates the
board with the player’s symbol (’X’ for player index 0 and ’O’ for player index 1). After each valid
move, the method checks for a win or a tie. If neither condition is met, it switches the turn to the next
player. If a player makes a wrong move they lose the game.

The check_win method determines if the current player has won by checking all possible winning
conditions. This includes vertical, horizontal, and diagonal lines. It returns True if any of these
conditions are met with consecutive symbols matching the current player’s.

The check_tie method checks for a tie by determining if all cells are filled without any player achieving
a winning condition.

A switch_player method is available that alternates turns between the two players, switching control
from "P1" to "P2" after each valid move.

A.3 Connect-Four

The Connect-Four constructor initializes the game with optional settings as well, such as row and
column size and debug mode. If no specific options are provided, the game defaults to a 7x7 grid.
Otherwise, it reads the values from the provided options dictionary. The constructor sets up basic
game properties, including a reset board, a tuple to track the last move, the game over status, and the
current player. It also includes a game instruction prompt.

The reset_board method resets the board to a 7x7 grid (or a custom size if specified) filled with dots
(.) to represent empty cells.

The check_tie method determines if the game has ended in a tie. It checks if the top row of the board
is completely filled without any winner being declared. This method ensures that the check_win
method returns False before declaring a tie.

The check_win method assesses whether a winning condition has been met after a move. It examines
the cell corresponding to the last move and checks horizontally, vertically, and diagonally (in both
positive and negative directions) for four consecutive identical symbols (either ’X’ or ’O’).

The guess method handles a player’s move attempt. It returns an invalid move if the attempt is made
outside of valid columns or on a full column. For a valid move, it updates the board, checks for a win
or a tie, and switches to the next player if the game is still ongoing.

The get_text_state method generates a string representation of the current board state, displaying ’X’
and ’O’ for the two players.

The switch_player method alternates the active player between "P1" (Player 1) and "P2" (Player 2).

The board_size property returns the number of columns in the board, which is necessary for validation
and display purposes.

A.4 Battleship

The Battleship constructor initializes, once again, the game with optional settings. If no options are
provided, it defaults to a 5x5 board size. The constructor allows customization of the board size and a
debug flag. It sets up four game boards for each player—two for ship placement and two for tracking
guesses—using nested list comprehensions. Additionally, it initializes lists to keep track of the ship
positions for both players, 2 lists each, 4 in total - these correspond to the players own boards which
they can see both the ships and hits, and their adversaries, where they can see only their own hits and
misses. A dictionary, ship_types, defines ship names and their sizes, which scale according to the
board size. The place_ships method is then called to randomly place ships on each player’s board.
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Initial game properties are also set, including the current player and a game prompt that explains the
rules.

The board property dynamically returns the guess board of the current player, in case we want to
display it or carry out logic checks.

The place_ships method is responsible for randomly placing ships on a specified board. It attempts
to place each ship either vertically or horizontally without overlapping or touching another ship,
including diagonally adjacent spaces.

The is_space_free method checks if a specified space on the board is free to accommodate a ship of a
given size and orientation. It ensures that there is no overlap with existing ships and that the ship is
not placed directly adjacent to another ship.

The get_text_state method provides a string representation of both the ship and guess boards for a
specified player, formatted for easy reading. This functionality is useful for displaying the game state
in a text-based interface.

The guess method processes a player’s guess by checking if it hits a ship and updating the boards
accordingly. It also switches the player after each guess and checks for a win condition. Hits are
marked with ’X’ and misses with ’O’ on the guess and ship boards.

The check_win method determines if the current player has won by checking if all positions of the
opponent’s ships have been hit.

The switch_player method alternates turns between the two players after each guess.

A.5 Shapes

The Shapes game starts by defining two constants, empty_character and full_character, which are
represented by "0" and "1" respectively. These constants denote empty and filled cells in the grid.

One of the primary functions in the script is bar_plot_shapes, which generates bar plots illustrating
the counts of correct and incorrect answers for each shape. This function takes several parameters,
including base_path for saving plots, models which is a list of GPT-type models used in the game,
temperatures which refers to different temperature settings in the GPT-model predictions, and
shapes representing the various shapes used in the game. The function iterates over the models and
temperatures, loads game logs, counts the correct and incorrect answers, and plots these counts in bar
charts. The resulting plots are saved to specified directories.

The script also includes several shape-drawing functions. The create_board function initializes an
empty board of specified dimensions filled with empty_character. The draw_rectangle function
allows drawing a rectangle or square on the board by filling cells with full_character. The draw_circle
function draws an approximate circle using the midpoint circle algorithm. The draw_triangle function
draws an equilateral triangle on the board by filling cells within the triangle’s bounds. The draw_cross
function draws a cross on the board with a specified arm length centered at a given point.

A key component of the script is the Shapes class, which manages the game’s logic. This class
initializes the game with optional settings such as board size and debug mode. It sets the game name,
the shape to be drawn, and a prompt explaining the game rules. The reset_game method creates a new
board and randomly draws the specified shape (square, triangle, or cross) on it. It shuffles possible
answer options and resets game state variables. The get_text_state method generates a text-based
representation of the game board and possible answers for display. The guess method processes a
player’s guess, checks if it matches the correct shape, and ends the game, returning the outcome (win
or loss). Methods check_win, check_tie, and check_loss are used to determine the game’s outcome.

The script supports both visualization and analysis of game outcomes. The bar_plot_shapes function
helps visualize the correctness of guesses. The shape-drawing functions facilitate the random
generation of different shapes for each new session. The Shapes class encapsulates the game’s logic,
managing the board state, processing guesses, and determining game outcomes, thus supporting a
single-player interaction where the player guesses the shape drawn on the board from a list of options.
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A.6 Lego Connect Language (LCL)

In the LCL script, we enable validating, and visualizing Lego-like constructs with different types of
players.

We start by defining LCLVisualizer, which handles the visualization of Lego constructs. Its methods
include draw_piece, which draws a single Lego piece on a plot, and display_construct, which displays
and saves a complete Lego construct.

The LCLGame class manages the logic for generating and validating Lego constructs. It contains
attributes such as pieces, a list of tuples representing Lego pieces, valid_colors, a list of valid colors
for these pieces, and metrics, a dictionary for tracking validation metrics and construct details.
Its methods include can_place_piece, which determines if a Lego piece can be placed at a given
position, find_all_valid_positions, which identifies all valid positions for placing new pieces, and
build_random_valid_assembly, which constructs a valid Lego assembly by placing pieces in valid
positions. Additionally, generate_random_piece and generate_random_construct are methods for
generating random Lego pieces and constructs, respectively. The is_valid_construct method checks
the validity of a given construct, while generate_valid_or_invalid_construct creates either a valid
or invalid construct based on a given parameter. The class also includes methods like create_tower,
create_bridge, and create_staircase for generating specific types of constructs, and validate_construct,
which validates a player’s response regarding the construct’s validity. Finally, save_metrics saves the
validation metrics to a file.

The RandomPlayer class represents a player that generates random answers. Its primary method,
generate_random_answer, returns a random validity answer, either "valid" or "invalid."

The LLMPlayer class is designed for the GPT models to generate answers. It has attributes like
model, which specifies the GPT-model type used, and temperature, which sets the temperature for the
model’s responses. Its methods include generate_llm_answer_validity, which produces a validity
game answer using the LLM, and generate_llm_answer_list, which generates a list of Lego pieces
using the LLM.

The main function orchestrates the simulation of games, including the generation of constructs,
validation, and saving of results. It initializes both the game and visualizer, creates directories for
saving experiment results, and defines the number of experiments, models, and temperatures. The
function conducts two main types of experiments:

Validity Testing: In this experiment, constructs are generated (either valid or invalid), and players
(either random or LLM) are asked to validate them. The results and visualizations of these constructs
are saved.

Construct Generation: Here, LLM players are prompted to generate valid constructs based on a given
prompt. These constructs are then validated, and results and visualizations are recorded.

The results of these experiments are saved to CSV files for further analysis.

The product of these experiments differs slighlty per type of game. We collected results (see Table 3)
as well as game state data based on player moves (see Table 2). Single-player games are simplified
by setting irrelevant values to 0 (e.g. Player, turn, etc), but the overall format is the same. In the case
of LCL, we save the results directly to two dataframes. For the construct experiment we record the
model temperature, the model type, the experiment number, if the output is valid or not, the LLM’s
answer, and if the response is true or false. In the case of the validity experiment, we record the
temperature, the model, the experiment number, if the output is valid or not, if the LLM’s response is
correct or incorrect, and the actual LCL construct.
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A.7 Game Data

A.7.1 Minimax vs Random Player
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Figure 12: Minimax (agent) vs. random player - wins and losses on the left and a heatmap of move
counts over the 1000 games for the minimax player on the right.

Variable Value
Player A
Move [X, Y]
Turn B

Table 2: Game logs with the details of a specific game state. The ’Player’ variable (A) indicates the
player number, ’Move’ ([X, Y]) represents the coordinates of the move made, and ’Turn’ (B) signifies
the turn number in the game.

Variable Value
P1 Wins C
P2 Wins D

Ties E
P1 Wrong Moves F
P2 Wrong Moves G

Table 3: Results summarizes the outcomes of a series of games. ’P1 Wins’ (C) and ’P2 Wins’ (D)
indicate the number of games won by Player 1 and Player 2, respectively. ’Ties’ (E) shows the
number of games that ended in a tie. ’P1 Wrong Moves’ (F) and ’P2 Wrong Moves’ (G) represent
the number of invalid moves made by Player 1 and Player 2, respectively.
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B Three Board Games: Tic-Tac-Toe, Connect-Four, and Battleship

B.1 Prompts

Game Introductory Prompt

Battleship "Battleship is a two-player guessing game where each player has a fleet
of ships on a secret grid and then takes turns guessing the locations of the
opponent’s ships. The objective is to sink all of the opponent’s ships by
correctly guessing their locations. O’s in a board mean that the player
selected a square to attack and there was no ship there - it’s a miss. Had
there been a ship there, instead of an O you would see an X. In your board,
an <S> signifies a ship position, and a <>̃ signifies the sea. Your input
is just two numbers with a space in between, one for the row (from 0 to
<self.board_size-1>) and one for the column (from 0 to <self.board_size-
1>), like: 0 0, nothing else. Do not output anything else but the row col
values."

Tic-Tac-Toe "Tic-Tac-Toe is a two-player game played on a 3x3 grid. Players take turns
placing their mark, X or O, in an empty square. The first player to place
three of their marks in a horizontal, vertical, or diagonal row wins the game.
You will play as player 1, therefore you play with X while your adversary
plays with the symbol O. Your input is then a number (from 0 to 2) for the
row followed by a space and another number (from 0 to 2) for the column,
nothing else. Do not output anything else but the row col values else you
lose."

Connect-Four "Connect-Four is a two-player game. The pieces fall straight down, occupy-
ing the next available space within a column. The objective of the game is
to be the first to form a horizontal, vertical, or diagonal line of four of one’s
own discs. In a board, player 1, you, plays with symbol X, while player 2,
your opponent, plays with symbol O. Your input is just a number from 0 to 6,
nothing else. Do not output anything else but the col value else you lose."

Table 4: The three introductory prompts used for the board games in the ChildPlay suite.

B.2 Example

Note that in the case of Connect-Four, a move consists of a singular scalar. A board state is shown
after each play. Examples can be found in Fig. 13. The move space in Tic-Tac-Toe corresponds to the
full grid and the player selects a specific board square. In contrast, in Connect-Four it is a series of 7
columns. By definition, the player can only select a column and each piece piles on top of each other
within it. Accordingly, this was our conceptual and algorithmic representation of the two games.

(a) Player X
has won the
Connect-Four
game.

(b) Players tied
at the Tic-Tac-
Toe game.

(c) A player has won the Battleship
game.

Figure 13: Examples of final board states in the three different board games.
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B.3 Move Mapping

B.3.1 Probability of incorrect moves

The probability of incorrect moves Pincorrect as a function of temperature is given by:

Pincorrect(T ) =
Incorrect Moves at T

Total Moves

For Tic-Tac-Toe, Connect Four, and Battleship, the results are as follows:

Pincorrect, TTT = [4.7, 7.6, 7.6, 8.1]

Pincorrect, CF = [1.8, 1.0, 0.65, 0.6]

Pincorrect, BS = [3.583, 3.708, 4.042, 3.875]

These values indicate that the probability of incorrect moves varies across different games as the
temperature changes. For Tic-Tac-Toe, the probability of incorrect moves increases with temperature,
suggesting that higher temperatures may lead to less optimal decisions. In Connect Four, however, the
probability of incorrect moves decreases as temperature increases, indicating a possible improvement
in decision-making or adaptation to the conditions. In Battleship, the probability fluctuates but
remains relatively stable.

Average Number of Steps The average number of steps ⟨S⟩ as a function of temperature is
calculated by averaging the steps observed at different temperatures:

⟨S⟩ = 1

n

n∑
i=1

Steps at Ti

For Tic-Tac-Toe, Connect Four, and Battleship, the average number of steps are as follows:

⟨STTT⟩ = 2.5

⟨SCF⟩ = 5.0

⟨SBS⟩ = 6.0

These values show that the average number of steps taken in each game tends to stabilize regardless
of temperature changes. This suggests that while the probability of making incorrect moves may
fluctuate with temperature, the number of steps taken does not vary significantly.
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B.3.2 Tic-Tac-Toe

Below, see the left column for the model’s moves, and the right column for the random player’s
moves.

(a) t = 0.

(b) t = 0.5.

(c) t = 1.

(d) t = 1.5.

Figure 14: Heatmap of model GPT-3.5’s moves for the tic-tac-toe game, where ’t’ is temperature.
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(a) t = 0.

(b) t = 0.5.

(c) t = 1.

(d) t = 1.5.

Figure 15: Heatmap of model GPT-4’s moves for the tic-tac-toe game, where ’t’ is temperature.
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B.3.3 Connect-Four

Below, see the left column for the model’s moves, and the right column for the random player’s
moves.

(a) t = 0.

(b) t = 0.5.

(c) t = 1.

(d) t = 1.5.

Figure 16: Heatmap of model GPT-3.5’s moves for the connect-four game, where ’t’ is temperature.
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(a) t = 0.

(b) t = 0.5.

(c) t = 1.

(d) t = 1.5.

Figure 17: Heatmap of model GPT-4’s moves for the connect-four game, where ’t’ is temperature.
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B.3.4 Battleship

Below, see the left column for the model’s moves, and the right column for the random player’s
moves.

(a) t = 0.

(b) t = 0.5.

(c) t = 1.

(d) t = 1.5.

Figure 18: Heatmap of model GPT-3.5’s moves for the battleship game, where ’t’ is temperature.
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(a) t = 0.

(b) t = 0.5.

(c) t = 1.

(d) t = 1.5.

Figure 19: Heatmap of model GPT-4’s moves for the battleship game, where ’t’ is temperature.
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B.4 Shapes

Below, see the left column for the model’s moves, and the right column for the random player’s
moves.

(a) t = 0. (b) t = 0.5.

(c) t = 1. (d) t = 1.5.

Figure 20: Heatmap of model GPT-3.5’s decisions for the shapes game, where ’t’ is temperature.
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(a) t = 0. (b) t = 0.5.

(c) t = 1. (d) t = 1.5.

Figure 21: Heatmap of model GPT-4’s decisions for the shapes game, where ’t’ is temperature.

B.5 Prompting GPT About Optimal Play

Game Explanation
Tic-Tac-Toe Tic-Tac-Toe is a two-player game played on a 3x3 grid. Each player takes turns marking a square with their symbol (X or O), aiming to get

three of their symbols in a row, column, or diagonal. To play optimally, prioritize securing the center square and blocking opponent’s
winning moves.

Battleship Battleship is a two-player game where players hide ships on a grid and take turns guessing their opponent’s ship locations. The goal is to
sink all of the opponent’s ships. To play optimally, start by targeting areas with higher probabilities of containing a ship and strategically
target adjacent squares after a hit to maximize efficiency.

Connect Four Connect Four is a two-player game played on a 6x7 grid. Players drop colored discs into columns, aiming to connect four of their own discs
in a row, column, or diagonal. To play optimally, prioritize creating your own winning formations while blocking opponent’s potential
winning moves.

Table 5: Optimal strategies for playing different games according to GPT-3.5.

Game Explanation
Tic-Tac-Toe Play your first X in a corner to maximize opportunities. If the opponent plays in the center, play the opposite corner. Block your opponent’s

potential winning moves and always look to create a line of three.
Battleship Randomize ship placements and start by targeting the center of the grid. Use a checkerboard pattern for efficient searching. Once a ship is

hit, focus on the surrounding squares to determine its orientation and sink it.
Connect Four Start in the center column to maximize opportunities in all directions. Build threats vertically, horizontally, and diagonally, and block the

opponent’s forming lines. Create multiple threats to force the opponent into a defensive position.

Table 6: Optimal strategies for playing different games according to GPT-4.
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C LCL

C.1 Prompts

Validity Testing prompt:
"You will receive a description of a Lego structure, for instance, ((x1, y1, ’color1’), (x2, y2,

’color2’)), which lists the coordinates and colors of two pieces. A construct is valid if all Lego
pieces are connected but not overlapping. A Lego piece is connected through interlocking pegs, not
by merely touching sides. Two Lego pieces overlap when they share the same y-coordinate and any
part of their length has the same x-coordinate. If the following structure is valid then reply with
valid, otherwise reply with invalid (do not justify your answer): <pieces>"

Figure 22: Validity testing prompt.

Construct Generation prompt:
"A description of a Lego structure consists of a list of tuples, ((x1, y1, ’color1’), (x2, y2, ’color2’)),
where each tuple shows the coordinates and colors of a piece. Such a structure is valid if all Lego
pieces are connected but not overlapping. A Lego piece is connected through interlocking pegs, not
by merely touching sides. Two Lego pieces overlap when they share the same y-coordinate and any
part of their length has the same x-coordinate. Produce a description of a valid structure using <n
pieces> Lego pieces. Reply only with the Lego structure description following the format ((x1, y1,

’color1’), (x2, y2, ’color2’), ...), write nothing else but the structure."

Figure 23: Construct generation prompt.

The prompts written in LaTeX from Fig. 22 and Fig. 23 were used both in the case of GPT-3.5
and GPT-4 in the main text. Notably, these tests are part of the ChildPlay suite. Further tests were
conducted but not included in the ChildPlay suite and are illustrated herein. The reason why these
tests have not been included in the suite is because they must be written as systematic benchmarks
instead of experimental input-output segments. Currently, they stand as illustrative cases of spatial
reasoning failure and success that supplement the benchmark but are not aimed at proving the model’s
capacity either way. They are simply an interesting addition.

D LCL Syntax

D.1 Definitions in LCL

A piece P is defined as a tuple P = (l, w, (x, y), c, h) (see Table 7) where:

1. l is the length of the piece, fixed at 4 units;

2. w is the width of the piece, fixed at 2 units;

3. x− axis corresponds to the position of the studs;

4. y − axis corresponds to layers - the first brick is at layer 0;

5. c is the color of the piece;

6. h is the height of the piece, fixed at 1 unit;

For the sake of brevity, in most of the examples below we omit length (l), color (c), and height (h)
since these are set as constants.
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Parameter Description Value

l Length of the piece 4 units
w Width of the piece 2 units
(x, y) Position of the studs (x-axis), layers (y-axis) Var
c Colour of the piece Var
h Height of the piece 1 unit

Table 7: Definition of a Piece P

A construction, M , is then a valid construction in LCL2 if and only if it follows the rules:

1. P = (4, 2, (x, y), c, 1)

2. M is composed entirely by P pieces (Φ = P );

3. Every piece P must be connected to at least one other piece P;

4. M is symmetric along the line crossing the 2 by 4 pieces, between its pegs, along the piece’s
longest side;

5. Pieces in the construct can only be manipulated horizontally in n ∗ pi rotations, with n ∈ Z
(note that this makes width irrelevant);

6. The position of a piece is defined by its left-most pair of studs;

7. M begins with a piece P at coordinates (0,0);

8. All pieces placed in layer n must be placed before any piece is placed in layer n+ 1;

Consider constructing a line using three bricks (we omit height h since it is a constant, with value
equal to 1). This is counter-intuitive, but note that a line cannot be represented as in Fig 26, because
the pieces are disconnected.

LCL2: ((0, 0), (4, 0), (8, 0)) is then an example of what one expects to see as representing a line,
but it is not valid in LCL. Because the pieces are disconnected from eachother, they just lay next
to eachother, one after another in a row. Instead, ((0, 0), (4, 0), (2, 1)), or ((0, 0), (−2, 1), (2, 1)), or
even ((0, 0), (−2, 1), (4, 1)) would be valid constructs.

Subsequently, both models were prompted with several additional requests that have not been
integrated in the suite yet (see Table 8).

For these experiments, the definition of LCL was provided to the model and it was accompanied by
the prompt in Fig. 24.

Prompt: "I will give you a number of pieces, I will ask you for a shape and you’ll output the
coordinates per piece to form such a shape. It must be valid in LCL."

Figure 24: Extra testing prompts not in the suite.

Task Description

Triangle Construc-
tion

"Make a triangle with 5 bricks."

Humanoid Figure "6 pieces. Build a humanoid figure."

Bart Simpson-Like
Figure

"Let me help you. Imagine it’s Bart Simpson. You have three yellow pieces,
one for the head, two for the arms, one red for the torso, and two blue pieces
for the legs."

Tower Construction "Produce now a tower with 3 bricks."
Table 8: Sequence of building prompts.
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D.2 Example

A simple example is found in Fig 25. This is a tower constructed from 3 bricks and is a valid LCL2

construct.

Figure 25: A valid tower representation in LCL2.

Figure 26: A disconnected line of bricks is not a valid construct in LCL2: {(0, 0), (4, 0), (8, 0)}.

This sequence forms the construction of a 3-brick line, each brick having a width of 4 units. But since
this construction is composed of three columns, one piece P each, it can be broken apart and is not a
topological object (each piece can be moved individually). The correct construct with three bricks
has many possible solutions. For a centre piece with two pieces on the bottom or two pieces on the
top, we find 24 possible solutions. In eq. 1 is the general formula with s being the amount of studs:

f(0) = 0

f(s) = 4 ∗ (s− 1) + f(s− 1)
(1)

And its non-recursive form:

f(0) = 0

f(s) = 2(s− 1)s
(2)

We show two more simple examples:

Figure 27: A possible representation of the requested "line" as a valid construct in LCL2:
{(0, 0), (4, 0), (2, 1)}.

, and:
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Figure 28: Another possible representation of the requested "line" as a valid construct in LCL2:
{(0, 0), (−2, 1), (2, 1)}.

The "three-in-a-line" can only be loosely interpreted in LCL2, due to rule (2) - that pieces cannot
be moved independently from the rest of the model. For this reason, one can imagine many more
structures that loosely fall under the definition of a "line" or "wall", for example:

Figure 29: Another possible construct for the requested "line". This is also a valid construct in LCL2:
{(0, 0), (−2, 1), (4, 1)}.

Or even a stair-like structure:

Figure 30: Stair-like construct for the requested "line". This is also a valid construct in LCL2:
{(0, 0), (2, 1), (4, 2)}.

A humanoid could also be easily represented in LCL2 as:
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Figure 31: A possible representation of a humanoid as a valid construct in LCL2:
{(0, 0), (4, 0), (2, 1), (0, 2), (4, 2), (2, 3)}.
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D.2.1 LCL - Soft Experiments

(a) GPT-3.5. (b) GPT-4.

Figure 32: Model responses to the query: "Make a triangle with 5 bricks.", randomised colours. This
is impossible to satisfy.

(a) GPT-3.5. (b) GPT-4.

Figure 33: Model responses to the query: "Make a triangle with 6 bricks.", randomised colours.

(a) GPT-3.5 (b) GPT-4

Figure 34: Model responses to the query: "You have 6 pieces. Build a humanoid figure.", randomised
colours.

(a) GPT-3.5 (b) GPT-4

Figure 35: Model response to the query: "Imagine it’s bart simpson. You have three yellow pieces,
one for the head, two for the arms, one red for the torso, and two blue pieces for the legs." - colours
specified.

We show the model’s incorrect answers in Figs. 32, 34, and 35 and correct answers in Figs. 33b.
Essentially, both GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 were not far from the expected target, but failed to respect
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LCL2 rules in most cases. For example, pieces are found in an impossible superposition in Fig.
32a (red piece is in the same position as yellow piece), 34b (blue piece is in the same position as
yellow piece), and 35b (red piece is in the same position as middle yellow pieces). In Fig. 35a,
GPT-3.5 erroneously swapped the middle yellow piece with the red piece and the blue pieces with
the bottom yellow pieces, even though it first declared in plain English the correct organisation of the
6 pieces. The positive result is that models manage to assemble a tower of three pieces and GPT-4
was capable of assembling a triangle (see Table 9). None of the models recognised that they were
asked an impossible task, namely building a triangle with only 5 pieces (see Fig. 32).

Model Responses

Category N(P) GPT-3.5 GPT-4

Tower 3 Correct Correct
Impossible Triangle 5 Incorrect Incorrect
Triangle 6 Incorrect Correct
Humanoid 6 Incorrect Incorrect
Bart Simpson 6 Incorrect Incorrect

Table 9: Comparison of Responses by GPT-3.5 and GPT-4.

D.3 Small Dataset for Future Experiments

The dataset defined herein contains several example prompts that are more complex and do not follow
the 2x4 assumption, each consisting of a request followed by a LEGO kit of fewer than 15 pieces to
which the agent is bound.

LEGO Kits

Apple

Possible prompt: "Construct a LEGO apple with a mix of red and green colors, resembling a typical
apple shape using slopes and bricks."

• Green Slope 45 2 x 1 - Code: 3040 (Quantity: 1)
• Red Slope 45 2 x 2 - Code: 3039 (Quantity: 2)
• Lime Slope, Inverted 45 2 x 2 - Code: 3660 (Quantity: 2)
• Red Brick 2 x 3 - Code: 3002 (Quantity: 1)
• Lime Plate 2 x 2 - Code: 3022 (Quantity: 1)
• Lime Brick 1 x 2 - Code: 3004 (Quantity: 1)

Yellow Hut

Possible prompt: "Build a hut with a purple and yellow color scheme, featuring a simple structure
and a sloped roof."

• Trans-Clear Brick 1 x 2 without Bottom Tube - Code: 3065 (Quantity: 2)
• Medium Nougat Brick 2 x 2 - Code: 3003 (Quantity: 1)
• Lime Plate 2 x 6 - Code: 3795 (Quantity: 1)
• Bright Light Yellow Brick 1 x 2 - Code: 3004 (Quantity: 4)
• Bright Light Yellow Brick 2 x 2 - Code: 3003 (Quantity: 1)
• Medium Lavender Slope 45 2 x 2 - Code: 3039 (Quantity: 4)

Fortress

Possible prompt: "Create a medieval-themed LEGO fortress with arches, walls, and defensive
structures, symbolizing a stronghold."
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• Green Plate 2 x 8 - Code: 3034 (Quantity: 1)

• Light Bluish Gray Arch 1 x 4 x 2 - Code: 6182 (Quantity: 2)

• Sand Green Brick 1 x 2 - Code: 3004 (Quantity: 2)

• Light Bluish Gray Brick 1 x 2 - Code: 3004 (Quantity: 2)

• Dark Bluish Gray Brick 1 x 2 - Code: 3004 (Quantity: 2)

• Light Bluish Gray Brick 2 x 2 - Code: 3003 (Quantity: 1)

• Reddish Brown Brick, Round 1 x 1 Open Stud - Code: 3062b (Quantity: 2)

Dinghy

Possible prompt: "Assemble a small LEGO dinghy with a white sail and a mast."

• Dark Tan Plate 2 x 4 - Code: 3020 (Quantity: 1)

• Tan Slope, Inverted 33 3 x 2 with Flat Bottom Pin and Connections - Code: 3747b (Quantity:
1)

• White Slope 45 2 x 2 - Code: 3039 (Quantity: 3)

• White Brick 2 x 2 - Code: 3003 (Quantity: 1)

• White Brick 1 x 2 - Code: 3004 (Quantity: 1)

• Tan Brick 2 x 3 - Code: 3002 (Quantity: 1)

• Reddish Brown Brick, Round 2 x 2 with Axle Hole - Code: 3941 (Quantity: 1)

Blue Bot

Possible prompt: "Construct a LEGO robot with a humanoid structure, featuring a distinguishable
head, body, arms, and legs."

• Medium Blue Brick 2 x 2 - Code: 3003 (Quantity: 1)

• Brick, Modified 2 x 3 with Curved Top - Code: 6215 (Quantity: 1)

• Brick 2 x 4 - Code: 3001 (Quantity: 1)

• Brick 1 x 2 - Code: 3004 (Quantity: 2)

• Brick, Round 2 x 2 with Grille - Code: 92947 (Quantity: 1)

• Plate 2 x 2 - Code: 3022 (Quantity: 1)

• Brick, Modified 1 x 2 with Studs on 1 Side - Code: 11211 (Quantity: 1)

• Brick 1 x 2 without Bottom Tube - Code: 3065 (Quantity: 1)

• Tile 1 x 1 Round - Code: 98138 (Quantity: 1)

• Brick, Round 2 x 2 Dome Top, with Bottom Axle Holder - Code: 553c (Quantity: 1)

Toy Car

Possible prompt: "Build a LEGO toy car with a compact design, featuring wheels, and a sloped
windshield."

• Brick 2 x 6 - Code: 2456 (Quantity: 1)

• Slope 2 x 2 45° - Code: 3039 (Quantity: 1)

• Brick 1 x 2 without Bottom Tube - Code: 3065 (Quantity: 1)

• Brick 1 x 2 - Code: 3004 (Quantity: 1)

• Plate 2 x 2 with Wheel Holders - Code: 4600 (Quantity: 2)

• Wheel 8mm D. x 6mm with Slot - Code: 34337 (Quantity: 4)

• Tire Offset Tread Small - Band Around Center of Tread - Code: 87414 (Quantity: 4)
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Goldfish

Possible prompt: "Create a LEGO goldfish with fins and tail, featuring elements for eyes."

• Brick 2 x 4 - Code: 3001 (Quantity: 2)

• Brick 1 x 2 with Pin Hole - Code: 3700 (Quantity: 1)

• Brick, Modified 1 x 2 with Studs on 1 Side - Code: 11211 (Quantity: 2)

• Brick 2 x 3 - Code: 3002 (Quantity: 1)

• Slope 45° 2 x 2 - Inverted - Code: 3660 (Quantity: 1)

• Slope 2 x 1 - 45° - Code: 3040 (Quantity: 4)

• Tile 1 x 1 Round with Eye Pattern - Code: 98138pb007 (Quantity: 2)

• Slope 30° 1 x 2 x 2/3 - Code: 85984 (Quantity: 1)

Baby Elephant

Possible prompt: "Assemble a LEGO baby elephant with a focus on its trunk, ears, and body
structure."

• Brick 2 x 6 - Code: 2456 (Quantity: 1)

• Brick 1 x 2 - Code: 3004 (Quantity: 3)

• Brick 1 x 4 - Code: 3010 (Quantity: 1)

• Brick 1 x 1 with Stud on 1 Side - Code: 87087 (Quantity: 2)

• Tile 1 x 1 Round with Eye Pattern - Code: 98138pb027 (Quantity: 2)

• Brick 2 x 4 - Code: 3001 (Quantity: 1)

Flamingo

Possible prompt: "Construct a LEGO flamingo with pink bricks, designed to stand on one leg and
feature a long neck and beak."

• Brick 1 x 2 - Code: 3004 (Quantity: 3)

• Brick, Modified 2 x 3 with Curved Top - Code: 6215 (Quantity: 2)

• Brick 1 x 1 with Stud on 1 Side - Code: 87087 (Quantity: 2)

• Plate 2 x 3 - Code: 3021 (Quantity: 1)

• Slope 2 x 2 - 45° - Code: 3039 (Quantity: 1)

• Tile 1 x 1 Round with Eye Closed Pattern - Code: 98138pb028 (Quantity: 2)

Twin Engine Airplane

Possible prompt: "Build a LEGO twin-engine airplane, with a body, wings, and a tail."

• Plate 2 x 8 - Code: 3034 (Quantity: 2)

• Brick 1 x 2 x 2 with Inside Stud Holder - Code: 3245c (Quantity: 1)

• Brick, Modified 1 x 1 x 1 2/3 with Studs on 1 Side - Code: 32952 (Quantity: 2)

• Brick 1 x 4 with 4 Studs on 1 Side - Code: 30414 (Quantity: 2)

• Slope 2 x 2 - 45° - Code: 3039 (Quantity: 1)

• Brick 1 x 2 without Bottom Tube - Code: 3065 (Quantity: 1)

39



E Shapes - Soft Experiments

E.1 Prompts

Test Prompt

Introductory
prompt

"Below is a 15 by 15 grid of 0s. I have flipped some 0s into 1s such that a
basic geometrical shape has formed. Can you tell me what shape it is?"

Square (feedback) "That’s incorrect. The shape is a square. Can you tell me the length and
width?"

Circle (feedback) "That’s incorrect. The shape is a circle. Can you tell me the coordinates of
the center?"

Triangle (feed-
back)

"That is incorrect. It is in fact a triangle. Can you tell the length of the
base?"

Cross A "Can you tell me the coordinates of the center of the cross and the length of
each line, horizontal and vertical?"

Cross B "Draw a cross in a 5 by 5 grid, with horizontal and vertical axes of 3 units
of length with the center at (3,3)."

Table 10: Introductory and correction prompts for identifying and detailing specific geometrical
shapes in a grid environment.

In the shape detection tests, both GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 demonstrated limited comprehension and ability
to accurately interpret or draw shapes. When tasked with drawing a cross (see Fig. 36), GPT-3.5 and
GPT-4 initially failed to produce a correct cross, but slightly improved after feedback. In Table 11,
both models often misidentified or misrepresented the shapes requested, such as describing a circle as
a "diamond shape" (GPT-3.5) and an "arrow pointing upwards" (GPT-4). Additionally, neither model
could fully comprehend geometric properties, frequently providing incorrect dimensions and centers
for squares, triangles, and crosses.

(a) GPT-3.5’s,
before receiving
feedback.

(b) GPT-3.5’s,
after receiving
feedback.

(c) GPT-4’s,
before receiving
feedback.

(d) GPT-4’s,
after receiving
feedback.

Figure 36: Querying the models to draw a cross with side length of 3 on a 5 by 5 matrix with center
at (3, 3).
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Test Query Correct Answer GPT-3.5 Response GPT-4 Response

Circle Shape Circle "diamond shape" "arrow pointing upwards"
Center (7,7) "(7,7)" "(7,7)"

Square Shape Square "square" "’O’"
Dimensions (3,4) "(4,4)" "(3,3)"

Triangle Shape Triangle "diamond" "arrow pointing upwards"
Base Length 7 units "7" "6"

Cross Shape Cross "square" " ’plus’ sign (+)"
Center (5,5) "(7,7)" "(6,5)"
Line Lengths 5 "5" "4"

Table 11: Comparison of Responses by GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 in Shape Detection Tests.

F Conway’s Game of Life - Soft Experiment

We were interested in seeing if LLMs could predict states based on very simple rules. Initially we
tested this by generating sequential states in Conway’s Game of Life and feeding them to GPT-3.5 and
GPT-4 while prompting the models for two things: the rules and the next state. We do not include this
as a benchmark because the experiment required hand segmentation of areas of interest in simulated
states and repeatability was not achieved except for in the patterns of interest, of course. We hope to
include a version of this task later on in the ChildPlay suite.

In Conway’s Game of Life, a cellular automaton devised by mathematician John Horton Conway
and introduced to the public by Gardner, cells perpetuate or perish given certain simple rules. We
simulated rule B3/S23 also known as "blinking" in varying board sizes. In this rule, a cell is born if
it has exactly three live neighbours and survives if it has either two or three live neighbours, dying
otherwise. Rule B3/S23 is known to generate a behaviour exhibited by certain configurations of
cells that alternate between two or more states over successive generations. These configurations
are generally known as oscillators, which are a type of pattern in the game that returns to its initial
configuration after a fixed number of generations, repeating indefinitely. In our case, we prompted
the models with three configurations of increasing complexity. One consisting of three iterations of
the oscillator (3 horizontal cells and 3 vertical cells), another with the same oscillator in the same
position but now noise was added in the shape of 4 cells that did not change. Finally, a 5-iteration
long pattern was used showcasing cells moving in a circle formation outwardly across the board.
These were obtained by repeated simulation using custom software developed specifically for this
study available through Github.
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F.1 Prompts

Test Introductory Prompt Second Prompt

Test 1: GPT-4 and
GPT-3.5

"The following was produced using Con-
way’s Game of Life, namely rule ’sur-
vival’: [2, 3], ’birth’: [3]. Print the
state prior to the first one and the one
after the last one."

Test 2: GPT-4 and
GPT-3.5

"Print the next pattern. The following
are two iterations of the game of life by
Conway. You cannot use code"

"That’s wrong. The rule is
Rule: ’Blinking’: ’survival’:
[2, 3], ’birth’: [3]. Try
again."

Test 3: GPT-4 and
GPT-3.5

"Print the next pattern. The following
are two iterations of the game of life by
Conway"

"That’s wrong. The rule is
Rule: ’Blinking’: ’survival’:
[2, 3], ’birth’: [3]. Try
again."

Requesting Rules:
GPT-3.5 and GPT-
4

"I will show you two iterations of Con-
way’s game of life. The first generated
the second. You must deduce the sur-
vival and birth rules. You must only print
these rules, nothing else. Understood?"

Table 12: Prompts for tests related to Conway’s Game of Life.

In the Conway’s Game of Life tests, neither GPT-3.5 nor GPT-4 managed to consistently identify or
predict the evolving patterns correctly. Table 13 summarizes their performance, where both models
only succeeded in identifying a simple blinking pattern. In more complex scenarios involving patterns
before or after a given state, both models returned incorrect responses. Even when explicitly provided
with the game’s rules, GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 failed to accurately predict the next pattern or the pattern
before.

Test Description Query1 GPT-3.5 Response GPT-4 Response

Test 1 Blinking pattern Identify the rule Correct Correct

Test 2 Blinking pattern Next pattern (no rule) Incorrect Incorrect
Blinking pattern1 Next pattern1 Incorrect Incorrect

Test 3 Complex pattern Pattern before 1 Incorrect Incorrect
Complex pattern Pattern after 1 Incorrect Incorrect

Table 13: Evaluation of GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 responses in Conway’s Game of Life rest scenarios.

1Queries conducted with the explicit rule revealed.
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F.2 Test 1

(a) First iteration of the 5 itera-
tions generated using rule B3/S23
of Conway’s Game of Life.

(b) Second iteration of the 5 itera-
tions generated using rule B3/S23
of Conway’s Game of Life.

(c) Third iteration of the 5 itera-
tions generated using rule B3/S23
of Conway’s Game of Life.

(d) Fourth iteration of the 5 itera-
tions generated using rule B3/S23
of Conway’s Game of Life.

(e) Final iteration of the 5 itera-
tions generated using rule B3/S23
of Conway’s Game of Life.

Figure 37: Sample taken from 100 iterations of rule B3/S23.
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(a) GPT-3.5’s guess of the first it-
eration after seeing the three iter-
ations that follow.

(b) First iteration of the 5 itera-
tions generated using rule B3/S23
of Conway’s Game of Life.

(c) GPT-3.5’s guess of the final
iteration after seeing the three it-
erations prior.

(d) Final iteration of the 5 itera-
tions generated using rule B3/S23
of Conway’s Game of Life.

Figure 38: Prompting GPT-3.5 for the first and last iteration of a 5-sequence long sample from rule
B3/S23 of Conway’s Game of Life after showing the middle 3 iterations.
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Figure 39: Prompting GPT-4 for the first and last iteration of a 5-sequence long sample from rule
B3/S23 of Conway’s Game of Life after showing the middle 3 iterations. The model failed to produce
an image for the last iteration and only half-completed the first iteration. This is after several trial
runs.

F.3 Test 2

Figure 40: Test 2 consisting of three iterations of a ’blinking’ or ’flashing lights’ object generated by
rule B3/S23.

(a) GPT-3.5’s guess of the iteration after see-
ing the first two iterations of test 2.

(b) GPT-3.5’s guess of the iteration after see-
ing the first two iterations of test 2 and re-
ceiving feedback including the clue about
rule B3/S23.
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(a) GPT-4’s guess of the iteration after seeing
the first two iterations of test 2.

(b) GPT-4’s guess of the iteration after
seeing the first two iterations of test 2
and receiving feedback including the
clue about rule B3/S23.

F.4 Test 3

Figure 43: Test 3 consisting of three iterations of a ’blinking’ or ’flashing lights’ object generated by
rule B3/S23 plus an inert mass.

(a) GPT-3.5’s guess of the final iteration after
seeing the two iterations prior.

(b) GPT-3.5’s guess after seeing the first
two iterations of test 3 and receiving
feedback including the clue about rule
B3/S23.
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(a) GPT-4’s guess of the iteration after seeing
the first two iterations prior.

(b) GPT-4’s guess after seeing the first two
iterations of test 3 and receiving feedback
including the clue about rule B3/S23.

G Other Models

We prompted the following models with the Tic-Tac-Toe prompt in Appendix B.1.

X3 X5

X1

O2 O6 O4

Human (O) vs Claude (X)

Claude starts with a center move but fails to capitalize on it, leading to a loss. The model places Xs
on the top corners but does not create a winning line and does not block the human’s winning move.

X3 X5

X1

O2 O6 O4

Human (O) vs Mistral (X)

Mistral mirrors Claude’s strategy, starting in the center but failing to follow through effectively. The
game ends in a loss too for the same reasons as above - a missed block.

X1 X3

X5

O2 O6 O4

Human (O) vs Gemini (X)

47



Gemini deviates slightly by focusing on a top-row strategy but still fails to secure a win. The model
also missed the blocking move.

All three models fail to block the winning move when they could clearly have done so.

Table 14 shows the type of non-answers we obtained from a diverse set of models from Huggingface
picked at random from the first 2 pages from the models listing page after sorting on most downloads.

Model Name Model Answer
microsoft/phi-2 [31] “You will play as player 2, therefore you play with the symbol O

while your adversary.”
JackFram/llama-68m
[22]

+—+—+—+—+—+—+—+—+—+ω 1.

openai-community/gpt2-
medium [36]

“The first player to guess correctly wins.”

sshleifer/tiny-gpt2 [41] “LLM’s turn to guess.” factors factors factors factors factors factors
factors factors factors factors factors factors factors factors factors
factors factors factors factors.

TinyLlama/TinyLlama-
1.1B-Chat-v1.0 [47]

def play_tic_tac_toe():

TinyLlama/TinyLlama-
1.1B-Chat-v1.0 [47]

def play_tic_tac_toe():

mistralai/Mixtral-8x7B-
Instruct-v0.1 [33]

Thank you for the instructions. I understand that we are playing a
game of Tic-Tac-Toe, and I am player 1, using the mark ’X’. We will
be taking turns entering our moves as row and column numbers. The
game continues until one player wins by placing three of their marks
in a horizontal, vertical, or diagonal row. Here’s an example of how
the input could look like for my first move: 0 1 This corresponds.

microsoft/DialoGPT-
medium [30]

It npmat, unless broken wall...

microsoft/Phi-3-mini-4k-
instruct [32]

Welcome to the Tic-Tac-Toe challenge! As player 1 with the mark
X, you have the first turn. Here’s a simple strategy you might use
to begin the game: Place your X in the center square, which is row
1, column 1. Output: “0 1”. By placing your X in the center, you
maximize your chances of creating a winning combination, as the
center square is a.

distilbert/distilgpt2 [15] “LLM’s turn to guess.” “LLM’s turn to guess.” “LLM’s turn to
guess.”

openai-community/gpt2
[35]

“The game is played on a 3x3 grid. Players take turns placing their
mark.”

Falcon-7B-Instruct [51] Here’s a Python code that should work:
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