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Abstract

Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) demon-
strate strong capabilities in handling image-text inputs.
A common way to assess this ability is through multiple-
choice Visual Question Answering (VQA). Earlier works
have already revealed that these benchmarks are sen-
sitive to answer choice order, a limitation that can be
mitigated through careful design. Yet, we highlight ad-
ditional, unexplored biases in prompt formatting that
question the reliability of current MLLM evaluations.
Specifically, we identify three key variation factors in
prompt formatting and analyze their impact through a
large-scale study involving seven MLLMs and five VQA
datasets, spanning 48 distinct prompt format varia-
tions. Our findings reveal that multiple-choice VQA is
highly sensitive to minor prompt format changes, even
when these changes are semantically neutral. We fur-
ther demonstrate that these biases persist independently
of known order biases or the MLLM’s confidence in the
correct answer. Finally, we demonstrate that existing
bias mitigation strategies fail to address these newly
identified biases.

1. Introduction

MLLMs demonstrate strong perceptual and reasoning
abilities on image—text interleaved inputs [1, 4, 17],
making them applicable across domains such as general
knowledge [12, 52], high-resolution imaging [50, 55],
and autonomous driving [29, 30], and document un-
derstanding [18, 41]. One of the most common tasks
for assessing these capabilities is multiple-choice VQA
[12,31,39], in which MLLMs are prompted to select the
correct answer from a set of predefined options [28, 52].
This approach is particularly popular as it constrains the
output space of the MLLM, thereby simplifying answer
evaluation compared to open-ended generation, which
requires complex methods (e.g., regular expression or
LLMs-as-a-judge) for answer extraction [32, 37]. In
multiple-choice VQA, the prompt is formulated by pre-
senting the question, accompanying instructions, and all

Question: In which city is this landmark located?
A) Paris; B) Berlin; C) Tokyo, D) Oslo

Select the best answer to the above multiple-
choice question based on the image. Respond
with only the letter (e.g., A, B, C or D) of the
correct option and no bracket, colon, or dot.

|Orig. question |:|| |Instr. prompt D| |Option IDs |:||

!| |Option del. .| |Option sep. |:||

Figure 1. Prompt template in multiple-choice VQA. A typ-
ical prompt in VQA evaluation consists of the question itself,
the instruction, and different options, with their respective in-
dexing option IDs. Option and option ID are separated by the
option delimiter while the different option-option ID pairs are
divided by the option separator.

|Options

answer options to the MLLM, allowing it to compare
the choices [37, 39]. Typically, each answer choice is
assigned an option ID, and the MLLM is required to out-
put the corresponding ID rather than the textual answer
[28, 37]. Here, each option ID and option are separated
by the option delimiter (e.g., a dot), and the different
option ID-option pairs are separated by the option sepa-
rator (e.g., line break), as illustrated in Fig. 1. For eval-
uation, the model is instructed to produce a single token
representing the selected option ID. Note that there is no
standardized format for these elements in the literature,
and prompt structures vary across datasets.

In such multiple-choice settings, it has been shown that
Large Language Models (LLMs) fail to consistently se-
lect the same answers when options are shuffled [35, 54],
indicating a position bias. As LLMs are an essential
component of MLLMs [23, 26, 27], this behavior can
also be observed in MLLMs [28, 44]. However, varia-
tions in the prompt are not limited to the order of op-
tions. Changes in any of the three key components
of prompt formatting of multiple-choice VQA, the op-
tion ID set, the option delimiter, or the option sepa-
rator, might significantly influence the performance of
MLLMs, similarly to the option position bias. Yet, such
additional bias effects have not been investigated to date.
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Figure 2. Biases in multiple-choice VQA evaluation of
MLLMs. We compare benchmarking results on A-OKVQA
using two distinct prompt formats applied to the same
MLLMs. Prompt Format 1 uses lowercase option IDs, double
brackets as delimiters, and line breaks as separators, whereas
Prompt Format 2 uses uppercase option IDs, dots as delim-
iters, and commas as separators. Changing these formatting
choices significantly alters the ranking of models, highlighting
sensitivity to prompt design.

We find that slight modifications to the option ID set,
option delimiter, or option separator can drastically
alter benchmarking results for seven MLLMs on A-
OKVQA [39] (see Fig. 2). For instance, under a changed
prompt format, LLaVA-OV [21] shifts from the second-
lowest to the top rank, with an accuracy difference of
nearly 50 percentage points (pp). Similarly, LLaVA-
1.5[27] and Qwen-2-VL [51] exhibit considerable accu-
racy differences across formats.! As existing multiple-
choice VQA datasets rely on a single, fixed prompt for-
mat, the reliability of current evaluations has to be ques-
tioned. To investigate this issue, we conduct a com-
prehensive study across five diverse datasets to examine
how modifications of the prompt format affect MLLM
performance. We further evaluate whether these biases
can be mitigated using existing bias reduction methods.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

* We unveil unexplored biases that originate in prompt
formatting of VQA in a comprehensive study of
6,807,192 question-level evaluations.

* We analyze which prompt format variations yield sig-
nificant impact on model performances and demon-
strate that high confidence from MLLMs does not mit-
igate prompt-induced biases.

* We demonstrate that current bias mitigation tech-
niques are insufficient in mitigating the impact of
prompt formatting on VQA benchmarks.

IThese bias effects were isolated from the known position bias
through a circular evaluation scheme.

2. Preliminary

In this section, we first explain the generation procedure
of MLLMs, and then describe the evaluation schemes of
MLLMs on VQA tasks.

2.1. Multimodal Large Language Models

Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) typi-
cally consist of three components: a vision encoder, a
modality projector, and an LLM [21, 23, 26, 27]. The
vision encoder, usually a transformer backbone with-
out its prediction head, processes the input image to
produce high-level visual features represented as tokens
Xy [23, 26]. These visual tokens are then mapped by
the modality projector into the embedding space of the
LLM, yielding projected tokens X, proj [26, 27]. This
projection is typically implemented as a linear layer or
a multilayer perceptron (MLP) [26, 27], and in some
variants, the number of visual tokens is reduced through
downsampling to enhance efficiency [4, 17, 51]. Finally,
the LLM takes a concatenation of the visual and text to-
kens as an input [1, 2, 23, 26]:

Xin = [Xt ; Xv,proj] (1)

The LLM produces an autoregressive sequence of token
probabilities conditioned by the input token sequence
Xi, and the previously generated tokens y.; [26, 45].
The MLLM generates output sequence y until it either
produces the End-Of-Sequence (EOS) token or reaches
the maximum allowed token sequence length o [23, 26]:

y:[y07y1a"'7yi]; iSOa (2)

2.2. Visual Question Answering

Visual Question Answering (VQA) is one of the most
common evaluation tasks for multimodal reasoning and
perception capabilities of MLLMs [31, 39, 52]. A typ-
ical sample from a VQA task consists of an image, a
question about the image, and a correct answer, which
should be generated based on the combined visual and
textual context [3, 12]. In multiple-choice VQA, an-
swer options are provided as additional context [37], and
the MLLM is expected to generate one of these options
as its final answer [28, 31, 39]. The standard prompt
template consists of the dataset question, the answer op-
tions, and an instruction prompt [28, 39, 52, 53] (see
Fig. 1) that constrains the MLLM to produce only in-
scheme responses [10, 36]. The answer options are set
in a specific order, and each option is indexed by the op-
tion ID, which the model is asked to output [28, 31, 39].
Since models may not strictly follow the given instruc-
tion, certain evaluation methods rely solely on the log-
its over all option IDs, selecting the one with the high-
est logit as the predicted answer [37]. However, while



this approach is often used in LLMs evaluations, it’s not
common in MLLMs [10]. Yet, many design choices
in the prompt template are arbitrary in existing evalu-
ations: (i) the order of the options, (ii) the utilized op-
tion ID sets, (iii) the option delimiter, and (iv) the option
separator. Since there is no standard configuration (see
Tab. 5), these choices vary across multiple-choice VQA
datasets.

3. Related Work

In this section, we describe the most relevant advance-
ments for multiple-choice VQA, highlight recent find-
ings on biases in (M)LLM evaluation, and discuss meth-
ods for mitigating these biases to ensure fair and robust
assessment.

Prompt Wording in Multiple-Choice Tasks. The
most common VQA setting is multiple-choice tasks
[3, 12, 39]. In LLM evaluations, prompt modifications
strongly affect performance [14, 48], e.g., on the popu-
lar multiple-choice benchmark MMLU [15]. This sen-
sitivity also applies to MLLMs, and while first methods
exist to remove biases in option order [44], they do not
address the arbitrariness of prompt formats we evaluate
in this paper. Consequently, evaluations remain biased
by linguistic patterns (e.g., option ID sets), reducing the
reliability of evaluations.

Biases in (M)LLMs. LLMs and MLLMs exhibit var-
ious biases [9, 13, 40], leading to severe failures such
as hallucinations [33, 38]. Beyond these extreme failure
cases, performance can fluctuate due to high prompt sen-
sitivity [14, 20, 44]. Specific to multiple-choice tasks,
LLMs and MLLMs are not robust to option reordering
and exhibit positional selection biases [35, 44, 54]. Even
minor changes, such as altering delimiters in few-shot
examples [43] or replacing a single symbol, can dras-
tically affect outputs, including bypassing safety con-
straints [25]. Overall, such brittleness undermines the
reliability of current evaluations, making benchmark
rankings poor indicators of robust and generalized per-
formance [42].

Biases Mitigation for (M)LLMs. Bias mitigation
strategies exist broadly, including methods for reduc-
ing hallucinations in LLMs [24] and MLLMs [19, 34].
However, approaches specific to multiple-choice tasks
are limited. For LLMs, proposed solutions address
option-order sensitivity either through post-hoc logit
calibration [35, 54] or by retraining parts of the model
[8, 11]. For MLLMs, the sole post-hoc method recal-
culates accuracy based on option selection frequency,
thereby mitigating positional bias [44].

Concluding, current evaluation practices in multiple-
choice VQA rely on complex and inconsistent prompt
designs, creating significant challenges for fair evalu-

ation. In this work, we show that minor changes in
prompt format can strongly influence the evaluation of
MLLM on multiple-choice VQA, leading to unreliable
benchmark results.

4. Experiment Setup

Previous studies on biases in multiple-choice tasks have
exclusively examined the effect of option order [35, 44,
54], while other sources of variation in prompt design
remain unexplored. To address this gap, we conduct an
extensive empirical study examining the bias effects of
prompt modifications. This section outlines our exten-
sive experimental setup, which includes diverse datasets,
models, and evaluation metrics. Furthermore, we pro-
vide details on the 48 prompt format permutations used
in our bias analysis and explain the characteristics of
three bias mitigation techniques, exploring their effec-
tiveness in mitigating prompt format variations.

4.1. Experimental Framework

MLLM Overview. We use a set of popular MLLMs
covering different architectural types: Gemma-3 [17],
LLaVA-1.5 [27], LLaVA-OV [21], Phi-3.5 [2], Phi-4
[1], Qwen-2-VL [51] and Qwen-2.5-VL [4]. We pro-
vide specifications of the models in App. B.1.

Dataset Overview. We use a highly diverse selection
of datasets covering different domains and task diffi-
culties, containing high-resolution datasets HRBench-
4K [46] and V*Bench [50], general knowledge dataset
A-OKVQA [39], and multi-domain benchmark datasets
MME-RealWorld-Lite [53] and MMBench [28]. We
provide dataset statistics in App. B.2.

Instruction Prompt. In order to reduce potential poor
instruction-following of models (e.g., out-of-scheme an-
swers), we use an optimized instruction prompt for each
dataset. More details regarding this, see App. A.1.

Evaluation Setting. As is common with multiple-
choice VQA datasets, we evaluate all models in a zero-
shot setting, excluding in-context examples [22, 23, 27].
Additionally, we enforce fully deterministic outputs
across all models by disabling sampling, ensuring con-
sistent comparisons on the same datasets for different
prompt formats. Further, we set the number of gener-
ated output tokens to match the maximum required to
output all option IDs from the utilized option ID set. For
more details on our evaluation setting, see App. A.4.

Evaluation Metrics. To evaluate the performance of
the MLLMs on multiple-choice VQA tasks, we used
the standard metric of accuracy based on the model’s
generated answer [3, 12]. Another important metric in
this work is coverage, which measures the instruction-
following capability of MLLMs independent from their



performances. We define the coverage as the ratio be-
tween the number of answers belonging to the option ID
set (e.g., "A" from "A/B/C/D") and the total num-
ber of questions in the evaluation set. A high cov-
erage indicates high instruction-following capability of
an MLLM. For more details on the used metrics, see
App. A3.

4.2, Bias Analysis Scope

We aim to provide a comprehensive analysis of bias in-
troduced by the prompt format used in multiple-choice
VQA. To this end, we create 48 permuted prompt for-
mat variations (see Tab. 1) based on the option ID set,
option delimiter, and the option separator, which we use
to analyze all model and dataset combinations. To iso-
late these biases from the option order bias, we apply
the circular evaluation scheme [28] in all evaluations.

Table 1. Analysis scope for prompt format variations.
We base our study on prompt format variations observed in
multiple-choice VQA datasets and extend them with additional
prompt designs to capture a wider spectrum of stylistic diver-
sity. The three permutation factors considered are: (1) option
ID set, (2) option delimiter, and (3) option separator.

Prompt format

Format style Example repr.

factor
Uppercase A/B/C/D
Option Lowercase a/b/c/d
ID set Numbers 1/2/3/4
Roman numbers I/II/III/IV
Colon {opt}:
Option Dot {opt}.
delimiter Bracket {opt})
Double brackets  ({opt})
Option Line break {opt}\n {opt}
separator Comma {opt}, {opt}
P Semicolon {opt}; {opt}

4.3. Methods for Bias Mitigation

Some methods have been proposed to mitigate option or-
der bias in multiple-choice VQA. However, their robust-
ness to prompt format variations remains unknown. We
evaluate whether these existing bias mitigation methods
for (M)LLMs remain effective under our newly intro-
duced prompt format permutations (see Tab. 2). Our
work is the first to comprehensively assess all prompt
format variants by combining circular evaluation [28]
with a combinatorial exploration of all 48 prompt for-
mat variations (see Tab. 1). We average results across
all configurations to establish a robust “gold standard”
measure of performance, serving as a reference ground
truth.” In the following, we summarize existing bias mit-

2Designed as a tool for comprehensive bias analysis rather than
mitigation, it offers high reliability at increased computational cost.

Table 2. Comparison of bias mitigation strategies for
(M)LLMs and our analysis. Most bias mitigation strate-
gies counteract a single influencing bias or impose stringent
requirements. We estimate the complexity as the number
of required model forward passes, based on the number of
question-image pairs (V), options (O), and prompt permuta-
tions (P), where P >> (. An asterisk (x) denotes a novel
evaluation within the respective category in our work.

Robust to change

Requirements of option ...

Variable no. No cali-

Approach Compl. of options  bration pos. IDs del. sep.
Vanilla O(N) — — X x x X
PriDe [54] O(N) X X A
PIA [44] O(N-0) X v oo % %
CP-LN [37] O(N -0) v v * x ok *

AN
AN
AN
AN

Our analysis O(N - O - P) —

igation strategies; for details, see App. B.3.

Debiasing with Prior estimation (PriDe). PriDe esti-
mates the prior for each option ID using calibration log-
its derived from circularly shifted multiple-choice sam-
ples [54]. During inference, these priors adjust the logits
for each option ID, and the answer is selected based on
the highest adjusted logit. This method is only appli-
cable to questions with the same number of options as
in the calibration data, limiting its use on datasets with
varying option counts.

Position-invariant accuracy (PIA). PIA modifies ac-
curacy computation by comparing how often each op-
tion was correctly selected to how often it was selected
overall. Unlike PriDe, it does not require calibration
data. However, it is incompatible with datasets contain-
ing a varying number of options, because its adjustment
formula assumes a fixed option set. When the number of
options changes across samples, the normalization for
mitigating varying answer selection becomes inconsis-
tent, leading to unreliable accuracy estimates.

Cloze prompt (length normalized) (CP-LN). CP-LN
adopts a different evaluation strategy: instead of includ-
ing all answer options in the prompt (as shown in Fig. 1),
only the question is provided [6, 37]. The perplexity
is computed for each option w.r.t. the question, allow-
ing the method to handle a variable number of options.
The option with the lowest perplexity is selected as the
answer, therefore, eliminating the need for calibration
data. Since prompt formatting is not involved, CP-LN
is robust to prompt variations. However, it has not yet
been evaluated in the context of bias mitigation [6, 37].

5. Results

Our overarching goal is to investigate how prompt vari-
ations influence multiple-choice VQA and thereby ad-
vance the reliability of VQA evaluation. To this end,



we examine the impact of these biases on MLLMs
(Sec. 5.1), identify which biases significantly affect
benchmarking outcomes (Sec. 5.2), determine which
questions are most susceptible to bias (Sec. 5.3), and as-
sess the potential for mitigating these effects (Sec. 5.4).

5.1. Effect of Prompt Format Variations

We begin by analyzing how variations in prompt for-
mat influence benchmarking results, focusing on the fol-
lowing metrics: (i) benchmark rankings are the primary
evaluation metric; (ii) accuracy is the standard criterion
for ranking; and (iii) coverage affects accuracy and re-
flects instruction-following ability.

Benchmark Ranking. Across the 48 previously unex-
plored prompt format permutations introduced in this
work, we rank model performance for each permuta-
tion individually and show the resulting rank distri-
butions per MLLM in Fig. 3. For comparison, we
provide an example of an ideal benchmarking result,
where the MLLM ranking remains distinct and unaf-
fected by variations in prompt format. On A-OKVQA
and MME-RealWorld-Lite, ranking variations are so
pronounced that no single MLLM can be identified as
the clear leader. In particular, the ranking of LLaVA-
OV on the A-OKVQA benchmark predominantly falls
within the range of 1 to 3, although in certain instances
it may decline to as low as 6. For MM-Bench and
V*Bench, Qwen-2.5-VL consistently ranks first, though
the positions of other models fluctuate considerably. On
HRBench-4K, prompt format variations have minimal
impact on ranking, as indicated by the lowest rank vari-
ation across all datasets.

Accuracy. To examine why prompt format variations
strongly affect benchmark rankings, we analyze accu-
racy deviations from each dataset-model average (see

Fig. 4). Note that the results in all heatmaps represent
averages of 12 evaluations for option IDs and option de-
limiter, and 16 for option separator. Model-wise, we
observe the highest accuracy deviations for the models
LLaVA-1.5 (—48 to +28 pp), LLaVA-OV (—18 to +11
pp), and Phi-3.5 (=59 to 420 pp) across all multiple-
choice VQA datasets. For the other MLLMs, the ac-
curacy deviation is rather minor. Gemma-3 and Qwen-
2.5-VL exhibit highly stable performance, with accuracy
deviations of only —1 to +1 pp for Gemma-3 and —3 to
+3 pp for Qwen-2.5-VL across all averaged prompt for-
mat variations. Regarding the prompt format factors, we
observe the highest deviations when varying the option
ID set and the option delimiter. Varying the option sep-
arator seems to have no severe influence on MLLM’s
performance.

Coverage. A key factor influencing MLLM ac-
curacy in multiple-choice VQA tasks is coverage
(see Sec. 4.1). Low coverage often indicates poor
instruction-following, which in turn limits accuracy be-
cause only a subset of the provided answers appears in
the option ID set. Overall, coverage shows fewer de-
viations across models and datasets compared to accu-
racy (see Fig. 5). Most MLLMs maintain high cover-
age with minor variation, while Gemma-3 and Qwen-
2.5-VL achieve 100% coverage across all datasets and
prompt formats. In contrast, LLaVA-1.5 and Phi-3.5 ex-
hibit the highest degradation, dropping to 0% coverage
when option IDs are numerical. Among prompt format
factors, lowercase and numerical option IDs, as well as
double brackets as option delimiter, negatively impact
coverage for most models. We provide the full coverage
results in App. C.1.

Option Selection Patterns. As previously described,
we mitigate the influence of option position bias by em-
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Figure 3. Benchmarking results across five multiple-choice VQA datasets. The figure shows the distribution of ranks for seven
MLLMs across 48 prompt format permutations. The ranks vary substantially across datasets and models, indicating high sensitivity
to prompt format. Compared to an ideal evaluation (left), where ranks remain constant across formats, real-world evaluations
exhibit significant variability—highlighting that prompt robustness remains a major challenge for current MLLMs.
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Figure 4. Accuracy deviations of MLLMs on multiple-choice VQA datasets. We report the average deviation from the mean
accuracy across all prompt formats per model-dataset pair. The results are averaged over 12 evaluations for option IDs and option
delimiter, and 16 for option separator. Option position bias is mitigated via a circular evaluation scheme.

ploying circular evaluation (see Sec. 4.2). In general,
this approach effectively reduces position-related bias,
as reflected in a more uniform distribution of selected
answers across option positions. However, due to com-
plex interactions between prompt format variations and
option position bias, we still observe a preference for
specific option positions in some cases. This preference
can either persist uniformly across different prompt for-
mats or, interestingly, vary depending on the prompt for-
mat. For instance, in certain model-dataset evaluations
(e.g., LLaVA-1.5 on HRBench-4K), MLLMs tend to fa-
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Figure 5. Coverage of MLLMs on multiple-choice VQA
datasets. The results are averaged over 12 evaluations for
option IDs and option delimiter, and 16 for option separa-
tor. While models such as Gemma-3, Phi-4, Qwen-2-VL, and
Qwen-2.5-VL consistently achieve coverage above 75%, in-
dicating stable instruction-following capabilities, others, like
LLaVA-1.5, LLaVA-OV, and Phi-3.5, exhibit significant drops
under certain prompt formats, revealing strong sensitivity to
formatting variations. Grey cells indicate 0% coverage, mean-
ing the models fail to produce any valid answers in these cases.

vor particular option ID positions more frequently de-
pending on how the prompt is formatted. We provide a
more detailed analysis of this behavior in App. C.2.

Coverage-Neutral Analysis. For a deeper analysis, we
examine the prompt format-induced biases in scenar-
ios where the coverage of the MLLMs exceeds 75%, to
avoid deviations in accuracy due to a poor instruction-
following capability of the model. Notably, we still ob-
serve accuracy variations in the multiple-choice VQA
evaluations that stem from variations in the prompt for-
mat. These biases vary from the results of all obser-
vations; however, no such differences are observed for
Gemma-3, Phi-4, Qwen-2-VL, and Qwen-2.5-VL, all of
which maintain coverage above 75% in all evaluations.
For further details, refer to App. C.3.

Summary Takeaway of 5.1

Trivial variations in prompt format significantly im-
pact the evaluation of MLLM in multiple-choice
VQA, substantially skewing benchmark results.

5.2. Significance Analysis

We employ a linear mixed model (LMM) to investigate
which biases have a statistical influence on the perfor-
mance of MLLMs. This modeling approach is suit-
able for our data, which exhibits non-independence due
to observations across different model-dataset combina-
tions [16]. LMMs model fixed effects (e.g., prompt for-
mat factors) and random effects (e.g., combined group
of model and dataset), thereby yielding less biased and
more generalizable results than traditional linear models
(e.g., linear regression) [16]. For more details on this
modeling approach, see App. A.2. We control for per-
formance differences across MLLMs and datasets by in-
corporating random effects, acknowledging differences



in model capabilities and dataset difficulty. The re-
sults of the LMM, shown in Fig. 6, reveal the estimated
change in accuracy when varying each prompt format
factor from a baseline configuration, which in our case
consists of lowercase (option IDs), bracket (option de-
limiter), and comma (option separator). We observe a
significant influence when modifying either the option
IDs—negative when selecting Numbers (—10 pp) and
positive when selecting Uppercase (46 pp) — or the
option delimiter, which shows a negative effect when
changed to Double brackets (—5 pp).

Summary Takeaway of 5.2

Option ID and delimiter significantly impact model
performance, while separators have minimal effect.

5.3. Model Confidence vs. Bias

Further, we investigate whether prompt format-induced
biases undermine the reliability of MLLMs, even on
questions where the models were previously highly con-
fident in the correct answer. Specifically, we rank the
questions from A-OKVQA and V*Bench by the model’s
logit for the correct option ID using each dataset’s stan-
dard prompt format, and group them into three confi-
dence bins: (i) top-20% (most confident), (ii) middle-
60%, and (iii) bottom-20% (least confident). This ap-
proach allows us to examine how prompt format varia-
tions influence MLLMs’s behavior across different con-
fidence levels, revealing potential instability even in
high-confidence predictions. We observe two main ac-
curacy shifting patterns besides some constant and not
shifted distributions: (i) a uniform decrease of accuracy
across the groups, and (ii) a shift of confidence caused
by only the top-20% questions getting a high accuracy
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Figure 6. Prompt formatting choices can have signifi-
cant effects on MLLM accuracy, even after controlling for
model and dataset differences. Bars show the effect of each
prompt format factor, with error bars indicating 95% confi-
dence intervals. Significant effects are colored by their direc-
tion, and non-significant effects are gray. All effects are inter-
preted relative to the base configuration (option IDs: lower-
case, option delimiter: bracket, option separator: comma).
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factors for Qwen-2-VL on V*Bench.

Figure 7. Even high-confidence predictions are suscepti-
ble to prompt format-induced biases. Questions are ranked
by confidence under the reference prompt and grouped into
three confidence levels. Accuracy shifts show either (a) simi-
lar deviations across all levels, indicating uniform sensitivity,
or (b) larger deviations for high-confidence questions, reveal-
ing greater vulnerability to prompt variations.

decrease. For (i), we illustrate LLaVA-OV on V*Bench,
where accuracy decreases similarly across all three con-
fidence groups (Fig. 7a). This shows that even the most
confident questions are affected by prompt-induced bi-
ases to the same extent as the least confident ones.
Hence, an MLLM cannot be expected to consistently
answer previously high-confidence questions correctly
once the prompt format changes. For (ii), we show an
example of Qwen-2-VL on V*Bench, in which there is
a significant decrease in accuracy of the most-confident
questions, while the other groups only suffer minor or
no accuracy decrease (Fig. 7b). This can result in the
accuracy distribution of the most confident questions be-
ing lower or comparable to that of previously middle-
confidence questions. The presence of varying accu-
racy patterns among confidence-based question groups
makes this phenomenon difficult to identify and address.
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Summary Takeaway of 5.3

Even high-confidence answers remain vulnerable to
prompt format variations.

5.4. Existing Bias Mitigation Methods

Finally, we examine the extent to which existing
bias mitigation methods PIA, PriDe, and CP-LN (see
Sec. 4.3) can mitigate the influence of the prompt
format-induced biases across the datasets A-OKVQA,



HRBench-4K, and V*Bench. We assess their effective-
ness by comparing method rankings to those obtained
by averaging accuracy across all 48 prompt format per-
mutations. For reference, we also compare rankings
based on each dataset’s standard prompt format with
those from the full evaluation. Our findings indicate
that none of the methods effectively mitigates the influ-
ence of prompt format-induced biases (see Fig. 8). Inter-
estingly, on A-OKVQA, the vanilla prompt format per-
forms best, correctly ranking the most models (3), while
all bias mitigation methods—PIA and PriDe (2 each)
and CP-LN (0)—perform worse. On HRBench-4K, the
trend continues: PriDe and CP-LN rank 3 models cor-
rectly, slightly ahead of PIA (2), yet the vanilla format
still ranks one model correctly, highlighting that miti-
gation strategies do not consistently improve over the
standard setting. PIA and PriDe are not compatible with
evaluations on V*Bench due to their requirement for a
fixed number of options (VA in Fig. 8), which varies be-
tween 2 and 4 in this dataset. CP-LN correctly rank 3,
while the vanilla format ranks 1 of the 7 MLLMs. In
summary, none of the evaluated bias mitigation meth-
ods reliably reflect benchmarking outcomes under the
prompt format variations, as no method ranks more than
half of the MLLMs correctly across all datasets. We pro-
vide the full bias mitigation results in App. C.4.

Summary Takeaway of 5.4

Existing bias mitigation methods fail to address bi-
ases arising from simple variations in prompt format.
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Figure 8. Current bias mitigation methods cannot mitigate
the prompt format-induced biases analyzed in this work.
We compare the effectiveness of bias mitigation methods (see
Sec. 4.3) to reduce the unexplored biases on three multiple-
choice VQA datasets. No method ranks at least half of the
MLLMs according to the average performance across all 48
prompt format permutations (see Sec. 4.2).

5.5. Discussion

Recommendations. Our analysis reveals the severe im-
pact of prompt format variations on various metrics like
accuracy, benchmark ranking, and model confidence.
Here, we offer recommendations for researchers devel-
oping new MLLMs and those creating new multiple-
choice VQA datasets. On the model side, we urge
providers to disclose how prompt format-induced biases
affect their MLLM, e. g., performance on varying prompt
formats. To enhance robustness, researchers should con-
sider training MLLMs using diverse prompt formats
for multiple-choice tasks. For datasets, we recommend
evaluating multiple-choice VQA datasets in an open-
ended format to avoid biases introduced by the prompt
structure. In particular, approaches that rely solely on
the logits of option IDs [37] are suboptimal, as they
can introduce additional biases due to differences in an-
swer behaviors between single- and multi-token outputs
[7, 32, 47]. Moreover, dataset creators could provide a
validation set to facilitate adaptation to specific prompt
formats. Finally, given that MLLMs are frequently inte-
grated into other models or complex applications, we en-
courage transparency and careful consideration of these
biases throughout the development pipeline.

Limitations. Our analysis does not cover all possi-
ble prompt format variations, and additional biases may
exist in multiple-choice VQA evaluation. Future work
should focus on developing targeted methods to effec-
tively mitigate prompt format-induced biases.

6. Conclusion

In this work, we investigate the prompt sensitivity of
MLLMs in multiple-choice VQA. We analyze the in-
fluence of prompt format variations on MLLMs’ per-
formance in a comprehensive study including seven
MLLMs, five datasets, and 48 prompt format variations.
Our findings reveal that multiple-choice VQA evalua-
tions are highly sensitive to minor prompt format vari-
ations, even to semantically neutral changes. The ex-
amined modifications can substantially alter benchmark-
ing outcomes so that the rank can change from second-
to-last to first with performance deltas of up to 59 pp.
Importantly, we demonstrate that these biases persist
independently of known order biases and model confi-
dence, revealing a previously underexplored vulnerabil-
ity in current evaluation pipelines. Finally, we demon-
strate that existing bias mitigation strategies fail to ad-
dress these newly identified biases. With this work, we
aim to highlight this critical issue and encourage re-
searchers to design future models and datasets with these
biases in mind.
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Unexplored Flaws in Multiple-Choice VQA Evaluations

Supplementary Material

A. Implementation Details

In this section, we present additional technical details covering: (i) the instruction prompts used (App. A.1), (ii) the
background on LMMs (App. A.2) applied in Sec. 5.2, (iii) the metrics employed in our analysis (App. A.3), and (iv)
the evaluation settings (App. A.4).

A.1. Instruction Prompts

As shown in Fig. 1, instruction prompts are essential for prompting in multiple-choice VQA tasks. They guide MLLMs
to output only the corresponding option ID for the selected option [10]. In practice, many datasets use simple instruc-
tion prompts [10, 39, 46, 50, 53]; see the Reference instruction prompt from V*Bench in Tab. 3. Vague instruction
prompts, such as failing to specify that the MLLM should return the option ID rather than the option text, can lead to
poor instruction-following of MLLMs. This can lead to low coverage and, consequently, lower accuracy, not due to
reasoning errors but simply because of inadequate prompt design. Therefore, we use an optimized instruction prompt
that clearly specifies what the MLLMs should generate and what it should avoid in all experiments of our compre-
hensive analysis. Additionally, the prompt includes the exact option IDs that the models are expected to generate (see
examples in Tab. 3).

Table 3. Instruction prompt used across all multiple-choice VQA datasets. We employ this optimized instruction prompt
to mitigate poor instruction-following behavior. Additionally, we include the reference prompt from V*Bench for comparison.
Finally, we demonstrate the adaptability of our prompt to different question formats, accommodating variations in the number and
sets of option IDs.

Option IDs Instruction prompt
Reference .
(V¥Bench [10]) Please select the correct answer from the options above.

Template Select the best answer to the above multiple-choice question based on the image. Respond with
only the letter (e.g., {opt}, {opt}, {opt} or {opt}) of the correct option and no bracket,
colon, or dot.

A/B/C/D Select the best answer to the above multiple-choice question based on the image. Respond with
only the letter (e.g., A, B, C or D) of the correct option and no bracket, colon, or dot.

A/B Select the best answer to the above multiple-choice question based on the image. Respond with
only the letter (e.g., A, or B) of the correct option and no bracket, colon, or dot.

a/b/c/d Select the best answer to the above multiple-choice question based on the image. Respond with
only the letter (e.g., a, b, c or d) of the correct option and no bracket, colon, or dot.

1/2/3/4 Select the best answer to the above multiple-choice question based on the image. Respond with
only the number (e.g., 1, 2, 3 or 4) of the correct option and no bracket, colon, or dot.

I/II/I11/IV Select the best answer to the above multiple-choice question based on the image. Respond with
only the roman number (e.g., I, IT, IIT or IV) of the correct option and no bracket, colon, or
dot.

A.2. Linear Mixed Models

For the significance analysis of prompt format variations (see Sec. 5.2), we employ a linear mixed model (LMM) to
assess the impact of prompt format factors such as option ID set, option delimiter, and option separator on accuracy.
Our comprehensive study spans multiple performance levels, including diverse datasets and MLLMs. Standard linear
models (e.g., linear regression) are unsuitable for this non-independent data due to their independence assumption
[16]. In contrast, LMMs handle such dependencies by modeling the target variable y as:
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y=XB+Zu+e 3)

where y is the vector of observations, 3 the fixed effects, and u the random effects [16]. The design matrices X and
Z capture the relationships between y and 3, and between y and u, respectively [16].

In our application, we want to model the accuracy, therefore, our modeling design of the LMM is:
Accuracy, ;. = Bo + p1 Option_IDs; + B2 Options,delimiterj + 3 Options_separator;, + ug + €;jk 4)

where /3 is the intercept, 31, 82, B3 are fixed-effect coefficients for the prompt format factors, u is the random effect
for group g (model—dataset), and ¢;, is the residual error. This specification estimates the effects of prompt format
variations on accuracy while accounting for non-independence across different models and datasets through random
effects.

Specifically, we fit a LMM using statsmodels in Python to estimate the influence of prompt format variations
on accuracy. The model includes fixed effects for option IDs, option delimiter, and option separator, and a random
intercept for each model-dataset combination via this modeling equation:

”Accuracy ~ Option_IDs + Options_delimiter + Options_separator + (1 | Model:Dataser)” (5)

A.3. Metrics

Accuracy. The most commonly used metric for evaluating the reasoning ability of MLLMs in VQA is accuracy
[3, 12]. The accuracy is defined as the ratio of correctly answered questions to the total number of questions in the
evaluation set [3, 12]. The correctness assessment is performed directly on the model’s generated output sequence
without applying any answer extraction mechanism (e.g., regular expressions). An answer is considered correct only
if it exactly matches the ground-truth label. For instance, if the label is "A", then "A" is correct, whereas "A. " or
"A) " are not.

Coverage. To assess instruction-following capability, we introduce the metric coverage. Coverage is defined as the
ratio of answers that belong to the valid option ID set to the total number of questions in the evaluation set:

coverage = il (6)
n

where s; denotes the number of answers within the option ID set and n is the total number of questions. A higher
coverage value indicates higher instruction-following capability.

A 4. Evaluation Settings

We evaluate all models in a fully deterministic setting by disabling sampling. Specifically, we set do_sample=False
and k = 0 during generation for each MLLM. This ensures that each model produces identical outputs for identical
inputs. Before evaluating an MLLM on a given prompt format, we iterate over all option IDs required by the dataset.
We tokenize each option ID and set the number of generated tokens to the maximum required to generate any option
ID. Furthermore, we evaluate the seven MLLMs across all multiple-choice VQA datasets in a zero-shot setting, i.e.
without providing any in-context learning examples, as is standard for this task [10].
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B. Experiment Details

In this section, we provide more information on the used MLLMs in App. B.1 and datasets in App. B.2. Further, we
provide more details on the bias mitigation methods in App. B.3.

B.1. Models

We evaluate a set of seven widely used MLLMSs (see Tab. 4), each selected to have a comparable LLM parameter
size. We consider three categories of models: (i) those that process a single downsized global view of the input image
(LLaVA-1.5), (ii) those that combine a global view with additional high-resolution local crops (Gemma-3, LLaVA-OV,
Phi-3.5, and Phi-4), and (iii) those that operate on a high-resolution global view of the input image (Qwen-2-VL and
Qwen-2.5-VL).

Table 4. Model overview. We report the specific versions used of each MLLM for reproducibility reasons of this work.

Model Year release Huggingface model name LLM size [B]
Gemma-3 2025 google/gemma-3-4b-it 4
LLaVA-1.5 2023 llava-hf/llava-1.5-7b-hf 7
LLaVA-OV 2024 Imms-lab/llava-onevision-qwen2-7b-ov 7
Phi-3.5 2024 microsoft/Phi-3.5-vision-instruct 3.8
Phi-4 2025 microsoft/Phi-4-multimodal-instruct 3.8
Qwen-2-VL 2024 Owen/Qwen2-VL-7B-Instruct 7
Qwen-2.5-VL 2025 Owen/Qwen2.5-VL-7B-Instruct 7
B.2. Datasets

For our comprehensive analysis, we employ five multiple-choice VQA datasets that span a range of task difficulties
and domains. Additional details about these datasets are provided in Tab. 5.

Table 5. Statistics of the multiple-choice VQA datasets. The datasets vary significantly in the number of samples and image
resolution. We report the number of question-answer (QA) pairs for both the single-prompt and circular evaluation schemes.
Additionally, we indicate the prompt format variations that are standard for each dataset.

QA pairs [#] Image size [px] Prompt format
Dataset No. options  Single Circ. eval. H w Option IDs  Option del.  Option sep.
A-OKVQA [39] 4 1,145 4,580 582 480 Low. Double b.  Line break
HR-Bench-4k [46] 4 200 800 4,024 3,503 Upp. Dot Line break
MMBench-DEV [28] 2—-4 1,292 4,876 464 349 Upp. Dot Semicolon
MME-RW-Lite [53] 5 1,919 9,595 2,836 1,566 Upp. Double b. Line break
V*Bench [50] 2—-4 192 596 2,246 1,582 Upp. Dot Line break

B.3. Bias Mitigation Methods

We assess the effectiveness of several bias mitigation techniques in reducing prompt format-induced biases. All
methods are reimplemented according to the specifications provided in their respective papers.

Circular evaluation. The circular evaluation scheme shifts the options in the prompt by one position [28] and thereby
increases the number of questions - e.g., for four options it enlarges the dataset by a factor of four. This mitigates the
option position bias. While the approach requires no retraining or calibration, it is computationally more expensive.
Position-invariant accuracy (PIA). PIA is a post-hoc metric that mitigates the influence of the option position bias
by weighting the per-option accuracy by the number of times an MLLM selects a specific option [44]:

M
1 C; C;
PIA = — = 7
M;Pril\f @
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where M is the number of options, C; is the number of times option ¢ was correctly selected, Pr; is the number of
times option ¢ was selected in total and NV is the number of questions [44]. This method does not require a calibration;
however, it is prone to variations in the prompt format, as these changes may influence the selection frequency of
MLLMs. Furthermore, it changes the accuracy calculation, which has two disadvantages: (i) this measure is less
intuitive and not comparable to standard accuracy, and (ii) it can skew the result, e.g., when a model performs overall
well but it does not match the dataset’s positional distribution or when a model answers one option only rarely.

Debiasing with Prior estimation (PriDe). PriDe estimates the prior for each option ID based on calibration data
containing circularly shifted multiple-choice questions [54]. This prior is then used to debias the predictions of an
MLLM, adjusting the probability of each option ID according to its corresponding prior:

Pobserved(di ‘ q, J})
Pprior(di)

where o; denotes the i-th option, ¢ is the question, x represents the default ordering of option IDs, and d; is the i-th
option ID [54]. The answer is then selected as the option ID with the highest debiased probability [54]. For our
evaluations with PriDe, we estimate this prior using the 4-option questions from V*Bench. These priors are only valid
for questions with the same number of options as in the calibration data; therefore, they cannot be applied to datasets
with varying numbers of options.

(®)

Pebiased (0 | ¢, )

Cloze prompt (length normalized) (CP-LN). An alternative approach to mitigating biases in MLLMs involves
modifying the answer generation process. Rather than presenting all options to the model together with a predefined
prompt format and instruction, this method calculates the perplexity of the question for each individual option. Per-
plexity serves as a metric for MLLMs, indicating how unexpected it is for the model to generate an output sequence y
given the input token sequence Xj, and the previously generated tokens y; [5, 6, 49]:

1

PPL(X;,)Y = (H P(yi|Xin>y<i)> ©)

K3

where n is the number of tokens in the sequence. A lower perplexity value indicates a more likely prediction of the
output token sequence than a higher one. Unlike the sum of log-probabilities, perplexity is normalized and thus less
sensitive to the sequence length n. Given the set of perplexities PPL°(X) computed by the MLLM for input X,
conditioned on each option o, we select the predicted answer Y as the option with the lowest perplexity among all
options O:

. . o
Y = arg min (PPL°(Xip)) (10)

This approach is closely related to the methods used in [6, 37]. It has been shown to be less effective than the standard
multiple-choice evaluation scheme in terms of accuracy [37], while its impact on bias mitigation remains unclear.

B.4. Computation Report

We provide an overview of the computational complexity involved in our comprehensive analysis of prompt format-
induced biases in multiple-choice VQA, including the number of questions and inference time, in Tab. 6.

Table 6. Computation Report. Computational complexity for the comprehensive analysis.

Question-level evaluations Inference time estimates

Dataset Per prompt format variant  Total evaluations  Per question [s]  Total time [h]
A-OKVQA 4,580 1,538,880 0.50 205
HRBench-4K 800 268,800 2.00 149
MM-Bench 4,876 1,638,336 1.00 455
MME-RW-Lite 9,595 3,223,920 1.50 1,343
V*Bench 596 200,256 2.00 111
Sum — 6,807,192 — 2,264
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C. Further Results

We provide detailed results on coverage in App. C.1, answer behavior in App. C.2, coverage-neutral accuracy analysis
in App. C.3, and bias mitigation in App. C.4. Finally, App. C.5 reports all dataset—-model evaluations.

C.1. Coverage

As previously noted, a key factor affecting MLLM accuracy in multiple-choice VQA tasks is coverage. Low coverage
reflects poor instruction-following, limiting accuracy because only part of the provided answers appear in the option ID
set. We report the coverage results across all datasets in Fig. 9, complementing Fig. 5, which shows only A-OKVQA
and HRBench-4K. The coverage trends are consistent across datasets, with minimal deviation. Most MLLMs maintain
high coverage, while Gemma-3 and Qwen-2.5-VL achieve nearly 100% across all datasets and prompt formats. In
contrast, LLaVA-1.5 and Phi-3.5 degrade sharply, dropping to 0% when option IDs are numerical. Among prompt
format factors, lowercase and numerical as option IDs, or double brackets as delimiters, negatively impact coverage.
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Figure 9. Full coverage results of MLLMs on multiple-choice VQA datasets. The results are averaged over 12 evaluations for
option IDs and option delimiter, and 16 for option separator. While models such as Gemma-3, Phi-4, Qwen-2-VL, and Qwen-2.5-
VL consistently achieve coverage above 75%, indicating stable instruction-following capabilities, others, like LLaVA-1.5, LLaVA-
OV, and Phi-3.5, exhibit significant drops under certain prompt formats, revealing strong sensitivity to formatting variations. Grey

cells indicate 0% coverage, meaning the models fail to produce any valid answers in these cases.

C.2. Option Selection Patterns

We report the answering frequency for each option position across five multiple-choice VQA datasets, using a circular
evaluation scheme to mitigate option-order bias, as previously noted. We present the answer frequency results for A-
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Figure 10. Answer behavior of MLLMs on the A-OKVQA dataset. We report the average answering frequency per option

position for all seven MLLMs across the prompt format variations. The results are averaged over 12 evaluations for option IDs and

option delimiter, and 16 for option separator. Option position bias is mitigated via a circular evaluation scheme.
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OKVOQA in Fig. 10, HRBench-4K in Fig. 11, MM-Bench in Fig. 12, MME-RealWorld-Lite in Fig. 13 and V¥Bench
in Fig. 14.

For our analysis, we first count the number of times each option position is selected for each evaluation. To obtain a

meaningful measure of answer frequency, we normalize these counts. This is necessary because some datasets contain

a varying number of options per question. Therefore, for each option position 7, we compute its normalized answering

frequency by dividing the number of times it was selected (s;) by the number of times it appeared in questions (n;):
Si

fi=t (11)

n;
Next, we normalize these answering frequencies across all option positions so that they sum to 1:

2 fi
P = = (12)
4 Zj:] fj

where o is the maximal number of options in the datasets. This ensures comparability of the answering frequency
across datasets and positions.

In general, we observe a uniform answering behavior across all MLLMs for the datasets A-OKVQA, HRBench-4K,
MM-Bench, and V¥Bench. However, under certain evaluation configurations—such as LLaVA-1.5 with lowercase
option IDs or LLaVA-OV with Roman numeral option IDs—we detect significant preferences for specific option
positions. These biases appear to result from complex interactions between prompt format variations and inherent
option-position preferences. Interestingly, this preference can either remain consistent across different prompt for-
mats or vary depending on the format. This phenomenon is particularly pronounced for LLaVA-1.5, where the most
favored option position changes with prompt format, yet exhibits similar patterns across datasets. Notably, on MME-
RealWorld-Lite, most models display less uniform option-selection behavior compared to other benchmarks. Grey
cells in the answer frequency plots indicate an answer frequency of 0%, meaning the MLLM did not generate the
option ID corresponding to the option position even once during evaluation.
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Figure 11. Answer behavior of MLLMs on the HRBench-4K dataset. We report the average answering frequency per option
position for all seven MLLMs across the prompt format variations. The results are averaged over 12 evaluations for option IDs and
option delimiter, and 16 for option separator. Option position bias is mitigated via a circular evaluation scheme.

18



45

Option IDs

Answer frequency [%]

Opt. separator Opt. delimiter

13

Ist 2nd 3rd 4th 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 1st 2nd 3rd 4th
Gemma-3 LLaVA-1.5 LLaVA-OV Phi-3.5 Phi-4 Qwen-2-VL Qwen-2.5-VL

Figure 12. Answer behavior of MLLMs on the MM-Bench dataset. We report the average answering frequency per option
position for all seven MLLMs across the prompt format variations. The results are averaged over 12 evaluations for option IDs and
option delimiter, and 16 for option separator. Option position bias is mitigated via a circular evaluation scheme.
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Figure 13. Answer behavior of MLLMs on the MME-RealWorld-Lite dataset. We report the average answering frequency per
option position for all seven MLLMs across the prompt format variations. The results are averaged over 12 evaluations for option
IDs and option delimiter, and 16 for option separator. Option position bias is mitigated via a circular evaluation scheme.
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Figure 14. Answer behavior of MLLMs on the V¥*Bench dataset. We report the average answering frequency per option position
for all seven MLLMs across the prompt format variations. The results are averaged over 12 evaluations for option IDs and option
delimiter, and 16 for option separator. Option position bias is mitigated via a circular evaluation scheme.
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C.3. Coverage-Neutral Analysis

Here, we present accuracy deviations after filtering out evaluations where the MLLM shows poor instruction-following
capabilities (coverage below 75%). This filtering isolates accuracy effects from coverage-related failures. As shown
in Fig. 15, deviations are generally smaller than in the unfiltered case (Fig. 4), indicating that extreme biases often
coincide with low coverage. For LLaVA-1.5, previously strongly biased, deviations are now reduced, while Phi-3.5
shows only minor deviations. In contrast, LLaVA-OV exhibits the largest deviations under coverage-neutral conditions
(—21 to +8 pp), and Phi-4 displays notable deviations across all datasets, ranking as the third-most sensitive model.
Compared to the original heatmap, the filtered version shows a narrower deviation range, with extreme negative values
such as —59 pp disappearing, suggesting these were casued by coverage failures rather than inherent format sensitivity.
Patterns across option delimiters and separators also appear more uniform, confirming that instruction-following issues
amplify prompt format-related biases. Models with persistent coverage failures, such as LLaVA-1.5 in some datasets
and Phi-3.5 in earlier evaluations, are partially or fully excluded from extreme accuracy deviations. Overall, this
coverage-neutral analysis reduces observed accuracy deviations and isolates genuine format-related effects.
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Figure 15. Accuracy deviations (coverage filtered) of MLLMs on multiple-choice VQA datasets. We report the average
deviation from the mean accuracy across all prompt formats per model-dataset pair. The results are averaged over 12 evaluations
for option IDs and option delimiter, and 16 for option separator. Option position bias is mitigated via a circular evaluation scheme.

Grey cells indicate the absence of valid evaluations, as these were filtered out due to low coverage (< 75%).
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C.4. Bias Mitigation Results

We present the full bias mitigation results on A-OKVQA in Tab. 7a, HRBench-4K in Tab. 7b, and V*Bench in Tab. 7c.
We assess the effectiveness of three bias mitigation results by comparing method rankings to those obtained by aver-
aging accuracy across all 48 prompt format permutations (see Sec. 4.2).

Table 7. Full bias mitigation results. This table compares the bias-mitigation effectiveness of the methods CP-LN, PIA, and PriDe
on the datasets A-OKVQA, HRBench-4K, and V*Bench. V*Bench contains questions with 2 and 4 options. The methods PIA
and PriDe do not support mixed-number of options datasets. We assess effectiveness by counting the number of correctly ranked
models relative to the pseudo GT. The pseudo GT is obtained by averaging accuracy across all 48 prompt-format variations for each
dataset (see Sec. 4.2). For correctly ranked models, the rank is highlighted in bold.

(a) Bias mitigation results on A-OKVQA.

Pseudo GT Vanilla PIA PriDe CP-LN
Model Acc. [%] Rank Acc. [%] Rank Acc.[%] Rank Acc.[%] Rank Acc.[%] Rank
Gemma-3 77.99 5 78.08 3 61.00 4 78.86 6 67.78 6
LLaVA-1.5 48.47 7 12.29 7 10.93 7 77.12 7 68.21 5
LLaVA-OV 81.28 3 42.40 6 37.91 5 91.35 1 96.59 1
Phi-3.5 59.27 6 78.67 2 64.37 2 80.70 5 67.69 7
Phi-4 80.50 4 75.04 4 61.14 3 83.40 4 85.94 2
Qwen-2-VL 81.96 2 44.26 5 36.31 6 87.16 3 78.52 3
Qwen-2.5-VL 86.77 1 87.93 1 77.31 1 87.69 2 74.93 4
Complexity [#] | 219,840 1,145 4,580 1,145 4,580
Comparison to Pseudo GT
Ranking correlation 1 0.32 0.32 0.86 0.57
Correctly ranked 1 (3/7) (2/7) (2/7) (0/7)

(b) Bias mitigation results on HRBench-4K.

Pseudo GT Vanilla PIA PriDe CP-LN
Model Acc. [%] Rank Acc. [%] Rank Acc.[%] Rank Acc.[%] Rank Acc.[%] Rank
Gemma-3 45.91 5 44.25 6 4.99 6 44.25 6 52.00 6
LLaVA-1.5 22.05 7 36.75 7 341 7 37.13 7 34.50 7
LLaVA-OV 55.21 4 65.00 1 10.61 3 65.50 2 64.00 3
Phi-3.5 35.84 6 50.50 5 6.40 5 50.13 5 53.00 5
Phi-4 61.13 3 65.00 1 10.66 2 65.25 4 58.00 4
Qwen-2-VL 64.36 2 62.00 4 9.63 4 65.50 2 68.06 2
Qwen-2.5-VL 69.61 1 62.75 3 39.47 1 72.50 1 68.50 1
Complexity [#] | 38,400 200 800 200 800
Comparison to Pseudo GT
Ranking correlation 1 0.63 0.86 0.88 0.93
Correctly ranked 1 (1/7) (2/7) (2/7) (3/7)

(c) Bias mitigation results on V*Bench.

Pseudo GT Vanilla PIA PriDe CP-LN
Model Acc. [%] Rank Acc. [%] Rank Acc.[%] Rank Acc. [%] Rank Acc.[%] Rank
Gemma-3 34.41 6 36.13 7 — — — — 42.93 7
LLaVA-1.5 22.05 7 40.84 6 — — — — 44.50 6
LLaVA-OV 62.36 4 72.73 3 - - — — 68.06 2
Phi-3.5 35.46 5 52.88 5 — — — — 53.40 5
Phi-4 69.83 2 73.30 1 - - - - 62.83 4
Qwen-2-VL 69.58 3 54.45 4 — — — — 65.97 3
Qwen-2.5-VL 77.44 1 72.77 2 — — — — 69.11 1
Complexity [#] | 28,608 191 - — 596
Comparison to Pseudo GT
Ranking correlation 1 0.89 — - 0.93
Correctly ranked 1 (1/7) - — (3/7)
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C.5. Full Results

In this subsection, we report the complete results of all dataset-model evaluations across A-OKVQA in Tab. 8§,
HRBench-4K in Tab. 9, MM-Bench in Tab. 10, MME-RealWorld-Lite in Tab. 11, and V*Bench in Tab. 12. Each
table summarizes the performance of multiple MLLMs under diverse prompt format variations. The reported metrics
include accuracy (%) and coverage (%), where accuracy reflects the correctness of predictions and coverage indicates
the instruction-following capability for each model. These tables provide a comprehensive view of how prompt format
variations influence model performance across all used multiple-choice VQA datasets.

Table 8. Full results of prompt format variations on A-OKVQA dataset. This table presents the performance of seven MLLMs
under different option separators (Comma, Line break, Semicolon) and delimiters (Dot, Colon, Bracket, Double brackets). Option
ID sets are varied across four formats: Uppercase, Lowercase, Numbers, and Roman numbers. Metrics include accuracy (%) and
coverage (%), with coverage consistently near 100% and accuracy varying by format. The top-performing model changes across
prompt format variations, alternating between Qwen-2.5-VL, Qwen-2-VL, and LLaVA-OV. The accuracy gap to the second-best
MLLM ranges from 0.00 pp (tie between two models) to 5.39 pp. The highest accuracy per prompt format variation is highlighted
in bold.

Option delimiter

Dot Colon Bracket Double brackets
Option IDs Option IDs Option IDs Option IDs
Option sep. Model Upp. Low. Num. Rom. Upp. Low. Num. Rom. Upp. Low. Num. Rom. Upp. Low. Num. Rom.

Acc. [%] 77.97 78.36 T7.84 77.34 77.51 T7.84 77.66 77.14 78.08 78.56 77.88 77.45 78.56 78.56 77.97 T

Gemma-3 Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.98  100.00 99.96
LLaVA-1.5 Acc. [%] 73.82 45.18 0.00 71.81 72.18 52.49 0.00 71.05 73.80 55.57 0.00 72.01 75.42 8.28 0.00 46.03
Cov. [%]  100.00 67.10 0.00 99.87  100.00 80.09 0.00 99.98  100.00 80.55 0.00 99.93 99.96 10.26 0.00 55.44
LLaVA-OV Acc. [%] 89.85 89.54  89.76 80.72 90.42  90.07  89.80 74.28 90.61 90.33  90.15 77.58 90.59 3.82 89.72 73.14
Cov. [%]  100.00 99.98 99.78 99.93  100.00  100.00 99.89 99.78  100.00  100.00 99.93 99.96  100.00 4.39 99.78 99.45
Comma Phi-3.5 Acc. [%] 76.92 78.25 0.00 79.00 79.54 79.69 0.00 79.13 78.30 79.19 0.00 79.32 79.65 69.85 0.00 78.56
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00 84.52 0.00 97.99
Phi-4 Acc. [%] 82.77 82.49 82.36 72.12 82.77 82.86 82.29 73.04 82.82 82.73 82.62 69.54 83.04 82.84 82.58 76.57
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00 89.85  100.00  100.00  100.00 90.35  100.00  100.00  100.00 87.16  100.00 99.93  100.00 94.76
Qwen-2-VL Acc. [%) 83.58 84.26 85.59 85.33 84.15 85.35 85.20 85.70 84.26 85.09 85.59 85.59 65.94 35.76 84.21 85.94
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.83  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.83  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.83  100.00 78.08 44.06 98.43 99.91
Qwen-2.5-VL Acc. [%] 87.31 87.21 85.70 85.94 86.97 87.03 85.68 85.13 87.23 86.99 86.05 85.59 87.56 87.36 85.79 85.13
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.87  100.00  100.00 99.98 99.87  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.87  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.85  100.00
Gemma-3 Acc. [%] 78.56 78.19 78.17 77.75 78.47 78.41 78.30 77.82 78.62 78.65 78.30 77.82 78.14 78.08 78.12 78.06
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.98  100.00  100.00  100.00
LLaVA-1.5 Acc. [%] 79.11 69.98 0.00 77.58 78.56 76.05 0.00 77.03 78.89 74.26 0.00 77.36 78.89 12.29 0.00
Cov. [%]  100.00 89.50 0.00 99.93  100.00 97.47 0.00  100.00  100.00 94.48 0.00 99.98  100.00 13.87 0.00
LLaVA-OV Acc. [%] 91.07 90.76  90.02 59.85 90.96  90.61 90.50 62.80 90.87  90.90  90.37 5 90.74 42.40 90.26

Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.72 99.41  100.00  100.00 99.91 99.61  100.00  100.00 99.85 99.69  100.00 47.47 99.74

Line break Phi-3.5 Acc. [%] 81.00 81.05 0.00 80.09 80.87 80.98 0.00 79.85 81.07 80.87 0.00 80.13 81.05 78.67 0.00
} Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00 96.18 0.00

Acc. [%] 82.62 82.34 82.18 78.17 82.88 82.71 82.53 79.11 82.66 82.53 81.97 76.20 82.90 82.60 82.60 75.66

Phi-4 Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00 96.16  100.00  100.00  100.00 96.79  100.00  100.00  100.00 93.78  100.00  100.00  100.00 93.71
Qwen-2-VL Acc. [%] 86.57 86.83 85.63 84.98 86.62 86.62 85.59 85.35 86.66 86.42 85.81 85.13 78.97 44.26 85.22 85.61
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.91  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.89  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.91  100.00 91.77 53.95 99.26 99.85

Qwen-2.5-VL Acc. [%] 87.99 87.77 86.49 86.16 88.12 87.80 86.53 86.09 87.90 87.86 86.53 86.03 88.17 87.99 86.83 85.68
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.87 99.98  100.00  100.00 99.85  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.87 99.98  100.00  100.00 99.85 99.96

Gemma-3 Acc. [%) 77.97 78.30 77.40 77.56 77.49 77.86 77.56 77.51 78.10 78.43 77.53 77.51 78.30 78.34 77.90 77.86
- Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 ~ 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.98
LLaVA-1.5 Acc. [%] 7747 60.74 0.00 73.91 75.63 68.14 0.00 73.01 76.11 68.71 0.00 73.71 76.40 12.16 0.00 54.32
) Cov. [%]  100.00 80.79 0.00 99.93  100.00 90.90 0.00  100.00  100.00 90.92 0.00 99.96 99.98 14.32 0.00 65.81
LLaVA-OV Acc. [%] 90.00 90.24  89.76 79.39 90.85 90.33  90.18 73.58 90.94 90.66  90.02 7742 90.72 11.66 89.83 72.66

Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.89 99.83  100.00  100.00 99.96 99.83  100.00  100.00 99.91 99.96  100.00 13.30 99.78 99.72
Acc. [%] 78.89 79.39 0.00 79.32 79.69 79.91 0.00 79.30 79.56 79.76 0.00 79.78 79.76 72.53 0.00 79.15
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00 87.49 0.00 98.87
Acc. [%) 82.60 82.36 82.21

Semicolon Phi-3.5

Phi-4 82.84 82.62 82.42 72.75 82.73 82.51 82.62 68.30 82.73 82.62 82.58 77.60
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00 89.74  100.00  100.00  100.00 84.98  100.00 3 100.00 95.50
Qwen-2-VL Acc. [%] 84.87 86.27 85.90 86.11 86.55 85.59 85.66 86.29 86.46 85.98 85.72 73.65 84.96 85.92
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.87 100.00  100.00 99.85  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.87  100.00 86.00 98.91 99.96
Qwen-2.5-VL Acc. [%] 87.84 87.58 86.11 87.60 87.42 85.90 85.72 87.40 87.58 86.33 85.92 87.62 86.40 85.50

Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.87 100.00  100.00 99.85  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.87  100.00  100.00 99.85 99.98
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Table 9. Full results of prompt format variations on HR-Bench-4K dataset. This table presents the performance of seven
MLLMs under different option separators (Comma, Line break, Semicolon) and delimiters (Dot, Colon, Bracket, Double brackets).
Option ID sets are varied across four formats: Uppercase, Lowercase, Numbers, and Roman numbers. Metrics include accuracy
(%) and coverage (%), with coverage consistently near 100% and accuracy varying by format. Qwen-2.5-VL is consistently the
top-performing MLLM, demonstrating strong robustness. The accuracy gap to the second-best MLLM ranges from 0.25 pp to 6.88
pp. The highest accuracy per prompt format variation is highlighted in bold.

Option delimiter

Dot Colon Bracket Double brackets
Option IDs Option IDs Option IDs Option IDs

Option sep. Model Upp. Low. Num. Rom. Upp. Low. Num. Rom. Upp. Low. Num. Rom. Upp. Low. Num. Rom.
Gemma-3 Acc. [%] 45.75 46.00 43.50 46.38 46.25 46.38 44.25 46.25 46.38 46.25 46.38 46.88 45.63 46.38 45.00 46.88

Cov. [%]  100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00

LLaVA-1.5 Acc. [%] 33.00 24.38 0.00 33.13 25.38 0.00 31.75 35.13 27.00 0.00 33.38 35.88 1.88 0.00 11.88

Cov. [%]  100.00 84.88 0.00 100.00 89.25 0.00  100.00  100.00 87.25 0.00  100.00  100.00 4.75 0.00 32.13

LLaVA-OV Acc. [%) 64.25 62.38 60.25 64.25 63.88 60.38 44.63 64.50 63.88 61.38 46.63 64.13 4.38 62.00 40.13

Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00 99.63  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.88  100.00 6.63 99.63 99.63

Comma Phi-3.5 Acc. [%] 46.88 48.00 0.00 47.75 47.25 0.00 45.38 47.25 48.25 0.00 45.88 50.25 39.63 0.00 45.13
B Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 0.00 100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00 78.13 0.00 99.75

Phi-4 Acc. [%] 62.00 63.25 60.38 63.50 63.63 63.13 54.38 63.50 62.75 62.50 49.63 63.13 63.25 61.88 50.88

Cov. [%]  100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00 94.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 92.38  100.00  100.00  100.00 93.50
Qwen-2-VL Acc. [%] 66.00 66.13 67.63 65.50 66.75 67.50 66.63 66.25 66.25 66.88 66.38 59.88 B 66.00 67.63

Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.88  100.00 92.25 43.88  100.00  100.00

Qwen-2.5-VL Acc. [%] 70.63 69.88 68.88 67.88 69.63 69.63 67.75 67.38 70.50 70.38 68.88 67.88 70.50 70.00 69.38 66.50

Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.75  100.00  100.00 99.88 99.88  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.88  100.00  100.00 99.88  100.00  100.00

Gemma-3 Acc. [%] 44.25 44.88 45.13 46.88 46.00 45.88 46.00 46.13 44.88 44.63 45.63 46.63 45.50 44.75 45.13 46.75

) Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00

LLaVA-1.5 Acc. [%] 36.75 33.00 0.00 34.00 36.75 33.25 0.00 34.13 36.38 34.13 0.00 33.63 35.38 0.88 0.00 5.63

Cov. [%]  100.00 93.38 0.00 100.00  100.00 96.63 0.00 100.00  100.00 95.00 0.00  100.00  100.00 1.88 0.00 9.25

LLaVA-OV Acc. [%] 65.00 65.75 63.50 34.25 65.25 65.88 63.50 34.75 65.13 65.25 63.25 36.00 65.88 42.38 63.63 35.63

Cov. [%]  100.00  100.00 99.13 99.00  100.00  100.00 99.88 99.63  100.00  100.00 99.38 99.75  100.00 65.88 99.13 99.75

Linebreak  phizs Acc.[%] 5050 4975 000  49.63 5063 5025  0.00 4913 5038  49.63  0.00 4375  50.75 0.0 49.50
Cov. [%]  100.00  100.00 0.00 99.75  100.00  100.00 0.00 99.88  100.00  100.00 0.00 99.75  100.00 0.00 99.88

Acc. [%] 65.00 65.50 63.25 60.00 65.00 65.13 63.25 61.38 64.25 65.50 63.88 56.38 64.50 6

Phi-4 50 6350  54.00
Cov.[%] 10000 100.00 100.00  99.13 100.00 100.00 100.00  99.38 100.00 100.00 100.00 9638 100.00 100.00 100.00  93.13

Quenzvl A (%] GTI3 G738 G863 588 G700 G750 838 G700 G663 G683 6838 G750 G475 2588 G875 (839
Cov.[%] 10000 100.00 100.00 _100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 _100.00 100.00 10000  97.75  47.00 _ 99.88  100.00

QuenzsvL A% 7125 69.88  69.88 69.00 7100 7038 69.63 G888 71.00 70.38 69.63 68.63 7150 70.50 69.75  68.88
: Cov.[%] 100.00 100.00  100.00 100.00 10000  99.63 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00  99.88  100.00
Gemma Acc.[%] 4638 4688  44.88 4688 4675 4500 4750 4638 4638 4525 4663 4538  47.00  45.63  46.63
Cov. [%] _100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00

Llavals Acc[%] 3725 2088 0.0 3663 5288 000 3275 3088 000 3385 3563 200  0.00  13.00
7 Cov.[%] 10000  91.88  0.00 10000 9513 0.00 100.00  100.00 000 10000 10000 538  0.00 3388
LlavAoy  Acc[@]  6LI3 G338  GL50 6550  65.13  61.63 4175 64.75 6150  43.88  64.38 6288  39.13
Cov.[%] 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 10000 100.00  99.63  100.00 9988 99.75  100.00 9988 99.50

Semicolon  ppi3s Acc.[%] 4813 4838 0.00 4850 4850  0.00 4663 4888 000 4738  49.88 000 4713
: Cov.[%] 100.00 100.00  0.00 100.00 10000 0.00  100.00  100.00 000 99.75  100.00 000 100.00

Acc. [%] 62.13 62.00 61.38 63.00 62.63 62.38 55.88 62.75 62.75 51.50 63.63 62.75 54.88

Phi-4 Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00 94.00  100.00 100.00 91.00  100.00 100.00 95.75
Qwen-2-VL Acc. [%] 67.00 68.00 67.88 67.75 68.13 67.25 67.25 67.38 68.38 68.13 62.25 67.13 67.63

Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00 94.25 99.88  100.00
Qwen-2.5-VL Acc. [%] T1.75 69.88 69.25 69.00 70.25 69.88 69.38 68.88 69.63 70.50 69.63 69.13 71.25 69.75 68.38

Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.88 99.88  100.00  100.00 99.88  100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00
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Table 10. Full results of prompt format variations on MM-Bench dataset. This table presents the performance of seven MLLMs
under different option separators (Comma, Line break, Semicolon) and delimiters (Dot, Colon, Bracket, Double brackets). Option
ID sets are varied across four formats: Uppercase, Lowercase, Numbers, and Roman numbers. Metrics include accuracy (%)
and coverage (%), with coverage consistently near 100% and accuracy varying by format. Qwen-2.5-VL is consistently the top-
performing MLLM, demonstrating strong robustness. The accuracy gap to the second-best MLLM ranges from 0.10 pp to 3.84 pp.
The highest accuracy per prompt format variation is highlighted in bold.

Option delimiter

Dot Colon Bracket Double brackets
Option IDs Option IDs Option IDs Option IDs

Option sep. Model Upp. Low. Num. Rom. Upp. Low. Num. Rom. Upp. Low. Num. Rom. Upp. Low. Num. Rom.
Gemma-3 Acc. [%] 76.74 77.52 77.24 76.91 77.03 77.24 77.67 76.60 76.85 77.48 77.46 77.09 78.12 78.04 77.67 77.54
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00
LLaVA-1.5 Acc. [%] 52.69 0.00 66.12 55.99 0.00 64.89 56.87 0.00 65.05 69.07 14.52 0.00 46.45
Cov. [%] .96 83.76 0.00 99.16 99.96 90.03 0.00 99.43 99. 89.15 0.00 99.24 99.90 17.56 0.00 57.22
LLaVA-OV Acc. [%) 84.58 84.09 83.70 78.92 84.76 84.33 84.39 76.27 84.76 84.45 84.15 77.69 85.25 9.25 84.62 74.75
Cov. [%] 99.98 99.96 99.57 99.08  100.00  100.00 99.80 99.61 100.00  100.00 99.69 99.61 100.00 11.10 99.57 99.28
Comma Phi-3.5 Acc. [%] 75.55 76.60 0.00 77.30 77.85 78.10 0.00 77.01 77.40 77.67 0.00 77.87 79.80 68.48 0.00 76.81
B Cov. [%] 99.96 99.96 0.00 99.98  100.00 99.98 0.00  100.00  100.00 99.98 0.00 99.92 99.96 82.08 0.00 96.80
Phi-4 Acc. [%] 84.52 84.25 83.92 81.01 84.48 84.17 83.68 80.95 84.68 84.64 84.33 79.86 84.72 84.13 84.60 82.75
Cov. [%]  100.00  100.00  100.00 97.99  100.00  100.00  100.00 97.70  100.00  100.00  100.00 96.53  100.00 99.16 99.90 99.16
Qwen-2-VL Acc. [%] 82.81 83.08 83.45 83.74 82.88 83.35 83.94 83.04 83.27 84.09 83.94 66.18 40.73 51 84.35
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.86 99.96  100.00  100.00 99.98  100.00  100.00 99.92 99.96 79.53 50.08 99.34 99.71
Qwen-2.5-VL Acc. [%] 88.08 87.86 86.49 85.73 87.76 87.84 86.75 85.17 87.98 87.80 86.53 85.34 87.96 87.96 87.06 84.84
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.94  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.98  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.92  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00
Gemma-3 Acc. [%] 77.73 7779 78.36 77.93 77.97 78.20 78.45 78.45 77.56 78.06 78.38 77.81 78.24 78.49 78.49 78.28
) Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00
LLaVA-1.5 Acc. [%] 71.86 67.97 0.00 70.32 72.13 69.46 0.00 69.91 71.97 68.79 0.00 70.22 71.47 14.17 0.00 34.45
Cov. [%]  100.00 95.02 0.00 99.69  100.00 97.95 0.00 99.84  100.00 96.37 0.00 99.77 99.98 16.00 0.00 38.50
LLaVA-OV Acc. [%] 85.54 85.21 84.37 65.09 85.54 85.17 84.70 67.00 85.52 85.13 84.76 68.89 85.42 27.54 84.99 71.66

Cov. [%]  100.00 99.92 99.67 99.04  100.00  100.00 99.80 99.82  100.00 99.98 99.77 99.84  100.00 34.37 99.51 99.69
Acc. [%] 80.27 80.35 0.00 79.23 79.66 79.74 0.00 79.64 80.27 80.27 0.00 79.35 80.13 75.51 0.00 79.27
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 0.00 : 100.00  100.00 0.00 99.96  100.00  100.00 0.00 99.26  100.00 91.88 0.00 99.10
Acc. [%] 85.25 84.82 85.03

Line break  phi-3.5

85.05 84.80 85.05 83.88 85.28 85.03 85.32 82.57 85.19 84.72 85.15 81.87

Phi-4 Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00 99.63  100.00  100.00  100.00 98.61  100.00 99.88 99.82 97.79
Qwen-2-VL Acc. [%] 85.46 85.40 84.60 85.56 85.48 84.48 85.13 85.30 85.40 84.64 84.97 79.08 44.69 84.25 85.23
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.92 100.00  100.00 99.92  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.92  100.00 93.01 54.61 99.80 99.92

Qwen-2.5-VL Acc. [%] 87.88 87.88 87.24 85.99 88.02 88.08 87.33 86.16 87.84 88.04 87.43 85.99 87.96 87.90 87.35 85.34
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.96  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.94  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.98  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00

Gemma-3 Acc. [%] 77.19 77.48 77.58 77.03 77.26 77.58 77.69 77.34 70T T7.44 77.69 77.05 77.83 77.91 77.61 77.44
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 ~ 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00

LLaVA-1.5 Acc. [%) 69.38 62.59 0.00 67.62 69.16 64.89 0.00 66.41 69.01 65.09 0.00 66.94 69.65 17.25 0.00 50.74
i Cov. [%] 99.92 90.98 0.00 99.47 99.96 95.16 0.00 99.73 99.92 94.61 0.00 99.57 99.90 20.43 0.00 63.21
LLaVA-OV Acc. [%] 84.84 84.52 84.21 78.16 85.42 85.03 84.72 75.74 85.17 84.95 84.80 77.75 85.50 12.39 84.89 74.57

Cov. [%] 99.98 99.94 99.69 99.04  100.00  100.00 99.82 99.73  100.00  100.00 99.80 99.75  100.00 14.97 99.49 99.63
Acc. [%] 77.40 77.69 0.00 78.59 78.92 78.86 0.00 77.97 78.38 78.67 0.00 78.88 79.43 69.30 0.00 77.63
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 0.00 99.94  100.00  100.00 0.00 99.98  100.00  100.00 0.00 99.90 99.96 83.39 0.00 97.70
Acc. [%] 84.23 84.17 83.51 81.30 84.52 83.78 83.66 81.32 84.52 84.31 84.31 80.21 84.27 84.02 84.39 83.18

Semicolon Phi-3.5

Phi-4 Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00 98.05  100.00  100.00  100.00 97.58  100.00  100.00  100.00 96.37  100.00 98.95 99.90 99.36
Qwen-2-VL Acc. (%) 83.51 84.62 83.96 84.48 84.41 84.70 84.07 84.27 84.91 84.80 84.09 84.66 73.40 83.57

Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.92 99.94  100.00  100.00 99.92 99.96  100.00  100.00 99.90 99.94 87.43 99.36
Qwen-2.5-VL Acc. [%] 88.08 87.94 86.81 85.99 88.06 88.02 86.87 85.85 88.04 87.96 86.92 85.69 87.98 87.78 87.16 84.95

Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.94  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 ~ 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00
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Table 11. Full results of prompt format variations on MME-RealWorld-Lite dataset. This table presents the performance of
seven MLLMs under different option separators (Comma, Line break, Semicolon) and delimiters (Dot, Colon, Bracket, Double
brackets). Option ID sets are varied across four formats: Uppercase, Lowercase, Numbers, and Roman numbers. Metrics include
accuracy (%) and coverage (%), with coverage consistently near 100% and accuracy varying by format. The top-performing model
changes across prompt format variations, alternating between Qwen-2.5-VL, Qwen-2-VL, and Phi-4. The accuracy gap to the
second-best MLLM ranges from 0.08 pp to 3.00 pp. The highest accuracy per prompt format variation is highlighted in bold.

Option delimiter

Dot Colon Bracket Double brackets
Option IDs Option IDs Option IDs Option IDs

Option sep. Model Upp. Low. Num. Rom. Upp. Low. Num. Rom. Upp. Low. Num. Rom. Upp. Low. Num. Rom.
Gemma-3 Acc. [%] 35.97 34.24 35.28 35.78 36.23 34.10 35.33 35.33 35.85 32.84 35.04 35.87 36.11 30.70 35.70 35.71
Cov. [%]  100.00  100.00 99.97  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.99  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.94  100.00  100.00 99.99 99.98  100.00
LLaVA-1.5 Acc. [%] 30.44 0.00 29.03 29.71 26.11 0.00 28.23 30.79 27.14 0.00 29.88 30.94 0.00 10.70
Cov. [%]  100.00 97. 0.00 99.74  100.00 9! 0.00 99.92  100.00 98.75 0.00 99.81 100.00 0.00 28.25
LLaVA-OV Acc. [%) 44.77 44.72 45.14 34.77 46.18 45.51 45.55 33.08 46.20 45.03 45.09 33.99 45.31 44.66 32.30
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.75 99.19  100.00  100.00 99.95 99.49  100.00  100.00 99.89 99.60  100.00 98.60 98.44
Comma Phi-3.5 Acc. [%] 37.34 35.14 0.00 39.40 39.25 36.21 0.00 39.50 38.00 36.33 0.00 39.02 37.67 0.00 38.67
- Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00 99.96 0.00 99.40
Phi-4 Acc. [%] 47.51 47.82 45.49 44.19 47.66 47.48 45.66 45.29 47.51 47.67 45.61 42.82 46.90 45.81 46.13 43.23
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.32 100.00  100.00  100.00 99.34  100.00  100.00 98.78  100.00 99.85 99.39
Acc. [%] 44.27 41.96 45.43 44.62 42.30 46.17 46.35 44.98 42.96 45.69 42.64 45.70 46.59
Qwen-2-VL Cov. [%]  100.00 99.99 100.00  100.00  100.00 99.78  100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00 99.36 99.43  100.00
Qwen-2.5-VL Acc. [%] 47.21 44.82 46.02 47.74 45.17 47.51 45.76 46.84 44.52 45.51 46.51 44.42 47.29 44.30
i Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00 99.90  100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00 99.95 99.99
Gemma-3 Acc. [%] 35.92 33.23 36.12 35.78 32.35 35.58 35.38 35.82 31.86 35.69 36.17 36.09 29.65 35.50 36.22
) Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00 99.95 100.00  100.00  100.00 99.95 100.00  100.00  100.00 99.95  100.00
LLaVA-1.5 Acc. [%] 32.53 29.38 0.00 33.76 31.70 28.77 0.00 32.80 32.94 29.20 0.00 34.47 33.13 0.00 4.76
) Cov. [%]  100.00 99.52 0.00 99.98  100.00 99.65 0.00 99.99  100.00 99.64 0.00 99.99 99.99 0.00 10.46
LLaVA-OV Acc. [%] 44.53 44.16 43.86 29.59 45.48 44.96 44.92 30.12 45.43 44.58 44.73 30.42 45.23 22.93 44.77 31.61

Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 98.44 99.04  100.00  100.00 99.85 99.53  100.00  100.00 99.80 99.52  100.00 54.81 99.43 99.38
Acc. [%] 38.95 34.64 0.00 39.24 39.01 34.85 0.00 39.16 38.34 35.30 0.00 38.44 38.06 27.83 0.00 38.56
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00 91.01 0.00 99.83
Acc. [%] 47.43  46.95 46.67 44.70 47.70  47.06 46.38 46.08  47.09  47.08 46.73 43.91 47.36  46.31 46.99 43.67

Line break  phi-3.5

Phi-4 Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00 99.75  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.84  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.50  100.00 99.92 99.97 99.03
Qwen-2-VL Acc. [%] 45.18 44.30 46.56 45.12 45.80 44.83 46.45 45.97 45.91 45.34 46.59 45.71 45.07 32.72 46.48 46.60
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.80 99.99  100.00  100.00 99.90  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.87  100.00 98.92 86.80 99.56 99.95
Qwen-2.5-VL Acc. [%] 46.17 44.41 47.91 45.46 46.77 44.86 47.85 45.41 46.02 44.42 47.55 45.08 46.55 44.30 47.22 44.28
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.97  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.98  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.97  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.99 99.99
Gemma-3 Acc. [%] 36.04 34.15 35.18 35.78 36.09 34.07 35.29 36.08 32.90 35.66 36.09 30.74 35.65 36.19
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00 99.98  100.00
LLaVA-1.5 Acc. [%) 32.01 28.63 31.28 30.89 27.61 30.57 32.26 28.77 31.70 31.78 10.28 0.00 12.14
Cov. [%]  100.00 98.82 99.85  100.00 99.50 99.94  100.00 99.31 99.93  100.00 36.09 0.00 32.53
LLaVA-OV Acc. [%] 43.90 44.18 34.25 45.84 45.21 32.97 45.72 44.84 44.78 33.57 44.98 8.25 44.67 31.81

98.73  100.00  100.00 99.47  100.00  100.00 99.95 99.58  100.00 20.60 98.92 99.15
Acc. [%] 37.55 35.00 40.45 39.55 36.09 39.84 37.97 36.12 0.00 39.75 37.88 26.71 0.00 39.10
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00 99.97 89.06 0.00 99.70

Acc. [%] 47.29 47.49 46.10 44.83 47.53 47.18 45.82 45.34 47.51 48.07 46.36 43.42 47.25 45.90 46.81 44.04

Cov. [%]  100.00  100.00

Semicolon Phi-3.5

Phi-4 Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00 99.16  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.03  100.00  100.00  100.00 98.36  100.00 99.10 99.92 99.31
Qwen-2-VL Acc. (%) 44.65 42.96 46.14 46.05 45.23 43.14 46.02 46.34 45.75 43.91 46.38 46.07 43.79 E 45.82 46.40

Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.92  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.92  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.96  100.00 99.57 92.73 99.57 99.99
Qwen-2.5-VL Acc. [%] 47.51 45.59 47.62  46.24  48.04 45.82 47.67 46.09 47.32 45.46 47.58 45.62 47.40 45.67 47.08 44.67

Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 99.93  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.91  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.96  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.95 99.99
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Table 12. Full results of prompt format variations on V¥*Bench dataset. This table summarizes the performance of seven
MLLMs under different option separators (Comma, Line break, Semicolon) and delimiters (Dot, Colon, Bracket, Double brackets).
Option ID sets are varied across four formats: Uppercase, Lowercase, Numbers, and Roman numbers. Metrics include accuracy
(%) and coverage (%), with coverage consistently near 100% and accuracy varying by format. Qwen-2.5-VL is consistently the
top-performing MLLM, demonstrating strong robustness. The accuracy gap to the second-best MLLM ranges from 1.01 pp to 9.56
pp. The highest accuracy per prompt format variation is highlighted in bold.

Option delimiter

Dot Colon Bracket Double brackets
Option IDs Option IDs Option IDs Option IDs

Option sep. Model Upp. Low. Num. Rom. Upp. Low. Num. Rom. Upp. Low. Num. Rom. Upp. Low. Num. Rom.
Gemma-3 Acc. [%] 35.40 34.56 35.74 32.22 34.23 34.90 34.40 35.24 33.89 33.39 35.07 33.39 34.23 34.90 34.06 33.56
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00
LLaVA-1.5 Acc. [%] 37.58 15.27 0.00 35.07 39.43 20.13 0.00 35.40 37.25 6 0.00 35.24 38.59 0.34 0.00 16.4-'?
Cov. [%]  100.00 50.67 0.00  100.00  100.00 63.09 0.00  100.00  100.00 68.96 0.00  100.00  100.00 0.50 0.00 32.38
LLaVA-OV Acc. [%) 72.65 69.80 70.30 52.01 71.81 70.81 73.49 45.81 72.99 7114 73.83 48.49 73.66 0.67 72.99 44.97
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00 97.32  100.00  100.00  100.00 98.99  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.50  100.00 1.17  100.00 97.65
Comma Phi-3.5 Acc. [%] 46.31 47.48 0.00 45.97 49.66 48.99 0.00 46.81 48.32 48.49 0.00 45.64 49.50 30.03 0.00 46.31
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00 99.83 59.90 0.00 98.99
Phi-4 Acc. [%] 72.32 72.32 70.30 60.07 73.32 72.32 71.31 62.42 72.82 73.15 70.81 59.23 72.65 72.65 71.48 58.22
Cov. [%]  100.00  100.00  100.00 93.62  100.00  100.00  100.00 92.11  100.00  100.00  100.00 92.79 100.00 91.28
Qwen-2-VL Acc. [%] 70.13 70.81 71.14 69.30 69.80 70.30 70.64 69.97 69.63 70.47 70.64 68.96 70.47 70.97
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00
Qwen-2.5-VL Acc. [%] 78.36 78.36 74.50 74.33 78.52 78.19 75.17 73.49 77.18 78.02 75.67 74.16 73.99 72.65
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 98.15  100.00  100.00  100.00 98.49  100.00  100.00  100.00 98.32  100.00 97.99  100.00
Gemma-3 Acc. [%] 34.90 33.73 33.89 32.55 35.24 35.74 34.23 34.23 34.23 33.39 34.56 32.22 34.06 33.89
) Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00
LLaVA-1.5 Acc. [%] 38.42 22.82 0.00 37.42 37.25 33.22 0.00 37.25 38.76 30.20 0.00 37.25 37.75 0.17 0.00 11.07
Cov. [%]  100.00 69.80 0.00 100.00  100.00 91.61 0.00 100.00  100.00 85.40 0.00 100.00  100.00 0.17 0.00 21.98
LLaVA-OV Acc. [%] 73.99 73.99 73.66 37.58 74.83 73.99 74.16 38.09 74.16 74.33 74.33 39.43 73.99 42.95 73.32 39.43

Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00
Acc. [%] 5101 49.50 0.00
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 0.00
Acc. [%] 7433 7416 73.15

100.00  100.00  100.00 98.49  100.00  100.00  100.00 98.32  100.00 61.91 99.83 98.83
50.84 48.83 0.00 47.15 50.34 48.66 0.00 46.98 50.00 44.97 0.00 48.49
100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00 91.28 0.00 99.83
73.83 72.99 72.82 70.97 73.99 73.83 72.65 66.28 73.66 72.99 71.98 59.90

Line break  phi-3.5

Phi-4 Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00 99.33  100.00  100.00  100.00 98.15  100.00  100.00 99.66 91.11
Qwen-2-VL Acc. [%] 73.83 73.83 72.65 73.32 73.83 72.32 73.99 73.99 73.49 72.48 72.48 73.32 42.95 71.14 72.82
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 99.50 67.62  100.00  100.00

Qwen-2.5-VL Acc. [%] 81.71 80.87 75.84 73.83 81.04 81.38 77.18 75.67 81.04 80.87 75.50 73.83  80.71 80.71 75.67  T74.83
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 98.66  100.00  100.00  100.00 98.15  100.00  100.00  100.00 98.66  100.00  100.00  100.00 97.82  100.00

Gemma-3 Acc. [%] 35.24 35.07 36.24 34.56 35.40 35.40 35.57 34.73 35.40 34.56 35.07 35.07 34.23 34.56 34.90 33.56
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 ~ 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00

LLaVA-1.5 Acc. [%) 37.42 21.14 0.00 37.75 37.92 30.87 0.00 36.07 38.26 31.88 0.00 36.75 37.58 0.34 0.00 16.61
i Cov. [%]  100.00 64.60 0.00  100.00  100.00 87.25 0.00  100.00  100.00 85.57 0.00  100.00  100.00 0.34 0.00 36.24
LLaVA-OV Acc. [%] 72.48 72.15 71.81 50.17 73.83 73.32 74.16 42.62 73.83 72.99 73.32 47.99 73.83 5.87 73.66 43.79

Cov. [%]  100.00  100.00  100.00 94.97  100.00  100.00  100.00 98.66  100.00  100.00  100.00 98.66  100.00 8.89  100.00 98.15
Acc. [%] 45.30 48.83 0.00 47.32 48.99 48.49 0.00 47.32 49.33 48.99 0.00 46.81 49.66 34.73 0.00 47.48
Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 0.00  100.00  100.00 68.62 0.00 99.83
Acc. [%] 72.65 71.48 69.97 59.06 73.15 71.64 70.64 61.91 72.65 71.98 71.98 57.05 73.15 71.48 71.48 60.24

Semicolon Phi-3.5

Phi-4 Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00 90.94  100.00  100.00  100.00 91.11  100.00  100.00  100.00 89.09  100.00  100.00  100.00 92.28
Qwen-2-VL Acc. [%] 71.31 73.66 71.14 71.81 72.65 73.15 71.48 71.14 72.65 72.82 71.81 70.97 70.81 36.41 71.48 71.64

Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 ~ 100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00  100.00 97.99 60.07  100.00  100.00
Qwen-2.5-VL Acc. [%] 80.20 80.87 75.00 74.83 80.20 80.37 75.50 75.00 80.37  81.04 75.34 75.34 81.04 81.04 76.01 74.16

Cov. [%] 100.00  100.00 98.83  100.00  100.00  100.00 98.32  100.00  100.00  100.00 98.83  100.00  100.00 99.83 98.15  100.00
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