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Introduction and Background

e Human Label Variation: Different annotators may provide divergent yet valid labels, reflecting the [

: : : Question I Options: A ... B... C.. ]
diversity of human judgments.

i - . Explanation collection method
e Reasoning-tuned Large Language Models: LLMs trained to generate step-by-step reasoning E—

(Chain-of-Thoughts) before answers, improving interpretability and decision-making. @ Good Better ?
. . 5 63, | . .
CoT-based Explanation Extraction » EZEZ'Zii forward

Direct 6 ti
e Modeling HLV via LLMs with human explanations: Human-provided explanation-label pairs help LLMs =L

capture annotation disagreements but are costly to collect.
e Explanation-Generation via LLMs as Post-hoc: Prior methods ask LLMs to generate explanations after

Record
Explanations

I support A because ...
I support B because ...
I support C because ...

selecting a label—risking shallow or hallucinated reasoning.

. [Explana’rion-Label (EL) Pairs : Explanations support A/ B/ C are../../.. ]
e Chain-of-Thoughts from LLMs as Forward: Cols naturally embed rationales before answers in a Sank-based HLV Evaluation
forward process, enabling richer, label-specific explanations. ﬁ

Rank-based HLV Evaluation Tty
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(a) Rank versus Value: Rank-based evaluation is — e 1 c: 2.67
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—— VariErr NLI 08 —— indecisive options . B A B A C_ A
20| — Live N = out-of-5cop6 Options iINg human preference patterns. __N N __N
go S o (b) Closed-World Assumption: Converting labels |
= . L : : L Compare
| into fixed distributions ignores ambiguity—rank- ,
ooll L L] - based evaluation better captures open-ended hu- C

(b) man judgments.

A human annotations to rank
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CoT2EL Pipeline

Input: Please read the following social scenario and the accompanying question, choose the most appropriate answer from the options provided and start your answer
with a single letter. Scenario: Ash redeemed themselves after retaking the test they failed. Question: How will Ash feel as a result?
A.relieved B. accomplished C.proud Answer:

Explanation-Label
(EL) Pairs

&~

CoTs: Okay, let’s see. The scenario is that Ash redeemed themselves by retaking a test they failed. The question is asking how Ash will feel as a result. The options

"Option A": {"support": ...,
are A.relieved, B. accomplished, and C. proud. Inpuf Prompt Chain-of -Thoughts P "opF::se": )
First, I need to understand what each of these emotions means in this context. Redeeming oneself after failing a test suggests that Ash probably worked hard to retake Please read the following ... & =] Okay, lef's see ' > "Option B": {"support": ... iah lity ELs
it and succeeded this time. So, the feelings here would be related to overcoming a challenge. Scenario: Ash redeemed 0 Q /@ o S " ey High-quality ELfiter
"o 1 " . : : : : : : : ... Passing the test might take oppose": ...},

Relieved"(A) would mean that Ash is feeling a release from the stress or worry about having failed before. Passing the test might take away that anxiety. themselves after retaking the iy Rl "Option C": {"support": ... .
"Accomplished"(B) implies a sense of achievement, having completed something successfully, especially after effort. Since Ash had to retake the test, putting in the test ”“eY failed. - "oppose": ..}, Option A": {"suppor"ll:.:
work to pass it now would make them feel like they’ve accomplished something. Ques’r;o;\: How will Ash feel as  Proud could also be there, % "Option B" {.:Epo:;.:,'"}'
"Proud"(C) is more about self-esteem or satisfaction in one’s own achievements. It’s a bit similar to accomplished but more focused on the personal pride aspect. aAP:IL:;e q but maybe B is more directly | > Discourse Units DI — 4| P . opF;E)s e..:'.:}'
Now, considering the scenario: Ash didn’t just pass a test; they redeemed themselves. That suggests that failing initially might have caused some shame or B.. cecalidhe: related to the effort and [; Okay, let's see.. — "Option C": {"support": ...
disappointment, so passing now would alleviate that. But redemption often involves not just relief but also a sense of achievement. So both A and B are possible. C. proud 20ECESS. - — "oppose": ...},
But "proud” might be more about the internal sense of pride, whereas "accomplished" is about the feeling of having achieved something through effort. Which one Answer: -0
fits better here? If Ash worked hard to retake and pass, then feeling accomplished makes sense. Relieved is possible, but maybe the primary feeling is
accomplishment. Proud could also be there, but maybe B is more directly related to the effort and success.

I think the best answer is B. Accomplished. I think the best answer is ...
The examples, drawn from Social 1Qa, are processed using R1, with Col segments
=
. | | | . DEQ ilter uman
related to options A, B, and C highlighted in blue, green, and orange, respectively. For EL =] B EL
. . . . Why would Ash get yelled at? If Ash was the one who made the pBut in the scenario, it's Lee who left the mess. « = =
questions where all options appear plausible, the CoTl reflects a step-by-step analysis — mesmee tuinie sceneie s Lecuro it ness = g riveness e LT ————
. . . . . . . The immediate emotional response might be sadness. emotional response might be sadness.
involving comparison and evidence evaluation. These segments offer rich material fOr i qestonis sou e corsequence for ash ofter s he question is about the consequence far Ash after this o OB
incident . incident.
d e r | \/l n g ex p | a n atl O n S re | eva nt tO O U r Stu d y O]C th e H |_\/ p h e n O m e n O n , e n a b | | n g a Unless Ash was responsible for cleaning up, but the problem » Unless Ash was responsible for cleaning up, but the problem 4_!_,
doesn\u2019t say that. Formafﬁng Error doesn't say that.

deeper understanding of the task and the roots of HLV beyond just the final answers.
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