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Abstract

Current LLM evaluation predominantly per-
forms evaluation with prompts comprising
single problems. We propose multi-problem
evaluation as an additional approach to study
the multiple problem handling capabilities of
LLMs. We present a systematic study in this
regard by comprehensively examining 7 LLMs
on 4 related types of tasks constructed from
6 classification benchmarks. The 4 task types
include traditional single-problem tasks, homo-
geneous multi-problem tasks, and two index
selection tasks that embed the multi-problem
tasks. We find that LLMs are competent
multi-problem solvers: they generally perform
(nearly) as well on multi-problem tasks as on
single-problem tasks. Furthermore, contrary to
common expectation, they often do not suffer
from a positional bias with long inputs. This
makes multi-problem prompting a simple and
cost-efficient prompting method of practical
significance. However, our results also strongly
indicate that LLMs lack true understanding:
they perform significantly worse in the two in-
dex selection tasks than in the multi-problem
task under various evaluation settings, although
they can indeed do index selection in general.

1 Introduction

In recent years, large language models (LLMs)
have demonstrated remarkable natural language
understanding and reasoning capabilities by achiev-
ing often superhuman performance on a wide range
of NLP benchmarks and human exams (OpenAI,
2023; Beltagy et al., 2020; Gemini-Team, 2023;
Anthropic, 2024). With the advances in both GPU
hardware and algorithms (Dai et al., 2019; Belt-
agy et al., 2020; Dao et al., 2022; Ding et al., 2024;
Chen et al., 2024, inter alia), LLMs are being devel-
oped with larger and larger context windows (e.g.,
8K, 128K, and even 2M) to support diverse real-
world use cases, such as in retrieval augmented
generation (Lewis et al., 2020; Borgeaud et al.,

Figure 1: Standard single-problem evaluation versus
multi-problem evaluation.

2022). Correspondingly, there is a growing body
of research that evaluates LLMs when presented
with tasks in long inputs (e.g., Shaham et al., 2023;
Li et al., 2024a; Levy et al., 2024).

While these efforts investigate what is possible
with larger context windows, they still focus on a
single problem per prompt. Little is known how
well LLMs can handle prompts comprising mul-
tiple problems simultaneously. This is an impor-
tant question because in order to solve multiple
problems presented in a single input that can be
sufficiently long, LLMs need to locate each prob-
lem in the input when generating answers to these
problems in a correct order. This helps us better
understand how well LLMs can use information
from the inputs with varying numbers of problems.

To this end, we present the first study that sys-
tematically and comprehensively examines the mul-
tiple problem handling capabilities of 7 LLMs on 4
related types of tasks constructed from 6 classifica-
tion benchmarks. The task types in our experiments
include traditional single-problem tasks (i.e., the
standard use of these benchmarks), homogeneous
multi-problem tasks of varying sizes, and two in-
dex selection tasks that embed the multi-problem
tasks with additional selection steps. These task
types are designed to be minimally different from
one another and we test the LLMs under zero-shot,
few-shot, and few-shot-CoT (chain of thought, Wei
et al., 2023) settings. We find that:
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LLMs can handle multiple problems of the
same type at once with comparable or even su-
perior performance to traditional single-problem
presentation. This is often the case with even 100
problems per prompt. This indicates that LLMs do
not necessarily always show declining performance
in response to longer inputs, as may be commonly
expected. Furthermore, they also do not necessar-
ily show the primacy and recency biases that have
been observed in other contexts (Liu et al., 2024a).

This multi-problem prompting substantially re-
duces costs. For example, prompting many homo-
geneous problems with shared task instructions can
reduce the actual cost of accessing GPT-4 to per-
form inference by up to 82% per problem when per-
forming multiple classifications per prompt rather
than separately, based on our experiments.

Nevertheless, LLMs still display a lack of true
understanding, as they do not solve multiple prob-
lems equally well when presented in a different
form. More concretely, they perform significantly
worse in selecting indices of text falling into each
label, either independently or altogether, than in
making multiple classifications at once directly,
although these are conceptually equivalent. The
issue, as we show, is not the index selection task,
but the combination of the actual classification task
(which is hard) and the index selection task (which
is easy). Furthermore, we find that selecting in-
dices of text that belong to each label one at a
time is significantly more challenging than gener-
ating the indices for all labels at once under all
evaluation settings. In the former scenario, LLMs
consistently make more contradiction errors and
non-excluded middle errors, compared to the latter
scenario, because they select indices for each label
independently rather than sequentially. This again
highlights the probabilistic aspect of the LLM an-
swer generation, as opposed to true understanding.

Our paper proceeds as follows. We first review
related work in Section 2. We then motivate and
propose multi-problem evaluation in Section 3,
followed by an introduction to the experimental
setups in Section 4. We report and discuss our
main results in Section 5 and follow-up results in
Section 6. Section 7 concludes. We release our
code, data, and results at https://github.com/
jaaack-wang/multi-problem-eval-llm.

2 Related Work

While there have been several surveys dedidcated
to the evaluation of specific topics, e.g., halluci-
nation (Huang et al., 2023; Rawte et al., 2023),
bias and fairness (Gallegos et al., 2024; Li et al.,
2024b), and alignment (Wang et al., 2023; Liu et al.,
2024b), we note that current LLM evaluation has
predominantly focused on LLM’s performance on
prompts consisting of single problems. Each of
such prompts presents a single problem and ex-
pects one specific answer to that problem.

To the best of our knowledge, Laskar et al.
(2023) is the only study that analyzes the ability
of GPT-series models to solve 5 short questions
sampled from two open-domain QA benchmarks
(Min et al., 2021; Berant et al., 2013) at once. They
observe that only instruction fine-tuned GPT mod-
els can handle such multi-problem prompts, but
with varying performance drops. However, since
evaluating LLMs with multiple problems presented
together is not the focus of Laskar et al. (2023),
the authors do not provide any fine-grained anal-
ysis nor conduct their experiments under differ-
ent conditions, e.g., different numbers of problems
in each prompt, non-GPT LLMs, and prompting
strategies other than zero-shot prompting. It re-
mains unknown how well LLMs in general can do
multiple problems at once.

Another line of research is the evaluation of
LLMs presented with tasks requiring long inputs.
These long-input tasks include long text under-
standing and reasoning (Shaham et al., 2023; Li
et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2024a), many-label classifi-
cation with long task description (Li et al., 2024a),
and short question answering extended with irrele-
vant distractor information (Levy et al., 2024). It
is generally found that long-input tasks overall re-
main a challenge, with the most capable proprietary
LLMs such as GPT-4 often achieving the best ab-
solute performance. These studies also identify
positional biases of LLMs over long inputs, such
as primacy bias (Liu et al., 2024a) and recency bias
(Liu et al., 2024a; Levy et al., 2024).

3 Multi-Problem Evaluation

3.1 Single- vs. Multi-Problem Evaluation
As illustrated in Fig 1, the difference between
a single-problem evaluation and a multi-problem
evaluation lies in the number of problems placed
under a task instruction (extending general prompt
design from (Brown et al., 2020)). Multi-problem

https://github.com/jaaack-wang/multi-problem-eval-llm
https://github.com/jaaack-wang/multi-problem-eval-llm


Input Format Benchmark # Samples Objective

Single-text SST-2 1,821 Sentiment analysis
CoLA 1,043 Grammatical acceptability
AGNews 1,000 Topic classification

Text-pair MRPC 1,725 Paraphrase detection
SNLI 1,000 Natural language inference
WiC 1,400 Word sense disambiguation

Table 1: Classification benchmarks used in the study.
We use the test splits wherever possible, except for
CoLA, for which we use the dev split, since the test
split is not publicly available. For AGNews and SNLI,
we randomly sample 1,000 examples from the test splits.

Figure 2: An example prompt for a 5-problem classifi-
cation task constructed from CoLA, divided into shared
instructions and a series of problems.

evaluation places several parallel problems in
prompts and expects an answer to each problem
in sequence, whereas single-problem evaluation
only provides one problem per prompt. A simple
example of a multi-problem task would bundle mul-
tiple classification or QA problems together and
ask LLMs to solve them sequentially.

Evaluation in a multi-problem setting has several
advantages over typical single-problem evaluation.
First, it is less likely for LLMs to encounter exact
long multi-problem prompts during pre-training
because of the combinatory nature of constructing
prompts from multiple problems. This helps to
mitigate a growing data contamination concern in
modern large-scale pre-training (Jacovi et al., 2023;
Sainz et al., 2023). Second, since we can manip-
ulate what kind of problems and how many prob-
lems to include, we know exactly which problem
a LLM gets wrong or right across positions in the
prompts. This enables us to construct a well con-
trolled and easily interpretable evaluation. Third,
our study demonstrates that leveraging the rich ex-
isting benchmarks to create a new multi-problem
task is cheap, easy to implement, and highly adapt-
able. The most laborious component is the prompt
design, which, once done, can easily be applied to
a set of benchmarks with minimal adaptation.

3.2 Benchmarks
To facilitate comparison, we construct homoge-
neous multi-problem tasks from existing single-
problem benchmarks. We consider the following
6 classification benchmarks, as described in Ta-
ble 1: SST-2 (Socher et al., 2013), CoLA (Warstadt
et al., 2019), AGNews (Gulli, 2004), MRPC (Dolan
and Brockett, 2005), SNLI (Bowman et al., 2015),
and WiC (Pilehvar and Camacho-Collados, 2019).
These benchmarks are commonly used for NLP
evaluation, with SST-2, CoLA, and MRPC appear-
ing in GLUE (Wang et al., 2019) and WiC in Su-
perGLUE (Sarlin et al., 2020). They cover two
classification paradigms: single-text classification
and text-pair classification. The objective of each
benchmark is also different. A detailed description
of these benchmarks is provided in Appendix A.

3.3 Evaluation Tasks and Prompt Design
We conduct our multi-problem evaluation on 4 re-
lated types of tasks, conceptualized in Fig 3, using
the 6 classification benchmarks introduced above.
We employ the “task instruction + problem” struc-
ture illustrated in Fig 1 to design the prompts and
to maximize the prompt similarity across tasks.1

Single Classification (SingleClf) We start with
Single Classification, which is the standard way of
evaluating LLM’s classification capabilities. The
prompt indicates the task objective and the possi-
ble label choices in the task instruction, followed
by one target classification problem. For example,
we use the following task instruction for CoLA:
“Indicate the grammatical acceptability for the fol-
lowing line of text. The acceptability shall be either

‘Acceptable’ or ‘Unacceptable.’”

Batch Classification (BatchClf) This is the
multi-problem version of SingleClf. The BatchClf
prompt consists of a shared task instruction with
multiple target classification problems following.
Fig 2 provides an example of a 5-problem classifi-
cation task based on CoLA. The task instructions
for a SingleClf prompt and for the corresponding
BatchClf prompt are nearly identical to maximize
comparability.

Index Selection One Category (SelectOne) We
additionally introduce two index selection tasks
that conceptually embed BatchClf. SelectOne dif-
fers from BatchClf by having an additional reason-
ing step, namely index selection. More concretely,

1The prompt templates used are presented in Appendix A.



Figure 3: The 4 types of evaluation tasks designed for classification benchmarks illustrated in the form of a <task,
input, output> triplet. We use the darker colors to indicate the anticipated increasing task complexity.

for each label one at a time, SelectOne prompts
LLMs to select all indices of text that should be
classified as label separately. The expected output
for SelectOne is “None,” “All,” or a list of applica-
ble indices.

Index Selection All Categories (SelectAll) Se-
lectAll prompts a system to do SelectOne for each
possible label all at once. The expected output for
a single prompt consists of, for every possible label,
the label followed by the SelectOne output for that
label. For both SelectOne and SelectAll, we ask
LLMs to produce the output in JSON format.2

We design the two selection tasks to test LLM’s
understanding of the classifications performed un-
der BatchClf. Since selection tasks of size n may
have anywhere from 0 to n correct indices per class,
spurious correlations are less likely during our eval-
uation, given the combinatory answer space.

4 Experimental Setup

Summary of terminology We refer to prompt-
ing an LLM under one experimental configuration
(e.g., benchmark, model) as a task. We have 4 task
types: SingleClf, BatchClf, SelectOne, and Selec-
tAll (Section 3). Each task contains one or more
problems for the LLM to respond to. The problems
are the examples from the existing 6 benchmarks
listed in Table 1. Three of these benchmarks are
single-text problems (classification of properties
of a single text), and 3 are text-pair inputs (classi-
fication of the relationship between two texts).

LLMs and evaluation settings We evaluate 7
LLMs: Vicuna (Chiang et al., 2023), Mistral 7B
(Jiang et al., 2023), Mixtral 8x7B (Jiang et al.,

2This is for ease of parsing SelectAll outputs and for com-
parability, but we found in our early experiments that having
free-form responses for SelectOne led to similar results.

2024), Llama-3 8B and 70B,3 GPT-3.5, and GPT-4
(OpenAI, 2023). We conduct the main experiments
under the zero-shot setting with greedy decoding.
We selectively experiment with other prompting
strategies in the follow-up experiments in Section 6.
Details about these models, such as model versions
and context windows, are in Appendix B.

LLM output parsing code We develop an exten-
sive set of regular expressions to parse the LLM
outputs for the 4 task types in Fig 3, taking into ac-
count such factors as the task type, the benchmark,
and the LLM model, among others. The parsing
code is capable of handling cases where LLMs do
not generate outputs in a format as intended, e.g.,
an undefined label, or an answer with un-requested
explanations. Details can be found in Appendix B.

Task size We refer to the number of classification
problems contained in a prompt as the task size.
The task size for a single-problem prompt (Single-
Clf) is 1. In our experiments, we use 5 different task
sizes for all benchmarks: 1, 5, 10, 20, and 50. We
also test task size 3 for text-pair benchmarks, and
task size 100 for single-text benchmarks. We use
all problems from each benchmark for SingleClf.

For each benchmark, we randomly sample 100
distinct sets of 100 problems, then select the first
n for task size n, so that larger task sizes only
differ from smaller task sizes by having additional
problems. For SelectOne, we re-use each set of
multiple problems m times to construct m prompts
targeting each of the m possible labels for those
problems. This results in m times more prompts
for SelectOne than BatchClf and SelectAll under
the same conditions. However, the problems are
identical across the three task types.

3https://ai.meta.com/blog/meta-llama-3/

https://ai.meta.com/blog/meta-llama-3/


> 90% SCAcc > 80% SCAcc > 75% SCAcc

Vicuna 13B 79.3 93.1 93.1
Mistral 7B 76.7 83.3 100.0
Mixtral 8x7B 63.3 83.3 86.7
Llama-3 8B 73.3 90.0 100.0
Llama-3 70B 80.0 100.0 100.0
GPT-3.5 56.7 83.3 90.0
GPT-4 100.0 100.0 100.0

Overall 75.6 90.4 95.7

Table 2: Percent of time that BatchClf performance
surpasses a threshold percent of SingleClf accuracy
(SCAcc) across benchmarks.

Performance metric We measure the average
per-problem accuracy to unify the evaluation across
the four task types in Fig 3. Per-problem accuracy
(PPA) is the average accuracy of classifying n prob-
lems in a single prompt or, in the case of SelectOne,
in a set of directly related prompts targeting differ-
ent labels. It is defined in Equation 1:

PPA =
1

n

n∑
i=1

δ(I(Pi),Ai) (1)

I(Pi) is the inferred LLM-generated answer to the
ith problem in the input prompt, Ai is the ground
truth, and δ is the Kronecker delta function such
that δ(i, j) = 1 iff i = j and 0 otherwise. For the
two index selection tasks, I(Pi) is determined by
considering the LLM’s assignments of indices to all
possible labels. LLMs may produce contradictory
index assignments across different labels, or not
select certain indices at all. In other words, I(Pi)
may be mapped to a list of labels or an empty list,
instead of a single label. In both cases, I(Pi) ̸= Ai

and therefore δ(I(Pi),Ai) = 0.
To measure an LLM’s performance on a task

type under some conditions (benchmark and task
size), we average PPA on all the related prompts for
that task. Since we are mainly interested in com-
paring the LLM’s performance across task types,
accuracy alone suffices for our purpose.

5 Main Results

5.1 LLMs are Multi-Problem Solvers

We aggregate the zero-shot results across the 7
LLMs on the 4 task types for each benchmark in
Fig 4 with the related full results for each LLM pro-
vided in Appendix C. We exclude the results of Vi-
cuna on AGNews when task size is 100 because the
prompts exceed the model’s context length. We fo-
cus on the general patterns across LLMs and bench-
marks, since model-level or benchmark-level vari-

ations are not the focus of the study. To compare
performance difference, we use Mann-Whitney U
tests for significant testing and Cohen’s d (Cohen,
1969) for measuring effect size.

LLMs can handle multiple classifications at once
with minimal performance loss. Although the
BatchClf accuracy generally declines as the task
size increases (Fig 4), all 7 LLMs achieve accu-
racy of at least 90% that of SingleClF across the
benchmarks most of the time. Table 2 indicates
the proportion of BatchClf tasks for which each
LLM surpasses a threshold percent of correspond-
ing SingleClf performance. Interestingly, for SNLI
almost all LLMs perform better in BatchClf than
in SingleClf across all the task sizes (3-50) and
GPT-4 consistently achieves a BatchClf accuracy
near or better than the SingleClf accuracy under all
conditions (see Appendix C). Overall, the Single-
Clf accuracy for the 7 LLMs on the 6 benchmarks
is 75.5% and the BatchClf counterpart is 72.3%, a
minor 3.2% absolute drop from the former.

Multi-problem prompting is cost-efficient.
Single-problem prompting can waste input tokens
by redundantly repeating a shared task instruction.
Multi-problem prompting reduces this redundancy,
and this saving is larger the more problems are
combined in a single prompt. Because performance
tends to decline slowly as the number of tasks in-
creases, this yields a favorable cost-accuracy ratio
as the number of tasks increases (Fig 5). We only
encountered two outliers, Vicuna on MRPC with
task size 50 where the average input is 3,645 to-
kens and the context window is 4,096 tokens, and
Mixtral 8x7B at ≥ 50 on AGNews. While it is of
course up to downstream users to determine what
cost-accuracy is right for them, this is likely benefi-
cial for many use cases where similar prompts are
repeated frequently.

To further illustrate, we estimate the potential
cost saving rate for BatchClf based on our exper-
iments. Fig 6 shows the cost saving rate for each
model/task combination at the largest BatchClf task
size that achieves at least 95% SingleClf accuracy
for that pair. We observe that the cost saving rate
is substantial for all LLMs run on all the 6 bench-
marks, ranging from from 30.7% to 82.0%. The av-
erage cost saving rate for each LLM on the 6 bench-
mark is at least 44.7% (GPT-3.5) and up to 68.5%
(Mixtral 8x7B). We provide more fine-grained anal-
ysis in Appendix C.



Figure 4: Aggregated average accuracy of the 7 LLMs on the 4 types of tasks across various task sizes for each
benchmark. See Appendix C for the full results for each LLM.

Figure 5: Cost/Accuracy Ratio (lower is better) for the 7 LLMs on the 6 benchmarks for SingleClf (task size=1) and
BatchClf (otherwise). We use the average (input + output) token count per classification as the proxy for the actual
inference costs, calculated on the basis of the input and output tokens. The plot for MRPC is log-scale for the y-axis.

Figure 6: Cost saving rate (%) per classification based
on our experiments. The cost is estimated by both the
input and output token counts (using the respective tok-
enizers), weighted according to the pricing policy from
OpenAI and TogetherAI (for non-GPT LLMs) websites.

LLMs make errors evenly across positions un-
der multiple problems. Fig 7 shows that LLMs
do not have clear positional bias, also known as
the serial position effect in psychology (Murdock,
1962), when solving multiple problems of the same
type at once (i.e., BatchClf). While some positional
bias may surface for some LLMs on some bench-
marks, such biases are very mild or non-existent
most of times (see breakdown in Appendix C). This
is in contrast to the previous single-problem eval-
uation results, where LLMs are found to be better
at using information from the beginning (primacy
bias) or the end (receny bias) of the prompt (Liu
et al., 2024a; Levy et al., 2024). The lack of a po-
sitional bias supports the claim that LLMs can use

BatchClf vs
SelectOne

BatchClf vs
SelectAll

SelectOne vs
SelectAll

Mean Acc Dif 32.0 12.1 -19.9
Std Dev 16.9 15.3 12.0
Cohen’s d 1.8 0.8 -1.0

Table 3: Pairwise accuracy difference (x vs y = x - y).
All the differences are statistically significant and with
a large effect size (| Cohen’s d | ≥ 0.8).

information equally well across different positions
under multiple homogeneous problems.

5.2 LLMs Lack True Understanding

While there is no consensus about what constitutes
“understanding” in LLMs, it is typically assumed
that true understanding of a problem involves the
ability to solve the problem under various forms,
e.g., question answering, fill-in-the-blank, and mul-
tiple choice questions. We adopt this invariance
assumption for the purposes of our analysis. In
this sense, our results show that LLMs lack true
understanding.

LLMs perform significantly worse on the selec-
tion tasks. In our experiments, LLMs nearly al-
ways perform much better in BatchClf than in Se-
lectOne and SelectAll under the same conditions
with a consistent and stable margin, even when the
task size is just 3 or 5 (Fig 4). The overall discrep-
ancy in accuracy between BatchClf and the two
tasks is large and statistically significant (32% for



Figure 7: Cumulative error density across positions averaging results from the benchmarks. Task size 3/100: the 3
text-pair/single-text benchmarks; otherwise: all the 6 classification benchmarks. See Appendix C for full results.

Figure 8: Pairwise comparisons of SelectOne and SelectAll for each LLM across different task sizes averaging over
results from the 6 benchmarks.

SelectOne and 10% for SelectAll), as shown in Ta-
ble 3. Moreover, the selection tasks have a sharper
downward performance curve (Fig 4) as the task
size increases, compared to that of BatchClf.

Although it is expected that the selection tasks
are harder because BatchClf is embedded by them,
the sharp drop in accuracy even with a rather small
task size suggests that LLMs do not really “under-
stand” many of the texts they can otherwise classify
correctly under BatchClf.

LLMs lack internalized planning and consis-
tently select inconsistently. Surprisingly, such a
consistent and rather stable performance gap also
exists between SelectOne and SelectAll in favor
of the latter, largely independently of the task size
(Fig 4). On average, the SelectOne accuracy is
19.9% lower than the SelectAll accuracy, also with
a large and significant effect size (Table 3).

We investigate the reasons in Fig 8, which shows
that when asked to select text indices for one la-
bel at a time independently, LLMs almost always
assign more indices to more than one label (i.e.,
contradiction) and leave more indices unselected
(i.e., non-excluded middles). This showcases a lack
of internalized planning with modern LLMs with
zero-shot prompting, although different LLMs may
make these two types of errors in different pro-
portions. In contrast, when LLMs have to select
indices for all labels at once, they are less likely to
generate directly illogical answers in a single out-

put because what they answer to the ith label puts
a condition on their answer to the (i + 1)th label.
This highlights the probabilistic aspect of LLM an-
swer generation, which may deviate from what is
considered true and invariant understanding.

LLMs can do index selection. While we argue
that the LLMs’ weaker performance on SelectOne
and SelectAll is due to a weakness in combining
classification with index selection, an alternative
explanation would be that they just generally strug-
gle at index selection. To exclude this possibility,
we simplify the two index selection tasks by di-
rectly replacing each line of text with its gold stan-
dard label in the prompts for AGNews, which has
most labels. We then ask the LLMs to select the
indices of lines containing each label with minimal
modifications to the original task instructions.

Fig 9 shows that LLMs can perform in the sim-
plified selection tasks much better than the origi-
nal ones, with Llama-3 70B, GPT-3.5, and GPT-4
even achieving (nearly) 100% accuracy across task
sizes. The 7 LLMs’ overall performance in the sim-
plified selection tasks is even slightly higher than
their overall BatchClf accuracy. The previously
observed performance gap between SelectOne and
SelectAll also disappears for almost all LLMs (see
Appendix D for full results). In general, LLMs can
indeed do index selection.

In conclusion, it appears that the tested LLMs
perform less well on SelectOne and SelectAll as



Figure 9: Average accuracy of the 7 LLMs on the two
simplified index selection tasks based on AGNews. We
provide the original results from BatchClf, SelectOne,
and SelectAll for easy comparisons.

compared to BatchClf because they cannot ad-
equately combine the index selection task and
the classification tasks in response to a zero-shot
prompt. Put differently, the LLMs lack true un-
derstanding of the problems presented in different
forms, even when the number of problems is quite
small (e.g., 3 or 5), which may not be human-like.

6 Follow-up Experiments

6.1 CoT Helps the Index Selection Tasks
Slightly but the Gap Remains

We use 1-shot-CoT to prompt LLMs to do BatchClf
first and then perform the two index selection tasks
on the 6 benchmarks with a fixed task size 10. Ta-
ble 4 shows that while overall LLMs benefit from
CoT for both SelectOne and SelectAll, the benefits
are generally larger for SelectOne than SelectAll
(3.1% versus 1.0% improvement) and not consis-
tent across models with Mixtral 8x7B performing
even worse with CoT. The full results provided in
Appendix D also show mixed effects across bench-
marks. Interestingly, however, the task complexity
hierarchy among BatchClf, SelectOne, and Selec-
tAll remains in virtually all cases. We leave to
future studies the investigation of how CoT may
further help with the two selection tasks.

6.2 Few-Shot Prompting Does Not Help

To test the generality of the main findings, we first
re-run all experiments for CoLA providing 2 exem-
plars in the prompts and with a fixed task size 5 for
tasks other than SingleClf. We find that few-shot
prompting is mostly detrimental across LLMs, par-
ticularly so for SelectOne and BatchClf. As a result,
SelectAll shows an overall better performance than
BatchClf and the performance gap between Selec-
tOne and SelectAll becomes much larger. Never-

Task SelectOne + CoT SelectAll + CoT BatchClf
Model

Vicuna 23.0 25.8 53.2 57.6 68.7
Mistral 7B 38.3 47.5 56.8 60.5 71.2
Mixtral 8x7B 47.4 38.7 65.1 58.4 73.4
Llama-3 8B 39.0 41.8 62.4 59.0 73.3
Llama-3 70B 59.4 67.1 72.9 79.2 79.4
GPT-3.5 45.5 47.5 66.7 66.3 71.9
GPT-4 66.3 71.8 78.8 81.8 81.9

Overall 45.5 48.6 65.1 66.1 74.3

Table 4: Aggregate average accuracy of SelectOne and
SelectAll with and without 1-shot-CoT for each LLM.
BatchClf performance is also provided for comparisons.

theless, our main findings still hold most of times
for the 7 LLMs. Full results are provided in Ap-
pendix D for space reasons.

6.3 Testing on a Novel Benchmark

We generate a novel benchmark with 1,000 distinct
and label-balanced text pairs sampled from SST-
2. The task objective is to determine if each text
pair shares the same sentiment, which we believe
is unlikely to appear in the training data of LLMs.
We run experiments on this benchmark using the
same experimental setup described in Section 4 for
the text-pair benchmarks. Possibly due to the novel
use of SST-2, Mistral 7B only achieves 29.6% ac-
curacy in SingleClf, well below the 50.0% random
baseline and close to the SelectOne performance.
Other than that, the results (see Appendix D) are
consistent with our main results.

7 Conclusion

We propose multi-problem evaluation and present
the first systematic and comprehensive study in this
regard. Our results provide new insights into the
multiple problem handling capabilities of LLMs:
LLMs are competent multi-problem solvers for
multiple homogeneous problems, but they lack true
understanding of the problems because they per-
form significantly worse when the problems are
presented in different forms. Our study showcases
the potential of multi-problem evaluation as a new
paradigm for probing LLM capabilities.

There are several directions worth future explo-
rations. For example, to better understand how well
how LLMs can handle multiple problems in gen-
eral, it is important to test LLMs with other types
of problems (e.g., reasoning problems) and with
multiple heterogeneous problems (e.g., mixing dif-
ferent benchmarks/tasks). It is also important to
understand what causes LLMs to perform worse



or better when prompted with multiple problems,
such as benchmark, task size, and model’s context
length. In particular, model-level ablation studies
are needed if we want to know how LLMs obtain
the ability to handle multiple problems at once and
how to improve their understanding capabilities.
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Task Prompt template

Single Classification Indicate the sentiment for the following line of text. The sentiment shall be either ‘Positive’ or
‘Negative.’

Text: $text
Sentiment:

Batch Classification Indicate the sentiment for each of the $num following lines of text. The sentiment shall be either
‘Positive’ or ‘Negative.’

Texts, one per line:

$texts

The sentiments for each of the $num lines of text, one per line:

Index Selection One Category Go over the $num lines of text below and list the index numbers of the lines with $polarity sentiment
according to the following instructions: If none of the texts show $polarity sentiment, write ‘None.’ If
all the texts show $polarity sentiment, write ‘All.’ Otherwise, provide the index numbers for each text
with $polarity sentiment.

Output your responses in JSON format with the key ‘$polarity’. A formatted example output
is provided below.
{‘$polarity’: [None/All or index numbers for the texts with $polarity sentiment]}

Texts, one per line:

$texts

JSON output:

Index Selection All Categories Go over the $num lines of text below. First, list the index numbers of the lines with positive sentiment.
Then, list the index numbers of the lines with negative sentiment. If none of the texts show a particular
sentiment, write ‘None.’ If all the texts show a particular sentiment, write ‘All.’ Otherwise, provide the
index numbers of the texts that fit a particular category.

Output your responses in JSON format with two keys: ‘positive’ and ‘negative.’ A formatted
example output is provided below.
{‘positive’: [None/All or index numbers of positive sentences], ‘negative’: [None/All or index numbers
of negative sentences]}

Texts, one per line:

$texts

JSON output:

Table 5: Prompt templates for SST-2. Words immediately preceded by the dollar sign $ are placeholders.

A.2 Prompt Templates

Table 5 provides the prompt templates for the 4
task types constructed from SST-2. The prompt
templates for the other 5 benchmarks follow the
same “task instruction + problem” structure, with
the task instruction tailored for the task objective
of each benchmark. Check https://github.
com/jaaack-wang/multi-problem-eval-llm
for full prompt templates and all prompts created
in this study.

Throughout our research project, we have also
tried prompts with different wordings and struc-
tures until we finally unified the prompt designs
presented in Table 5. For example, we initially
asked LLMs to directly generate indices line by
line instead of a JSON output for SelectOne and
we did not provide any formatted example for Se-
lectAll. We also put the output format instruction
in the end of each prompt for SelectAll, instead
of in the beginning. Although we observed cer-
tain task-level performance variations, which are

expected, the overall complexity among the 4 task
types (SelectOne > SelectAll > BatchClf > Singe-
Clf) remains unchanged, despite the variations in
the prompts. This indicates the overall limited ef-
fects of rewording and restructuring prompts.

A.3 Average Prompt Length

Table 6 details the average prompt token count for
each task across different task sizes and bench-
marks based on the GPT-3.5 tokenizer. Using other
LLMs’ tokenizers yields mostly similar counts.

B Experimental details

B.1 LLM Details

Table 7 describes the specific versions for the 7
LLMs we use in the paper and highlights their dif-
ferences in terms of open weights, training with
Reinforment Learning from Human Feedback or
RLHF (Christiano et al., 2017), architecture, num-
ber of parameters, and context window size. We

https://github.com/jaaack-wang/multi-problem-eval-llm
https://github.com/jaaack-wang/multi-problem-eval-llm


Task size SST-2 CoLA AGNews MRPC SNLI WiC

1 59 54 77 106 94 95

3 - - - 240 / 318 / 345 184 / 244 / 305 184 / 250 / 304

5 183 / 246 / 275 127 / 182 / 218 236 / 338 / 406 356 / 434 / 461 253 / 312 / 374 254 / 320 / 374

10 305 / 368 / 397 184 / 239 / 275 403 / 504 / 573 646 / 724 / 751 421 / 480 / 542 423 / 489 / 543

20 547 / 610 / 639 300 / 355 / 391 736 / 838 / 906 1221 / 1298 / 1326 757 / 816 / 878 761 / 827 / 881

50 1290 / 1353 / 1382 647 / 702 / 738 1741 / 1842 / 1911 2948 / 3025 / 3053 1763 / 1822 / 1884 1772 / 1838 / 1892

100 2515 / 2578 / 2607 1223 / 1278 / 1314 3421 / 3523 / 3591 - - -

Table 6: Average prompt token count for the main experiments under zero-shot scenario. For simplicity, the counts
here are calculated based on GPT-3.5 tokenizer, but using other tokenizers from other LLMs used in this study
yields mostly similar counts. For task size greater than 1, we report the token counts for BatchClf, SelectOne, and
SelectAll in sequence separated by ‘/’.

Model Version Open Weights With RLHF MoE # Parameter Context Window Size

Vicuna (Chiang et al., 2023) v1.5 ✓ ✗ ✗ 13B 4,096
Mistral 7B (Jiang et al., 2023) Instruct-v0.2 ✓ ✗ ✗ 7B 8,192
Mixtral 8x7B (Jiang et al., 2024) Instruct-v0.1 ✓ ✗ ✓ 47B 8,192
Llama-3 8B Instruct ✓ ✓ ✗ 8B 8,192
Llama-3 70B Instruct ✓ ✓ ✗ 70B 8,192
GPT-3.5 turbo-0125 ✗ ✓ ✗ - 16,385
GPT-4 (OpenAI, 2023) turbo-2024-04-09 ✗ ✓ ✗ - 128,000

Table 7: The 7 LLMs we use, all instruction finetuned. For the two GPT LLMs, it is commonly assumed that both
are larger than GPT-3 (a 175B LLM) with GPT-4 being the largest. For Mixtral 8x7B, a Mixture of Experts (MoE)
LLM, although each token has access to 47B parameters, but only uses 13B active parameters during inference.

use OpenAI API4 and TogetherAI API5 to call GPT
LLMs and non-GPT LLMs, respectively.

B.2 LLM Output Parsing Code

The LLM output parsing code contains over 200
lines of regular expressions to parse LLM outputs.
The code takes into accounts the following five
variables during parsing: task type, benchmark,
model, task size, and target label (for SelectOne).
This is to ensure our code can handle cases when
LLMs generate undefined labels, un-instructed ex-
planations, or even wrong answer format (e.g., a
non-JSON output for SelectOne and SelectAll).

Overall, our code achieves about 99.9% overall
parsing rate. The unparsable cases mostly come
from SingleClf outputs where LLMs output un-
defined labels, such as “Mixed” or “Netual” for
SST-2. For BatchClf outputs, we implement a se-
ries of rules to extract both defined and undefined
labels, because of the order of the extracted labels
affects the final evaluation. For SelectOne and Se-
lectAll, our code extracts JSON object, fixes cases
where the JSON object has formatting issues, or
extracts a series of text indices when there is no
JSON object identified in the output.

Check https://github.com/jaaack-wang/

4https://platform.openai.com/docs/overview
5https://www.together.ai/

multi-problem-eval-llm for details.

C Main Experiments

C.1 Full Results
The full results obtained from the main experiments
are visualized in Fig 10. We exclude the results of
Vicuna on AGNews when task size is 100 because
the prompts exceed the model’s context length.

C.2 Task Complexity Hierarchy
In Table 3 from Section 5, we demonstrate the
overall task complexity hierarchy among BatchClf,
SelectOne, and SelectAll. It is found that Selec-
tOne > SelectAll > BatchClf, where “>” denotes a
“more complex than” relationship.

Similar to Fig 4, which describes the aggre-
gate average accuracy across benchmarks, Fig 11
describes the aggregate average accuracy across
LLMs. Although there are few cases shown in
Fig 10 where the overall complexity hierarchy
among BatchClf, SelectOne, and SelectAll does
not hold (e.g., Vicuna on MRPC for task size 50),
these cases are exceptional and likely due to the
interactions of multiple factors in play, such as
model, benchmark, input length, and context win-
dows. Nevertheless, the overall task complexity
hierarchy is clear both in Fig 4 (benchmark-level)
and in Fig 11 (model-level).

https://github.com/jaaack-wang/multi-problem-eval-llm
https://github.com/jaaack-wang/multi-problem-eval-llm
https://platform.openai.com/docs/overview
https://github.com/jaaack-wang/multi-problem-eval-llm
https://www.together.ai/
https://github.com/jaaack-wang/multi-problem-eval-llm


Figure 10: Full average accuracy of the 7 LLMs on the 4 tasks across the 6 benchmarks.

Figure 11: Aggregate average accuracy on the 4 tasks averaging over results from the 6 benchmarks for each LLM.
“Overall” presents the average results across all LLMs for each one of the 4 task.



Figure 12: Cost/Accuracy Ratio (lower is better) for the 7 LLMs on the 6 benchmarks for SingleClf (task size=1)
and BatchClf (otherwise). The upper MRPC plot (input-wise) is log-scale for the y-axis. Note that the scale of
y-axis tends to be smaller in the output-wise plots than the input-wise plots because the outputs are usually much
shorter than the inputs for zero-shot classification problems.

C.3 Cost/Accuracy Ratio: Input-wise and
Output-wise

In Fig 5 from Section 5, we calculate the
cost/accuracy ratio based on both the input and
output tokens, because this is how the actual cost
is billed. We use token counts as the proxy for the
actual costs to avoid the huge discrepancies in the
inference costs among LLMs (e.g., GPT-4-Turbo
is 20 times more expensive than GPT-3.5-Turbo)
and for a better visualization.

To further investigate the sources of saving for
multi-problem prompting, we also visualize the
input-wise and output-wise cost/accuracy ratio in
Fig 12, considering only input length and output
length as proxies for costs, respectively. As ex-
pected, the input-wise cost/accuracy ratio goes
down more dramatically and consistently than the
output-wise one as the task size increases. This
is because multi-problem prompting is meant to
reduce redundancy of repeating a shared task in-
struction in the input rather than in the output and
the average input token count is smaller the more
classifications are performed at once.

Interestingly, we also observe an overall lower
output-wise cost/accuracy ratio across benchmarks,
mostly from non-GPT models. For example, on
WiC, the output-wise cost/accuracy ratio for Llama-
3 8B shows a smooth downward curve. We note
that this is possible because non-GPT models tend
to generate lengthy reasoning and explanations
when not instructed to, but multi-problem prompt-
ing somehow suppresses such a tendency.

C.4 Positional Errors under BatchClf

Fig 13 shows the full results regarding the posi-
tional errors the 7 LLMs make across benchmarks
and task sizes. We note that (1) distribution of the
positional errors becomes more random (or even)
as the task size increases for all LLMs; (2) in most
cases, the positional errors distribute nearly ran-
domly, showing no evidence of obvious positional
biases, if any; (3) some LLMs may display more
severe positional biases on some benchmarks with
a certain task size, such as GPT-3.5 on SST-2 with
task size 50, but overall this is rare.

D Follow-up Experiments

D.1 Simplified Index Selection Tasks

Fig 14 shows the full results for the two simplified
index selection tasks, along with results for the two
original selection tasks and BatchClf, based on AG-
News. Clearly, (1) all LLMs perform much better
in the simplified tasks than the original ones; (2)
Mixtral 8X7B, Llama-3 70B, GPT-3.5, and GPT-4
can do these simplified selection tasks even better
than their BatchClf performance consistently, with
the latter three achieving nearly 100% accuracy in
most cases; (3) the task complexity hierarchy be-
tween SelectOne and SelectAll nearly disappears
for all LLMs except Vicua, implying that it may be
challenging for Vicuna to perform index selection
tasks in general.

D.2 1-shot-CoT Results

Table 8 presents the full 1-shot-CoT results across
benchmarks and LLMs with a fixed task size 10.



As demonstrated in Section 6, CoT improves the
LLMs’ performance in SelectOne and SelectAll
with an overall larger positive effect on the for-
mer, but the improvement is not consistent both
across benchmarks and across LLMs. For exam-
ples, LLMs tend to benefit from CoT for both se-
lection tasks constructed from SST-2, CoLA, and
SNLI (see the “Overall” results in Table 8).

D.3 Few-shot Results
Table 9 shows the full 2-shot results on CoLA for
each LLM, which shows a general negative effect
of few-shot prompting. According to these results,
LLMs performs much worse in SelectOne with an
overall accuracy going down to 25.2% from 58.1%.
Similarly, the negative effect is larger on BatchClf
than on SelectAll, making the overall BatchClf
accuracy lower than SelectAll, although the former
is still often higher than the latter under the same
test conditions.

D.4 Full Results on the Novel Benchmark
Fig 15 shows the full results on the novel bench-
mark created on top of SST-2.



Figure 13: Cumulative error density across positions for all benchmarks and LLMs across different task sizes. The
task size “M/N” on the left side of the plots denotes the task size for the 3 text-pair benchmarks (i.e., MRPC, SNLI,
and WiC) and for the 3 single-text benchmarks (i.e., SST-2, CoLA, AGNews), respectively.

Figure 14: Full results for the two simplified index selection tasks versus the original tasks based on AGNews.



Benchmark SST-2 CoLA AGNews MRPC SNLI WiC
Model Task

Vicuna SelectOne 38.5 22.2 16.8 15.8 9.9 34.5
+ CoT 52.6 53.9 12.1 12.1 11.5 12.5

SelectAll 66.7 65.7 42.2 67.4 28.2 48.8
+ CoT 81.7 69.2 40.9 63.9 40.9 48.9

BatchClf 89.1 73.2 70.4 66.7 59.3 53.4

Mistral 7B SelectOne 53.3 52.8 41.5 36.6 23.3 22.2
+ CoT 66.5 55.1 44.8 59.4 29.5 29.5

SelectAll 68.3 63.6 48.2 58.4 54.7 47.9
+ CoT 74.4 68.2 57.0 68.5 47.6 47.3

BatchClf 79.6 76.8 78.1 74.0 69.1 49.6

Mixtral 8x7B SelectOne 76.5 61.0 46.2 45.2 23.8 32.0
+ CoT 41.5 67.3 12.9 48.4 25.1 37.2

SelectAll 85.3 68.4 62.9 65.9 56.2 52.0
+ CoT 49.0 67.4 57.8 66.5 58.9 51.1

BatchClf 80.2 80.9 71.6 70.8 73.3 63.7

Llama-3 8B SelectOne 67.8 50.8 55.1 21.7 21.4 17.3
+ CoT 85.0 48.9 22.1 50.7 22.3 22.0

SelectAll 85.0 62.9 59.6 64.8 50.1 52.2
+ CoT 85.8 66.5 45.3 64.5 39.8 52.3

BatchClf 92.0 76.8 79.5 62.8 69.2 59.5

Llama-3 70B SelectOne 83.6 72.7 67.4 61.0 32.3 39.3
+ CoT 94.7 79.7 75.2 67.9 69.4 15.8

SelectAll 87.3 79.6 76.2 71.7 68.6 53.9
+ CoT 96.1 83.7 85.5 73.9 77.3 58.4

BatchClf 96.4 82.8 86.8 73.5 75.2 61.7

GPT-3.5 SelectOne 71.9 65.8 47.6 25.2 28.4 33.8
+ CoT 80.2 71.7 57.9 26.8 26.5 22.1

SelectAll 83.1 79.7 68.3 61.5 55.8 51.6
+ CoT 89.5 77.5 58.8 70.2 50.5 51.2

BatchClf 95.0 81.8 86.4 52.7 57.4 58.0

GPT-4 SelectOne 88.6 80.8 66.4 58.1 53.8 50.0
+ CoT 84.5 81.9 67.8 60.1 77.0 59.6

SelectAll 92.4 84.0 79.2 73.5 80.8 62.8
+ CoT 91.3 83.7 85.4 76.2 83.3 71.0

BatchClf 96.0 84.0 86.7 72.6 83.8 68.4

Overall SelectOne 68.6 58.0 48.7 37.7 27.6 32.7
+ CoT 72.1 65.5 41.8 46.5 37.3 28.4

SelectAll 81.2 72.0 62.4 66.2 56.3 52.7
+ CoT 81.1 73.7 61.5 69.1 56.9 54.3

BatchClf 89.8 79.5 79.9 67.6 69.6 59.2

Table 8: Full 1-shot-CoT results for all benchmarks and LLMS. The task size is fixed at 10.



Task SingleClf BatchClf SelectOne SelectAll
Model Benchmark

Vicuna CoLA 78.8 71.0 48.6 59.6
+ 2-shot 69.0 50.4 14.8 64.0

Mistral 7B CoLA 81.5 74.4 47.4 59.4
+ 2-shot 80.2 65.0 25.0 60.4

Mixtral 8x7B CoLA 84.4 81.2 65.0 70.6
+ 2-shot 81.8 73.2 19.8 72.4

Llama-3 8B CoLA 80.2 79.4 33.4 61.2
+ 2-shot 74.3 46.6 0.6 63.8

Llama-3 70B CoLA 82.8 83.4 71.2 79.6
+ 2-shot 81.8 82.0 29.2 80.8

GPT-3.5 CoLA 84.2 79.6 63.4 76.2
+ 2-shot 79.5 76.8 38.2 72.8

GPT-4 CoLA 85.1 83.8 77.8 83.6
+ 2-shot 85.7 80.8 48.6 81.0

Overall CoLA 82.4 79.0 58.1 70.0
+ 2-shot 78.9 67.8 25.2 70.7

Table 9: Full 2-shot results on CoLA. We use a fixed task size 5 for tasks other than SingleClf, whose task size is 1
by default. We provide the related zero-shot results for easy comparisons.



Figure 15: Full results on the novel benchmark created on top of SST-2 where the task objective is to decide if a text
pair shares the same sentiment.
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