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Abstract

The rapid advancement of Large Language Models (LLMs) has demon-
strated remarkable progress in complex reasoning tasks. However, a signifi-
cant discrepancy persists between benchmark performances and real-world
applications. We identify this gap as primarily stemming from current eval-
uation protocols and metrics, which inadequately capture the full spectrum
of LLM capabilities, particularly in complex reasoning tasks where both ac-
curacy and consistency are crucial. This work makes two key contributions.
First, we introduce G-Pass@k, a novel evaluation metric that provides a
continuous assessment of model performance across multiple sampling
attempts, quantifying both the model’s peak performance potential and
its stability. Second, we present LiveMathBench, a dynamic benchmark
comprising challenging, contemporary mathematical problems designed to
minimize data leakage risks during evaluation. Through extensive experi-
ments using G-Pass@k on state-of-the-art LLMs with LiveMathBench, we
provide comprehensive insights into both their maximum capabilities and
operational consistency. Our findings reveal substantial room for improve-
ment in LLMs’ ”realistic” reasoning capabilities, highlighting the need for
more robust evaluation methods. The benchmark and detailed results are
available at: https://github.com/open-compass/GPassK.

1 Introduction

Since the emergence of large language models (LLMs), the complex reasoning, particularly
in mathematical problem-solving, has been regarded as the crown jewel of LLM capabilities.
Numerous models have demonstrated remarkable performance on mathematical tasks,
from general-purpose models like GPT-4o (OpenAI, 2024a), and the LLaMA series (AI, 2024)
to specialized models such as DeepSeek-Math (Shao et al., 2024) and Qwen-Math (Yang et al.,
2024b), which excel in complex and high-difficulty mathematical reasoning. More recently,
long-chain-of-thought (Long-CoT) models like OpenAI-o1 (OpenAI, 2024b), QwQ (Team,
2024a), and DeepSeek-R1-Lite-Preview (DeepSeek-R1-Lite-Preview, 2024) have further
advanced the state-of-the-art in mathematical problem-solving.

In real-world applications, LLMs typically employ sampling with predefined decoding
parameters (including temperature, top-k, top-p, and repetition penalty) to maintain re-
sponse diversity. Users often regenerate responses or initiate new sessions until obtaining
satisfactory answers to specific questions. However, conventional evaluation metrics for
LLMs—such as Greedy Accuracy, Pass@K (Chen et al., 2021), Best-of-N (BoN), and Ma-
jority Voting—demonstrate significant limitations in measuring real-world performance,
particularly regarding long-term consistency. While these metrics effectively capture either
instantaneous accuracy or peak performance across multiple samples, they inadequately
address output stability. Such instability poses significant challenges for applications re-
quiring reliable and predictable outcomes, highlighting the need for evaluation metrics that
effectively balance response diversity with consistent performance.

To address these challenges, we introduce G-Pass@k, a novel evaluation metric that simulta-
neously assesses both problem-solving capability and performance consistency. The core
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Pass@16 v. s.  Greedy Accuracy v. s.  G-Pass@161.0

Figure 1: Pass@16 v.s. Greedy Accuracy v.s. G-Pass@161.0 on LiveMathBench. This figure
illustrates the gap between the performance of models using the Pass@16 criterion (dark
bars), typical greedy output (semi-light bars), and the performance under the G-Pass@161.0
criterion (light bars), highlights the instability of model performance across multiple sam-
plings.

principle of G-Pass@k lies in evaluating model performance under varying thresholds of
correctness, providing a nuanced understanding of model behavior across different strin-
gency levels. By integrating measures of both stability and potential, G-Pass@k delivers
a comprehensive assessment of an LLM’s capabilities, particularly valuable for complex
reasoning tasks. To thoroughly demonstrate the practical implications of G-Pass@k, we
additionally present LiveMathBench, a challenging bi-lingual mathematics benchmark.
This dynamic evaluation framework continuously incorporates contemporary mathematical
problems, ensuring relevance to the latest developments in both model capabilities and
mathematical discourse.

We conducted comprehensive experiments using G-Pass@k to evaluate various models on
LiveMathBench, including general LLMs, mathematics-specialized models, and Chain-of-
Thought (CoT) enhanced variants known for their step-by-step reasoning capabilities in
complex mathematical problem-solving. Through systematic comparison between tradi-
tional metrics (Greedy Accuracy, Pass@K) and G-Pass@k, our analysis reveals distinctive
insights into model performance that conventional evaluation approaches may overlook.
Our analysis, illustrated in Figure 1, demonstrates significant limitations in traditional eval-
uation metrics regarding output stability assessment. We observe a substantial performance
degradation across all models as the G-Pass@k threshold becomes more stringent, a pattern
consistent across both established open-source datasets(MATH and AIME) and our novel
LiveMathBench. Through detailed decomposition of the G-Pass@k metric and comparative
analysis of model architectures, we reveal distinct behavioral patterns between o1-like
LLMs and standard LLMs under varying difficulty levels and stability requirements. These
findings underscore the inadequacy of conventional evaluation methods and demonstrate
the necessity of stability-aware metrics for realistic assessment of model capabilities in
complex reasoning tasks.

The key observation derived from the new metric together with LiveMathBench includes:

• Instability in Reasoning: Both proprietary and open-source models exhibit signifi-
cant instability when applied to challenging reasoning tasks. Performance drops
exceed 50% in many cases, with the worst instances showing declines of up to 90%.
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• Limited Benefits from Increased Model Size: Merely scaling up model size does
not necessarily enhance stable reasoning capabilities. The expected improvements
in performance and stability are not consistently observed.

• Discrepancy Between Potential and Stability: There is a noticeable gap between
the models’ potential capabilities, as measured by their G-Pass@kτ→0, and their
actual stability, reflected in G-Pass@kτ . This disparity highlights the need for further
research into developing methods that can better harness the theoretical capabilities
of these models in practical, stable applications.

2 Related Work

Mathematical Reasoning Benchmarks for LLMs. The assessment of large language mod-
els (LLMs) in mathematical reasoning has led to the development of specialized benchmarks
focusing on different aspects of an LLM’s mathematical proficiency. GSM8K (Cobbe et al.,
2021) presents a dataset of 8,500 elementary-level math word problems, segregated into
training and testing sets, that demand multi-step reasoning and detailed solution paths.
MATH (Hendrycks et al., 2021b) encompasses 12,500 problems derived from high school
math competitions, challenging LLMs with advanced topics like calculus and algebra, and
providing step-by-step solutions to facilitate coherent training. MMLU (Hendrycks et al.,
2021a) evaluates pre-trained language models across 57 subjects, including STEM fields,
featuring a mathematics section designed to gauge knowledge and problem-solving skills
in mathematics. FineMath (Liu et al., 2024b) assesses fine-grained mathematical reason-
ing through a dataset comprising core elementary concepts, categorized into 17 types of
math vocabulary questions, manually annotated, and classified by difficulty. GAOKAO-
Bench (Zhang et al., 2023), incorporating 2,811 Chinese questions, examines LLMs in a
zero-sample setting, resembling China’s college entrance examination format, encompass-
ing a range of question types from objective to subjective. MathBench (Liu et al., 2024a) is a
hierarchical benchmark that assesses both theoretical and applied mathematical abilities,
consisting of 3,709 questions spanning basic arithmetic to university level, structured across
five educational tiers. Omni-Math (Gao et al., 2024) focuses on Olympic-level mathematical
reasoning, featuring 4,428 competition-level problems categorized into over 33 subfields and
10 difficulty levels, spanning from entry-level to professional international competitions.

Stability of LLM Reasoning. Large language models (LLMs) exhibit remarkable perfor-
mance in reasoning tasks, encompassing question answering, programming, and mathemat-
ical problem-solving. Despite their prowess, the output stability of LLMs poses a significant
challenge, whereby the model’s outputs can vary for the same input due to random sam-
pling or hallucinations, impacting the model’s reliability and predictability (Gupta et al.,
2024; Xu et al., 2024; Atil et al., 2024). Atil et al. (2024) introduced two new metrics: TARr@N
for the total agreement rate at N runs over raw output and TARa@N for total agreement
over parsed-out answers. However, TARr@N and TARa@N focus solely on measuring
output consistency, our work introduces a novel evaluation metric G-Pass@k for evaluating
the mathematical reasoning proficiency of LLMs. This metric aims to assess the model’s
true reasoning ability by not only considering output consistency but also emphasizing
correctness.

3 Generalized Metric for LLM Reasoning

In this section, we begin with a review of the classical evaluation metric Pass@k and then
introduce our proposed metric G-Pass@k. Finally, we outline the key differences between
these two metrics.

3.1 Preliminary: Pass@k

Pass@k is initially proposed to evaluate the functional correctness of code generated by
models (Kulal et al., 2019; Chen et al., 2021). With the expanding application of large
language models (LLMs) in various reasoning tasks (Rajani et al., 2019; Imani et al., 2023;
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Giadikiaroglou et al., 2024), the Pass@k metric has gained increasing prominence (Luo et al.,
2023; Yu et al., 2024). It effectively measures a model’s potential performance in solving
complex questions. Pass@k denotes the probability of obtaining at least one correct solution
within k attempts for each question, as described by the formula:

Pass@k = EQuestions

[
1 −

(n−c
k )

(n
k)

]
, (1)

where n denotes the total count of runs, which means the number of generations in the
reasoning task, and c signifies the number of correct solutions among them. Intuitively,
Equation (1) assesses the expected ratio of questions for which at least one correct solution
is discovered. In practical, n is usually configured as the same value of k, mainly due to the
heavy inference cost.

3.2 Generalized Metric: G-Pass@k

Pass@k can indicate a model’s performance potential, however, it does not account for the
stability of the model’s reasoning performance. To assess both the potential and stability of
models, we propose a generalized metric called G-Pass@k. In simple terms, G-Pass@k mea-
sures the consistency of a model in generating correct solutions across multiple generations
by assessing the probability of obtaining correct solutions in all k generations.

Definition of G-Pass@k & G-Pass@kτ . Let p∗ denote the probability that a model pro-
vides the correct solution for a question. Given that each generation is independent and
identically distributed (i.i.d.), the probability of obtaining m correct solutions follows a
binomial distribution:

m ∼ B(n, p∗). (2)

Since p∗ is usually inaccessible, we leverage the hypergeometric distribution to approximate
the binomial distribution:

lim
n→∞

H(m; k, c, n) → B(m; n, p∗). (3)

Therefore, G-Pass@k can be defined as:

G-Pass@k = EQuestions

[
(c

k)

(n
k)

]
. (4)

where n represents the total number of generations per question, and c denotes the number
of generations resulting in correct solutions. Considering the stringent nature of Equation (4),
we draw inspiration from the mean Average Precision (mAP) metric (Everingham et al.,
2010) used in object detection to introduce a threshold τ ∈ (0.0, 1.0], leading to the definition
of G-Pass@kτ :

G-Pass@kτ = EQuestions

 c

∑
j=⌈τ·k⌉

(c
j) · (

n−c
k−j)

(n
k)

 , (5)

where ⌈τ · k⌉ denotes the smallest integer greater than or equal to τ · k. Conceptually,
for τ < 1.0, there is flexibility to allow up to k − ⌈τ · k⌉ incorrect solutions within the k
generations. Recall that we utilize hypergeometric distributions to approximate binomial
distributions, which provides a good estimation when n is sufficiently large. We provide
more discussions about the estimation in Appendix A.2.

Pass@k is the special instance of G-Pass@kτ . It can be observed that Pass@k is essentially
a special case of G-Pass@kτ , as demonstrated by the following theorem.
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Figure 2: Comparison of Pass@k and G-Pass@k. In our simulation configuration, we set
n = 10, c = {8, 16, 24, 32}, and then calculate Pass@k and G-Pass@k.

Theorem 3.1. Pass@k is is the special case of G-Pass@k as τ approaches 0, formally described as:

lim
τ→0

c

∑
j=⌈τ·k⌉

(c
j) · (

n−c
k−j)

(n
k)

= 1 −
(n−c

k )

(n
k)

. (6)

The proof is provided in Appendix A.3.

Definition of mG-Pass@k. When the threshold τ is low, G-Pass@kτ tends to measure
the model’s performance potential. Conversely, at higher τ values, G-Pass@kτ evaluates
the model’s stability or its level of mastery over the question. Thus, G-Pass@kτ facilitates
the continuous observation of both performance potential and stability. We further define
mG-Pass@k as:

mG-Pass@kτ = 2
∫ 1.0

0.5
G-Pass@kτdτ =

2
k

k

∑
i=⌈0.5·k⌉+1

G-Pass@k i
k
. (7)

Intuitively, mG-Pass@k provides an interpolated estimate of the area under the curve of
mG-Pass@k[0.5:1.0], serving as a comprehensive metric that integrates all G-Pass@kτ values
where τ ∈ [0.5, 1.0]. For optimal and stable models, the mG-Pass@k value should approach
1.

3.3 Pass@k v.s. G-Pass@k

To facilitate a more intuitive comparison between Pass@k and G-Pass@k, Figure 2 illustrates
the metric values for various c values with n = 80. The figure demonstrates that while
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Pass@k provides some insights into the model’s capabilities, relying solely on Pass@k may
result in an overestimation of the model’s actual performance. For example, as shown in the
upper left of Figure 2, even if the model correctly solves the question only 8 times out of 80
runs, Pass@k stuck produces a notably high score (Pass@k > 0.8 for k ≥ 16). Additionally,
once c surpasses a certain threshold, discerning differences in Pass@k becomes challenging.

In contrast, G-Pass@k offers a more precise evaluation of the model’s performance, as
depicted in Figure 2. Across varying c values, G-Pass@k exhibits clear distinctions. Moreover,
by adjusting the thresholds, G-Pass@k can emphasize different aspects: a lower threshold
places more emphasis on the model’s potential, while a higher threshold underscores the
model’s stability and mastery of the problem.

In conclusion, G-Pass@k not only provides a more detailed performance assessment com-
pared to Pass@k but also, through tailored threshold configurations, effectively balances
considerations of the model’s potential and stability.

4 Performance and Analysis

4.1 LiveMathBench

To effectively analyze the G-Pass@k performance of large language models, we construct
a new and challenging benchmark named LiveMathBench. LiveMathBench will undergo
ongoing updates with new questions to continuously evaluate the mathematical reasoning
performance of models.

4.1.1 Benchmark Construction

LiveMathBench is specifically designed to include four challenging out-of-domain question
sets from various mathematical competitions, aiming to avoid data contamination issues in
existing LLMs and public math benchmarks (Zhou et al., 2023; Li et al., 2024; Ni et al., 2024).

LiveMathBench (version of 202412) incorporates the latest problems from the China National
Mathematical Olympiad (CNMO), China’s College Entrance Examination (CCEE), American
Mathematics Competition (AMC), and William Lowell Putnam Mathematical Competition
(WLPMC). These datasets encompass diverse levels of difficulty and linguistic variations
and have low overlap with publicly available datasets, ensuring a comprehensive evaluation
of the generalization capabilities of LLMs across various mathematical scenarios. More
details about LiveMathBench can be found in Appendix A.1.

4.1.2 Benchmark Statistics

Table 1 presents comprehensive statistics for the LiveMathBench. In order to enhance
benchmark diversity and assess the performance of LLMs in multilingual settings, both
English and Chinese versions of the questions are included.

Table 1: Statistics of LiveMathBench

Dataset Language #Fill-In-the-Blank #Problem-Solving #Questions

CNMO en & cn - 18×2 18×2
CCEE en & cn 13×2 31×2 44×2
AMC en & cn - 46×2 46×2
WLPMC en & cn - 11×2 11×2

ALL en & cn 13×2 106×2 119×2
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4.2 Setup

4.2.1 LLMs

We evaluate various LLMs recognized for their strong mathematical reasoning capabilities,
including InternLM2-Math-Plus-20B (Ying et al., 2024), DeepSeek-Math-7b-RL (Shao et al.,
2024), DeepSeek-V2.5-1210 (DeepSeek-AI, 2024), Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct (Dubey et al., 2024),
Llama-3.1-70B-Instruct (Dubey et al., 2024), Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct (AI, 2024), NuminaMath-
72B-CoT (Beeching et al., 2024), Mistral-Large-Instruct-2411 (Team, 2024b), Qwen2.5-7B-
Instruct (Qwen Team, 2024), Qwen2.5-Math-7B-Instruct (Yang et al., 2024b), Qwen2.5-32B-
Instruct (Qwen Team, 2024), Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct (Qwen Team, 2024), Qwen2.5-Math-
72B-Instruct (Yang et al., 2024b), Claude-3.5-Sonnet (Anthropic Inc., 2024), Gemini-1.5-
Pro (Research, 2024), and GPT-4o-2024-11-20 (OpenAI, 2024a). Additionally, we include
several o1-like LLMs, such as QwQ-32B-Preview (Team, 2024a), Skywork-o1-Open-Llama-
3.1-8B (o1 Team, 2024), and OpenAI o1-mini (OpenAI, 2024b).

4.2.2 Implementation Details

In all experiments, we set the number of generations, n, to 16 × 3 = 48 and report the
greedy accuracy, Pass@k (G-Pass@k→0), and G-Pass@k values, where k ∈ {4, 8, 16} and
τ ∈ {0.25, 0.5, 0.75, 1.0}. For the sampling parameters of open-source models, we configure
the temperature to 1.0, top-p to 1.01, top-k to 40 and repetition-penalty to 1.0. For open-
source models, the maximum number of tokens is set to 8, 192 for non-o1 LLMs and 32, 768
for o1-like LLMs. And for closed-source models, due to constraints of inference costs,
we configured the maximum completion tokens to 4, 096 for non-o1 LLMs and 16, 384 for
OpenAI o1-mini. We use the OpenCompass (Contributors, 2023) platform to evaluate all
LLMs.

Due to the diverse formats of the final answers produced by models in complex mathe-
matical questions, we leverage Qwen-2.5-72B-Instruct (Yang et al., 2024a) to judge whether
the content generated by the tested model aligns with the standard answer. In our judge
pipeline, we provide the original question, reference answer, and model-generated answer,
prompting Qwen-2.5-72B-Instruct to determine whether the candidate solution is consistent
with the reference answer. The details of the judging process can be found in Appendix A.4.

4.2.3 Additional Public Benchmarks

We also include widely used public benchmarks MATH500 (Hendrycks et al., 2021b; Light-
man et al., 2024) and AIME2024 (AIME2024; Yang et al., 2024b), both of which are designed
to rigorously evaluate LLMs on their mathematical reasoning capabilities.

MATH500-L5. MATH500 dataset is a curated subset of a larger collection
MATH (Hendrycks et al., 2021b), intended to challenge LLMs with complex math-
ematical problems. It encompasses a variety of advanced questions from multiple
domains including algebra, geometry, probability, and number theory, thereby providing a
comprehensive assessment of a model’s proficiency in mathematical reasoning. We select
all questions with difficulty 5, resulting in MATH500-L5, which contains 134 questions.

AIME2024-45. Tailored for evaluating LLM performance at the American Invitational
Mathematics Examination (AIME) level, the AIME question set presents a series of intricate
tasks that test logical thinking, abstract reasoning, and accurate calculation skills. This
resource aims to push the boundaries of what LLMs can achieve in solving sophisticated
mathematical problems. We combine the part 1 and the part 2 of the American Invitational
Mathematics Examination 2024, resulting in 45 questions, called AIME2024-45.

1For Qwen2.5 models, top p is configured to 0.8 to reduce repetition and gibberish.
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Table 2: Performance of models on LiveMathBench. We perform 48 runs and report results of
greedy accuracy, and G-Pass@16{0.5,0.75,1.0} and mG-Pass@16. A more detailed performance
can be found in Table 6 at Appendix A.5.1.

LLMs Greedy G-Pass@16 (Equation (5)) / %

G-Pass@160.5 G-Pass@160.75 G-Pass@161.0 mG-Pass@16

General LLMs

Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct 18.1 7.5 3.5 0.8 3.3
Llama-3.1-70B-Instruct 27.7 18.2 13.0 7.1 12.3
Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct 34.9 30.5 23.7 16.0 22.7
Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct 32.8 31.7 23.4 13.8 22.2
Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct 42.9 40.6 34.4 23.9 32.6
Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct 43.7 41.7 34.5 25.2 33.2
DeepSeek-V2.5-1210 43.3 39.7 28.1 16.6 27.0
Mistral-Large-Instruct-2411 37.4 29.1 26.7 23.5 26.4
Gemini-1.5-Pro-Latest † 49.2 48.0 40.2 26.8 37.8
Claude-3.5-Sonnet † 37.0 35.2 27.2 17.4 25.9
GPT-4o-2024-11-20 † 40.0 36.1 28.2 18.4 26.8

Mathematical Reasoning LLMs

InternLM2-Math-Plus-20B 22.3 10.1 3.0 0.3 3.3
DeepSeek-Math-7B-RL 20.6 17.9 12.7 5.8 11.7
NuminaMath-72B-CoT 34.5 22.6 12.8 3.7 11.8
Qwen2.5-Math-7B-Instruct 39.9 39.2 32.2 24.2 31.2
Qwen2.5-Math-72B-Instruct 50.4 45.3 37.8 26.8 36.5

O1-like Reasoning LLMs

Skywork-o1 39.5 31.2 24.1 13.1 22.6
QwQ-32B-Preview 64.3 66.6 56.2 33.3 52.2
OpenAI o1-mini † 66.5 ‡ 68.5 58.8 42.0 56.5

† API-based close-source LLMs.
‡ OpenAI o1 series model does not provide an optional temperature parameter, so we chose the average
accuracy of 20 generations as the proxy for greedy accuracy.

4.3 LiveMathBench & Public Benchmark Performance

Table 2 demonstrates the performance of all models on LiveMathBench and Table 3 demon-
strates the performance on MATH500-L5 and AIME2024-45. From the results, we derive the
following observations.

1) Competition-Level Questions Still Remain Challenging for Current LLMs. Our
analysis reveals that competition-level questions such as those in LiveMathBench and
AIME2024-45 continue to pose substantial challenges for all evaluated models, even those
at the cutting edge of current research. For instance, despite being the top-performing
general-purpose model, Gemini-1.5-Pro-Latest achieves only a greedy decoding accuracy of
49.2% on LiveMathBench. Similarly, the best-performing mathematical reasoning model,
Qwen2.5-Math-72B-Instruct, attains an accuracy of 50.4%, which, while slightly higher, still
falls short of perfection. Most of the LLMs we evaluated scored between 10% and 45% on
greedy decoding. Notably, several high-performing models are close-source, such as GPT-4o
with 39.9% and Claude-3.5-Sonnet with 37.0%. Moreover, on another challenging bench-
mark, AIME2024-45, the best-performing non-o1-like LLMs only achieve about 20% greedy
accuracy and the performance of most LLMs is at a low level. These results underscore the
ongoing difficulty in achieving high accuracy on the latest complex mathematical problems.
While O1-like models, equipped with long-chain-of-thought (long-CoT) and reflective mech-
anisms, perform significantly better on intricate tasks, they too face considerable challenges
in LiveMathBench. For example, the optimal-performing OpenAI o1-mini achieves a score
of 66.51%, and the most powerful open-source O1-like model, QwQ-32B-Preview, scores
64.3% on LiveMathBench. Despite these improvements, the gap between current model
performance and human-level proficiency remains notable.
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Table 3: Performance of models on MATH500 and AIME2024. Aligning with experiments
on LiveMathBench, we also perform 48 runs and report results of greedy accuracy, G-
Pass@16{0.5,0.75,1.0}, and mG-Pass@16. More detailed results are available in Table 7 at
Appendix A.5.2.

LLMs Greedy G-Pass@16 (Equation (5)) / %

G-Pass@160.5 G-Pass@160.75 G-Pass@161.0 mG-Pass@16

MATH500-L5

Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct 56.7 56.0 45.4 29.8 43.4
Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct 63.4 66.1 58.1 42.4 55.6
Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct 64.2 61.9 54.4 46.7 53.7
Mistral-Large-Instruct-2411 55.2 52.3 51.2 45.6 50.1
Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct 57.5 54.5 48.8 31.9 44.9
DeepSeek-Math-7b-RL 14.2 17.8 11.2 5.1 10.6
Qwen2.5-Math-7B-Instruct 63.4 65.2 62.8 56.4 61.7
Qwen2.5-Math-72B-Instruct 70.9 62.5 58.9 47.3 56.6
Skywork-o1 59.0 49.3 44.3 35.9 42.8
QwQ-32B-Preview 83.6 87.2 78.8 57.4 75.6

AIME2024-45

Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct 8.9 6.5 4.8 3.2 4.8
Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct 11.1 7.0 5.3 2.5 4.8
Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct 13.3 13.3 11.3 8.4 11.0
Mistral-Large-Instruct-2411 13.3 10.4 6.8 2.4 6.1
Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct 22.2 20.6 16.2 4.9 14.3
DeepSeek-Math-7b-RL 2.2 1.5 0.1 ∼ 0.0 0.2
Qwen2.5-Math-7B-Instruct 11.1 3.8 2.2 2.2 2.4
Qwen2.5-Math-72B-Instruct 20.0 18.7 14.4 3.7 12.2
Skywork-o1 6.7 3.9 2.3 1.5 2.4
QwQ-32B-Preview 44.4 41.0 28.6 8.1 24.7
OpenAI o1-mini † 60.3 ‡ 62.2 53.3 15.6 43.1

† API-based close-source LLMs.
‡ OpenAI o1 series model does not provide an optional temperature parameter, so we chose the average
accuracy of 20 generations as greedy accuracy.

2) Reasoning Ability Still Needs to be Properly Evaluated. While most models exhibit
relatively strong performance under Greedy Accuracy and Pass@16, their performance
significantly deteriorates when evaluated using the G-Pass@k metric. Specifically, when τ
is set to 1.0, indicating that the model must provide accurate responses in all 16 attempts,
almost all models exhibit a drastic performance drop. Take LiveMathBench for example,
the Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct model’s accuracy plummets from 18.1% (Greedy) to 0.8% (G-
Pass@161.0), a reduction of 95.7%. Even larger models, like NuminaMath-72B-CoT, see a
significant decline from 34.5% to 3.7% at G-Pass@161.0, a decrease of 89.3%. Across the
approximately 20 models tested, the average performance drop is 60%. Notably, even the
most robust model, OpenAI o1-mini, shows a 36.9% decline, from 66.5% to 42.0%. Even
when τ is relaxed to 0.5, requiring only half of the samples to be correct for a pass, General
LLMs, Mathematical Reasoning LLMs, and O1-like Reasoning LLMs still experience average
performance drops of 14.0%, 22.5%, and 4.8%, respectively. This indicates that, under
challenging conditions, most models struggle to maintain consistency in their reasoning
ability across multiple samples, regardless of whether the criteria are strict or lenient.
These findings underscore the need for a more rigorous evaluation of models’ reasoning
capabilities, particularly in scenarios that require consistent and reliable performance over
multiple instances. The current evaluation metrics, which often rely on single-shot greedy
decoding, may not fully capture the true robustness and stability of these models in real-
world applications.

3) Increasing Model Size May Not Significantly Enhance Robustness. Comparing
models within the same series, such as Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct and Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct,
reveals that despite a more than twofold difference in model size, their performance remains
similar across various metrics and datasets. For example, on both our latest LiveMathBench
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Figure 3: Illustration of G-Pass@k w.r.t. different values of k for DeepSeek-Math-7b-RL,
Qwen2.5-Math-72B-Instruct, QwQ-32B-Preview.

and existing open-source datasets, the difference in Greedy Accuracy and mG-Pass@k between
these two models is within two percentage points. Additionally, in the larger Mistral-Large-
Instruct-2411 (123B) model, although the scale has increased further, performance and
stability have actually declined compared to Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct. This suggests that for
certain tasks, particularly those requiring deep understanding and logical reasoning, mere
parameter expansion may not yield the expected gains in performance or stability. This
could be because these tasks not only depend on the model’s memory capacity and pattern
recognition but also require strong reasoning and context comprehension abilities.

4) Significant Gap Between Theoretical Performance Potential and Actual Stability. In
evaluating model performance, we observed a notable gap between the theoretical upper
limit (G-Pass@16τ→0), the actual performance (Greedy Accuracy), and the stability across
multiple samples (G-Pass@16τ=1.0). As evident from Figure 1, while models theoretically
possess high potential performance, their actual performance in practical applications
falls short of this optimal level, particularly in terms of output stability. Some models
demonstrate high accuracy in single-shot greedy decoding, indicating potential for handling
specific tasks, but they fail to maintain consistent high accuracy across multiple samples, far
from achieving optimal performance. This highlights the current models’ shortcomings in
reasoning stability and consistency, which are often overlooked in training and evaluation.
The single-shot inference performance of models can be influenced by factors such as input
data variations, initialization states, or random sampling, leading to inconsistent results
across different instances. In applications requiring high reliability and consistency, this
inconsistency is a significant concern, emphasizing the need to ensure stable model outputs
while approaching optimal performance.

4.4 Further Analysis

4.4.1 Performance w.r.t. k

Figure 3 presents the results of selected models for G-Pass@4, G-Pass@8, and G-Pass@16.
For G-Pass@4, Deepseek-Math-7b-RL shows a significant decline in performance as τ
increases, dropping from around 40% to 20%. Qwen-2.5-Math-72B-Instruct and QwQ-32B-
Preview also decline but maintain higher performance levels, starting around 65% and 80%,
respectively, and ending around 50% and 70%. For G-Pass@8, the trend is similar, with
Deepseek-Math-7b-RL showing a steep decline from 40% to 20%, while Qwen-2.5-Math-
72B-Instruct and QwQ-32B-Preview start at 60% and 80%, respectively, and end around
45% and 70%. For G-Pass@16, Deepseek-Math-7b-RL declines from 30% to 10%, while
Qwen-2.5-Math-72B-Instruct and QwQ-32B-Preview start at 60% and 80%, respectively, and
end around 35% and 60%. In general, G-Pass@k can achieve consistent evaluation results
under different k values, which indicates robustness as a metric. In addition, for advanced
reasoning models with strong performance, a larger value of k has better differentiation.
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Figure 4: Illustration of G-Pass@k w.r.t. different values of n for DeepSeek-Math-7b-RL and
NuminaMath-72B-CoT.

Table 4: Performance on CCEE and WLPM. The table shows the decreasing trend of Greedy
w.r.t. Pass@16 and G-Pass@161.0 w.r.t. Greedy, which are marked with colors of different
transparency.

LLMs CCEE WLPMC

G-Pass@16→0 ↘ Greedy ↘ G-Pass@161.0 G-Pass@16→0 ↘ Greedy ↘ G-Pass@161.0

Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct 68.3 56.8↓17.0 31.8↓44.0 41.0 36.0↓12.2 9.2↓74.4
Mistral-Large-Instruct-2411 63.3 54.6↓13.7 42.5↓22.1 21.1 18.2↓13.7 6.1↓66.5
DeepSeek-V2.5-1210 74.3 56.8↓23.5 26.9↓52.6 65.9 9.1↓86.0 4.0↓56.1
Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct 74.4 56.8↓23.7 50.3↓11.0 54.0 27.3↓49.4 0.3↓98.9
Gemini-1.5-Pro-Latest 76.9 59.1↓23.1 45.3↓23.4 60.0 36.4↓40.0 4.3↓88.2
GPT-4o 73.7 52.3↓29.0 34.0↓35.0 29.9 18.2↓39.1 4.0↓78.0
Deepseek-Math-7B-RL 61.7 43.2↓30.0 17.3↓60.0 12.5 9.1↓27.2 ∼ 0.0↓100.0
Qwen2.5-Math-7B-Instruct 68.5 56.8↓17.1 43.6↓23.2 52.5 27.3↓48.0 9.1↓66.7
Qwen2.5-Math-72B-Instruct 74.1 68.2↓8.0 50.2↓26.4 48.3 27.3↓43.5 18.2↓33.3
QwQ-32B-Preview 85.8 70.5↓15.3 40.5↓30.0 89.3 27.3↓69.4 18.2↓33.3

4.4.2 Performance w.r.t. n

As previously noted, the number of attempts n is crucial for the accuracy of the estimates. We
selected two models, DeepSeek-Math-7b-RL and NuminaMath-72B-CoT, to conduct experi-
ments with n = {16} × {1, 2, 3, 5, 8, 15} = {16, 32, 48, 128, 240}, and reported G-Pass@16τ .
The results are illustrated in Figure 4. When n is small, the estimation deviation is large, as
shown by the significant fluctuations in the G-Pass@16τ values for both models. Conversely,
for larger n, G-Pass@16τ tends to stabilize, indicating a more consistent and reliable perfor-
mance. Specifically, the DeepSeek-Math-7b-RL model shows a steady performance around
20% for n ≥ 48, while the NuminaMath-72B-CoT model stabilizes around 30% for n ≥ 48.
Therefore, empirically, we recommend making at least n = 3k generations when calculating
G-Pass@k to ensure estimation accuracy.

4.4.3 Impact of Questions Difficulty

We also examine the performance of models with respect to questions of varying difficulty
levels. We analyze CCEE and WLPMC datasets from LiveMathBench. CCEE is a college
entrance examination that primarily involves fundamental high school mathematics knowl-
edge, whereas WLPMC is a prestigious collegiate mathematics competition that presents
significantly greater challenges.

Table 4 shows the experimental results. The findings indicate that:

1) Existing Advanced Models are Capable of Reasoning Correctly about Complex Mathe-
matical Questions. As shown in Table 4, most models achieve a high Pass@16 performance
on CCEE, which is of conventional difficulty. Furthermore, Deepseek-V2.5 and QwQ-32B-

11



Technical Report

Preview models also record high Pass@16 scores on the more challenging competition
dataset.

2) Models Struggle More with Generalizing this Ability to Challenging Questions. The
sharp decline in performance on WLPMC, compared to CCEE, suggests a higher level of
difficulty models face with these problems. For instance, on WLPMC, the Greedy accuracy
of Deepseek-V2.5 decreases by 86% relative to its Pass@16 performance, and the Greedy
Accuracy of QwQ-32B-Preview declines by 69% compared to its Pass@16 performance. In
contrast, on CCEE, the Greedy accuracy of Deepseek-V2.5 only decreases by 24% relative to
its Pass@16 performance, and the Greedy Accuracy of QwQ-32B-Preview only declines by
15% compared to its Pass@16 performance.

From these observations, we conjecture that models tend to learn superficial patterns
from training data, which is reflected in the marked improvement of the Pass@k metric.
However, this increase does not necessarily translate into an enhancement of the model’s real
reasoning capabilities. Thus, emphasis should be placed on evaluating greedy performance
and reasoning stability.

4.4.4 Does Data Contamination or Overfitting Affect Stability?

Data contamination arises when the test data is mixed into training data, also referred to as
data leakage (Dickson, 2024; Dong et al., 2024). To investigate the influence of varying extents
of data contamination or overfitting on our proposed G-Pass@k metric, we performed a
series of experiments using the Qwen2.5-7B model on the MATH500-L5 dataset.

The training process began with a base set of 200,000 randomly sampled instructions from
the Numina-Math-CoT corpus (LI et al., 2024), which served as the uncontaminated training
set. Subsequently, we introduced incremental rounds of data contamination, consisting of
0, 6, 8, 10, and 16 rounds, where a round of 0 indicates the absence of contamination, i.e.,
training exclusively on the original NuminaMath data. The model’s efficacy was assessed
across these five conditions, as illustrated in Figure 5.
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Figure 5: The data contamination experiment involves different
contamination rounds, where #Replication represents the num-
ber of these rounds. The term Slope denotes the slope value of
the G-Pass@16τ curve with respect to τ.

Despite the observed
increase in greedy score
with escalating rounds
of contamination, the
stability, as quantified
by the G-Pass@k met-
ric, did not exhibit a
corresponding enhance-
ment. Specifically, in
Figure 5 left part, the
disparity between actual
performance (Greedy
Accuracy) and stability
across multiple samples
(G-Pass@k@16τ=1.0) at
each contamination
round—6, 8, 10, and
16—was 22, 20, 18, and
26, respectively. In
contrast, this gap for

a non-contaminated model was only 5, which indicates that the discrepancy between
performance and stability in contaminated models is more than three times greater.
Additionally, as shown in Figure 5 right part, the slope becomes increasingly steep as the
rounds of contamination increase, showing a deterioration in model stability with each
additional round of contamination. This phenomenon is particularly significant in certain
downstream training scenarios where overfitting becomes necessary, such as in contexts
characterized by data scarcity. In these cases, while an increase in greedy accuracy might
be achieved, it often comes at the cost of reduced stability. Notably, the aforementioned
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performance-stability gap may not necessarily narrow proportionally with increased levels
of overfitting.

This observation suggests that although data contamination or overfit can boost the model’s
performance on seen data, it may significantly undermine its robustness and reliability
when dealing with unseen or diverse inputs. Consequently, practitioners should be cautious
when introducing contaminated data into the training process, especially in contexts where
model stability is crucial.

5 Conclusion

In this work, we introduced G-Pass@k, a novel evaluation metric that assesses both the
problem-solving capability and performance consistency of LLMs across varying thresholds
of correctness. To demonstrate the practical implications of G-Pass@k, we presented Live-
MathBench, a dynamic multilingual mathematics benchmark that continuously incorporates
contemporary challenging problems, ensuring relevance to the latest developments in both
model capabilities and mathematical discourse. After detailed evaluations on LiveMath-
Bench with G-Pass@k, we find 1) Despite demonstrating considerable potential in terms of
Pass@K and Greedy Accuracy, most models exhibit instability during sampling. 2) Scaling
up the model size or overfitting to the dataset can enhance Greedy Accuracy, but may
not necessarily lead to significant improvements in stability. We hope that G-Pass@k and
LiveMathBench can serve as pivotal tools for the research community, facilitating deeper
insights into the development and evaluation of language models.
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A Appendix

A.1 LiveMathBench Details

A.1.1 Data Sources

LiveMathBench (version of 202412) is composed of 4 parts including CNMO, CCEE, AMC,
and WLPMC.

CNMO. The CNMO section features curated questions from the latest Chinese National
Mathematics Olympiad. To enhance the difficulty level, single-choice questions are trans-
formed into problem-solving tasks by concealing answer options, necessitating models to
reason independently and provide solutions.

CCEE. In the CCEE segment, we have selected questions from recent mock exams of
China’s College Entrance Examination, excluding multi-modal proof problems. We have
excluded multiple-choice questions and converted single-choice items into problem-solving
questions, removing provided answer choices to assess the models’ ability to generate
solutions autonomously.

AMC. The AMC section includes questions from the latest American Mathematics
Competition, where each original question typically offers five possible answers labeled A
through E, with only one correct option. Consistent with our approach in other sections,
we convert these single-choice questions into problem-solving cues, encouraging models to
deduce solutions without the aid of provided options.

WLPMC. We also include questions from the latest William Lowell Putnam Mathematical
Competition (WLPMC). Regarded as one of the most prestigious university-level mathemat-
ics competitions globally, the WLPMC challenges participants with problems that span a
broad spectrum of mathematical disciplines. These include geometry, algebra, trigonometry,
calculus, linear algebra, combinatorics, probability theory, number theory, complex numbers,
and differential equations.

A.1.2 Data Samples

Here we provide some samples in LiveMathBench.

Example in CNMO

[Question]
设复数z, w满足z + w = 2，求S = |z2 − 2w|+ |w2 − 2z|的最小可能值。
[Answer]
8
√

5 − 16
[Question Type]
问答

A.2 Estimation of G-Pass@k

To demonstrate the unbiasedness of Equation (5), we conduct the simulation experiment
illustrated in Figure 6. Specifically, we assume the probability of a model providing the
correct solution in a single run is p∗ = 0.4. For each n, we perform several random Bernoulli
samplings to obtain different values of c to calculate G-Pass@kτ , and then compute the mean
and variance to generate the figure. From Figure 6, it can be observed that Equation (5) is an
unbiased estimator, facilitating fair comparison across different values of n.
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Example in CCEE

[Question]
函数 f (x) = x3e3x−3lnx−1

x (x > 0)的最小值是
[Answer]
3
[Question Type]
填空

Example in AMC

[Question]
The graph of y = ex+1 + e−x − 2 has an axis of symmetry. What is the reflection of
the point (−1, 1

2 ) over this axis?
[Answer](

0, 1
2

)
[Question Type]
Problem-Solving

Example in WLPMC

[Question]
A sequence y1, y2, . . . , yk of real numbers is called zigzag if k = 1, or if y2 − y1, y3 −
y2, . . . , yk − yk−1 are nonzero and alternate in sign. Let X1, X2, . . . , Xn be chosen
independently from the uniform distribution on [0, 1]. Let a(X1, X2, . . . , Xn) be the
largest value of k for which there exists an increasing sequence of integers i1, i2,
dots, ik such that Xi1 , Xi2 , . . . , Xik is zigzag. Find the expected value of
a(X1, X2, . . . , Xn) for n ≥ 2.
[Answer]
2n+2

3
[Question Type]
Problem-Solving

A.3 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Proof. Since j starts iterating at the upward rounding of ⌈τ · k⌉ and τ ∈ (0, 1], so we have:

lim
τ→0

c

∑
j=⌈τ·k⌉

(c
j) · (

n−c
k−j)

(n
k)

=
c

∑
j=1

(c
j) · (

n−c
k−j)

(n
k)

. (8)

According to the Vandermonde’s Identity (Vandermonde, 1772), the numerator term on the
right side of Equation (8) can be written as

c

∑
j=1

(
c
j

)
·
(

n − c
k − j

)
=

c

∑
j=0

(
c
j

)
·
(

n − c
k − j

)
−

(
n − c

k

)
=

(
n
k

)
−

(
n − c

k

)
.

(9)

So we conclude that:
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Figure 6: Illustration of estimation and the true value of G-Pass@kτ .

lim
τ→0

c

∑
j=⌈τ·k⌉

(c
j) · (

n−c
k−j)

(n
k)

=
c

∑
j=1

(c
j) · (

n−c
k−j)

(n
k)

=
(n

k)− (n−c
k )

(n
k)

= 1 −
(n−c

k )

(n
k)

.

(10)

A.4 Judge Details

A.4.1 Configurations of Judge Model

Inspired by previous works (Zheng et al., 2023; Son et al., 2024), we leverage Qwen2.5-72B-
Instruct (Yang et al., 2024a) to judge if the answers generated by the models are consistent
with the golden answers, consider the high inference cost of the closed source models such
as OpenAI models. We set the temperature to 0.0, and maximum output tokens to 8, 192.

A.4.2 Prompt for Judge

We leverage the following prompts to judge the consistency between candidate answers
and reference answers.
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Chinese Version of Judge Prompt

请你作为一个数学阅卷专家，判断下面的答案是否与标准答案一致，即考生是否回
答正确。下面是一些评判标准：
1. 有些答案可能包含多项内容，可能有单选题，多选题，填空题和问答题，只要答
案与标准答案一致即可,对于多选题和多个空的填空题，需要考生对应的选项或空都
回答正确才算正确。
2. 有些答案可能通过不同的方式表达，比如有些答案可能是一个数学表达式，有些
答案可能是一个文字描述，只要表达的意思一致即可。且有些公式通过不同的方式
表达，但等价，也是正确的。
3. 你不需要重新计算问题答案，因为标准答案已经给出，只需要根据问题形式来判
断考生的答案是否与标准答案一致，是否正确即可。
请你根据上述标准，判断下面的答案是否与标准答案一致，如果一致，请
在最后输出\\boxed{{yes}}, 否则输出\\boxed{{no}}, 如果难以判断，请输
出\\boxed{{no}}.
原问题：{question}
标准答案：{reference answer}
考生答案：{candidate answer}
分析：

English Version of Judge Prompt

Please act as an expert in grading mathematics exam papers, and judge whether the
following answers match the standard answers, i.e., whether the examinee answered
correctly. Here are some evaluation criteria:
1. Some answers may contain multiple parts, such as single-choice questions,
multiple-choice questions, fill-in-the-blank questions, and problem-solving questions.
As long as the answer matches the standard answer, it is considered correct. For
multiple-choice questions and fill-in-the-blank questions with multiple blanks, the
examinee must answer all corresponding options or blanks correctly to be considered
correct.
2. Some answers may be expressed in different ways; for example, some answers
may be mathematical expressions, while others may be textual descriptions. As long
as the meaning conveyed is consistent, it is considered correct. Additionally, some
formulas may be expressed differently but are equivalent, which is also considered
correct.
3. You do not need to recalculate the problem answers, as the standard answers are
already provided. You only need to judge whether the examinee’s answer matches
the standard answer based on the form of the question and whether it is correct.
Please judge whether the following answer matches the standard answer according
to the above criteria. If they match, output \\boxed{{yes}}, otherwise output
\\boxed{{no}}. If it is difficult to judge, also output \\boxed{{no}}.
Original Question: {question}
Standard Answer: {reference answer}
Examinee’s Answer: {candidate answer}
Analysis:

A.4.3 Evaluation of Judge Model

To evaluate the effectiveness of our judge model, we compared the agreement rate between
Qwen2.5-72B-as-Judge and GPT4o-as-Judge (OpenAI, 2024a). Specifically, we randomly
selected 300 samples from the generations of five different models and used the judgments
from GPT4o as the ground truth. We then calculated the agreement rate between the judg-
ments made by our model and those by GPT4o. Table 5 presents the results, demonstrating
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that Qwen2.5-72B-as-Judge achieves high consistency with GPT4o-as-Judge across different
models. These findings validate the feasibility of Qwen2.5-72B-as-Judge.

Table 5: Agreement rates between Qwen2.5-72B-as-Judge and GPT4o-as-judge.

Models Need to Judge Agreement Disagreement Accuracy (%)

Deepseek-Math-7B-RL 296 4 98.7
Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct 282 18 94.0
Qwen2.5-Math-72B-Instruct 287 13 95.7
Mistral-Large-Instruct-2411 285 15 95.0
QwQ-32B-Preview 290 10 96.7

A.5 Full Experimental Results

A.5.1 Full Performance on LiveMathBench

Table 6 presents the comprehensive performance results on LiveMathBench.

A.5.2 Full Performance on MATH500-L5 & AIME2024-45

Table 7 presents the comprehensive performance results for MATH500-L5 and AIME2024-45.
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Table 6: Full performance of models on LiveMathBench. We report results of greedy
decoding, Pass@16 (G-Pass@16→0), G-Pass@16{0.25,0.5,0.75,1.0}, and mG-Pass@16.

LLMs Greedy G-Pass@16 (Equation (5)) / %

G-Pass@16→0 G-Pass@160.25 G-Pass@160.5 G-Pass@160.75 G-Pass@161.0 mG-Pass@16

General LLMs

Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct 18.1 43.5 18.1 7.5 3.5 0.8 3.3
Llama-3.1-70B-Instruct 27.7 54.0 27.3 18.2 13.0 7.1 12.3
Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct 34.9 55.8 38.4 30.5 23.7 16.0 22.7
Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct 32.8 60.5 41.5 31.7 23.4 13.8 22.2
Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct 42.9 66.6 51.6 40.6 34.4 23.9 32.6
Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct 43.7 65.1 46.0 41.7 34.5 25.2 33.2
DeepSeek-V2.5-1210 43.3 64.3 55.8 39.7 28.1 16.6 27.0
Mistral-Large-Instruct-2411 37.4 41.7 33.3 29.1 26.7 23.5 26.3
Gemini-1.5-Pro-Latest † 49.2 73.9 58.7 48.0 40.2 26.8 37.8
Claude-3.5-Sonnet † 37.0 63.1 45.7 35.2 27.2 17.4 25.9
GPT-4o-2024-11-20 † 39.9 66.9 49.2 36.1 28.2 18.4 26.8

Mathematical Reasoning LLMs

InternLM2-Math-Plus-20B 22.3 52.9 21.1 10.1 3.0 0.3 3.3
DeepSeek-Math-7B-RL 20.6 43.3 23.9 17.9 12.7 5.8 11.7
NuminaMath-72B-CoT 34.5 60.2 32.3 22.6 12.8 3.7 11.8
Qwen2.5-Math-7B-Instruct 39.9 62.0 46.8 39.2 32.2 24.2 31.2
Qwen2.5-Math-72B-Instruct 50.4 66.4 54.5 45.3 37.8 26.8 36.5

O1-like Reasoning LLMs

Skywork-o1 39.5 57.3 42.7 31.2 24.1 13.1 22.6
QwQ-32B-Preview 64.3 84.2 75.3 66.6 56.2 33.3 52.2
OpenAI o1-mini † 66.5 ‡ 84.5 77.3 68.5 58.8 42.0 56.5

† API-based close-source LLMs.
‡ OpenAI o1 series model does not provide an optional temperature parameter, so we chose the average accuracy of 20 generations as
greedy accuracy.

Table 7: Full performance of models on MATH500-L5 and AIME2024-45. Results of greedy
decoding, Pass@16 (G-Pass@16→0), G-Pass@16{0.25,0.5,0.75,1.0}, and mG-Pass@16 are reported.

LLMs Greedy G-Pass@16 (Equation (5)) / %

G-Pass@16→0 G-Pass@160.25 G-Pass@160.5 G-Pass@160.75 G-Pass@161.0 mG-Pass@16

MATH500-L5

Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct 56.7 77.0 65.1 56.0 45.4 29.8 43.4
Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct 63.4 80.2 71.2 66.1 58.1 42.4 55.6
Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct 64.2 77.3 70.5 61.9 54.4 46.7 53.7
Mistral-Large-Instruct-2411 55.2 58.4 54.4 52.3 51.2 45.6 50.1
Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct 57.5 71.7 62.8 54.5 48.8 31.9 44.9
DeepSeek-Math-7b-RL 14.2 42.8 25.0 17.8 11.2 5.1 10.6
Qwen2.5-Math-7B-Instruct 63.4 77.1 69.3 65.2 62.8 56.4 61.7
Qwen2.5-Math-72B-Instruct 70.9 77.9 70.0 62.5 58.9 47.3 56.6
Skywork-o1 59.0 71.0 57.0 49.3 44.3 35.9 42.8
QwQ-32B-Preview 83.6 95.9 92.5 87.2 78.8 57.4 75.6

AIME2024-45

Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct 8.9 22.4 8.2 6.5 4.8 3.2 4.8
Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct 11.1 30.1 15.3 7.0 5.3 2.5 4.8
Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct 13.3 33.0 17.4 13.3 11.3 8.4 11.0
Mistral-Large-Instruct-2411 13.3 15.4 11.1 10.4 6.8 2.4 6.1
Llama-3.3-70B-Instruct 22.2 39.6 26.8 20.6 16.2 4.9 14.3
DeepSeek-Math-7b-RL 2.2 16.3 2.2 1.5 0.1 0.0 0.2
Qwen2.5-Math-7B-Instruct 11.1 22.5 8.9 3.8 2.2 2.2 2.4
Qwen2.5-Math-72B-Instruct 20.0 37.4 23.7 18.7 14.4 3.7 12.2
Skywork-o1 6.7 17.2 4.7 3.9 2.3 1.5 2.4
QwQ-32B-Preview 44.4 74.3 59.3 41.0 28.6 8.1 24.7
OpenAI o1-mini † 60.3 ‡ 86.7 80.0 62.2 53.3 15.6 43.1

† API-based close-source LLMs.
‡ OpenAI o1 series model does not provide an optional temperature parameter, so we chose the average accuracy of 20 generations as
greedy accuracy.
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