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ABSTRACT

One of the most widely used methods to evaluate LLMs are Multiple Choice Question (MCQ) tests.
MCQ benchmarks enable the testing of LLM knowledge on almost any topic at scale as the results
can be processed automatically. To help the LLM answer, a few examples called few shots can be
included in the prompt. Moreover, the LLM can be asked to answer the question directly with the
selected option or to first provide the reasoning and then the selected answer, which is known as chain
of thought. In addition to checking whether the selected answer is correct, the evaluation can look
at the LLM-estimated probability of its response as an indication of the confidence of the LLM in
the response. In this paper, we study how the LLM confidence in its answer depends on whether the
model has been asked to answer directly or to provide the reasoning before answering. The results
of the evaluation of questions on a wide range of topics in seven different models show that LLMs
are more confident in their answers when they provide reasoning before the answer. This occurs
regardless of whether the selected answer is correct. Our hypothesis is that this behavior is due to
the reasoning that modifies the probability of the selected answer, as the LLM predicts the answer
based on the input question and the reasoning that supports the selection made. Therefore, LLM
estimated probabilities seem to have intrinsic limitations that should be understood in order to use
them in evaluation procedures. Interestingly, the same behavior has been observed in humans, for
whom explaining an answer increases confidence in its correctness.

Keywords LLMs · Evaluation · Confidence · Multiple Choice Questions

1 Introduction

The evaluation of Large Language Models (LLMs) is challenging, as their answers are in natural language and they
have to be evaluated on their performance on a large number of topics and tasks [1].

A potential approach is human evaluation, so people evaluate LLM responses. However, this does not scale to tens
of thousands of questions for each model, with new models appearing every day. To address this issue, initiatives
such as Chatbot Arena [2] resort to the community to assess human preferences. However, questions, answers, and
participants are not controlled, so the results provide a comparative ranking of models, but not a detailed analysis of
their specific capabilities. A more scalable alternative would be to use an LLM to evaluate other LLMs [3]. This method
has limitations, as the LLM that is judging may have biases towards its own content or toward long responses [4, 5], and
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someone has to evaluate this LLM. Today, the most widely used method to evaluate LLMs is to run different benchmarks
that are mostly made up of multiple-choice questions. This enables automation of the process and evaluation of specific
tasks, for example, mathematics [6], reasoning [7], or knowledge of many different topics [8], [9].

The results of a Multiple Choice Question (MCQ) test are typically measured in terms of the percentage of correct
answers using a given number of examples in the prompt to help the model [1]. This accuracy metric does not provide
any insight into the confidence of the LLM in its responses, which is an important feature of the LLM [10],[11],[12].
However, as in order to select each new token, an LLM computes estimates of the probability that each token in its
dictionary is the next token, these probabilities can be used to develop confidence estimates [13]. For example, if there
are four possible options to answer a question, A,B,C,D, and the LLM estimated probabilities for each of them are
0.5,0.3,0.2, 0.1, the model does not have much confidence in its response.

The LLM responses depend not only on the question but also on the text produced by the LLM before selecting an
option. In fact, it is well known that in many cases LLMs have better results when they are asked to think and decompose
the problem into several steps, a technique known as Chain of Thoughts (CoT) [14]. This can be done in MCQ tests
by asking the LLM to first provide the reasoning and then select an option on the prompt. An interesting question
is whether this reasoning has any impact on the confidence of the LLM in its choice. In more detail, are the LLM
estimated probabilities for its selected option different when the model reasons from those of when the model answers
directly? If there is a difference, does it apply to choices that are correct, wrong, or to both? Is the use of logprobs
therefore a recommended measure to evaluate the confidence level of LLMs? In which cases is it recommended?

In this paper, we study how the self-confidence of LLMs in their MCQ responses varies when the models answer
directly or when they first provide the reasoning and then the selected answer. The main findings of our evaluation show
that

1. Models tend to be more confident when they reason before answering.
2. This increase in self-confidence occurs both when the model response is correct and when it is incorrect.
3. The increase occurs for all the models tested.
4. The increase occurs for practically all categories/topics of the questions, but it is larger for topics that require

reasoning.
5. All tested models experience similar trends across all dimensions.

These effects are discussed and linked to the operation of LLMs and also to human cognition to try to understand their
causes and implications.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows, in Section 2 the methodology used in the evaluation is described discussing
the procedure, models, and benchmarks used. The results are presented in section 3 and discussed in section 4. The
paper ends with the conclusion in Section 5.

2 Methodology

2.1 Procedure

In our evaluation, we consider two different prompts when asking the question to the model. In the first, the model is
asked to answer directly:

“Please respond with only the letter of the solution, in the format {‘sol’: ‘solution’}. Do not respond with any other
information. Here is an example:
Input: A car travels 60 kilometers per hour for 2 hours and then 80 kilometers per hour for 3 hours. What is the average
speed of the car for the entire trip? a) 70 km/h, b) 72 km/h, c) 75 km/h, d) 74 km/h
Output: {‘sol’: ‘b’}”

In the second prompt, as per CoT, the model is asked to provide step-by-step reasoning before selecting an option:

“Please think step by step before answering, considering at least three steps. Once you have the solution, end the response
only with the letter of the solution, in the format {‘sol’: ‘solution’}. Here is an example:
Input: A car travels 60 kilometers per hour for 2 hours and then 80 kilometers per hour for 3 hours. What is the average
speed of the car for the entire trip? a) 70 km/h, b) 72 km/h, c) 75 km/h, d) 74 km/h
Output: First, I need to calculate the total distance traveled. For the first part of the trip, the car travels at 60 km/h for
2 hours, so the distance is 60 * 2 = 120 kilometers. Next, for the second part of the trip, the car travels at 80 km/h for 3
hours, so the distance is 80 * 3 = 240 kilometers. The total distance traveled is 120 + 240 = 360 kilometers. Now, I
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need to calculate the total time spent. The total time is 2 + 3 = 5 hours. To find the average speed, I divide the total
distance by the total time: 360 kilometers ÷ 5 hours = 72 km/h. Therefore, the correct answer is {‘sol’: ‘b’}”.

The responses are parsed to extract the option selected by the model and its estimated probability.

2.2 LLMs

In order to ensure that the results are representative of the current LLMs, we select open and proprietary models from
different companies and sizes. In more detail, we evaluate the following LLMs.

• Two models from Meta: LLama3.1-8B and LLama3.2-11B [15].

• One model from Mistral: Mistral-7B [16].

• One model from Google: Gemma-2-9B [17].

• One model from 01.AI: Yi-1.5-9B [18].

• Two models from OpenAI: GPT-4o-mini and GPT-4o [19].

2.3 Tests

The benchmark selected for our experiments is the Massive Multitask Language Understanding (MMLU) [8] as it
covers a wide range of topics and we are interested in evaluating if the self-confidence in the results depends on the
nature of the question. The dataset has 57 categories and more than 15,000 questions in total.

3 Evaluation results

The 57 categories of MMLU questions were run on the selected models with the direct and CoT prompts described in
the previous section1. First, we look at the aggregated results in terms of accuracy. The accuracies with both prompts
are shown in Figure 1 for the different models. It can be seen that accuracy increases when the models reason before
selecting the option, as reported in the literature [20].

Figure 1: Accuracy Comparison Across Models on MMLU Categories with Direct and CoT Prompts

The next step is to examine the confidence that LLMs have in their responses. This is illustrated in Figure 2 which
shows the average probability of the selected option for both direct and CoT prompts. It can be observed that all
LLMs increase their confidence in the selected option. This could be a side effect of the CoT prompt achieving better
accuracy and thus having more correct answers of which the models could be more confident. To see if that is the
case, the analysis is now done independently for correct and incorrect answers in Figures 3 and 4. It can be seen that,
indeed, models are more confident when the correct option is selected, but that the increase in self-confidence occurs
for both correct and incorrect answers. In fact, the increment in the models’ self-confidence is larger when the answer is
incorrect. Therefore, the results cannot be attributed to better accuracy when using the CoT prompt.

1The results and scripts used are available at https://github.com/aMa2210/LLM_MCQ_LogProbs
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Figure 2: Average Probabilities of Selected Option Across Models on MMLU with Direct and CoT Prompts

Figure 3: Average Probabilities of Correctly Selected Option Across Models on MMLU with Direct and CoT Prompts

Figure 4: Average Probabilities of Incorrectly Selected Option Across Models on MMLU with Direct and CoT Prompts

To better understand this increase in the models’ self-confidence we first analyze the distribution of the probabilities in
Figures 5 and 6 for correct and incorrect answers. In both cases, there is a clear effect of values concentrating closer to
one with the CoT prompt, which is consistent with the results obtained for the average and reported in previous figures.
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Figure 5: Probability Distribution of Correctly Selected Option Across Models in MMLU

Figure 6: Probability Distribution of Incorrectly Selected Option Across Models in MMLU

It is of interest to see if this effect is consistent across the different categories in MMLU or if it only applies to a few, for
example, those in which reasoning helps more. To visualize this, the increment in self-confidence is plotted versus the
gain in accuracy as shown in Figure 7. The MMLU subjects are displayed in growing order of probability of the selected
answer when incorrectly averaged over the seven models2. It can be observed that an increase in self-confidence occurs
for all categories in practically all models. The subjects with larger gains are mostly related to science except for
global facts that is in the top ten. There also seems to be some correlation between increased accuracy and increased
self-confidence.

2The exact computation first normalizes the increment by the mean on the models and computes the average over the seven
models excluding the lowest and highest values.
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Figure 7: Increments in accuracy, in the probability of the selected option, in the probability of the selected option for
correct answers and in the probability of the selected option for incorrect answers for the different subjects in MMLU
across models.
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Finally, we consider whether the increase in probability after thinking is different when the selected option changes.
The results are summarized in Figure 8 and it can be seen that the increase is larger when the thinking process changes
the selected option from incorrect to correct. This was observed in most subjects within MMLU.

Figure 8: Average increase in the probability of the selected option when options for both prompts are incorrect and
when the direct answer is incorrect and the thinking answer is correct

4 Discussion

The results in Figure 6 show that when LLMs generate incorrect answers, the frequency of the "wrong and confident"
scenario significantly exceeds that of the "wrong and not confident" scenario, particularly when LLMs are required to
reason, which is consistent with human behavior when answering MCQ [21]. Furthermore, as shown in Figure 7, for
questions such as those related to history or moral disputes, which require minimal reasoning, the impact of reasoning
on the accuracy of LLMs is negligible, and in many cases, accuracy actually decreases. However, simultaneously, the
confidence of the model in providing incorrect answers increases significantly. This suggests that LLMs generating
more reasoning information may actually be harmful. Experiments on MCQ in medical exams [22] have shown that
non-analytical reasoning, which relies on intuition to quickly answer questions, led to the correct answer even more
effectively than analytical reasoning. This is primarily because non-analytical reasoning can more efficiently utilize the
test taker’s prior experience with similar questions, whereas reasoning processes may cause this experience to become
ineffective, thus leading to incorrect choices. This provides a potential explanation for our findings. For questions
involving common sense, LLMs undoubtedly possess vast amounts of experience during their training process. When
reasoning is required before answering, the influence of this experience is diminished, causing the model to potentially
rely on erroneous reasoning based on faulty premises, resulting in incorrect answers. Although this effect is not as
pronounced as in humans, it suggests that, for certain categories of questions, allowing LLMs to rely on intuition
might be a more reliable approach. In such cases, applying logprobs to evaluate the model’s performance may not be
appropriate.

The increase in LLM self-confidence when it provides reasoning before answering can be related to the auto-regressive
nature of these models that predict the next token based on the previous ones. This means that if the reasoning is
convincing and supports the selection of a given option, the model would tend to assign it a larger probability as the next
token. In fact, this behavior has been consistently observed in humans, when they explain the answer, their confidence
in their response increases, as stated in [23], "explaining is believing". The same observation applies to the limited
correlation between confidence and accuracy, with incorrect answers having many times higher confidence values,
which has also been reported in studies with humans [24]. Therefore, it seems that more studies are needed to see if the
confidence of the models follows the same patterns as in humans. If that is the case, it could provide insight into how
LLMs work.

Finally, the results show how the confidence of the model is, as in humans, highly dependent on several factors and
therefore should be used with caution as a tool to evaluate LLM performance. More research is needed to understand
when confidence is a valid performance indicator. Existing studies on human behavior with regard to confidence provide
valuable information that should be used in these research efforts.
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5 Conclusion

This paper has studied how the self-confidence of LLMs in their answers to multiple choice questions depends on
whether the models answer directly with the selected options or if they provide first step-by-step reasoning and then
select an option. The results for the 57 subjects of the MMLU benchmark and in seven different LLMs show that the
estimated probability of the selected response increases when the models provide reasoning before answering. This
occurs regardless of whether the option selected by the LLM is correct. In fact, the increase in self-confidence is larger
when the selected option is incorrect. These results are consistent with human studies on confidence, and suggest that
further research is needed to understand when and how LLM confidence estimates can be used for evaluation.
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