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Abstract

Multiple choice questions (MCQs) are a com-
mon and important task for evaluating large
language models (LLMs). Based on common
strategies humans use when answering MCQs,
the process of elimination has been proposed as
an effective problem-solving method. Existing
methods to the process of elimination generally
fall into two categories: one involves having
the model directly select the incorrect answer,
while the other involves scoring the options.
However, both methods incur high computa-
tional costs and often perform worse than meth-
ods that answer based on option ID. To address
this issue, this paper proposes a process of elim-
ination based on option ID. We select 10 LLMs
and conduct zero-shot experiments on 7 differ-
ent datasets. The experimental results demon-
strate that our method significantly improves
the model’s performance. Further analysis re-
veals that the sequential elimination strategy
can effectively enhance the model’s reasoning
ability. Additionally, we find that sequential
elimination is also applicable to few-shot set-
tings and can be combined with debias methods
to further improve model performance.

1 Introduction

MCQs are a common assessment tool that plays a
crucial role in evaluating the reasoning and com-
prehension abilities of LLMs. Due to their simplic-
ity and structured nature, MCQs are widely used
in various contexts such as standardized testing
and machine reading comprehension. As LLMs
are increasingly applied across different domains,
improving their performance on MCQs tasks has
become an important area of research.

When humans solve MCQs, they typically rely
on an elimination strategy, which involves first
identifying and discarding obviously incorrect op-
tions, and then progressively narrowing down the
range of possible answers until the correct one is
identified. Based on this idea, some studies have

suggested that applying the elimination method
to LLMs may serve as an effective way to en-
hance their MCQs answering capability. Existing
approaches to the elimination method for LLMs
can be broadly divided into two categories: one
involves directly having the model identify and se-
lect the incorrect options (Balepur et al., 2024),
while the other involves scoring each option and
eliminating those with lower scores (Ma and Du,
2023). Although these methods improve model
performance on MCQs tasks to some extent, they
still have significant limitations. First, the elim-
ination method based on incorrect options is not
only computationally expensive but also difficult
to design an optimal rule for extracting answers
from the generated text. Second, the elimination
method based on option scoring requires multiple
inferences for each option, which is also resource-
intensive. Furthermore, the effectiveness of both
methods is often not as high as that of the option-
ID based method (Robinson and Wingate, 2023)
propose.

To address these issues, this study introduces an
option-ID based elimination method. This method
does not require scoring each option individually;
instead, it selects the most likely incorrect option
ID through a single forward inference, thereby sim-
plifying the reasoning process and significantly
reducing computational overhead. We select 10
different LLMs and conduct zero-shot experiments
on 7 publicly available datasets. The experimental
results show that the option-ID based elimination
method significantly improves the model’s perfor-
mance on MCQs tasks, especially on datasets re-
lated to logical reasoning. In addition, we further
analyze the failure cases of the model when directly
selecting incorrect options, and identify that these
failures mainly stem from intrinsic limitations of
the model itself. We then compare various elimi-
nation strategies, and the results demonstrate that
the sequential elimination strategy offers a signif-



icant performance advantage. Finally, we found
that the sequential elimination strategy not only
enhances the model’s reasoning abilities but also
performs well in few-shot learning scenarios, and
can be combined with debias methods to further
improve the model’s performance. Specifically, our
contributions are threefold:

* We propose an option-ID based elimination
method. Instead of scoring each option individu-
ally, this method selects the most likely incorrect
option ID through a single forward inference,
thus significantly simplifying the reasoning pro-
cess and effectively reducing computational over-
head.

* We select 10 LLMs and conduct zero-shot ex-
periments on 7 publicly available datasets. The
results show that the option-ID based elimina-
tion method significantly improves the model’s
performance on MCQs tasks, particularly achiev-
ing better results on datasets involving logical
reasoning.

* We analyze the advantages and disadvantages
of various elimination strategies and found that
the sequential elimination strategy offers a sig-
nificant performance advantage. It not only en-
hances reasoning capabilities but also performs
well in few-shot learning scenarios, and when
combined with debias methods, it further im-
proves the model’s performance.

2 Related Work
2.1 Large Language Models

In recent years, LLMs based on the Transformer
(Vaswani et al., 2017) architecture have become
the mainstream method. The introduction of
models such as the GPT series has accelerated
the development of the pre-training-fine-tuning
paradigm, demonstrating the remarkable perfor-
mance of large-scale pre-trained language mod-
els across a variety of downstream tasks. No-
tably, models like GPT-3 (Brown et al., 2020) have
pushed the boundaries of LLM potential, achieving
state-of-the-art performance across multiple tasks.
In recent years, with the emergence of studies such
as LLaMA (Touvron et al., 2023a; Touvron et al.,
2023Db), researchers have further explored scaling
laws and efficient training techniques, enhancing
both the performance and efficiency of LLMs. De-
spite their impressive performance across a wide

range of tasks, these LLMs still face challenges,
including issues related to model interpretability,
bias and fairness (Gallegos et al., 2024), and their
reliance on domain-specific knowledge.

2.2 Multiple Choice Questions

MCQs, due to their structured format and ease of
evaluation, have become widely adopted in many
applications centered around LLMs. For instance,
in the automatic evaluation frameworks proposed
by (Chiang et al., 2023; Zheng et al., 2023b), GPT-
4 (OpenAl, 2023) is provided with a question and
two candidate answers and is required to determine
which answer is more accurate. This approach
leverages the reasoning and comparison capabili-
ties of LLMs to automate the evaluation process,
thereby reducing the reliance on human annota-
tions. Additionally, MCQs are commonly used in
standard benchmark tests to assess the knowledge
and reasoning abilities of language models, such
as MMLU (Hendrycks et al., 2020). Despite the
widespread use of MCQs in evaluation, recent re-
search has raised concerns about their robustness
in the context of LLMs. For example, Chang et al.
(2024) points out that LLMs exhibit high sensitiv-
ity to subtle variations in question phrasing or an-
swer ordering, leading to inconsistent performance
across different scenarios. Similarly, Yang et al.
(2024) demonstrates that LLMs often display over-
confidence in incorrect answers, particularly when
distractors are semantically similar to the correct
answer.

2.3 Process of Elimination (PoE)

As an important reasoning strategy, PoE has been
widely studied across various domains. In the field
of Natural Language Processing (NLP), particu-
larly in reading comprehension tasks, PoE has
proven to be an effective method. Parikh et al.
(2018) introduces a neural network model for read-
ing comprehension. By training models to identify
and eliminate irrelevant options, they achieve sig-
nificant improvements in reading comprehension
tasks. Studies by (Ma and Du, 2023) suggest that
language models can apply this strategy to MCQs
task by computing the probabilities of candidate op-
tions. Furthermore, Balepur et al. (2024) evaluates
whether generative LLMs can effectively reason
out incorrect options through Chain-of-Thought
(COT) reasoning.



3 Methodology

3.1 Problem Setting

For MCQs, we use g to denote the question, o; to
the option ID (e.g. A,B,C,D), y; to the option, and
x to the concatenation of the option IDs and the
corresponding options.

3.2 Elimination Strategies

In this section, we introduce three elimination
strategies. In contrast to traditional methods of
calculating the probabilities of the options, we use
the probabilities of the option IDs as a substitute.
After the elimination of options, the option IDs
are updated, e.g. when option C is eliminated, the
original D will be updated as C. Specially, these
strategies ensure that the relative positions of the
remaining options remain unchanged after the elim-
ination of options.

3.2.1 Eliminating One Option at a Time

First, we compute the probability for each option
ID and select the option corresponding to the ID
with the lowest probability as the eliminated option.

Yei; = argmin P(o; | ¢, z),i € {1,2,3,4}
(A

Then, we remove the eliminated option from z,
resulting in a new set T,,,. Finally, we recompute
the probabilities for the option IDs based on ey
to obtain the answer.

answer = arg max P(0; | ¢, Tpew),? € {1,2,3}
1

3.2.2 Eliminating Two Options at a Time

Similar to the strategy in Section 3.2.1, the only
difference is that, in the first step of elimination,
two options are selected.

Yeli = {arg min P(o; | qyw),argm;nP(Oj | qw)}
[ JF

i,j €{1,2,3,4}

3.2.3 Sequential Elimination

The first step is the same as the strategy in Sec-
tion 3.2.1. But after this step, we perform further
elimination based on the x,,c,.

Yeli = argmiinP(Oi | ¢, Tnew),t € {1,2,3}

4 Experimental Setup
4.1 Datasets

To cover a broad range of domains, we conduct
experiments on seven 4-options datasets. These
datasets include: ARC-Challenge(Clark et al.,
2018), OpenBookQA (Mihaylov et al., 2018), and
five sub-datasets selected from the BIG-Bench
tasks(Srivastava et al., 2023): Physics, Multiemo,
Metaphor Understanding (MU), Phrase Related-
ness (PR), and Conceptual Combinations (CC). For
each dataset, we prioritize sampling from the test
set. And if the number of samples exceeds 500, we
randomly sample 500 examples; otherwise, we use
all available samples.

4.2 Models

We select 10 mainstream LLMs, covering dif-
ferent parameter scales.  Specifically, these
include: Llama-3-8B(Grattafiori et al., 2024),
Llama-3.1-8B(Grattafiori et al., 2024), Falcon3-
1B/7B/10B(Team, 2024), Mistral-7B-Instruct-
v0.2/0.3(Mistral, 2024), Qwen2-7B(qwe, 2024),
OLMo-2-1124-7B(OLMo et al., 2024) and Phi-3-
medium-128k-instruct (14B)(Abdin et al., 2024).
Since We need to obtain output probabilities, all of
these models are open-source and available on the
HuggingFace platform. The temperature hyperpa-
rameter for all models is set to 0.1.

4.3 Baselines
We select the following 9 common methods as base-

lines for comparison.

* Language Model (LM)(baseline in Zhao et al.,
2021) LM simply selects the option with the
highest probability. Thus, LM can be be written
as follows:

arg max P (vi | q)

For causal language models, e.g. GPT, P(y; | q)
can be further decomposed as:

£;
| -
Py lg) =[] PW 1 aul, ...yl ).
7j=1

where yf is the jth token of y; and ¢; is the num-
ber of tokens in y;.

* Average Log Probability (AVG)(Brown et al.,
2020) AVG takes the logarithm of the probabil-
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Figure 1: O-shot. 2 refers the elimination of two options at a time, 1 refers the elimination of one option at a time,
and seq denotes sequential elimination. Each strategy subtracts the maximum value in the baselines and averages
the results over 7 datasets / 10 LLMs. The detailed results can be found in the Appendix B.

LLMs datasets Our Log IE,w NoLog; NoLog, NoLogsq
ARC-C 858 864 774 77.6 78.2 75.8
Falcon3-7B Physics 943 929 90.3 87.2 91.6 92.9
Multiemo 44.6 44.6 42.0 42.0 41.4 41.4
ARC-C 748 73.8 60.0 58.4 57.2 55.4
OLMo-2-1124-7B Physics 71.8 67.8 65.6 61.7 66.1 68.3
Multiemo 46.4 44.0 41.0 40.6 41.0 41.2
ARC-C 89.6 90.0 81.0 77.0 79.2 79.0
Phi-3-medium-128k-instruct ~ Physics 89.4 88.6 86.3 84.6 87.2 85.5
Multiemo 46.8 44.6 414 38.4 41.6 42.0

Table 1: Accuracy on three datasets (0-shot). Our refers the sequential elimination. 1 refers replacing an option
with [MASK] at a time. 2 refers replacing two options with [MASK] at a time. The best results are inbold and the
second-best results are underlined.

ities based on the LM and performs normaliza-
tion.

assuming that P(y; | ¢) < P(q | vi).

1

1
arg max — log P(q | y;)
7 i 4
3

log P(y; | q)

arg max
(2

* Multiple Choice Prompt (MCP)(Robinson and

Domain Conditional PMI (PMI p)(Holtzman
etal., 2021) PMIp¢ reweights the option score
by calculating the probability of the option in
the specific task domain, allowing different valid
answers to compete fairly.

i P (yz | Qdomain)

Where qgomain 18 the string "Answer:" in our
study.

Channel(Min et al., 2022) Channel computes
the probability of the question given the option,

Wingate, 2023) MCP assigns an ID to each op-
tion and selects the answer based on the proba-
bilities of IDs.

arg max P(o; | ¢, )
7
Text Generation (TG)(Wei et al., 2022; Wang
et al., 2023b; Kojima et al., 2022) TG first gener-
ates a piece of text based on the input, and then

extracts the answer from the generated text using
manually designed specific rules.

text = generate(q, x)

answer = extract(text)
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Figure 2: Accuracy on two datasets (0-shot). O refers
directly using MCP to answer. In the remaining cases,
we first eliminate ¢ options using sequential elimination,
and then use MCP to answer. The detailed results can
be found in the Appendix B.

* Explicit Elimination (EE)(Balepur et al., 2024)
EE uses TG in both steps. First, Let the model
select the incorrect option, then remove it from
x, and finally answer. Similar to Section 3.2, EE
also employs three strategies.

Incorrect option = extract(text)

answer = extract(textpew )

* All-Options Log Probability (AOLP) (baseline
in Ma and Du, 2023) AOLP calculates the proba-
bility of a specific option given all options.

arg maxlog P(y; | q,x)
KA

 Implicit Elimination (IE)(Ma and Du, 2023) IE
first computes log P(y; | ¢, ) and calculates an
average probability for all options. Options with
probabilities below this threshold are replaced
with a special text sequence "[MASK]". Then
the probabilities of all options are recalculated,
with the probabilities of the replaced options set
to negative infinity.

Ymask = {yz | IOgP(yZ ’ %x) < an} .
arg miaX lOg P(yz | Qwrmask)

44 Prompt

In our study, we use fixed prompts to ensure the
consistency of experimental conditions. The spe-
cific content of the prompt can be found in Ap-
pendix A.

LLMs data MCP EE., EE2, EEj&
A 836 642 494 438
FIB O 660 512 428 398
M 83 319 121 216
A 850 778 486 718
FIOB O 756 686 416  54.8
M 879 629 26 474
A 700 650 462  60.0
OB O 670 612 412 538
M 741 724 207 310

Table 2: Accuracy on three datasets (0-shot). 1 refers
selecting one incorrect option at a time. 2 refers select-
ing two incorrect options at a time. The best results are
inbold.

5 Experimental Results

5.1 A Comparison of Three Elimination
Methods

Among the three elimination methods, the EE
method performs the worst, with its accuracy show-
ing a significant drop compared to the other two
methods. And the IE method, while generally in-
ferior to our proposed approach, even underper-
forms the baseline MCP method on 6/7 datasets.
Our model achieve outstanding results across all
datasets and models, particularly when the sequen-
tial elimination strategy is applied, where its perfor-
mance is especially remarkable. We also observe
that in tasks involving logical reasoning, such as
the CC, Physics datasets, our method show a signif-
icantly greater improvement compared to common-
sense reasoning datasets (e.g. OpenBookQA).
This aligns with human behavior when answer-
ing MCQs: when faced with complex reasoning,
humans often improve their accuracy through a
process of elimination.

Furthermore, from a computational cost per-
spective, the IE method requires multiple forward
passes for each option, and the probabilities of
multiple tokens must be computed for each option.
In contrast, our approach only requires a single
forward pass and computes the probability of a
single token, significantly reducing computational
complexity. Therefore, our method not only out-
performs others in terms of effectiveness but also
offers higher computational efficiency.



LLMs ARC-C OpenBookQA
Our Cyc Ourye Pri Ouryy; Our  Cyc Ourgye Pri Ouryy
Llama-3.1-8B 762 806 814 774 792 714 79.2 782 748 752
Falcon3-7B 858 85.8 86.6 858 850 660 820 838 754 772
Falcon3-10B 87.6 882 884 860 87.0 758 820 82.0 768 784
Phi-3-medium 89.6 89.8 92.6 866 902 748 83.6 842 704 742

Table 3: Accuracy on two datasets (0-shot). Our refers the sequential elimination. The best results are inbold.
Sequential elimination combined with cyclic achieves the best or comparable performance on two datasets.

5.2  Which Elimination Strategy is Better?

Although our method outperforms IE in overall
performance, this does not imply that our elimi-
nation strategies are necessarily superior to IE’s
elimination strategy. The reason is that IE uses
log P(y; | q, ) as the evaluation metric, while we
employ P(o; | q,x) for assessment. Based on this,
we improve IE and propose two new elimination
strategies. Specifically, IE, .., uses log P(0; | ¢, x)
as the evaluation metric.

Ymask = {yz ‘ IOg P(OZ ’ %x) < an}

One of the new strategies is to replace the using
[MASK] option in IE,,, with direct eliminating
the options. We refer this strategy as Log.

Yeli = {yi | log P(0; | q, ) < avg}

The other is based on the three strategies mentioned
in Section 3.2, which replace options with [MASK]
instead of eliminating them. We refer this strategy
as NoLog.

Ymask = arg lelnp(ol ‘ %x)

We select Falcon3-7B, OLMo-2-1124-7B, Phi-3-
medium-128k-instruct and conduct experiments on
ARC-Challenge, Physics and Multiemo.

In the Table 1, we can observe that the sequen-
tial elimination strategy consistently yields the best
or near-optimal results in all cases. In contrast,
the Log strategy performs slightly worse than the
sequential elimination strategy in most cases, but
demonstrates strong stability. In comparison, the
two strategies IE,.,, and NoLog that replace op-
tions with [MASK] string generally perform worse
and exhibit significant fluctuations in certain sit-
uations. For instance, on the OLMo-2-1124-7B,
the accuracy of the IE, ., and NoLog strategies
significantly drops on the ARC-C datasets com-
pared to the first two strategies. We attribute this

phenomenon to the fact that, despite replacing the
options with [MASK] string, the model still tends
to assign some probability mass to the IDs cor-
responding to these options, thereby influencing
the probability distribution over the other option
IDs. In turn, this affects the model’s stability and
accuracy.

5.3 Can Sequential Elimination Enhance
Model Reasoning?

In the Figure 1, it can be observed that the sequen-
tial elimination significantly outperforms the other
two strategies. Therefore, we hypothesize that the
step-by-step reasoning method of sequential elim-
ination can enhance the model’s reasoning abil-
ity. To validate this hypothesis, we select two 5-
options datasets Logical Deduction (LD) and Rid-
dle Sense (RS)(Lin et al., 2021). We randomly
sample 500 examples from each dataset. And
we select Llama-3-8B, OLMo-2-1124-7B, Phi-3-
medium-128k-instruct to conduct the experiment.

In the Figure 2, We observe that the sequential
elimination consistently shows an improvement
in accuracy across both datasets. Specifically, as
the number of eliminated options increases, the
model’s accuracy also improves. These results
suggest that sequential elimination helps enhance
model performance by effectively narrowing the
option space. This is in line with our hypothesis
that step-by-step reasoning is beneficial for enhanc-
ing the model’s reasoning ability.

5.4 What Causes EE Fail?

In an ideal scenario, the process by which the
model selects the correct and incorrect answers
should exhibit consistency. However, the poor
performance in EE indicates that the model still
lacks sufficient capability in choosing the wrong
answers. That being said, we argue that this failure
cannot be solely attributed to intrinsic factors of



LLMs Method ARC-C Physics

1-shot 5-shot 10-shot 1-shot 5-shot 10-shot

IE 54.1 50.3 50.3 28.5 32.6 32.6

Llama-3.1-8B MCP 75.9 76.1 75.8 75.9 88.0 95.0

Our 77.0 71.7 78.7 84.3 95.6 98.7

IE 58.1 59.9 60.1 46.0 54.0 52.7

Falcon3-10B MCP 86.4 85.5 85.7 82.2 89.6 92.2

Our 87.4 86.9 86.7 87.8 92.1 95.4

IE 66.9 69.6 68.9 57.0 54.8 58.4

Phi-3-medium-128k-instruct MCP 91.7 92.0 92.0 84.9 90.6 94 .4

Our 91.5 92.5 92.9 88.6 96.3 97.8

Table 4: Accuracy on two datasets. Our refers the sequential elimination. The results are averaged over three

random seeds: 0, 1, and 2. The best results are inbold.

the model. Different prompts and hyperparameters
such as temperature, top-p significantly affect the
generated text, making it difficult to design a set of
optimal extraction rules applicable to all scenarios.
Based on this, we aim to further investigate the root
causes of EE failures, to clarify whether they stem
from external factors or from the inherent limita-
tions of the model itself. We improve the EE and
result in EE;,¢:

Incorrect option = arg max P(o; | ¢, x)
7

We select Falcon3-7B/10B, OLMo-2-1124-7B and
conduct experiments on ARC-Challenge, Open-
BookQA, MU.

In the table 2, We observe a significant decline in
performance for the EE,,.,, compared to the MCP.
By combining the experimental results of EE, we
speculate that this performance drop is primarily
due to intrinsic factors of the model. Additionally,
we found that in the EE,,.,,, the accuracy further
decreases when performing sequential elimination
compared to when only one option is eliminated.
This suggests that errors propagate throughout the
step-by-step reasoning process. We believe this
phenomenon is closely related to the model’s train-
ing, which predominantly involves correct answers.
As a result, there are fewer samples of incorrect
options, limiting the model’s ability to understand
and identify error options.

5.5 Can the Sequential Elimination be
Combined with Debias Method?

Zheng et al. (2023a) has shown that LLMs exhibit
token bias when performing MCQs task, mean-

ing that the model tends to assign more probabil-
ity mass to certain option ID token a priori when
predicting the answer from the option IDs. There-
fore, it is natural to consider whether the two de-
bias methods (cyclic and pride) proposed in this
study could be combined with sequential elimina-
tion to further improve the model’s performance.
To confirm this, we select Llama-3.1-8B, Falcon3-
7B/10B, Phi-3-medium-128k-instruct and conduct
experiments on ARC-Challenge, OpenBookQA.
Specifically, for the cyclic method, in each round,
we first obtain the corrected option ID probabilities
based on the cyclic permutation. Then, elimina-
tion is performed according to these probabilities,
continuing until only one option remains.

Yel; = arg miin Pcyclic(oi | q, .’L')

For the pride method, in each round, we first obtain
the probabilities of the original option IDs. Then,
we correct these probabilities based on the prior
probabilities. Finally, elimination is performed,
continuing until only one option remains. Specially,
we newly sample examples equivalent to 20% of
the above datasets’ size to compute the Prior.

Yeri = argmin P(o; | q,x)/Prior(o;)
1

Table 3 shows the results of combining our
method with cyclic and pride on two datasets. The
results indicate that combining sequential elimina-
tion with the debias method generally leads to a
significant improvement in model performance. In
particular, the Our.y. achieves the best results in
most cases, far surpassing other methods.



5.6 Few-Shot

To further validate the generality and robustness
of our method, we conduct additional experiments
under different sample size settings beyond the
zero-shot scenario, specifically considering few-
shot setting with K = 1, K = 5, and K = 10.
For comparison, we select two baseline methods:
MCP and IE. MCP, which performs the best under
the zero-shot setting, serves as a strong reference
for comparison. IE is also chosen as a baseline
to assess whether our method can still outperform
it in the few-shot setting. We evaluate Llama-3.1-
8B, Falcon3-10B and Phi-3-medium-128k-instruct
on the ARC-Challenge and Physics datasets, and
average the results across three random seeds (0, 1,
and 2) to ensure the reliability of our findings.

In the Table 4, Our experimental results demon-
strate that our method continues to outperform the
others. In contrast, the overall performance of the
IE method remains significantly lower than both
our method and MCP. These results reinforce the
robustness of our method, demonstrating that it
maintains superior performance even under differ-
ent sample size conditions.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a novel elimination
method leveraging option IDs, which simplifies the
reasoning process and significantly reduces compu-
tational overhead, offering a clear advantage over
existing methods. Through zero-shot experiments
on 7 publicly available datasets, we demonstrate
that the our method can notably improve model
performance, particularly excelling in tasks that
require logical reasoning. Furthermore, we con-
duct a systematic analysis of various elimination
strategies, with the results indicating that the se-
quential elimination has a marked advantage in
answering MCQs. It not only enhances the model’s
reasoning capabilities but also performs well in
few-shot learning scenarios. When combined with
debias methods, it further improves the overall per-
formance of the model. Our findings suggest that
this strategy has broad applicability in MCQs an-
swering tasks. Future work will focus on optimiz-
ing the method and exploring its generalization
ability across a wider range of tasks.

7 Limitations

Our study has two main limitations. First, we em-
ploy fixed prompts without optimizing them, which

may constrain the model’s performance on specific
tasks. Second, we don’t explore whether incor-
porating more complex prompting methods, such
as Chain of Thought, could further enhance the
model’s reasoning abilities and performance. Fu-
ture research could focus on optimizing these two
aspects.
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A Prompt

Examples of the prompts used in our study. For
methods that only require the input of a question,
we use the following:

Question: Which process is the best example of
a sudden change to Earth's surface?
Answer:

For methods that require both a question and op-
tions as input, we use the following:

Question: Which process is the best example of
a sudden change to Earth's surface?

Choices:

A. landslides moving loose rocks downhill

B. sediments depositing on the seafloor

C. deltas forming at the mouth of rivers

D. mountains building up

Answer:

For methods that require directly selecting the in-
correct option, we use the following:

Question: Which process is the best example of
a sudden change to Earth's surface?

Choices:

A. landslides moving loose rocks downhill

B. sediments depositing on the seafloor

C. deltas forming at the mouth of rivers

D. mountains building up

Incorrect Answer:

Question: Which process is the best example of
a sudden change to Earth's surface?

Choices:

A. landslides moving loose rocks downhill

B. sediments depositing on the seafloor

C. deltas forming at the mouth of rivers

D. mountains building up

Two Incorrect Answers:

B Detailed Results
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LLMs Our; Our; Ourgeg LM AVG PMIpc Channel MCP TG EE; EE; EE,, AOLP IE

Llama-3-8b 0.77 0764 0.77 0414 0.448 0422 0.374 0.75 0.348 0.166 0.372 0352 0.508 0.496
Llama-3.1-8B 0.768 0.76  0.762 0.438 0472 0416 0362  0.742 0426 022 0442 0418 0.536 0.548
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 0.778 0.776  0.784 0.472 0.508  0.498 0.312 0.75 0.732 0456 0.748 0.722 0.656 0.678
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.3 0.806 0.806 0.816 0.492 0.53 0.53 0.334  0.784 0.748 0.734 0.726 0.724  0.638  0.672

Falcon3-1B 0526 053 0526 033 038 0374 0342 0444 0.168 0202 0.17 0.168 0.344 0.346
Falcon3-7B 0856 0.84 0.858 0.432 0472 045 0342  0.836 0.664 0.406 0.494 0438 0.592 058
Falcon3-10B 0.872 0.858 0.876 0.472 0.51 0.44 0.386 085 026 0.158 028 0278 057 0.582
Qwen2-7B 0872 086 0872 041 043 0434 0.36 0.848 0.284 0.228 0.302 0.282  0.54  0.568
OLMo-2-1124-7B 0.744 0.728 0.748 0.438 0.484 0.414 0.34 0.7 0.43 0238 0286 0.2 0.466  0.468

Phi-3-medium-128k-instruct  0.904 0.88  0.896 0.526 0.542 0.482 0.388 0.82 0.192 041 0.508 0.614 0.66 0.68

Table 5: Accuracy on ARC-Challenge (0-shot). 1 refers eliminating one option at a time. 2 refers eliminating two
options at a time. seq refers sequential elimination.

LLMs Our, Our; Oureq LM AVG PMIpc Channel MCP TG EE, EE; EE, AOLP IE
Llama-3-8b 07 0702 07 0316 0364 0434 04 0694 0116 004 011 0.106 039 0406
Llama-3.1-8B 0708 0726 0714 0314 0362 0428 0378 0718 0204 0078 0.188 0.9 0424 0406

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 0.74 0.718 0.732 035 0.38 0.41 0.352 0.722  0.71 0468 0.674 0.664 0502 0.508
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.3 0746 075 0752 035 039  0.506 0.33 0.736  0.668 0.606 0.646 0.6 0.51  0.506

Falcon3-1B 055 0522 0506 0286 032  0.404 0316 0366 0.172 0238 0.168 0.166 0.356 0.364
Falcon3-7B 0.68  0.62 0.66 029 034 0444 0.316 0.66 0.546 0.404 054 043 0466 0.444
Falcon3-10B 0.778 0.738 0.758 0.314 035  0.468 0336 0.756 0.228 0.114 0.206 0.22 0416 043
Qwen2-7B 0.836 0.848 0.838 0.336 0.374 0.468 0.384  0.818 0366 0262 0334 0.3 0.46  0.452
OLMo-2-1124-7B 0.7 0662 0.69 0306 038 0468 0.374 0.67 0344 022 0.228 0.134 0.394 0412

Phi-3-medium-128k-instruct  0.734 0.684 0.748  0.33 0.392 0.434 0362  0.646 0.234 0336 0434 0442 0492 0514

Table 6: Accuracy on OpenBookQA (0-shot). 1 refers eliminating one option at a time. 2 refers eliminating two
options at a time. seq refers sequential elimination.

LLMs Our; Our; Oureq LM AVG PMIpc Channel MCP TG EE, EE; EE;,q AOLP IE
Llama-3-8b 0.8502 0.8458 0.8502 0.6035 0.652  0.489 0.5242  0.7974 0.2555 0.2159 0.2379 0.2467 0.3128 0.3392
Llama-3.1-8B 0.8502 0.837 0.859 0.6079 0.674  0.533 0.4581 0.7885 0.6388 0.511 0.6256 0.6432 0.2863 0.4009

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 0.8062 0.7665 0.815 0.5815 0.6344 0.6652  0.4141 0.7489 0.7137 0.0132 0.5991 0.5947 0.5903 0.6388
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.3 0.7841 0.7489  0.793  0.5859  0.63 0.63 0.3744  0.7093 0.2291 0.1762 0.2026 0.1454 0.6167 0.6256

Falcon3-1B 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.5947 0.7004 0.5286  0.5242  0.9956 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4934 0.4934
Falcon3-7B 0.9295 0.9119 09427 0.5507 0.6696 0.5947  0.4405 0.8062 0.6344 0.2335 0.326 0.2687 0.6476 0.6476
Falcon3-10B 0.8722 0.8546 0.8943 0.5727 0.652  0.511 03612 0.7974 0.4802 0.0617 0.2819 0.2423 0.3436 0.3524
Qwen2-7B 0.7533  0.7797 0.7533 0.5639 0.6564 0.5066  0.4537  0.696 0.1938 0.0749 0.1542 0.1454 0.4185 0.348
OLMo-2-1124-7B 0.7048 0.6344 0.7181 0.5859 0.6608 0.5154  0.2775 0.5463 0.0617 0.0264 0.0396 0.0396 0.4361 0.4097

Phi-3-medium-128k-instruct  0.8943  0.8767 0.8943 0.5815 0.6608 0.5463  0.3172  0.8811 0.3789 0.0088 0.3392 0.2907 0.6035 0.5595

Table 7: Accuracy on Physics (0-shot). 1 refers eliminating one option at a time. 2 refers eliminating two options at
a time. seq refers sequential elimination.

LLMs Our, Our; Oureq LM AVG PMIpc Channel MCP TG EE, EE; EE, AOLP IE
Llama-3-8b 0472 0462 05 0.28 0.128 0128 0128 0366 0002 00 00 00 0128 0.128
Llama-3.1-8B 0462 0494 0506 0.128 0.128 0128  0.128 0378 0.008 0004 0014 001 0128 0.128

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 048 0442 0478 0.128 0.128 0.128 0.218 043 0446 0372 045 0506 0.128 0.128
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.3 0.492 0452 0498 0.128 0.128 0.128 0.178 0.438 0.436 0462 0462 0468 0.128 0.128

Falcon3-1B 0.264 0.268 0274 0.128 0.128 0.128 0.21 0.262 0.088 0.356 0.16 0.152 0.128 0.128
Falcon3-7B 045 0462 0446 0.128 0.128 0.128 0.128 045 0318 0342 0338 0312 0.128 0.128
Falcon3-10B 0496 0.512 0484 0.128 0.128 0.128 0.142 0504 0474 0272 0432 0384 0.128 0.128
Qwen2-7B 0516 0.532  0.524 0.128 0.128 0.128 0.128  0.548 0.536 0326 0.548 0.536 0.128 0.128
OLMo-2-1124-7B 0.446 04 0.464 0.128 0.128 0.128 0268 0406 0404 038 031 0218 0.128 0.128

Phi-3-medium-128k-instruct  0.466 0.362  0.468 0.128 0.128  0.128 0.13 0256 021 012 0.188 0.142 0.128 0.128

Table 8: Accuracy on Multiemo (0-shot). 1 refers eliminating one option at a time. 2 refers eliminating two options
at a time. seq refers sequential elimination.
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LLMs Our; Our; Ourgq LM AVG PMIpc Channel MCP TG EE, EE,; EEsq AOLP 1IE

Llama-3-8b 0.931 0.9052 0.9397 0.8707 0.8448 03017 0.3707  0.819 02414 0.1724 0.2759 0.2845 0.75  0.8362
Llama-3.1-8B 0.9224 0.8879 0.9224 0.9052 0.8707 03276  0.3966  0.819 0.0517 0.0259 0.0345 0.0517 0.7759 0.7931
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 09138 0.819 09138 0.7759 0.7672 0.5086  0.3966  0.7845 0.7931 0.3707 0.8707 0.7931  0.75  0.6983
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.3 0.8879 0.8534 0.8879 0.8362 0.819 0.4655 04138 0.7672 0.7672 0.6897 0.7241 0.7069 0.7845 0.8448

Falcon3-1B 0.9052 0.8966 09138 0.8276 0.7845 0.319 0.431 0.5517  0.0172 0.0 0.0259 0.0172 0.8017 0.7672
Falcon3-7B 0931 0931 0.9569 0.8017 0.7845 0.2241  0.3707 0.8534 0.9052 0.0345 0.3362 0.181 0.819 0.8707
Falcon3-10B 0.8966 09138 0.9138 0.8017 0.7759 0.3362 0.431 0.8793 0.7069 0.1379 0.5517 0.5172 0.8017 0.8793
Qwen2-7B 0.8966 0.8621 009138 0.8621 0.8448 0.3448  0.3621 0.7931 0.1466 0.1293 0.181 0.1552 0.9138 0.9397
OLMo-2-1124-7B 0.9483 0.9224 0.9828 0.9138 0.9052 0.2586 0.4138 0.7414 0.3103 0.181 0.0517 0.0 0.8707 0.9138

Phi-3-medium-128k-instruct  0.8793  0.819  0.8879 0.8707 0.8362 0.4569  0.3362 0.8448 0.2155 0.0603 0.4483 0.4483 0.8103 0.8103

Table 9: Accuracy on MU (0-shot). 1 refers eliminating one option at a time. 2 refers eliminating two options at a
time. seq refers sequential elimination.

LLMs Our, Our; Ourgeq LM AVG PMIpc Channel MCP TG EE; EE; EE,; AOLP IE
Llama-3-8b 094 092 092 054 0.56 0.4 0.69 091 0.1 011 0.11 0.08 038 039
Llama-3.1-8B 094 093 0.93 05 053 0.43 0.65 091 039 031 038 037 037 037
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 092 09 0.9 0.58 0.66 0.6 0.45 091 087 0.69 0.79 0.77 0.6 0.6
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.3 093 093 093 0.61 0.65 0.64 0.59 093 022 017 025 02 057 053
Falcon3-1B 0.75  0.78 063 043 045 0.48 0.25 0.64 0.01 0.18 0.06 0.08 039 039
Falcon3-7B 0.89 0.83 088 042 047 0.44 0.42 086 063 034 046 031 047 047
Falcon3-10B 097 094 097 047 049 0.47 0.65 094 0.03 005 0.03 0.09 038 038
Qwen2-7B 095 0.96 095 052 052 0.44 0.58 095 026 0.19 028 0.18 048 048
OLMo-2-1124-7B 095 0.95 094 053 0.56 0.46 0.58 097 04 006 0.15 0.05 045 044

Phi-3-medium-128k-instruct  0.96  0.94 097 057 0.62 0.58 0.46 058 042 038 043 0.6 058  0.56

Table 10: Accuracy on PR (0-shot). 1 refers eliminating one option at a time. 2 refers eliminating two options at a
time. seq refers sequential elimination.

LLMs Our; Our; Oureq LM AVG PMIpc Channel MCP TG EE, EE,; EEsq AOLP IE
Llama-3-8b 09223 09223 0.9223 0.534 0.5534 03398  0.3883  0.8738 0.0291 0.0291 0.0291 0.0194 0.6019 0.4757
Llama-3.1-8B 0.9417 0.8835 0.9417 0.5243 0.534 03883  0.3883  0.8835 0.0971 0.068 0.0777 0.0777 0.6019 0.5534

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2 0.8058 0.7864 0.7864 0.534 0.4951  0.301 0.2816  0.7864 0.7767 0.3107 0.6893 0.6505 0.6796 0.6019
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.3 0.835 0.8058 0.8447 0.6408 0.6019 0.4466  0.3301  0.7476 0.7476 0.7087 0.6699 0.6602 0.7087 0.6505

Falcon3-1B 0.7184 0.7282 0.7184 0.4563 0.466 0.4175  0.2524  0.6311 0.2816 0.0 0.2718 0.301 03786 0.2816
Falcon3-7B 09126 09126 0.9126 0.4951 0.5146 0.4175 0.3107 0.8835 0.7087 0.0777 0.5437 0.3301 0.6699 0.6408
Falcon3-10B 0.8544 0.8544 0.8447 0.534 05437 04272 0.3204 0.8544 0.3981 0.0583 0.3786 0.3592 0.699 0.6796
Qwen2-7B 0.8252 0.8155 0.835 0.5534 0.5922 0.4175 0.3398  0.7864 0.7282 0.4078 0.6602 0.6019 0.6311  0.699
OLMo-2-1124-7B 0.767 0.7864 0.8641 0.4563 0.5243 0.3981  0.2718  0.6408 0.3495 0.0485 0.0291 0.0 0.699  0.6602

Phi-3-medium-128k-instruct  0.8447 0.8641 0.8447 0.5825 0.5728 0.4272  0.4078 0.8155 0.4757 0.3981 0.6117 0.5922 0.6699 0.6408

Table 11: Accuracy on CC (0-shot). 1 refers eliminating one option at a time. 2 refers eliminating two options at a
time. seq refers sequential elimination.

LLMs LD RS
0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3
Llama-3-8b 0.358 0.352 0388 0.388 0.564 0.566 0.584 0.594
OLMo-2-1124-7B 0.39 0396 0438 049 0494 0.526 0.536 0.544

Phi-3-medium-128k-instruct  0.448 0.486 0.512 0.562 0.544 0.564 0.594 0.634

Table 12: Accuracy on two datasets (0-shot). The numbers 0, 1, 2, and 3 refer the number of options that have been
eliminated.
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