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Abstract

Large Language Models (LLMs) have demon-
strated remarkable capabilities in complex rea-
soning tasks, particularly when employing
Chain-of-Thought (CoT) prompting. However,
the intermediate steps in CoT reasoning can in-
troduce hallucinations and compounding errors,
compromising the reliability of LLM outputs.
This paper introduces CoT Rerailer, a novel
framework designed to enhance the accuracy,
efficiency, and trustworthiness of LLM reason-
ing. Our approach combines a Derailment Iden-
tifier, which efficiently filters potentially flawed
reasoning paths, with a Rerailment Process that
employs multi-agent debates for rigorous er-
ror detection and correction. We evaluate CoT
Rerailer across more than 20 different cate-
gories of question-answering datasets, includ-
ing domains from commonsense, mathematical,
and symbolic Reasoning. Results demonstrate
that CoT Rerailer consistently outperforms ex-
isting techniques achieving improvement in
overall accuracy and efficiency. Moreover, hu-
man evaluation confirms that CoT Rerailer pro-
duces higher quality intermediate reasoning
steps than state-of-the-art methods. The CoT
Rerailer offers a promising solution to mitigate
hallucinations and improve the reliability of
LLM-generated content in complex reasoning
tasks 1.

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) have revolution-
ized the field of Natural Language Processing
(NLP), demonstrating unprecedented capabilities
in text generation, reasoning, and complex linguis-
tic tasks. Pretrained Models (Radford et al., 2018)
like GPT-4 (OpenAI et al., 2024) , Claude (An-
thropic, 2024), and Llama2 (Touvron et al., 2023)
can produce human-like responses across a wide

*These authors contributed equally to this work.
1Code available at https://anonymous.4open.

science/r/rerailer-0031/Readme.md

range of applications. However, a significant chal-
lenge in deploying LLMs for real-world tasks is
their tendency to generate misleading or unfounded
content, commonly referred to as "hallucinations"
(Huang et al., 2023).

The phenomenon of hallucination poses a signif-
icant risk to the reliability and trustworthiness of
LLM-generated content. To address hallucinations,
the Chain-of-Thought (CoT) (Wei et al., 2022)
method has been developed to encourage step-by-
step reasoning through proper prompting. Building
upon this idea, Self-Consistency (SC) (Wang et al.,
2023) encourages sampling a diverse set of reason-
ing paths (RP) to refine the final answer. While
these approaches have shown promise in producing
better answers with plausible explanations, they
are not directly designed to verify and improve
the quality of RP. Occasionally, these methods can
still produce inconsistent RP, even when generat-
ing correct final answers (Turpin et al., 2023a).
Thus, hallucinations are not limited to the final
outputs (Li et al., 2023b), and such inconsistencies
in reasoning and answers undermine the trustwor-
thiness and reliability of the models. Moreover,
In complex reasoning tasks, such as mathematical
problem-solving or multi-step logical deductions,
hallucinations in intermediate steps can occur and
compound, leading to entirely incorrect conclu-
sions (Zhang et al., 2024). This emphasizes the
need to not only detect hallucinations in the final
output but also vigilantly monitor and verify each
step of the reasoning process.

Recognizing these concerns and the importance
of process supervision in LLMs (Lightman et al.,
2024), some researchers have explored methods
for self-correction and self-verification on the RP.
Approaches like Self-Check (Miao et al., 2024) and
Deductive Verification of Chain-of-Thought Rea-
soning (Ling et al., 2024) aim to further improve
the RP step by step by prompting LLMs them-
selves to detect potential mistakes in the RP. How-
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ever, recent studies found that LLMs frequently
exhibit overconfidence or high randomness when
self-evaluating , suggesting that large language
models cannot yet effectively self-correct reasoning
(Huang et al., 2024). Moreover, the step-wise cor-
rections introduced by these methods are complex
and often incur significantly higher computational
and API costs.

To address these concerns, we propose CoT
Rerailer, a novel framework designed to improve
both the reasoning and outputs of LLMs from three
key aspects: efficiency, accuracy, and trustworthi-
ness. Our approach is inspired by how a student
might solve a difficult math problem, first quickly
scanning their work for obvious errors, then meticu-
lously reviewing each step, and perhaps consulting
with peers on challenging parts. It is technically
motivated by two key insights: recent advance-
ments showing that Multi-Agent Systems (MAS)
(Li et al., 2023a; Talebirad and Nadiri, 2023) is a
superior alternative to self-verification and resam-
pling methods, and the tendency of hallucinated
facts to produce divergent responses when sam-
pled stochastically (Manakul et al., 2023). Draw-
ing an analogy between reasoning and a train on a
track, our framework employs a two-stage process:
a Derailment Identifier and a Rerailment Process.
The Derailment Identifier efficiently filters ques-
tions requiring complex processing and performs
consistency checks to identify potentially flawed
reasoning. The Derailment Process, applied only
when the RP is detected as “derailed,” then em-
ploys rigorous error identification on the flawed
RP and leverages multi-agent systems to detect
and improve the factualness of each intermediate
reasoning step before generating a new answer.

Experimental results demonstrate the effective-
ness of CoT Rerailer across diverse question-
answering datasets, consistently outperforming ex-
isting techniques in accuracy while maintaining
competitive computational efficiency and trustwor-
thiness. In summary, our contributions include:

1. A novel two-stage pipeline that enhances
LLM reliability by identifying potentially
flawed reasoning chains and selectively ap-
plying correction mechanisms.

2. An adaptive framework that integrates con-
sistency checks for filtering flawed reasoning
and multi-agent systems for targeted error de-
tection and correction.

Figure 1: LLMs problem-solving approaches schemat-
ics. The rectangle box represents intermediate steps
generated by LLMs when solving the problem.

3. Empirical evidence of improved accuracy,
trustworthiness, and efficiency over existing
methods, shown through extensive experi-
ments on diverse QA datasets.

2 Related Work

2.1 LLM Reasoning with Chain of Thought
Chain-of-Thought (CoT) prompting (Wei et al.,
2022) has revolutionized language model reasoning
by generating intermediate steps, inspiring numer-
ous works on step-by-step reasoning (Diao et al.,
2023; Zhang et al., 2023b; Kojima et al., 2022;
Zhou et al., 2023). This approach, along with Self-
Consistency (SC) (Wang et al., 2023), which sam-
ples multiple reasoning paths and uses majority vot-
ing to focus on higher quality outputs, has shown
promise in mitigating hallucinations and produc-
ing more human-interpretable outputs. However,
SC’s sampling approach can be computationally
expensive, which limits its practical application.
Moreover, recent studies suggest that these meth-
ods may still produce inconsistent reasoning paths
and compound errors in intermediate steps (Zhang
et al., 2024). Some work found that models often
"pre-think" the answer and then generate the CoT
around it, suggesting that the model’s final predic-
tion may not necessarily rely on the generated CoT
(Turpin et al., 2023b). These findings highlight
the need for vigilant monitoring of each reasoning
step to enhance the reliability and trustworthiness
of language models in complex reasoning tasks.
Building upon these insights, our proposed CoT
Rerailer focuses on step-by-step verification and
improvement, aiming to expand the applicability
of language models in critical domains requiring
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Figure 2: CoT Rerailer Pipeline Overview. Our Rerailer pipeline first filters out consistent RPs and passes the fixable
inconsistent RPs selected by the Derailment Identification to the Rerailer (blue dashed box). Through multiple
iterations of rerailment, the Rerailer mitigates intermediate hallucinated steps along the RP (red dashed box) and
produces the final error-free RP to finalize the answer (green dashed box).

efficiency, accuracy, and reliability.

2.2 LLM as Hallucination Verifer

LLMs have shown promise in verifying potential
hallucinations and error propagation in complex
reasoning tasks. Various approaches have been de-
veloped to leverage LLMs for verification, broadly
categorized into one-time and step-by-step verifi-
cation methods. One-time methods, such as Self-
Verification (Weng et al., 2023) and Self-Refine
(Madaan et al., 2023), assess the entire reason-
ing chain at once. While efficient, the goal of
these approaches is to produce a better final answer
and may miss nuanced errors in intermediate steps.
In contrast, step-by-step verification methods like
Self-Check (Miao et al., 2024) and Deductive Veri-
fication (Ling et al., 2023) examine each reasoning
step individually using different prompt demonstra-
tions with a single LLM. These approaches offer
more precise error detection and tracing of spe-
cific errors in the reasoning process, enhancing the
overall trustworthiness of the output. However, re-
cent research (Huang et al., 2023) highlighted a
significant challenge: LLMs often exhibit overcon-
fidence or inconsistency when evaluating their own
outputs, limiting the effectiveness of single-LLM
self-checking approaches. To address this, some
work (Gou et al., 2024) integrates various tools,
such as code interpreters and search engines, to
provide a more comprehensive verification process.
Instead of relying on external sources, our work
takes a novel approach by leveraging a multi-agent
system, which has been proven to be superior to

self-verification or resampling methods in improv-
ing the factual accuracy of LLM outputs, (Du et al.,
2023) in the verification process, leveraging mul-
tiple LLMs working collaboratively to verify and
generate more precise reasoning steps.

3 Methodology

3.1 Problem Settings

Our focus is on reasoning-based question-
answering (QA) tasks. Formally, a QA task is
defined as a tuple (Q,C,A), where Q is a ques-
tion, C is the context providing necessary back-
ground information, and A is the ground-truth an-
swer. The goal for LLMs is to produce a sequence
of tokens T = (t1, t2, . . . , tn) that accurately an-
swers Q through logically coherent intermediate
reasoning steps S = (s1, s2, . . . , sm), where each
step si is a subsection of the tokens (tli, tri) ⊆ T .
A special case of QA tasks is multiple-choice
question-answering (MCQA), where the LLM is
provided with a set of predefined answer options
O = (o1, o2, . . . , ok) in addition to the question
Q and context C. MCQA tasks can be formally
defined as a tuple (Q,C,O,A). The fixed answer
format of MCQA makes evaluation more straight-
forward compared to open-ended QA tasks.

In this work, we primarily focus on MCQA tasks
and simple open-ended QA tasks, such as math
questions, where the answer format is relatively
simple to parse and evaluate. However, the format
of these reasoning tasks, coupled with the intrinsic
next-token prediction mechanism of LLMs, makes
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them susceptible to accumulating errors, thus lead-
ing to hallucinated output.

3.2 CoT-Rerailer

Algorithm 1 CoT Rerailer
1: Input: Question Q, Context C
2: Output: Refined Reasoning Path Sc, Final

Answer A
3: Generate initial reasoning paths

(S1, S2, . . . , Sn) for Q
4: ConsistencyCheck(S1, S2, . . . , Sn)
5: if not inconsistent then
6: return S1, Answer(S1)
7: end if
8: Ss ← Judge(Q,C, S1, S2, . . . , Sn)
9: for each step si in Ss do

10: error ← StepEvaluator(Q,C, Ss[: i])
11: if error then
12: Ss[i] ← MultiAgentDebate(Q,C, Ss[:

i], error)
13: end if
14: end for
15: Sc ← Ss

16: A← ReAnswer(Q,C, Sc)
17: return Sc, A

To address the critical issues of hallucinations
and error accumulation in LLM-generated reason-
ing, as highlighted in our introduction, we present
the "CoT Rerailer" (Fig. 2). This novel approach
not only reduces hallucinations but also optimizes
computational resources by selectively processing
reasoning chains S = (s1, s2, . . . , sm) that would
benefit most from intervention. Our method identi-
fies and corrects the root causes of errors early in
the chain S, ensuring each step si is logically coher-
ent and factually accurate. This iterative correction
of intermediate steps prevents the compounding of
errors, maintaining S on a sound and logical track
toward the correct answer A.

3.2.1 Derailment Identifier
Building upon the principle of self-consistency in-
troduced by Wang et al. (2023), our analysis be-
gins by detecting potential hallucinations in LLM-
generated answers A = (a1, a2, . . . , ak). This
approach is motivated by recent findings that un-
certainty in answer generation strongly indicates
hallucination (Zhang et al., 2023a) and the desire
to avoid unnecessary computational overhead for
questions with consistent reasoning process (RP)

Figure 3: Multi-agent Debates for RP Refinement. Mul-
tiple LLM agents (dashed box) engage in debate to
correct and improve the reasoning path. The refined RP
(green box) leads to a more interpretable and accurate
final answer.

while ensuring that questions with inconsistent RP
receive appropriate attention.

The Derailment Identifier employs two key
components: Consistency Check and Judge, to
efficiently filter questions and RP that require
more complex processing. For each question
Q, we generate a small, fixed number of RPs
(S1, S2, . . . , Sn). The Consistency Check mea-
sures the LLM’s ability to generate coherent an-
swers across these iterations. Responses are con-
sidered inconsistent if there exist at least two RPs
Sj and Sk such that their corresponding final an-
swers ai and aj are different, i.e., ai ̸= aj . For
consistent answers, we output the result directly,
bypassing further processing. For inconsistent RPs,
the Judge, an LLM model, evaluates each Si given
the context C and Q. It selects the RP Ss with the
least hallucinated intermediate steps si, prioritizing
coherence and contextual relevance. This selec-
tion of the "least incorrect" RP Ss complements
the consistency check and serves as an additional
safeguard against hallucination.

3.2.2 Rerailment Process
The central motivation behind this process is to
improve the quality of the RP for better reasoning.
By subjecting the RP to multiple stages of evalua-
tion and refinement,our Rerailment Process is de-
signed to enhance the quality and reliability of the
reasoning path (RP), improving both the accuracy
of the final answer and the trustworthiness of the
reasoning process. This approach, inspired by the
advancement of multi-agent systems (Talebirad and
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Nadiri, 2023), consists of two key stages: (1) rigor-
ous error identification in intermediate steps, and
(2) thorough error correction and RP refinement
through multi-agent debates, as detailed presented
in Algorithm 1
Step 1: Rigorous Error Identification. We
adapted an Intermediate-Step Evaluator, imple-
mented as an LLM agent, examineing each step
si of the selected RP Ss. This evaluator assesses
not only the logical consistency and factual accu-
racy of each step but also its contribution to the
overall reasoning quality. By considering only the
information presented up to each point in the rea-
soning chain, the evaluator ensures a step-by-step
validation of the RP’s integrity.
Step 2: Comprehensive Error Correction and
RP Refinement. When errors are identified by the
previous step, we engage a Multi-Agent Debate
(MAD) system to address these issues comprehen-
sively. As illustrated in Fig. 3, the MAD process
involves multiple LLM agents debating the correct
resolution for each identified error. Crucially, this
debate focuses not just on fixing factual errors, but
on improving the overall quality and coherence of
the RP.

Following the MAD process, we generate a new,
refined RP Sc. This refined RP undergoes multi-
ple rounds of checking to ensure its validity and
coherence. A Re-answer agent then utilizes this
corrected RP to produce a final answer that not only
reflects the improvements on the final answer made
through error correction but also provides a clear,
coherent, and trustworthy RP.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experimental setting

Our study evaluates the CoT Rerailer pipeline us-
ing a streamlined experimental framework tailored
to diverse knowledge domains. We classify test
datasets covering more than 20 categories (e.g.,
Date Understanding, DisambiguationQA, College-
Math) from commonly tested QuestionAnswering
benchmarks such as MathQA (Amini et al., 2019),
GSM8K (Cobbe et al., 2021), MMLU (Hendrycks
et al., 2021), and BigBench (Srivastava et al.,
2023) into three broad categories: Commonsense
Reasoning (979 questions), Mathematical Reason-
ing (1049 questions), and Symbolic Reasoning
(449 questions). The detailed mapping of sub-
jects to these broad categories is provided in Ap-
pendix A.2.1. We use GPT-4, Claude3-sonnet, and

GPT-3.5-turbo, all with temperature of 0.5, for our
entire set of experiments. We utilize CoT prompt-
ing, SC prompting, and MAD prompting as base-
lines to compare with the CoT Rerailer. For SC
prompting, we adopt a fixed sampling budget of
40 as recommended by the original authors (Wang
et al., 2023). For MAD prompting, we include 2 de-
bate agents and 3 rounds of debate (Du et al., 2023).
Additional details about hyperparameters and ma-
chine settings are provided in Appendix A.2.1.
Prompt designs are described in Appendix A.3,
and the code and libraries used are available in
Appendix A.1.

4.2 Main Results
Pipeline QA Performance: We verify the cor-
rection capability of the CoT rerailer through QA
performance. Table 1 summarizes the performance
of our proposed methods compared to standard
Chain-of-Thought prompting, self-consistent CoT,
and Multi-agent Debate prompting across different
LLM base models, datasets, and categories. Such
improvement is also justified in each specific cate-
gory, which can be referred to in Appendix 7.
Intermediate Error Detection: The core capa-
bility of the Rerailer prompting method lies in its
ability to track and detect errors in intermediate
steps, which is crucial for ensuring accurate error
correction and improved QA performance. Fig.4
demonstrates the Rerailer’s effectiveness in iden-
tifying and rectifying errors in both basic and ad-
vanced math problems. For instance, in a counting
problem, the Rerailer corrects a mistake that led to
an incorrect final answer in the original reasoning
path. Similarly, in a differential equation example,
it identifies a fundamental error in the approach
and suggests the correct method. These examples
showcase the Rerailer’s ability to address cascading
errors and hallucinations in the reasoning process.
Various additional examples across different prob-
lem types can be found in Appendix A.4.
Reasoing Process Comparison: To complement
our qualitative analysis with quantitative evalua-
tion, we compare Rerailer with existing step-wise
error detection and correction methods, specifically
Deductive-verification (De-Ve) (Ling et al., 2024)
and Self-Check (Miao et al., 2024). Due to compu-
tational constraints, we sampled 290 challenging
math questions adapted from GSK8K for this com-
parison. We conducted a human evaluation study to
assess the quality of intermediate reasoning steps.
Two domain experts independently rated the coher-
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Table 1: The Accuracy of Different Methods Across Main Categories. CoT: Chain-of-Thoughts; SC: Self-
Consistency; MAD: Multi-agent Debate

Models Methods Commonsense
Reasoning

Mathematical
Reasoning

Symbolic
Reasoning Overall

Claude-3 CoT 0.748 0.593 0.768 0.686
Claude-3 SC 0.763 0.618 0.784 0.705
Claude-3 MAD 0.747 0.598 0.768 0.688
Claude-3 Rerailer 0.783 0.634 0.793 0.722

GPT-3.5 CoT 0.755 0.561 0.768 0.675
GPT-3.5 SC 0.765 0.584 0.784 0.692
GPT-3.5 MAD 0.755 0.612 0.768 0.697
GPT-3.5 Rerailer 0.768 0.662 0.804 0.730

GPT-4 CoT 0.756 0.604 0.768 0.694
GPT-4 SC 0.766 0.627 0.784 0.711
GPT-4 MAD 0.770 0.624 0.768 0.708
GPT-4 Rerailer 0.787 0.685 0.808 0.748

Figure 4: CoT Rerailer Solving Math Questions. The questions and answers, which were retrieved from the GSM8K
and MathQA datasets, are exhibited in the blue box. The red boxes are steps generated via the baseline CoT
method and the green boxes are the corrected RP from Rerailer. Mistakes are highlighted in red and corrections are
highlighted in green.

ence, relevance, and factual accuracy of the steps
generated by each method on a scale of 1-5. As
shown in Table 2, Rerailer demonstrates superior
performance in both accuracy and intermediate step
quality. It achieves the highest accuracy (51.7%)
among all methods, showing a notable improve-
ment over De-Ve (48.3%) and Self-Check (50.7%).
The results also reveal that Rerailer produces the
highest quality intermediate steps, with an average
rating of 4.3. This surpasses the ratings of De-
Ve (4.0) and Self-Check (3.5), indicating that our
method not only improves final answer accuracy
but also enhances the overall reasoning process.
Details on how we conduct human evaluation with
examples can be referred in Appendix B.2

4.3 Ablation Study

Through a series of ablation studies, we assess the
contribution of individual components and some
design choices within the CoT Rerailer to its overall
effectiveness.
Derailment Identifier and Rerailment Process:
The experiments demonstrate the critical roles
played by both the Derailment Identifier and the
Rerailment Process in the CoT Rerailer pipeline.
As shown in Table 3, removing the Derailment
Identifier leads to a substantial increase in com-
putational cost (nearly 6x) with only a marginal
improvement in accuracy. This result is expected
because the Derailment Identifier acts as an effi-
cient filter, selectively choosing reasoning paths

6



Table 2: Method Comparison on Reasoning Process
quality.

Method Accuracy Eval Score

CoT 0.417 3.0
De-Ve 0.483 3.7
Self-Check 0.507 3.9
Rerailer 0.517 4.3

Note: Human evaluation scores (1-5) represent the av-
erage rating of intermediate step quality by domain ex-
perts. CoT: Chain of Thought De-Ve: Deductive Verifi-
cation.

(RPs) that require refinement. Without it, the model
would attempt to refine all RPs, including those
that are already satisfactory, leading to unneces-
sary computations and overfix those already good
RP. On the other hand, the absence of the Rerail-
ment Process results in a notable drop in overall
accuracy (2%) and a significant degradation in the
quality of intermediate reasoning steps. This out-
come is anticipated because the Rerailment Pro-
cess is responsible for verifying and refining the
selected RPs, directly contributing to the improve-
ment of reasoning quality. Without this process,
errors in the initial reasoning paths would remain
uncorrected, propagating through to the final out-
put. These findings demonstrate that the synergistic
interaction between the Derailment Identifier and
the Rerailment Process is essential for achieving
the optimal balance between computational effi-
ciency and reasoning quality in the CoT Rerailer
framework.

Figure 5: Correctness of Majority Voting vs. Number
of Columns (Samples) Used for Majority Voting in the
Derailment Process

NO. of Generated RPs in Derailment: In the
Derailment Identification step of our CoT Rerailer
pipeline, we generate multiple RPs for each ques-

tion to assess the consistency of the model’s re-
sponses in order to distinguish potentially flawed
RP. To determine the optimal number of samples,
we first followed the practice from the original self-
consistency work (Wang et al., 2023) and generated
40 samples for selected questions from our dataset.
We then experimented with varying the number of
generated samples from 1 to 40 to find the most
efficient and adequate number of samples for our
pipeline. Fig. 5 presents the accuracy of the Derail-
ment Identification step for each number of sam-
ples. We observed that increasing the number of
samples generally improved performance, but the
rate of change for improvement starts decreasing
beyond 4 samples (Wan et al., 2024). Considering
the trade-off between computational cost and per-
formance, we chose to generate 4 samples for each
question in the Derailment Identification step of
our pipeline.

4.4 Analysis
Cost Analysis: Table 4 compares the average API
calls and time costs for various methods tested on
a selected challenging set of GSM8K questions,
also used for human evaluation analysis in Table
2. SC prompting (42.1% accuracy) and De-Ve
(48.3% accuracy) are the most computationally
intensive, requiring 40 and 340 API calls respec-
tively. MAD prompting (46.2% accuracy) and Self-
Check (50.7% accuracy) are more efficient. Our
proposed CoT Rerailer achieves the highest accu-
racy (51.7%) while maintaining relatively low com-
putational costs, with only 5.7 API calls and 126
seconds per question on average. The time per
question metric, which accounts for variations in
input/output token counts, provides a comprehen-
sive measure of efficiency. This metric shows that
Rerailer is substantially faster than SC, MAD, De-
Ve, and Self-Check due to the derailment identifica-
tion process. Given its superior accuracy, Rerailer
demonstrates an excellent balance between perfor-
mance and efficiency, outperforming other methods
in the accuracy-efficiency trade-off.
Error Analysis: Despite the advancements, hallu-
cinations were not entirely eliminated. In Fig. 6, we
compare the error-correcting ability of SC, MAD,
and Rerailer. The upper-left corner of the confusion
matrix represents the case where all the methods
fail to correct the RP. The main sources of this er-
ror type include inaccuracies in the original dataset,
lack of background knowledge, and ambiguous
questions. For instance, discrepancies between the
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Table 3: Ablation Study of Our Model Across Different Components and Categories with GPT-4

Method
Commonsense

Reasoning
Mathematical

Reasoning
Symbolic
Reasoning Overall Time (hrs)

Full Pipeline 0.787 0.685 0.808 0.748 86.74
Without Derailment Identifier 0.769 0.656 0.793 0.725 317.88
Without Rerailment Process 0.773 0.643 0.782 0.719 45.41

Figure 6: Confusion matrix for SC, MAD, and Rerailer to compare the error-correcting capabilities.

Table 4: Cost Analysis of Methods on GPT-4 on Av-
erage per questions, tested on selected Challenging set
of GSM8K question. ACC: Accuracy; s: seconds. SC:
Self-Consistency; MAD: Multi-Agent Debate; De-Ve:
Deductive Verification. API Calls and Time are calcu-
lated as per question.

Method ACC (%) API Calls Time (s)

SC 42.8 40 880
MAD 46.2 6 132
De-Ve 48.3 340 7481
Self-Check 50.7 32 704
Rerailer 51.7 5.7 126

LLM’s answers and the ground-truth responses of-
ten highlighted errors in the dataset rather than
the LLM’s reasoning. Some questions required
external information that was not available to the
LLM, leading to incorrect responses. Ambiguous
questions also posed challenges in achieving accu-
rate answers without further clarification. In ad-
dition, LLM-specific errors, including capturing
minor variations in expression, were also observed.
In one case, the LLM considered two equivalent
equations as different, leading to a false positive
hallucination detection. This highlights the need
for further refinement in distinguishing genuine

hallucinations from minor variations in expression.
Examples are provided in Fig.9-10 in Appendix.
Besides, Rerailer demonstrates better correction ca-
pability as reflected by the upper-right corner of
the confusion matrix where the original RP fails to
correctly answer the question while the corrected
version of Rerailer succeeds.

5 Conclusion

In this study, we demonstrate that the CoT Rerailer
framework enhances the accuracy and reliability
of large language models in complex reasoning
tasks by outperforming existing techniques across
various reasoning domains. By efficiently filtering
flawed reasoning paths with robust error correction
via multi-agent debates, our approach effectively
reduces hallucinations and improves the quality of
intermediate reasoning steps. This method empha-
sizes the value of selective intervention and collabo-
rative error correction in enhancing LLM reasoning.
The interaction between the Derailment Identifier
and Rerailment Process highlights the critical bal-
ance between computational efficiency and reason-
ing quality. We posit that the CoT Rerailer frame-
work will have a broad positive impact, enabling
more reliable and trustworthy applications of large
language models in complex reasoning tasks.
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6 Limitations

Computational Demands on Harder Tasks: Al-
though on average efficiency, the framework re-
quires additional processing power compared to
standard methods like CoT given the problem is
complex and LLM can’t produce consistent rea-
soning paths, which may limit its applicability in
resource-constrained environments in such scenear-
ios.
Knowledge Limitations: As highlighted in our er-
ror analysis, the framework’s effectiveness is con-
strained by the knowledge boundaries of the un-
derlying LLM, particularly for questions requiring
information beyond its training corpus.
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A Appendix

A.1 Package Used and Code
For generating LLMs responses and parsing
out answers, we utilize packages "langchain"
,"langchain_openai", "langchain_anthropic",
"langchain_community", and "langchain_core"
offered by Langchain2. In addition, we use
"pandas" for data processing, "matplotlib" for
visualization, and "numpy" for basic mathematical
manipulation.

Here is the code link for our GitHub (Anony-
mous): https://anonymous.4open.science/r/
rerailer-0031/Readme.md

A.2 Experiments Details
In this section, we will include some details that
might help readers better understand our work.
Note that this might not be comprehensive due to
the space and time limit, but we will include what
we think is necessary to get a good picture of what
we did and what we found in this study.

A.2.1 Experiments Setup
LLM Sources In this study, the gpt models we
adopt are from OpenAI "gpt-4" and "gpt-3.5-turbo"
models. The claude model is from anthropic
’claude-3-sonnet’.
Data Sources The datasets used in our experiments
are derived from a variety of sources, each con-
tributing to the diversity of subjects and complexity
of questions analyzed. Below we detail the origin
of each subject’s data:

• Big Bench: This dataset contributes to the
Date Understanding and Disambiguation sub-
jects, providing a focused set of questions that
test the model’s ability to process and under-
stand dates and time-related queries.

• MathQA: The Math subject is sourced from
the MathQA dataset, which includes a wide
range of mathematical problem-solving ques-
tions designed to test computational and rea-
soning skills.

2https://www.langchain.com/
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• GSK8K: Data for the Challenging Math sub-
ject comes from the GSK8K dataset, known
for its complex mathematics questions that re-
quire advanced problem-solving capabilities.

• MMLU (Test Set): The Majority of subjects,
including Philosophy, Jurisprudence, Interna-
tional Law, Professional Law, Business Ethics,
College Chemistry, College Medicine, College
Physics, College Biology, College Mathemat-
ics, Abstract Algebra, Formal Logic, Profes-
sional Accounting, College Computer Science,
Econometrics, and Electrical Engineering,
are derived from the test set of the Massive
Multitask Language Understanding (MMLU)
dataset. This dataset is notable for its broad
coverage of subjects, offering a rigorous test-
ing ground for our models across a wide spec-
trum of disciplines.

Subjects Descriptions In our experiments, we
utilize a diverse range of subjects to evaluate the
performance of our models. These subjects are
grouped into broader categories to facilitate anal-
ysis and understanding. Below is a description
of these subjects and their corresponding broader
category:

• Commonsense Reasoning: Commonsense
Reasoning involves areas that require practi-
cal knowledge, understanding of real-world
situations, and ethical or philosophical reason-
ing with 979 questions in total.

– Disambiguation
– Data Understanding
– College Medicine
– College Biology
– Philosophy
– Jurisprudence
– International Law
– Professional Law
– Business Ethics

• Mathematical Reasoning: Mathematical
Reasoning includes all areas directly related
to mathematical calculations, statistics, and
problem-solving in math with 1049 questions
in total.

– Math
– Elementary Mathematics,
– High School Statistics

– Abstract Algebra
– Challenging Math
– Professional Accounting
– College Mathematics

• Symbolic Reasoning: Symbolic Reasoning
covers areas that rely heavily on formal logic,
abstract symbolic manipulation, and scientific
principles that involve symbolic representa-
tions with 449 questions in total.

– Formal Logic
– College Computer Science
– College Physics
– Electrical Engineering,
– College Chemistry

The categorization is designed to reflect the di-
versity and scope of the subjects our models are
evaluated against, ensuring a comprehensive assess-
ment across a wide array of knowledge domains.
To obtain LLM RP for the experiment, we spend
roughly $2000 USD and 250 hrs in total for LLM
API usage.

A.2.2 Main Results
In this subsection, we will introduce some detailed
information about our experiments.

The provided plots compare the accuracy of
different prompting methods, including Self-
Consistency, Multi-agent Debate and Rerailer,
across subjects (Figure 7).

In Figure 7, we can observe that the Out-
put_Answer consistently outperforms other base-
line answer types across all broad categories (Ad-
vanced Math, Applied Science, Elementary Math,
Law & Philosophy, and Natural Science). This
suggests that the Derailment Identification step is
effective in identifying and filtering out incorrect
answers, leading to improved accuracy. We also ob-
serse Multi-step answer has the best performance
overall, which is also reflected in the main text.

Overall, these plots highlight the effectiveness
of our pipeline in improving the accuracy of the
question-answering system across various cate-
gories.

We will present our results from our second
pipeline using Confusion Matrices. A confusion
matrix summarizes the performance of a classifi-
cation model by comparing the predicted labels to
the actual labels. In our project, the confusion ma-
trix evaluates the effectiveness of our pipeline in
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correcting the answers from the Derailment Identi-
fication step.

The confusion matrix consists of four compo-
nents: True Positive (TP), True Negative (TN),
False Negative (FN), and False Positive (FP). TP in-
dicates that both the RP and Rerailer-corrected RP
answers are correct. TN means the raw RP answer
is incorrect, but the pipeline successfully corrects
it. FN indicates that both the raw and corrected
RP answers are incorrect, and the pipeline fails to
correct the answer. FP means the raw RP answer
is correct, but the pipeline introduces an error by
modifying it.

We calculate confusion matrices for each broad
category and the overall dataset in Figure 6 to ana-
lyze the model’s performance within each category
and across all categories.

A.3 Prompts and Case Studies

In this section, we included our prompts for each
component and their corresponding results. An-
other hallucination mitigation example of a physics
question is shown in Fig. 8.

A.3.1 Raw CoT Generator
In our study, the primary goal was to rerail
a hallucinated RP. Hence, we use the basic
CoT prompt design with a zero-shot learning
approach. Our prompt was defined as follows:
System Message: You are a professional special-
ized in {subject}. You need to help me answer the
given question. Notice that you need to solve the
question step by step and as detailed as possible.
Do not jump to the answer directly. If it is a com-
putational question, please provide me with the
detailed calculation in your steps, not just say the
method! Your intermediate steps and thoughts are
critical!
Human Message:The question can be found in
{question}

A.3.2 Derailment Identification
The first step of the proposed pipeline consists of a
consistency filter with a judge. The consistency
filter removed confident responses that LLMs
produce similar answers all the time. In the
case where LLMs produce inconsistent RPs, we
leveraged a Judge agent to determine which RP
was most likely to be addressed. Our Judge agent
selected the best RP from three candidates and
passed the best RP to Rerailer for further mitiga-
tion. The Judge agent prompt is defined as follows:

System Message: ”’You are a professional spe-
cialized in {subject}. A Chain of Thought (COT)
is a step-by-step reasoning process used to solve
a problem or answer a question. You have been
presented with three different RPs below for the
question "{question}". Please carefully analyze
these RPs and provide your assessment on which
one is the most logically sound based on the given
information and your expertise in the subject.
Human Message:"Here are the three Reasoning
Paths (RPs) for your analysis:" "RP 1: {rp1}" "RP
2: {rp2}" "RP 3: {rp3}"

A.3.3 Error Detection Agent

As a critical component of the CoT-Rerailer, the
step Evaluator agent checks each intermediate
step hallucination. We tried multiple prompts and
found that directly asking if the LLM thought the
step was "correct" was ambiguous. Hence, in our
prompt engineering, we formally defined the term
hallucination inspired by []’s definition. Instead
of asking for "correctness", we required the LLM
to determine if there were any logic mistakes
(factuality hallucination) or inconsistency (faithful-
ness hallucination). The prompt was defined as:
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System Message: You are a professional special-
ized in {subject}. You need to help me verify my
steps when I solve the question. I am currently at
step #{current_step}. Before you perform the task,
I want you to keep in mind several definitions for
my possible mistakes.
1. Factuality: This type of error emphasizes the dis-
crepancy between generated content and verifiable
real-world facts, including factual inconsistency or
fabrication. In mathematics, for instance, it may
represent the computational error.
2. Faithfulness: This type of error refers to the di-
vergence of my step analysis from the original ques-
tion or previous steps, as well as consistency within
my steps. In mathematics, for instance, it may rep-
resent that I understood the question wrongly or
my proposed step is inconsistent with my previous
step.
Based on my current step response, question, previ-
ous steps, and my error definitions, help me verify
if any of the mistakes (factuality or faithfulness)
occur in my analysis. Notice that skipping a step
should not be considered an error as long as the
calculation is correct! For instance, 2x+2 should
be the same as 2+2x. Also, 2x+2+3 should be the
same as 2x+5 At step 1, since we have no step 0, in-
stead, the factuality and faithfulness check should
reflect if I correctly understood the answer. Do not
detect any minor hallucinations! In other words,
only targeting the mistakes that contain calculation
errors or apparent logical flaws or contradict real-
world facts! If the provided step acknowledges the
mistake, you need to capture it and correct it. If you
see any step ends up with ’verified’ it means it has
been checked without any mistake, so just consider
it as correct and do not have to give the verification.
Simply say step hallucination is [NO] Human Mes-
sage:Here is my complete thought process {RP}
and this is the original question {question}

A.3.4 Debate Agent

To verify if the proposed correction generated
by the step Evaluator agent was truly cor-
rect, our Debate Mitigator agents conducted a
multi-agent debate. Similar to the Evaluator,
it was also necessary to let the debate agent
understand the formal definition of halluci-
nation, and the prompt was defined as follows:

System Message: You are a professional special-
ized in {subject}. You need to help me verify my
steps when I solve the question. I am currently at
step #{current_step}.
1. Factuality: This type of error emphasizes the dis-
crepancy between generated content and verifiable
real-world facts, including factual inconsistency or
fabrication. In mathematics, for instance, it may
represent the computational error.
2. Faithfulness: This type of error refers to the di-
vergence of my step analysis from the original ques-
tion or previous steps, as well as consistency within
my steps. In mathematics, for instance, it may rep-
resent that I understood the question wrongly or
my proposed step is inconsistent with my previous
step.
Other agents helped me identify the error I made
in the current step. Your goal is to debate with the
other agents and justify if their corrections were
correct based on my question, and thought process.
Please use Critical Thinking and only capture the
significant mistake that will lead to the wrong an-
swer. Errors like different interpretations should be
ignored.
Human Message:Here is my complete thought pro-
cess {RP} and this is the original question {ques-
tion}. The full response from the other agents was
given as {response}

A.3.5 Re-answer Agent

Finally, the corrected step along with the previ-
ously verified steps were used as the initial thought
process to inspire the LLM to regenerate the
thought chain. In our experiment, we observed
that sometimes only correcting one step was not
sufficient to mitigate mistakes since the newly
generated RP can also suffer from hallucinations.
However, this hallucination becomes more
unlikely or contains fewer error since the first
few checked steps were certain. The prompt
for the re-answer agent was defined as follows:
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System Message: You are a professional special-
ized in {subject}. Your task is to help me answer
the question based on my initial thoughts. I will
provide you with several steps of my attempt. Your
task is to CONTINUE my thought process and then
answer my question step by step. Also, a maximum
of 12 steps are allowed and you can assume my
initial thoughts had been checked since could be
trusted. Remember, your response should based on
my initial thoughts!
Human Message:Here is my question:{question}.
And my initial thought process is given as {RP}

A.4 Error Analysis Case Study

In our experiment, mainly three types of typical
errors occurred with potentially downgrading our
performance including wrong ground-truth, lack of
background information, and ambiguous questions.
The detailed example were show in Fig. 9

B Human Evaluation Details

We conducted a comprehensive human evaluation
study to assess the quality of intermediate reason-
ing steps generated by different methods (CoT, De-
Ve, Self-Check, and Rerailer). This section outlines
the evaluation process, criteria, and instructions for
human annatators.

B.1 Evaluation Process

Each annotator was provided with a set of 50 ran-
domly selected questions from the 290 challenging
math questions used in the state-of-the-art compari-
son. For each question, the evaluator was given the
intermediate reasoning steps generated by all four
methods (CoT, De-Ve, Self-Check, and Rerailer)
in a randomized order to prevent bias. Evaluators
were asked to rate each set of intermediate steps
on a scale of 1-5 for three criteria: coherence, rele-
vance, and factual accuracy. Evaluators were also
encouraged to provide brief qualitative feedback
for each evaluation.

B.2 Evaluation Criteria

Evaluators were instructed to consider the follow-
ing criteria:

1. Coherence (1-5 scale):

• 1: Completely incoherent, steps do not
logically follow each other

• 3: Moderately coherent, some logical
gaps but generally followable

• 5: Highly coherent, steps flow logically
and are easy to follow

2. Relevance (1-5 scale):

• 1: Mostly irrelevant to the problem at
hand

• 3: Somewhat relevant, but includes un-
necessary or tangential information

• 5: Highly relevant, all steps directly con-
tribute to solving the problem

3. Factual Accuracy (1-5 scale):

• 1: Contains multiple factual errors or mis-
conceptions

• 3: Generally accurate, but with minor
errors or imprecisions

• 5: Completely accurate, no detectable
errors

B.3 Evaluation Example
Figure 10 shows the Chain-of-Thought (CoT) pro-
vided to the annotators. The Right (Teal) Column
contains the annotator’s scoring and their qualita-
tive feedback.

Annotator 1:

• Coherence: 5/5

• Relevance: 5/5

• Factual Accuracy: 5/5

• Qualitative feedback: Clear, logical, and su-
per easy to follow. Everything builds perfectly
to the solution without any fluff. Math checks
out too. Solid 5/5.

Annotator 2:

• Coherence: 4/5

• Relevance: 4/5

• Factual Accuracy: 3/5

• Qualitative feedback: There is room for im-
provement. Steps flow okay, but could be
clearer on the age calculation part. Doesn’t
explain why their answer differs from the
’ground truth’ — that’s a big miss. Calcu-
lations seem right, but that discrepancy is con-
cerning. I’d go with 4/5 for coherence and
relevance, 3/5 for accuracy.
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Figure 7: Accuracy of different prompting methods across various subjects. The plot shows the accuracy scores for
each answer type within each category, as well as overall accuracy lines for comparison. The multi_Step answer,
representing the answers using our CoT Rerailer fixed on every calculated step, generally outperforms other answer
types across all subjects.
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Figure 8: CoT Rerailer Solving a Physics Question. The questions and answers, which were retrieved from the
MMLU dataset, are exhibited in the blue box. The red boxes are steps generated via the baseline CoT method and
the green boxes are the corrected RP from Rerailer. Mistakes are highlighted in red and corrections are highlighted
in green.

Figure 9: Error analysis-Lacking Background Information Global Facts Problem. The questions and answers, which
were retrieved from the MMLU dataset, are exhibited in the blue box. The red boxes are steps generated via the
baseline CoT method and the green boxes are the corrected CoT from Rerailer.
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Figure 10: Error analysis-Wrong Ground Truth Math Problem. The questions and answers, which were retrieved
from the GSM8K dataset, are exhibited in the blue box. The red boxes are steps generated via the baseline CoT
method and the green boxes are the corrected RP from Rerailer.
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